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MINUTES OF STATE BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD MEETING


March 3, 2005             2:00 P. M.
The Budget and Control Board (Board) met at 2:00 p.m. on Thursday, March 3, 2005, 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 Peggy Boykin and George Dorn; General Counsel Edwin E. Evans; Governor’s Chief of Staff and Chief Legal Counsel Henry White; Deputy State Treasurer Frank Rainwater; Comptroller General’s Chief of Staff Nathan Kaminski, Jr.; Senate Finance Committee Budget Director Mike Shealy; 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 Tobacco Settlement Revenue Management Authority, the members of which are the Budget and Control Board members, ex officio.]
Adoption of Agenda 
Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Governor Sanford, the Board adopted the agenda after amending the agenda to add blue agenda item 3A concerning a Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism quick claim deed; to delete blue agenda item # 2(b) concerning an easement; to delete regular session agenda item #3(m) concerning the School for the Deaf and Blind Hall Dorm Renovations; to move blue agenda item 3(A)(1) concerning a property conveyance to the regular session agenda; to make technical changes to items in blue agenda item #9; and to add a regular session item concerning the Cheraw State Park golf course.
Minutes of Previous Meeting


The Board, upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, approved the minutes of the January 25, 2005, Budget and Control Board meeting; acting as the Educational Facilities Authority for Private, Nonprofit Institutions of Higher Learning, approved the minutes of the January 25, 2005, Authority meeting; and, acting as the Tobacco Settlement Revenue Management Authority, approved the minutes of the January 25, 2005, Authority meeting.
Blue Agenda


Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved all blue agenda items, except as noted herein.  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 issues for which Board approval was requested:  

CONDUIT ISSUES:
	Description 

of Issue
	Agency/Institution 

(Borrower)
	Borrower’s 

Counsel
	Issuer’s 

Counsel

	$11,000,000 Sherman College of Straight Chiropractic, Inc.
	SC Educational Facilities Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	The McNair Law Firm


SPECIAL ASSIGNMENT OF BOND COUNSEL:

	Description of Issue
	Agency/Institution
	Approved Bond Counsel

	No Debt Issue--SRF Loans Provided to Local Governments
	Budget and Control Board, Office of Local Government
	Nexsen Pruet Jacobs & Pollard

	$12,400,000 Parking Revenue Bonds
	University of South Carolina
	The 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 concurred and acquiesced in granting the following easement in accordance with Code Section 10-1-130 as recommended by General Services:

	
	County Location:
	Charleston County

	
	From:
	Medical University of South Carolina

	
	To:
	SCE&G

	
	Consideration:
	$1.00

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant an easement for a new electric transmission line crossing a lot on Hagood Avenue.  This allows MUSC to upgrade the electrical service to Harbor View, an 11-story office building. 


As noted above, the Board deleted blue agenda item 2(b) concerning a request from General Services to approve an easement for Progress Energy.


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

General Services Division:  Real Property Transactions (Blue Agenda Item #3)

[Secretary’s Note:  Blue agenda item 3(A)(1) was moved to the regular session agenda as regular session item #3A.]

Approved the following property conveyance as recommended by General Services:

	A. (2)
	Agency:
	Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority

	
	Acreage:
	4.633 ±

	
	Location:
	Farrow Parkway

	
	County:
	Horry

	
	Purpose:

To approve the conveyance of the property to the City of Myrtle Beach to remain as is as part of the City Public Park system. 

	
	Price/Grantee
	NA/City of Myrtle Beach

	
	Additional Information:  

This property is a portion of a contaminated site and will be used in accordance with the restrictions set forth by the Department of the Air Force.  This site is also designated wetlands that will become the southern end of a public linear park the City of Myrtle Beach is constructing and will be used in accordance with wetland restrictions.


	A. (3)
	Agency:
	Department of Mental Health

	
	Acreage:
	2 acres

	
	Location:
	Beckman Drive

	
	County:
	Richland

	
	
	

	
	Purpose:

To provide land for the construction of two six-bed homes for DMH clients.  

	
	Appraised Value:
	$60,000

	
	Consideration/Purchaser:

Construction by MIRCI of two, six-bed homes for Mental Health clients over a period of 40 years, the value of which is estimated to be approximately $2,678,400.  Additionally DMH will be able to access Medicaid to fund the supportive services for the residences of these homes./Mental Illness Recovery Center, Inc. (MIRCI)

	
	Additional Information:  

MIRCI was awarded a $675,000 HUD Grant to develop these homes.  In case of the dissolution of MIRCI these homes will either be conveyed to another non-profit organization with a similar mission or to HUD to continue the use of the property as originally intended.


The Board also approved the following other property transaction concerning a petition for annexation as recommended by General Services:

	B.
	Agency:
	Adjutant General

	
	Acreage:
	8.0 ±

	
	Location:
	Off Nichols Road in Lancaster

	
	County:
	Lancaster

	
	Purpose:

To petition the City of Lancaster to annex the remainder of the National Guard Armory property that is currently outside the City limits.  Police and fire protection are currently being provided to the property.  



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

General Services Division:  Parks, Recreation, and Tourism Real Property Transaction ( Blue Agenda Item 3A)

The Board was asked to approve the following real property conveyance:

	
	Agency:
	Parks Recreation and Tourism (PRT)

	
	Acreage:
	50 ±

	
	Location:
	Pleasant Ridge State Park

	
	County:
	Greenville

	
	Purpose:

To issue a quit claim deed to the Greenville County Recreation Commission in order to release approximately 50 acres of the property from a reversionary clause so that the Recreation Commission may exchange it for other property which is more suitable for the development of athletic fields.

	
	Price/Grantee:
	NA/Greenville County Recreation Commission

	
	Additional Information:

PRT deeded Pleasant Ridge State Park to the Greenville County Recreation Commission in October of 1988.  The deed contains a reversionary clause that states that,

	
	In the event that the said premises are no longer maintained and operated as a passive recreational and educational public park, the title thereto, shall revert to the South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism, its successors and assigns, without necessity of re-entry.

	
	Because of this reversionary clause the Recreation Commission cannot exchange the 50-acre portion of the park for more suitable property for the development of the athletic fields without the title reverting back to PRT.  A quit claim deed releasing the property from the reverter clause would allow for this exchange to take place.


The Board approved a quit claim deed from the Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism to the Greenville County Recreation Commission in order to release approximately 50± acres of property in the Pleasant Ridge State Park from a reversionary clause so that the Recreation Commission may exchange it for other property which is more suitable for the development of athletic fields.

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

General Services Division:  State Real Property Lease-outs  (Blue Agenda Item #4) 


Pursuant to policy adopted by the Budget and Control Board, the following leases of state real property were submitted to the Budget and Control Board for approval:

	(a)
	Agency:
	Forestry Commission

	
	Tenant:
	Caroline Abrams

	
	Location:
	2790 Fire Tower Road in Leslie, SC

	
	County:
	York

	
	Description:
	2± acres with a fire tower residence.

	
	Terms:
	One-year lease, option to renew annually with concurrence of both parties.  Agency may terminate the lease with 30 days notice.

	
	Annual Rent:
	$6,000 

	
	Other:
	The property title is subject to reversion, and Forestry Commission has a radio repeater on the tower.


	(b)
	Agency:
	Forestry Commission

	
	Tenant:
	Kerry Terry

	
	Location:
	2957 St. Delight’s Road, Sampit, SC

	
	County:
	Georgetown

	
	Description:
	1± acre with a fire tower residence.

	
	Terms:
	One-year lease, option to renew annually with concurrence of both parties.  Agency may terminate the lease with 30 days notice.

	
	Annual Rent:
	$3,900 

	
	Other:
	The property title is subject to reversion.


	(c)
	Agency:
	Forestry Commission

	
	Tenant:
	Cypress Woods Corporation

	
	Location:
	Fire Tower Road, Ridgeland, SC

	
	County:
	Jasper

	
	Description:
	10± acres, residence site on one acre and nine acres are in timber. 

	
	Terms:
	Four-year, four-month term, with three renewal options of five years each.

	
	Annual Rent:
	Residence site: $2,400 plus 3% each year thereafter 

Hunting lease: $360 plus 3% each year thereafter 

	
	Other:


	Property title subject to a claim of reversion.  In a simultaneous transaction, the Forestry Commission plans to sell the dwelling on the one-acre portion of the parcel, as surplus property, to Cypress Woods Corporation. The Corporation plans to renovate the dwelling to house an employee.  The Corporation will have hunting rights on the nine-acre portion of the parcel and Forestry Commission will continue to manage for timber production.


With regard to this item, Governor Sanford asked whether these were the same items that were discussed before.  Mr. Fusco explained that the items were carried over before, but at Mr. Harrell’s request the items are now back before the Board.  Mr. Harrell commented that the items were carried over once before and that the Board needs to take action on the items and not hold them up any longer.  Governor Sanford asked why does the State rent these types of houses.  He said that it is something that should be done by the private sector.  Governor Sanford requested another month to consider this matter.  Mr. Harrell said he would move to carry the item over again.  Governor Sanford said that during that time he would discuss the matter with the Forestry Commission.

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


Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board voted to carry over requests for leases of state real property concerning the Forestry Commission.
Office State Budget:  Group 46 Capital Improvement Bond Draw Schedule (Blue #5)

State agencies and institutions have rescheduled their capital improvement bond draw requests for Priority Group 46 (January – June 2005) and after, based on December 31, 2004, bond balances. The bond draw schedule includes agencies’ rescheduling of bond funds for all capital improvement bond authorizations.  Agencies drew approximately $11.5 million in Group 45 (July – December 2004), or 29.6% of the $39.0 million requested for draw.  In rescheduling their draws at this time, agencies are requesting authority to draw $44.5 million in Group 46, with remaining funds scheduled for draw in future periods.

Under Code Section 2-47-35, no project authorized in whole or in part for capital improvement bond funding may be implemented until funds can be made available and until the Joint Bond Review Committee, in consultation with the Board, establishes priorities for the funding of the projects.  The schedule includes one Group 46 “new start” project for the Department of Agriculture Columbia Farmers Market.  The agency is requesting “new start” authority to allow the $10 million authorized in the 1999 Bond Act to become available to the agency for the farmers market relocation.  

The Board was specifically asked to approve the following actions:

1) Approve the release of Group 46 capital improvement bond funds in the amount of $44.5 million.
2) Approve the release of one Group 46 “new start” project for the Department of Agriculture Columbia Farmers Market.
3) Approve the future draws of all Group 46 projects until such time as another rescheduling is done by the agencies and approved by the Budget and Control Board.  The next rescheduling is anticipated to occur in late July 2005 for approval by the Board shortly thereafter.
The Group 46 Bond Draw Schedule was approved by the Joint Bond Review Committee at its meeting on February 17, 2005.
Mr. Eckstrom asked that the Group 46 Bond Draw Schedule be approved provisionally on the basis that each of the entities that request draws are current on the submission of their financial audited statements from the previous year.  Mr. Eckstrom said that the State Auditor can be asked to verify that each entity is current and those that are not cannot have those funds until the audit statements from the past year have been submitted.

Senator Leatherman asked Mr. Eckstrom how many agencies fell into that category.  Mr. Eckstrom said there would be at least one entity on the list.

The Board approved the release of Group 46 capital improvement bond funds in the amount of $44.5 million, approved one Group 46 “new start” project for the Department of Agriculture, and approved future draws for all Group 46 projects until the next rescheduling is approved, provided that agencies on the list are current with their financial audit report.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 6.

Office of the State Budget:  Real Property Acquisitions (Blue Item #6)

The Office of State Budget recommended approval of the following property acquisitions:
	(a)
	Agency:
	Technical College of the Lowcountry

	
	Acreage:
	15.839± acres

	
	Location:
	On U.S. Highway 278 near Bluffton

	
	County:
	Jasper County

	
	Purpose:
	To establish a new campus to serve southern Beaufort and Jasper Counties.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$790,000

	
	Price/Seller:
	$331,500 / Del Webb Communities, Inc.

	
	Source of Funds:
	Local

	
	Project Number:
	H59-9902

	
	Environmental Study:
	Approved

	
	Additional Annual Op Cost/SOF:
	None – The property will support site development of adjacent Beaufort County-owned property and will be used for future development.

	
	Approved By:
	CHE on 1/27/05; JBRC on 2/17/05


	(b)
	Agency:
	Department of Natural Resources

	
	Acreage:
	3,385± acres, known as the Bonneau Ferry Acquisition – Phase III

	
	Location:
	On the Cooper River between Mepkin Abbey and Francis Marion National Forest

	
	County:
	Berkeley County

	
	Purpose:
	To protect the wildlife and wetlands habitats on the Cooper River.

	
	Appraised Value:
	$18,000,000

	
	Price/Seller:
	$15,630,253 / The Conservation Fund

	
	Source of Funds:
	Federal and Other, Santee Cooper funds

	
	Project Number:
	P24-9875

	
	Environmental Study:
	Approved

	
	Additional Annual Op Cost/SOF:
	Additional annual operating costs to maintain the property are estimated to be $200,000 and will be paid from timber sales revenues and Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Funds.  No construction is anticipated.

	
	Approved By:
	JBRC on 2/17/05


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 7.
Local Government:  Grant Request (Blue Agenda Item #7)
The Office of Local Government advised the Board of the following grant request:


Grantee:


Lexington County/LCJMWSC
Grant Request:

$350,000
Purpose/Description:

The project is regional in nature and consists of the construction of 70,000 LF of sanitary sewer force main, a 4000 GPM pump station, and the closure of the Old Barnwell WWTP and the Two Notch WWTP that was contaminated by a toxic discharge by Tin Products..

Project Impact:

The project provides for a regional sewer treatment plant and discharge site on the Broad River that will provide service for all the unincorporated areas of Newberry County.  Current discharge into Lake Murray will be eliminated by removing 3 existing WWTP’s from service.  In addition, the Cannons Creek WWTP will allow for increased efficiency of operation and provide adequate capacity to accommodate future growth in Newberry County.

            Cost of Project:

$8,277,734
 OLG Recommendation:
$200,000.   Local funds will provide the balance necessary to complete the project.


The Board approved the following grant request as recommended by the Office of Local Government:  Lexington County/LCJMWSC, $200,000.

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

Procurement Services Division:  Procurement Audits and Certification (Blue Agenda Item #8)
A.
On August 13, 2002, Aiken Technical College was granted procurement certification.  The College requested to remain at the current certification levels. In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Consolidated Procurement Code, the Procurement Services Division recommended the following certifications to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,000* per commitment; information technology, $25,000* per commitment.

The Board, in accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, granted the following certifications for Aiken Technical College to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  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 year or multi-term contracts

B.
On March 18, 2004, the South Carolina Office of the Comptroller General was granted procurement certification.  The Office requested an increase in their current certification levels. In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, Procurement Services recommended the following certifications to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the basic certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,000* per commitment; information technology, $25,000* per commitment.

In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, the Board granted the following certifications for the Office of the Comptroller General to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the basic certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  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 year or multi-term contracts

C.
On March 4, 2003, the Department of Corrections received procurement certification.  In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, Procurement Services recommended additional procurement certification for the Department of Corrections as follows:  goods and services, $1,000,000* per commitment; information technology, $100,000* per commitment; consultant services, $100,000* per commitment; construction contract award, $100,000 per commitment; construction contract change order, $100,000 per change order; architect/engineer contract amendment, $15,000 per change order; food products, $1,500,000* per commitment; food service equipment and supplies, $200,000* per commitment.

The Board, in accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, granted additional procurement certification for the Department of Corrections to run concurrent with the certifications approved March 4, 2003, as follows:  goods and services, $1,000,000* per commitment; information technology, $100,000* per commitment; consultant services, $100,000* per commitment; construction contract award, $100,000 per commitment; construction contract change order, $100,000 per change order; architect/engineer contract amendment, $15,000 per change order; food products, $1,500,000* per commitment; food service equipment and supplies, $200,000* per commitment.


*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts

D.
On November 12, 2004, the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) was granted procurement certification.  DMV requested an increase in that certification as follows.  In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, Procurement Services recommended the following certifications to run concurrent with the three-year certifications granted on November 12, 2004:  goods and services, $250,000* per commitment; information technology, $50,000* per commitment; consultant services, $250,000* per commitment.

In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, the Board granted the following certifications for DMV to run concurrent with the three-year certifications granted on November 12, 2004:  goods and services, $250,000* per commitment; information technology, $50,000* per commitment; consultant services, $250,000* per commitment.


*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts

E.
On June 17, 2003, Trident Technical College was granted procurement certification.  The college requested an increase in that certification as follows.  In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, Procurement Services recommended the following certifications to run concurrent with the three-year certifications granted on June 17, 2003:  goods and services (local funds only), $200,000*per commitment; information technology (local funds only) $200,000* per commitment; consultant services (local funds only), $200,000* per commitment; construction awards (local funds only), $50,000 per commitment; construction contract change order (local funds only), $50,000 per change order.
In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, the Board granted the following certifications for Trident Technical College to run concurrent with the three-year certifications granted on June 17, 2003:  goods and services (local funds only), $200,000*per commitment; information technology (local funds only) $200,000* per commitment; consultant services (local funds only), $200,000* per commitment; construction awards (local funds only), $50,000 per commitment; construction contract change order (local funds only), $50,000 per change order.



*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts

F.
On June 18, 2002, Wil Lou Gray Opportunity School was granted procurement certification.  The School has requested to remain at the current certification levels. In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, the Procurement Services recommended the following certifications to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,00* per commitment; information technology, $25,000* per commitment.
In accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, the Board granted the following certifications for the Wil Lou Gray Opportunity School to run concurrent with the certifications approved on November 12, 2003, that increased the certification levels for all remaining agencies from $5,000 to $25,000 for goods and services, consultant services, and information technology with an expiration date of November 12, 2006:  goods and services, $25,000* per commitment; consultant services, $25,00* per commitment; information technology, $25,000* per commitment.


*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts

G.
Procurement Services, in accord with Section 11-35-1210, audited the following agencies and recommended certification within the parameters described in the audit reports for the following limits (total potential purchase commitment whether single-or multi- year contracts are used):

(1)
Horry-Georgetown Technical College (for a period of three years):  goods and services, $75,000* per commitment; consultants, $75,000* per commitment; information technology, $30,000* per commitment.

(2) Health and Environmental Control (for a period of three years):  annual term   contract for drugs, pharmaceuticals, biologicals for human use, contraceptives, biochemicals and biochemical research, $5,000,000 maximum of all contracts combined; annual term contracts for hospital sundries and germicides, $1,000,000 per commitment; all other goods and services, $1,000,000* per commitment; consultant services, $100,000* per commitment; information technology, $225,000* per commitment.

The Board, in accord with Section 11-35-1210, granted the following certifications within the parameters described in the audit reports for the following limits (total potential purchase commitment whether single-or multi- year contracts are used):


  a.
Horry-Georgetown Technical College (for a period of three years):  goods and 


services,  $75,000* per commitment; consultants, $75,000* per commitment; 


information technology, $30,000* per commitment.

  b.
Health and Environmental Control (for a period of three years):  annual term contract for drugs, pharmaceuticals, biologicals for human use, contraceptives, biochemicals and biochemical research, $5,000,000 maximum of all contracts combined; annual term contracts for hospital sundries and germicides, $1,000,000 per commitment; all other goods and services, $1,000,000* per commitment; consultant services, $100,000* per commitment; information technology, $225,000* per commitment.



*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 9.

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

Approved the following proposals to issue revenue bonds:

a.
Issuing Authority:
Charleston County

Amount of Issue:
$362,000 Special Source Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc.

Employment Impact:
400 new full-time employees

Project Description:
design, develop, acquire, construct and equip facilities to be located adjacent to the Charleston International Airport in Charleston County to be used to manufacture airplane components

Bond Counsel:

Samuel W. Howell, III, Howell & Linkous, LLC
(Exhibit 10)
b.
Issuing Authority:
Dillon County

Amount of Issue:
$500,000 Special Source Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Harbor Freight Tools

Employment Impact:
approximately 350

Project Description:
expand existing distribution warehouse for commercial grade tools, including machinery and equipment in Dillon County involving an estimated investment of $17,000,000 in order to enhance the economic development of the county and induce the corporation to undertake the projects, the county intends to construct approximately 4,082 feet of 10-inch gravity wastewater line, 16 associated manholes, one pump station, and 17,827 linear feet of 12-inch force main

Bond Counsel:

Michael W. Burns, McNair Law Firm, PA
(Exhibit 11)
c.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$5,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Hammond School

Employment Impact:
maintain 137 existing and total of 3 added within 24 months

Project Description:
construction and renovation of academic facilities in Richland County

Note:


private sale for public reoffering thereafter

Bond Counsel:

Kathleen Crum McKinney, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, PA
(Exhibit 12)
d.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $30,000,000 Hospital Refunding Revenue Bonds ($30,000,000 refunding)

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
Oconee Memorial Hospital Project

Employment Impact:
maintaining 1,031 jobs

Project Description:
refunding outstanding JEDA bonds and certain existing indebtedness of Oconee Memorial Hospital

Note:


private sale for public reoffering thereafter

Bond Counsel:

William M. Musser, McNair Law Firm, P. A.
(Exhibit 13)
e.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$23,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds 

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
Vista Hotel Project

Employment Impact:
At least 150 additional jobs

Project Description:
the acquisition of a parcel of land in the Congaree Vista area of the City of Columbia, South Carolina at the southwestern corner of Senate and Park Streets adjacent to the Columbia Metropolitan Convention Center, and the construction, furnishing, and equipping of a full-service hotel having approximately 225 rooms and a restaurant facility, constituting a business enterprise in Richland County, South Carolina which will employ residents of the Columbia/Sumter Empowerment Zone.

Note:


private sale for public reoffering thereafter

Bond Counsel:

John Van Duys, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, PA
(Exhibit 14)
f.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
N/E $11,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds ($3,400,000 refunding)

Allocation Needed:
- 0 -

Name of Project:
Young Men’s Christian Association of Columbia, SC Project

Employment Impact:
maintain 24 jobs and create 19 new jobs within 24 months

Project Description:
financing (1) an approximately 10,000 square foot addition to the YMCA’s existing facility located at 1501 Kennerly Road, Irmo, South Carolina, an expansion of the existing fitness area and a new multipurpose room, office space and outdoor children’s play areas, and other related land, improvements, furnishing and equipment located at such facilities and (2) a new YMCA facility located near the Lake Carolina development in Columbia, South Carolina, including but not limited to, a building, an indoor pool, a splash park, tennis courts, soccer field, wellness center, double-court gymnasium, child watch center, aerobics, playground, specialized fitness programs and administrative offices, and other related land, improvement, furnishing and equipment, and refinancing certain existing indebtedness of the YMCA. 

Note:


private sale for public reoffering thereafter

Bond Counsel:

William M. Musser, McNair Law Firm, P. A.
(Exhibit 15)
g.
Issuing Authority:
State Housing Finance and Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$100,000,000 Mortgage Revenue Bonds ($30,000,000 refunding involved)

Allocation Needed:
$60,000,000

Name of Project:
SHF&DA Homeownership Program

Employment Impact:
NA

Project Description:
continuation of program to provide below-market interest range mortgages to low and moderate income, predominately first-time homebuyers

Bond Counsel:
Lewis M. Levy, State Housing Finance and Development Authority
(Exhibit 16)
General Services Division:  Department of Agriculture State Farmers Market Relocation (R1)
The Department of Agriculture proposed to relocate the State Farmers Market from its existing site on Bluff Road to a site at the intersection of Shop Road and Pineview Road.  Construction of the new market will initially consist of wholesale and retail space, offices for market administration, a new food safety and consumer laboratory, and parking with acreage for future expansion.

Richland County has agreed to purchase and donate approximately 196 acres for the market, less an undetermined acreage which will be retained and lease purchased by the County to large wholesale vendors for construction of additional facilities financed by the County.  The County will also provide the Department of Agriculture $250,000 annually for 20 years, a total of $5 million, to promote the market at the new site and will provide $500,000 toward architectural and engineering services for construction of the new state market facilities.      

The State cost of the new market is estimated to be $27 million for construction of the facilities.  The construction will be funded from four sources:  $10 million in Capital Improvement Bonds authorized in the 1999 Bond Act, $14 million to be derived from the sale of the current Bluff Road market, and $2.5 million requested from the Board’s Ordinary Sinking Fund, and $500,000 to be provided by Richland County.  The Department of Agriculture estimates rental income from the new facilities will be approximately $1,056,967 and operating expenses will be approximately $992,148, resulting in a net projected annual operating income of $64,819.  No additional annual operating costs from the new market are expected.

The total cost of the new market is estimated to be $46 million.  Of that, Richland County contributions total $19.5 million and state contributions total $26.5 million.

Department of Agriculture Commissioner Hugh Weathers appeared before the Board on this item.  Mr. Weathers stated that this is not just a proposal to move, but a proposal to improve the State Farmers Market.  He said that when he became Commissioner six months ago his staff brought him up to date on the status of the Farmers Market.  He said that based on work committees have done, his analysis since being the Commissioner, and the commitment by Richland County, the proposal that is being made is in the best interest of the Farmers Market.  He said that he has had several meetings with vendors who are at the Farmers Market and asked them to independently look at all options they thought were feasible.  He said that a majority of vendors voiced support for the proposal that is being made.  He said that while there is not 100% support for the proposal, he believes that all of the vendors would agree that they need to stay connected to the Farmers Market.  He noted that several of the vendors will be partnering with the State and Richland County by spending their own money on the Market.  He said that most markets in the Southeast are all 100% publicly owned, but that this is a public/private combination that adds to the attractiveness of the proposal.

Mr. Weathers continued his presentation by stating that the Farmers Market is a substantial economic engine in this State.  He noted that $260 million of aggregate revenue was generated through the Farmers Market last year.  He stated that 20% of what comes through the market in arrivals comes from South Carolina and that generates over $100 million in revenue into the rural economies of South Carolina.  He said that it is important to remember that the primary function of the market is to provide the interaction between South Carolina’s rural based farmers and the vendors whose businesses are on the market, folks who operate roadside markets, those who come from other states, and the general buying public.  He said the Farmers Market is a combination of a true farmer’s market and a major  terminal market.  He stated a new market will increase this interaction and will have a greater impact on the State.  He stated that the new market impact will be a positive investment of State money.  Mr. Weather’s stated that the proposal provides that in year 10 of operation the economic impact and the revenues derived from the market will generate the amount of State revenues to repay the investment that would be made into the market on behalf of the State.

Mr. Weathers also said that the Department’s consumer services lab will need to be relocated when its present location is sold.  He said that it is a boost to the Farmers Market’s attractiveness to major vendors to have the lab located at the market.

Mr. Weathers said that this is a good investment of State funds.  He commented that a commitment to the Market sends a good positive signal to the second largest industry in the State, that being agriculture.


Governor Sanford invited comments from those in the audience who disagreed with the relocation of the Farmers Market.  Mr. Gary Goodnight, President of Carolina Tomato, Inc., informed the Board that he had a petition with 25 vendors’ signatures indicating that they do not want to move.  He said the vendors want the $10 million released to revamp the Farmers Market.  He said that if they are forced to move the Shop Road location is the worst location to move to because of the location and the crime in the area.  He said that three vendors who have signed to move have signed the petition.  He said that the cost of moving may put 60% to 70% of the people who signed the petition out of business.  Senator Leatherman asked Mr. Goodnight what other site would he propose.  Mr. Goodnight commented that any of the other sites would be better, in particular the site located near I-77 and I-26.  Mr. Weathers commented that he had his staff look into that property and it was not on the market.

Senator Leatherman asked whether there was a financial package in place that would allow the Farmers Market to go to the site Mr. Goodnight was talking about.  Mr. Weathers responded that there was no financial package in place that would allow that to happen.  Mr. Weathers said that because of Richland County’s willingness to use its bonding authority to create a public-private combination, the Richland County site is even more attractive.


Mr. Eckstrom asked what is the sense of urgency to move ahead with the project now, as opposed to when the State’s coffers are more replenished.  Mr. Weathers said that through his travels he is getting a lot of questions from the agriculture circles that want to know when is something going to happen.  He said that there is no sense of urgency about the project, but given the number of years the project has been in development more focus has been put on the project in the last few months.


Mr. Harrell said he does not think this matter is happening quickly.  He said that the Board has discussed this matter for a couple of years now.  Mr. Eckstrom responded that he was not talking about the speed of the project, but rather, why now as opposed to a time when the State has more capacity to take on a project like this.

Mr. Harrell asked about prior conversations concerning the use of the $10 million to stay at the current location.  Mr. Weathers said that the most recent study points out that doing a thorough job of revamping the Farmer’s Market is far more expensive than moving.

Senator Leatherman asked that any supporters of the Farmers Market being moved be allowed to speak.  Mr. Gary Prince with Senn Brothers Produce spoke in favor of the project.  He said that he has looked at the financial packages that have been offered and Richland County is the only county that has offered a package to the vendors.  He said that with regard to the urgency of the project, food safety is the issue that makes it critical for them to get into a new facility.  He said that they will be able to enhance security with enclosed docks as opposed to the current ones that are open.

Addressing the size of the proposed market, Mr. Weathers commented that the proposed market is 196 acres which includes some wetlands that are not critical to construction while the current market is 54 acres.  He said the proposed site will allow for room to grow.  He said the new market will allow for adequate spacing between buildings for the trucks to operate at the market.

Mr. Clayton Rawl with Clayton Rawl Farms, also appeared before the Board on this matter.  He said he has been at the market all of his life.  He said he would like to see a new market down the road, but five (5) to ten (10) years is needed to organize the move to a new market.  He said that a safer site is needed and the proposed site is the wrong site.


Governor Sanford said that there is a need for a new market, but the question is one of timing.  He said based on the State’s finances the question is when should the State develop a new market.  Governor Sanford continued the discussion by commenting on the level of the State’s indebtedness and the credit watch that was placed on the State by S & P because of its indebtedness.  He said he is for the project but does not know whether this is the right time to do the project.  Mr. Weathers replied that timing is important for any thing that is done in life.  He said that the timing of this project shows the State will have a $26.5 million investment and is getting a $41 million project.  He said there is immediate equity that is realized with regard to the project.  Mr. Weathers asked when would the State be able to do this project for the total investment proposed.  He said considering the history of this project the State was looking at an investment of $46 million, but it is now looking at an investment of $26 million.

Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved the Department of Agriculture’s entering into a Memorandum of Understanding with Richland County providing construction of a new State Farmers Market and:

(a)
Approved the acceptance from Richland County of approximately 196 acres, less acreage to be retained by the County for wholesale vendors;

(b)
Approved the financing plan for construction of the new market, including $10 million in Capital Improvement Bond funds, $14 million from the negotiated sale of the existing Columbia Farmers Market, $2.5 million in Ordinary Sinking Funds, and $500,000 from Richland County;

(c)
Approved the release of $10 million in Capital Improvement Bond funds in Group 46 (January – July 2005);

(d)
Approved the allocation of $2.5 million from the Ordinary Sinking Fund for the new State Farmers Market; and

(e)
Approved the sale of the existing Farmers Market to the University of South Carolina for a negotiated price of not less than $14 million or the current appraised value, whichever is greater.

Mr. Patterson, Senator Leatherman, and Mr. Harrell voted for the motion.  Governor Sanford and Mr. Eckstrom voted against the motion only as to the timing of the project.  
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 17.
General Services Division:  Lease for Coastal Carolina University (Regular Session Item #2)

Coastal Carolina University is one of 15 institutions in the United States that has a Professional Golf Management (PGM) program accredited by the Professional Golfers Association.  Of the 15, Coastal and the University of Colorado at Colorado Springs are the only two that do not have their own golf course.  Currently there are 150 students enrolled in the PGM program.  This enrollment was recently as high as 230, but the university elected to cap the enrollment because of lack of availability of golf course facilities for the students.  The waiting list of students seeking to enter this program will allow the institution to expand the program to 220 students and eventually to 250 students, an optimum number for the current academic support services.  The university believes it is essential that the university have ready access to and control of a golf facility to ensure the future of this sought-after program. 

The Turf Management program at Horry-Georgetown Technical College serves 90 students and trains these students in all aspects of management of grounds maintenance of golf courses.  The Turf Equipment Technician program serves 15 students and trains these students in the maintenance of sophisticated turf equipment.  

Quail Creek Golf Course, which is adjacent to both campuses, has recently become available for lease and would well serve the needs of these programs at both institutions.  Coastal Carolina proposed to lease the Quail Creek Golf Course and operate the facility.  The operation will be broadly segregated between grounds and greens management by Horry-Georgetown Technical College and oversight and business functions by the university.  No state funds will be transferred to the operation of the course, and the program will not require any additional general increase in student tuition.  However, a fee will be charged to students who are in the PGM program.  Revenues will be generated from faculty, staff, alumni, and corporate memberships, public play, and merchandise and food sales.  Expenditures have been jointly projected by the two institutions and are comparable to the actual expenditures for FY 04 for the Quail Creek Golf Course and to other courses in the region.  The budget includes the projected annual lease payment.

Coastal Carolina University proposed to lease the Quail Creek Golf Course from Chestnut Holding, LLC.  The proposed lease, to begin July 1, 2005, is for a term of five years with an expiration date of June 30, 2010.  In addition, there are two options to renew for five years each.  For the first five years the annual rent will be $353,794 and the total rent over the five-year period is $1,768,970.  Rent for the option periods will be determined at the time of the options.
Governor Sanford asked how much did the golf course make or lose last year.  Dr. Sally Horner with Coastal Carolina said that last year the owners of the Golf Course were in the process of selling it and that the best information the University had is that the golf course broke even.  She said the University has run comparables of other golf courses of the approximate size and volume.  She said they have been assured that their projections will easily make that much money and that their expenditures are reasonable.  She further stated that the owners of the golf course assured them they were making or breaking even.

Governor Sanford said that he had his staff check on the golf course’s earnings and the information showed that the golf course lost $30,000 in 2002 and made $53,000 in 2003.  Governor Sanford said he questions entering into an operating lease with the owner that guarantees him $300,000 on something that has capacity to either make or lose money.  Dr. Horner replied that the University was going to spend $300,000 to sustain the program no matter what it did.  She said the University is one of 15 institutions in the US that has a Professional Golf Management program accredited by the Professional Golfers Association (PGA).  She said the program had about 230 students in the beginning, but that the numbers dropped to 150 students because the University could not get tee times.  She said they do not have access to sufficient tee times to sustain the students.  She said the University is the only institution accredited by the PGA that does not have control of golf tee times for golf students.  She said they are already raising laboratory type fees for the program.  She said they would be better off with the course next door to the University.

Governor Sanford commented that PRT’s numbers show that if the golf course is operated the University would lose $435,000.  Dr. Horner replied that the University will be more cost effective because they are using student interns from two institutions for two academic programs.  She stated that this is a big selling point for the University and that it is the only program of its type that provides a laboratory for the Horry-Georgetown Tech students.  She said that the two institutions and a total of three academic programs are getting support for no real additional cost.  She stated that this is a win-win situation for the students because there is no additional cost being charged to them.

Governor Sanford inquired who would pay if the University is wrong on its projections and loses $400,000.  Dr. Horner said that the enrollment projection is conservative and has been stable.  She said that the program is very popular and that they have a huge waiting list of students for the program.  She said that it does not seem to the University that anyone’s money is being wasted.


Mr. Harrell asked what would it cost the University to get facilities for the students through other means.  She said that it would cost $300,000 to $400,000 if the students that are waiting in the pipeline are taken.  

After further discussion, Governor Sanford commented that the numbers, based on PRT running a number of golf courses, indicated that the University would lose around $435,000.  He said he is interested in knowing where the money is going to come from if there is a loss of revenue.  Dr. Horner replied that the University would increase the public play on the course if it had fewer students.  Dr. Horner further stated that the total dollar flow through is about $1.1 million from an assortment of revenues.  She said that only about $400,000 is dependent upon students in the program.

Governor Sanford stated that if the item is approved he wants audited financial statements for the golf course at the end of each year and that if there is a loss there would be no coming back to the State for funding.  Dr. Horner said they are going to run the golf course as an auxiliary enterprise which, like a book or a food service operation, by requirement must stand on its own.  Dr. Horner said she is willing to make a firm commitment that the program will be audited by the State Auditor and that it will have its own separate schedule.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved a lease for Coastal Carolina University with Chestnut Holding, LLC, for the Quail Creek Golf Course for a term of five years (total rent over the five year period of $1,768,970) with two five-year options to renew (rent for the option periods will be determined at the time of the options).  Mr. Patterson, Senator Leatherman, and Mr. Harrell voted for the motion.  Governor Sanford and Mr. Eckstrom voted against the motion.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 18.
Office of State Budget:  Permanent Improvement Projects (Regular Session Item #3)
Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board approved the following permanent improvement project establishment requests and budget revisions which have been reviewed favorably by the Joint Bond Review Committee [Secretary’s Note:  As noted above, item #m was deleted from the agenda]:

(a)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item. 1.  College of Charleston


Project:
9567, Physical Education and Athletic Center Construction


Request:
Increase budget to $36,000,000 (add $24,000,000 Revenue Bond funds) to renovate portions of the 70,000 square foot Johnson Center and construct an additional 188,688 square feet to create a new physical education and athletic center at the College of Charleston.  The work will include demolishing a section of the Johnson Center and rebuilding it, constructing a new athletic center with seating for 5,000 spectators for basketball, and renovating portions of the remaining Johnson Center.  The facility will also include locker rooms for several sports, athletic offices, strength, conditioning and training areas, and space for the Health, Physical Education and Recreation Department.  The Johnson Center, which houses physical education, was constructed in 1982 and has not had a major renovation.  The total projected cost of this project is $36 million.  (See Attachment 1 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs).

(b)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 2.  College of Charleston


Project:
9615, Randolph Hall and Porter’s Lodge Exterior Restoration


Request:
Establish project and budget ($700,000 Other, College Fee funds) to repair the exteriors on Randolph Hall and Porter’s Lodge at the College of Charleston.  The work will include repairing and replacing the exterior stucco, windows and shutters, and painting all exterior wood moldings, windows and trim.  These buildings are among the oldest facilities built by the College.  Randolph Hall was constructed in 1828 and Porter’s Lodge was constructed in 1850.  The buildings’ exteriors have not been restored since 1976.  The total projected cost of this project is $700,000.

(c)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 3.  College of Charleston


Project:
9616, Lightsey Center Roof and Chiller Replacement


Request:
Establish project and budget ($1,800,000 Other, College Fee funds) to replace the roof and HVAC systems at the 116,547 square foot Lightsey Center that serves as the student services center at the College of Charleston.  The work will include replacing the 25 year-old roof systems on the center and on an adjacent annex building, replacing the chiller and cooling tower on the roof, removing all air conditioning equipment that services the third floor and replacing it with a new HVAC system.  The roof and HVAC systems are past their useful lives and are in poor condition.  The total projected cost of this project is $1.8 million.

(d)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 4.  USC – Columbia 


Project:
9998, Energy Performance Contract Implementation – Phases I & II


Request:
Increase budget to $50,030,448 (add $16,131,778 Other, State Treasurer’s Master Lease funds) to proceed with Phase II of the Energy Performance Contract at USC to include construction of a BioMass Cogeneration plant to be located on property bounded by Main, Catawba, Sumter and Whaley Streets.  The University currently purchases all its electric power and all its natural gas to generate steam that is required for heating buildings on campus.  The construction of a BioMass Cogeneration plant will provide a gasification process that converts wood waste products into useful energy, such as steam and electricity.  This will allow the University to replace much of the natural gas and some of the electricity it currently purchases.  BioMass gasification is a low emission process which will allow the benefits of an environmentally responsible renewable energy source that is cost-competitive with traditional fossil fuel technology.  The payback period for the BioMass Cogeneration plant is 15 years.  After that, the plant will generate $2,155,997 in cost savings per year.  The total projected cost of this phase of the project is $16.1 million and of the entire project is $50 million.  (See Attachment 2 of agenda materials for this item for annual operating cost savings.)

(e)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 5.  Technical & Comprehensive Education


Project:
9890, Orangeburg-Calhoun – Classroom and Auditorium Building Construction


Request:
Increase budget to $5,100,000 (add $4,825,000 Other, Local Area Commission Loan and Local funds) to construct an approximately 27,000 square foot classroom and auditorium building at Orangeburg-Calhoun Technical College.  The two-story structure will house primarily math and science classrooms and an approximately 400-seat auditorium.  The auditorium will function as a classroom for college instruction, a site to host college functions such as graduations, a location for community activities, and a large space to host functions for economic development.  The construction will also include 100 new parking spaces to support these activities.  The total projected cost of this project is $5.1 million.  (See Attachment 3 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs.)

(f)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 6.  Vocational Rehabilitation Department


Project:
9567, Walterboro VR Center – Storage Building #2 Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($699,000 Other, Workshop Production Revenue funds) to construct a 15,000 square foot, pre-engineered storage building at the Walterboro Vocational Rehabilitation Center.  The conditioned building will have 14,000 square feet of storage space for raw materials and finished goods from workshop production activities and 1,000 square feet of client work area.  The materials are currently stored in rented warehouse space.  On-site access to the materials will enhance the efficiency and cost effectiveness of production operations.  The total projected cost of this project is $699,000.  (See Attachment 4 of agenda materials for this item for annual operating cost savings.)

(g)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 7.  Department of Disabilities & Special Needs


Project:
9770, Midlands Center – Third Midlands and Non-Residential Roof Systems Replacement


Request:
Increase budget to $7,950,000 (add $700,000 Other, Insurance Reserve Funds) to complete the last phase of roof system replacements due to the structural deterioration of fire retardant treated truss systems, framing and sheathing at the Department of Disabilities and Special Needs’ Midlands Center.  The final phase of work includes replacing the roofs on the Sequoia and Physical Medicine buildings.  Costs have increased due to the increased cost of materials during the past year.  The total projected cost of this project is $7,950,000.  

(h)

Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 8.  Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism



Project:
9632, Charles Towne Landing Redevelopment


Request:
Increase budget to $6,007,208 (add $400,000 Appropriated State and Other, Park Revenue funds) to accept the low bid to construct a new 12,691 square foot Education Center at Charles Towne Landing.  The facility was designed as the central facility in the redeveloped park and is unique in that it will be constructed partially over water, has a timber pile foundation and curved glass walls.  In addition, the increased cost of construction materials has resulted in increases in many construction projects.  The total projected cost of the center is $3.7 million and of the entire project is $6,007,208.

(i)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 9.  Department of Labor, Licensing & Regulation


Project:
9504, Emergency Response Teams Storage/Staging Building Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($1,480,000 Other, Fire Academy Revenue funds) to construct a 13,120 square foot storage/staging building at the SC Fire Academy.  The building will house trucks, equipment trailers, and extra equipment, valued at $6 million, for the SC Urban Search and Rescue Team and a US Department of Homeland Security emergency response team.  The building will also include office space, classrooms and restrooms for the Fire Academy’s training.  A secure building is needed to house the equipment for these emergency response teams.  The total projected cost of this project is $1,480,000.  (See Attachment 5 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs.)

(j)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 10.   Technical & Comprehensive Education


Project:
9902, Lowcountry – Jasper County Land Purchase


Request:
Increase budget to $338,000 (add $313,000 Other, Local funds) to purchase approximately 15.8 acres of land in Jasper County to complete the land purchase to establish a campus for the Technical College of the Lowcountry to serve students in southern Beaufort and Jasper Counties.  The Jasper County property is needed to complete the campus site, for storm water and utilities access, and to provide sufficient space for future development.  The total projected cost of this project is $338,000.
(k)
Summary 6-2005:  JBRC Item 11.  Department of Natural Resources


Project:
9875, Berkeley – Bonneau Ferry Acquisition – Phase III


Request:
Increase budget to $15,650,253 (add $15,630,523 Federal and Other, Santee Cooper funds) to purchase approximately 3,385 acres of wetlands habitat on the Cooper River in Berkeley County known as the Bonneau Ferry acquisition.  This is phase three of a 10,700-acre acquisition of wildlife habitat including ponds, rice fields, wildlife openings, roads and forestland.  The total projected cost of this project is $15,650,253.  (See Attachment 6 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs.)

(l)
JBRC Approved:  Item 1.  Clemson University


Project:
9815, Rowing Facility Construction


Request:
Increase budget to $1,100,000 (add $1,000,000 Athletic Operating funds) to construct an approximately 10,000 square foot rowing facility to house locker rooms, workout rooms, training areas and offices at Clemson University.  Clemson’s Athletic Department is committed to providing facilities to all intercollegiate athletic teams.  Currently, the women’s rowing team occupies an approximately 4,800 square foot, pre-engineered facility.  The majority of its space is an open bay dedicated to boat storage and repair.  No office space exists and changing and locker room space is very inadequate for the 80-member women’s rowing team.  The total projected cost of this project is $1.1 million.  (See Attachment 7 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs.)

(n)
JBRC Approved:  Item 3.  Department of Labor, Licensing & Regulation


Project:
9503, Live Fire Burn and Rescue Building Prop Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($285,000 Other, Fire Academy Revenue funds) to construct a pre-engineered three-story live fire burn and rescue prop building at the SC Fire Academy.  The building will include fireproofing materials in the two live fire burn rooms to protect the structure from fire damage and a special roof deck to allow practice in cutting roof ventilation holes, frequently done at fires.  The prop building will be used for training fire fighters and industrial fire brigades to fight interior fires and to perform search and rescue and rope rescue. The prop is needed to support the additional demands for fire and rescue training for the state’s fire departments and industrial fire brigades.  The total projected cost of this project is $285,000.  (See Attachment 9 of agenda materials for this item for additional annual operating costs.)

(o)
JBRC Approved:  Item 4.  Department of Transportation


Project:
9701, Salt Storage Warehouse Construction


Request:
Establish project and budget ($750,000 Other, Gas Tax funds) to construct a 20,000 square foot pre-engineered facility in Columbia to house 10,000 tons of salt for the Department of Transportation.  Improper storage of salt is subject to fines and penalties by environmental regulators.  The new salt storage facility, which will serve as the distribution site for the entire state, will give DOT the capability of buying salt in the summer months when it is cheaper and the supply is abundant.  DOT currently does not have the storage capacity for salt for more than one snow or ice weather event.  A second weather event results in the agency’s having to purchase salt at a higher price and many times it is unavailable.  The total projected cost of this project is $750,000.

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

General Services Division:  Real Property Transaction (Regular Session Item #3A)

The General Services Division recommended approval of the following property conveyances:


Agency:
Budget and Control Board


Acreage:
11.15 ± and approximately 186,200 sq. ft. of warehouse space


Location:
2348 Shop Road


County:
Richland


Purpose:

The Department of Commerce has approached the State on behalf of a private industry which has expressed an interest in acquiring ownership of this property.  In order to provide an opportunity for ownership, we recommend the property be offered, pursuant to sealed bids, for not less than 2.1 million to recoup the State’s costs.


Price/Purchaser:

Not less than $2.1 million/To be determined


Disposition of Proceeds:
Sinking Fund

Mr. Eckstrom commented that it was not that many months ago that the Shop Road property was brought to the Board as a must acquire situation.  He said that there were all sorts of elaborate plans for consolidation of some Board operations that were given to justify the acquisition.  He said that he was caught completely by surprise with this item because he did not know the plans to consolidate were not moving forward and that no one said anything about it.  He noted that about $500,000 was just put into the property.  Mr. Eckstrom further asked at what point was it realized that the Board did not want to keep the property.  Mr. Dorn responded that in evaluating the situation he is not being pressed for the properties that would become vacant by moving them to the Shop Road location.  Mr. Fusco commented that the matter comes to the Board as the result of a private sector interest in the property and that selling the property to the private sector concern would put it back on the tax roll.

Mr. Patterson asked whether there was a purchaser for the property.  Mr. Dorn responded that there is someone that is interested in the property.  He said he has nothing in writing, but would propose to bid it for not less than $2.1 million.  He indicated that is the approximate cost of property for the State.

Mr. Harrell commented that he did not understand the controversy.  He noted that the Board acquired the property for its use, but does not now need the property and wants to sell it for a little more than what was invested in the property.  Mr. Rush added that the Department of Commerce approached the Board concerning a prospective buyer for the property which caused them to rethink keeping the property.

Mr. Eckstrom asked how is it that dramatically different positions are being taken on the same issue in such a short period of time.  He also stated that the property was acquired under market value and wanted to know why would it be sold at under market value.  Mr. Fusco commented that when the property was purchased it was appraised at $1.6 million and the Board paid $1.5 million for it.  Mr. Fusco said that the plan is to put the property up for bid with the high end open and the low end fixed.


Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved the following property conveyance as recommended by General Services:

	
	Agency:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	Acreage:
	11.15 ± and approximately 186,200 sq. ft. of warehouse space

	
	Location:
	2348 Shop Road

	
	County:
	Richland

	
	Purpose:

The Department of Commerce has approached the State on behalf of a private industry which has expressed an interest in acquiring ownership of this property.  In order to provide an opportunity for ownership, we recommend the property be offered, pursuant to sealed bids, for not less than 2.1 million to recoup the State’s costs.

	
	Price/Purchaser:
	Not less than $2.1 million/To be determined

	
	Disposition of Proceeds:
	Sinking Fund


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 20.
[Secretary’s Note:  This item was originally blue agenda item #3(A)(1).]
Governor’s Office:  Discussion of Department of Parks Recreation and Tourism Request for Proposal (Regular Session Item #3B)
The Board discussed the impact of a pending proviso in the legislature concerning the privatization of state parks and the impact of the proviso on a pending procurement concerning the Cheraw State Park.  [Secretary’s Note:  This item was added to the agenda at Governor Sanford’s request.]

Governor Sanford commented that he was disturbed to learn from Chad Prosser, the Director for PRT, that a PRT RFP (request for proposal) for privatization of the Cheraw State Park had been put on hold by Mr. Fusco.  He said that this action strangles change and is just what he is talking about with regard to “horse and buggy government”.  He said that if the executive branch of government is in place to look at different options, for example in this particular case providing golf course services, not looking at the options does not make sense.  Mr. Harrell stated that he asked that the RFP be held up and that other members of the Board agreed with holding it up.  Governor Sanford commented that it was odd that Mr. Fusco did not call him about this matter since it dealt with a cabinet agency.

Mr. Harrell said he is not opposed to privatizing the golf course, but the process should not be under taken and then have the debate take place at the Board meeting.  He said that he wants to debate issues before they get to the Board.  Mr. Harrell stated that he does not think PRT should go through the effort of doing an RFP to privatize and then, after PRT investigates the matter, the Board decides not to do it.  Mr. Harrell said he wants to have long discussions on issues like this long before they come to the Board.  He said that he wanted to hold up the PRT RFP in order to sit down with the agency to discuss what they are doing.  He noted that he only heard about the RFP “the other day”.  He said that this matter is extremely important to legislators in that area of the State and he wanted to give them an opportunity to talk to PRT.  He said he only wants to do due diligence as the process continues.


Governor Sanford commented that his staff has been in contact with Mr. Harrell’s staff during the budget process and asked to go out for the RFP at the beginning of January.  He said that in deference to Representative Vick the process was held up and that there have been multiple opportunities for Mr. Harrell to talk to Mr. Prosser about the RFP.  He said from a process standpoint the RFP process was stopped without a call to the Governor’s Office.  Mr. Fusco commented that the cabinet agency (PRT) was notified.  Governor Sanford said that the Board should get the process right from this point forward.  He said that there is no proviso in place to stop the RFP that would prevent the executive branch from moving forward and exploring something like this RFP for the golf course.  He said without an RFP for the golf course one would not fully know what the possibilities would be in going forward.  He said that PRT would proceed with the RFP since there is no proviso in place.


Mr. Fusco further commented that his role, managerially over MMO, is to ensure that an RFP is issued in good faith under the law.  He said that this means that when an RFP is issued to the private sector that there is a reasonable expectation that an award will be made.  He said for that reason he asked that the RFP not be issued at this time.  Mr. Harrell stated if those “bidding” on the project understand that they have to come back through the Board to get approval and that they do not have an expectation that it will get approved, he does not have a problem with the RFP going forward.  He said, however, that his understanding was that the State was heading down the path of doing an RFP to privatize the golf course.  He said he had members that were concerned about this matter and he thought that as the Chairman of Ways and Means he had the right to ask that the process be slowed down so he could understand what was going on.  After further discussion, Governor Sanford noted that PRT would proceed with the RFP.
Division of the State Chief Information Officer:  Approval of Proposed Regulations and Authorization to Publish Notice of Proposed Regulations (Regular Session Item #4)
Section 1-11-770(B) of the Code of Laws directs the Board to develop criteria for the certification of South Carolina 211 Network Providers and adopt the criteria as regulations.  A 211 network is a statewide network of information and referral providers whose primary purpose is to maintain information about human resources in the community, supply descriptive information to callers about the agencies and organizations that offer services, and assist callers in accessing appropriate providers.  For example, a caller may dial 211 to request the location of a local storm shelter.  The call would be answered by a 211 provider and that provider would supply the appropriate information to the caller.  Through a 211 network, a citizen may dial one number (211) to receive a variety of information rather than looking through a phone book or calling directory assistance to obtain specific information.  

The proposed regulations establish criteria for certification of South Carolina Network 211 Providers.  These regulations have been reviewed by interested state agencies and other parties, including the United Way, and incorporate their comments.
Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved the proposed regulations for the certification of South Carolina 211 Network Providers and authorized the CIO to take steps and proceedings necessary to promulgate the regulations.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 21.
Executive Director:  2005 Ceiling Allocation (Regular Session Item #5)


The initial balance of the 2005 state ceiling allocation is $314,855,100.  In accord with Code Section 1-11-520, $125,942,040 (40% of the total) has been designated as the state pool and $188,913,060 (60% of the total) has been designated as the local pool.  Allocation requests for 2005 totaling $60,000,000 have been received thus far.


In accord with Code Section 1-11-540, the State Housing Finance and Development Authority requests that the Board, prior to July 1, allocate to it $60,000,000 of the state ceiling for issuance of mortgage revenue bonds.  The Authority advises that if reservations under the Authority's Mortgage Revenue Bond Program continue at their current pace, the Program will run out of money in June.  In order to prevent the Program from shutting down for lack of funds, an issue of Mortgage Revenue Bonds will have to be sold prior to July 1.  The Authority has requested the ceiling allocation of $60,000,000 so that it can avoid duplicating the costs of issuance that it would have to pay if it were to undertake a smaller issue prior to July 1 and follow it up with a larger issue later in the year.  Thus, the positive impact upon the State is of such significance that approval of the allocation prior to July 1 is warranted.


Relating to requests for calendar year 2005 ceiling allocations, the Board was asked to authorize shifts as necessary between the state pool and the local pool.


The Board carried over this item concerning a ceiling allocation request from the State Housing Finance and Development Authority and a request to authorize shifts necessary between the state pool and the local pool.

Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 22.

Budget and Control Board:  Not Exceeding $92,000,000 General Obligation State Capital Improvement Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A (Regular Session Item # 6)

The Board was asked to adopt a resolution authorizing the issuance and sale of not exceeding $92,000,000 General Obligation State Capital Improvement Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A.

Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board adopted a resolution authorizing the issuance and sale of not exceeding $92,000,000 General Obligation State Capital Improvement Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 23.

Budget and Control Board:  Not Exceeding $70,000,000 General Obligation State School Facilities Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A (Regular Session Item #7)
The Board was asked to adopt a resolution authorizing the issuance and sale of not exceeding $70,000,000 General Obligation State School Facilities Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A.
Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board, adopted a resolution authorizing the issuance and sale of not exceeding $70,000,000 General Obligation State School Facilities Refunding Bonds, Series 2005A.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 24.
Medical University of South Carolina:  Not Exceeding $20,000,000 General Obligation State Institution Bonds, Series 2005A, Issued on Behalf of The Medical University of South Carolina (Regular Session Item #8)
The Board was asked to adopt a resolution making provision for the issuance and sale of not exceeding $20,000,000 General Obligation State Institution Bonds, Series 2005B, issued on behalf of the Medical University of South Carolina.

The proceeds of the bonds will be used to (i) advance refund certain maturities of the original principal amount of $28,000,000 General Obligation State Institution Bonds, Series 2000A issued on behalf of the Medical University of South Carolina, namely the outstanding principal amount of $17,845,000 maturing on March 1, 2011, to and including March 1, 2020, which advance refunding will result in a savings on the University’s outstanding debt service on state institution bonds, and (ii) to pay costs of issuance.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board adopted a resolution making provision for the issuance and sale of not exceeding $20,000,000 General Obligation State Institution Bonds, Series 2005A, issued on behalf of The Medical University of South Carolina.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 25.

Department of Transportation:  Not Exceeding $178,000,000 General Obligation State Highway Bonds, Series 2005A (Regular Session Item #9)
The Board was asked to adopt a resolution authorizing the issuance of not exceeding $178,000,000 General Obligation State Highway Bonds, Series 2005A.

Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board adopted a resolution authorizing the issuance and sale issuance of not exceeding $178,000,000 General Obligation State Highway Bonds, Series 2005A.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 26.

Future Meeting


The Board agreed to meet 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, May 17, 2005, in the Governor’s conference room in the Wade Hampton Building.

Executive Session

Governor Sanford commented that he asked his staff to review the turnover rate for all State employees verses the turnover rate for agency heads.  He said that the turnover rate for agency heads is 5.71% and the turnover rate for all State employees is 12.53%.  He said that if something is to be done about keeping people in place and retaining intellectual capacity, one would take the increase and apply it to the bottom rung of the economic ladder instead of giving it to those people who are often the highest paid in State government.  Ms. Donna Traywick with the Board responded that the turnover rate was asked for just the past year and that with the cabinet system every four (4) to eight (8) years the turnover rate may differ.  She said that since the present system has come into effect there has been a greater turnover rate for agency heads than in the past.  She said that agency heads no longer stay around for 20 to 25 years like they used to do.  She said that the turnover rate is low but that it is for this past fiscal year.  Governor Sanford stated that would seem to indicate more the need to move the money to the bottom end of the pay scale as opposed to the top end of the scale.  He stated that his primary question is if there are no turnover problems at the top end then why give them a raise instead of those at the bottom end.

Ms. Traywick further commented that there is a 95% rule that requires that a person below the agency head cannot make in excess of 95% of the agency head’s salary.  She said that the compression becomes a problem when the agency heads are not consistently moved at all, which has not been done over the past three years.  She said that four years ago state employees got an increase and agency heads did not.  Governor Sanford inquired whether this was an issue of compression of salaries as opposed to losing employees. Ms. Traywick stated the recommendation of the increases is in regard to the performance of the agency heads in the past year.  She said the increase is not there for compression purposes, but that is a result that does occur if increases are not consistently given for a long period of time.

Governor Sanford asked how many people got poor performance grades on their performance.  Ms. Traywick said that 19 received meets and 30 received exceeds.


Senator Leatherman asked Ms. Traywick whether TERI was factored into the 12.53% turnover rate.  Ms. Traywick responded that the turnover rate includes all turnovers.  Mr. Wilkins commented that the TERI employees would be considered retired for turnover purposes and would be included in the 12.53% turnover rate.


After further discussion, Mr. Harrell noted that under the House version of the budget State employees would get a 4% increase at a cost of $64 million.  He said that for him the agency heads work for the State and it is a matter of whether the Board is going to give them a raise or not.  He said that he believes the agency heads should get a raise.


Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Senator Leatherman, 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.  Office of Human Resources
Agency Head Salary Commission (Agency Head Salaries)

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 [Secretary’s Note:  Mr. Patterson chaired the meeting at this point]:
(a)
Office of Human Resources:  Agency Head Salary Commission (Agency Head Salaries) (Executive Session Item #1)

Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved the Agency Head Salary Commission’s salary increase recommendations for agency heads.  [Secretary’s Note:  Mr. Osborne noted that Governor Sanford asked to be recorded as voting no on the motion because he believes the money should go to higher priority for state spending.]

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.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 2:15 p.m. on Monday, February 28, 2005.]

