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MINUTES OF STATE BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD MEETING


November 9, 2004             10:00 A. M.
The Budget and Control Board (Board) met at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, November 9, 2004, 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 Joseph Rogers; General Counsel Edwin E. Evans; Governor’s Chief Legal Counsel Henry White; Governor’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Administration William E. Gunn; 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.  

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

Systems

Adoption of Agenda


Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Mr. Harrell, the Board adopted the agenda as proposed for the Board meeting as the Trustees for the South Carolina State Retirement Systems.

Retirement Systems Investment Panel:  Selection and Funding of Small Cap Growth Equity Investment Managers (Regular Session #1)
Summary:  

The State Retirement Systems Investment Panel (Panel) recommended that the Board approve Thompson, Siegel, and Walmsley, Inc. (TSW), and Integrity Asset Management, LLC (Integrity), to manage assets of the South Carolina Retirement Systems (Retirement Systems) in the Small Cap Value strategy; approve Turner Investment Partner, Inc. (Turner), to manage assets in the Small Cap Growth strategy; authorize the execution of contracts and funding of the new managers as recommended by the Panel; and amend the Annual Investment Plan to conform. 

Background Information:  

The Board previously authorized the Panel to conduct searches for additional managers to manage assets in the smaller cap value and smaller cap growth strategies. The Panel discussed the analysis of semi-finalists recommended by the investment consultant, Mercer Investment Consulting, Inc., (Mercer) on August 17, 2004, and September 22, 2004, and selected finalists for interviews, which were conducted on October 22, 2004.  After interviews and discussions about the candidates and the portfolio, the Panel selected TSW, Integrity, and Turner for recommendation to the Board.  The Panel also voted to recommend that the Board authorize initial funding of TSW in an amount up to $150 million, Integrity in an amount up to $100 million, and Turner in an amount up to $150 million, based on further analysis by Mercer to determine the most cost effective manner for funding. Additional information regarding the Panel’s recommendations is attached to this item for reference.  The item was presented by Kevin Hall, the Panel’s chairman.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Mr. Eckstrom, the Board, acting as the Trustees for the South Carolina State Retirement Systems:

(a)  approved the Panel’s selection of Thompson, Siegel, and Walmsley, Inc. (TSW), and Integrity Asset Management, LLC (Integrity), to manage assets for the Retirement Systems in the Small Cap Value investment strategy; 

(b)  approved the Panel’s selection of Turner Investment Partners, Inc. (Turner), to manage assets for the Retirement Systems in the Small Cap Growth investment strategy;

(c)  authorized the Director of the Retirement Systems to negotiate and execute contracts with TSW, Integrity, and Turner on behalf of the Board, upon approval for legal sufficiency by the Office of General Counsel and upon satisfactory on-site due diligence visits with the firms by representatives of the Panel;

(d)  authorized initial funding and transition of up to $150 million for TSW, up to $100 million for Integrity, and up to $150 million for Turner as recommended by the Panel; 

(e)  authorized the Director of the Retirement Systems to execute a contract and any necessary documents with a manager(s) as recommended by Mercer Investment Consulting, Inc., and upon approval for legal sufficiency by the Office of General Counsel, to transition the assets to fund the managers as recommended by the Panel; and, 

(f)  amended the Annual Investment Plan to conform after completion of the transitions. 


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

Adoption of Agenda for Budget and Control Board

Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board adopted the Budget and Control Board agenda after amending the agenda to delete regular session item # 7 concerning a sales incentive plan for the Department of Commerce and adding a regular session agenda item concerning an update on South Carolina State University’s (SCSU) financial statement.  [Secretary’s Note:  Mr. Eckstrom asked that the item concerning SCSU be placed on the agenda.]

Minutes of Previous Meeting


Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved the minutes of the September 28, 2004, Budget and Control Board meeting, acting as the Tobacco Settlement Revenue Management Authority, approved the minutes of the September 28, 2004, Authority meeting; and, acting as the Educational Facilities Authority for Private, Nonprofit Institutions of Higher Learning, approved the minutes of the September 28, 2004, Authority meeting.

Blue Agenda


Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved all blue agenda items with exception of blue agenda item #4(b)(1) which was carried over by a majority vote of the Board.  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 and other revenue issues for which Board approval was requested:  

CONDUIT ISSUES:

	Description 

of Issue
	Agency/Institution 

(Borrower)
	Borrower’s 

Counsel
	Issuer’s 

Counsel

	$8,000,000 Goodwill Industries of Lower South Carolina, Inc.
	South Carolina Jobs Economic Development Authority
	McNair Law Firm
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd

	$7,305,000 SC Baptist Ministries for the Aging, Inc.
	South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Nexsen Pruet Jacobs & Pollard

	$10,000,000 Wyndham Pointe, L.P.
	SC State Housing Finance and Development Authority
	Nexsen Pruet Jacobs & Pollard
	Lewis M. Levy

	$12,000,000 Planters Retreat, LLC
	SC State Housing Finance and Development Authority
	Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd
	Lewis M. Levy


OTHER REVENUE ISSUES:

	Description of Issue
	Agency/Institution
	Approved Bond Counsel

	$4,925,000 Athletic Facilities Revenue Bond Anticipation Notes and $4,420,000 Athletic Facilities Bond Anticipation Notes
	University of South Carolina
	McNair Law Firm



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

General Services Division:  Department of Natural Resources Acquisition of Conservation Easement (Blue Agenda Item #2)
In 1996, the Board exempted the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) from the requirements of Code Section 1-11-65 when acquiring certain conservation easements.  The easements exempted were those that do no more than restrict the owner’s use of the property and permit access to DNR to determine compliance with the restrictions.  In order to protect significant natural, ecological, wildlife, habitat, tidal wetlands, and open space values of great importance to the citizens of the state, DNR is proposing to receive conservation easements on approximately 8,034 acres located in four separate parcels on the Cooper River in Berkley County, known as Wappaoolah Plantation.  The properties are owned by Robert M. Mead and Barbara C. Mead, Robert M. Mead Sr., and Mead Family Limited Partnership.  The property owners are unwilling to restrict the use of the property without compensation.  The Board approved DNR purchasing these easements using $6,795,300 in federal dollars at its meeting on January 27, 2004.  The easements are 100% federal funded through the Forest Legacy program.  

Since the Board’s approval in January, the US Forest Service has requested several changes in the easements resulting in some of the lesser valued property being taken out of the easement area and some greater valued property being added.  These revisions to the easement areas have resulted in a change in the purchase price.  The value of the revised easement area is $10,455,000.  The Forest Legacy grant for this project is $7,604,865.  This program requires a 25% non-federal match.  Since the grant amount has already been approved, the property owners have agreed to donate 27% of the appraised value as the match for the federal grant.  The purchase price to DNR will be $7,604,865 using the Forest Legacy grant funds.  General Services is of the opinion that easements of this nature are outside the scope of the exemption granted by the Board in 1996.  DNR requested approval to receive the conservation easements as outlined above.  


The Board approved the acquisition of the conservation easements by the Department of Natural Resources.

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

General Services Division:  Easements (Blue Agenda Item #3) 

The Board approved the following easements in accordance with Code Sections 1-11-80, 1-11-90, and 1-11-100:

	(a)
	County Location:
	Spartanburg County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Spartanburg Sanitary Sewer District

	
	Consideration:
	$700

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant an easement for a new 15” gravity sewer line across the North Tyger River.


	(b)
	County Location:
	Richland County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	SCE&G

	
	Consideration:
	$900

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant an easement for an 8” natural gas distribution line across the Broad River and the Columbia Canal.


	(c)
	County Location:
	York County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	York County

	
	Consideration:
	$1

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant a right of way to York County for the paving of Milling Road through a portion of the Catawba Pre-release Center.


	(d)
	County Location:
	Horry County

	
	From:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	To:
	Time Warner Entertainment

	
	Consideration:
	$1

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant an easement for the relocation from overhead to underground of communication cables at Myrtle Beach State Park.


With regard to item 3(d), Mr. Eckstrom asked whether the consideration was established based on the Board’s policies concerning the granting of easements.  Mr. Rogers explained that the Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism (PRT) requested that the Board allow a discounted price for the easement across Myrtle Beach State Park.  He stated that Myrtle Beach is in the process of putting utility lines underground and that PRT asked that there be no charge because it will benefit PRT to have the lines underground in that it will improve the appearance of Myrtle Beach State Park.

Mr. Eckstrom further asked who was paying for the work to be done.  Mr. Rogers state that Time Warner is paying to have the line physically put in the ground.

The Board concurred and acquiesced in granting the following easements in accordance with Code Section 10-1-130 as recommended by the General Services Division:

	
	County Location:
	Charleston County

	
	From:
	University of South Carolina

	
	To:
	Charleston County

	
	Consideration:
	$1

	
	Description/Purpose:
	To grant an easement for the extension and upgrade of Burgin Road which will improve access to the rear portion of the Wedge Plantation.  





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

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

The Board approved the following property conveyance as recommended by General Services:

a.1

	Agency:
	Budget and Control Board

	Principal Agency/User:
	Department of Juvenile Justice

	Acreage:
	5.2 ± acres

	Location:
	Near SC 356 and SC 26 in Florence

	County:
	Florence

	Purpose:
	To dispose of surplus real property

	Appraised Value:
	$26,000

	Price/Purchaser:
	Not less than appraised value

	Disposition of Proceeds:
	Sinking Fund


After further discussion, the Board approved the following item to be sold by auction with the assistance of Comptroller General Richard Eckstrom.  Mr. Eckstrom will work with the University of South Carolina on the sale of the property by auction and the transaction will be based on the best price received:

a.2

	Agency:
	University of South Carolina

	Acreage:
	56.9 ± acres

	Location:
	Blue Ridge Terrace off I-20

	County:
	Richland

	Purpose:
	To dispose of surplus real property

	Appraised Value:
	$86,000 as of 01/13/99

	Price/Purchaser:
	$30,010/Howard Schwartz

	Disposition of Proceeds:
	Retained by the agency




Additional Information: The property contains a retention pond and levee system along the creek on the rear of the property.  The recurring cost of approximately $12,000 per year for maintenance and operation of this system is estimated to negatively impact the value of the property to the extent that the property may have no value.  Mr. Schwartz submitted an offer of $30,000 which the Board declined acceptance of at its meeting on August 12, 2004.  The property was re-bid and five bids were received ranging from $6,384 to $30,010.  The highest bid, for an additional $10, was made by the earlier offeror, Mr. Schwartz.  USC would like to accept this offer and dispose of the property.

	

	


In discussions prior to approving this item, Mr. Eckstrom commented that he thought it was inconceivable that only $500 per acre was being offered for property that essentially fronts I-20.  He said that he understands the property is not ideal, but wonders whether effective advertising has been done to attract buyers to the property.  He noted that the successful bidder is the same as the last time the property was put up for sale.  Mr. Eckstrom stated that it is inconceivable to think that the property is only worth the price offered by the successful bidder.

Mr. Rogers stated that the property was re-bid as the Board had instructed at an earlier meeting.  He said that five (5) bids were received and that the lowest bid was $6,384 and the highest bid was $30,010.  He commented that the property has some issues associated with it that includes flood control devices on the low end of the property.  He said the only other thing he could recommend is to enter a normal realty agency contract and leave the property on the market until a more acceptable offer is received.

Senator Leatherman commented that he has always found that the value of property is what it would sell for.  He said that since five (5) bids were taken with the most being $30,000 that is all the property is worth.

Governor Sanford said that there is something fundamentally wrong with the price per acre of the land because one cannot buy land anywhere in South Carolina for $500 per acre.  He said that if trees are on the property and that is discounted then the property is only $200 or $300 per acre.  He said that this price is outside of the comparables that he has heard of concerning rural land.

Governor Sanford further asked what would be wrong with trying to auction the property.  Mr. Rogers stated that auctioneers have said the property is too small for them to profitably auction.  Wayne Rush, counsel for General Services, commented that USC conducted an auction on the Pendleton Street property and was not satisfied with the outcome.  He stated that USC does not think using an auction to sell the property is advisable.  Mr. Harrell commented that it seemed as if a sealed bidding process would generate more value than would an auction, but he was fine with whatever the Board wanted to do.  Governor Sanford said he would like to try some other approach than what has been done.

Mr. Patterson asked how long was the property out for bid.  Mr. Rush responded that the property was out for bid around 45 days.  Mr. Patterson asked whether Mr. Rush was satisfied with the procedure that was used.  Mr. Rush responded that General Services and USC believes that $30,000 is a bid that should be accepted.

Mr. Eckstrom commented that the crux of the matter is the procedure.  He noted the State is moving into a phase where it is going to be selling surplus property.  He said the State would be well served in the long-term to know that the procedures that are in place are going to maximize the value of property to the State when it is sold.

The Board carried over the following item concerning the Department of Mental Health (DMH) and asked Mr. Eckstorm to provide guidance to Board staff concerning the provision of information on the implications of the annexation issue involved in this matter: 

b.1

	
	Agency:
	Budget and Control Board

	
	Principal Agency/User:
	SC Department of Mental Health

	
	Acreage:
	40.955 ± acres

	
	Location:
	On US Hwy 21 near Columbia

	
	County:
	Richland



	
	Purpose:  To approve the execution of a declaration of covenants with the City of Columbia agreeing to petition the City for the annexation of approximately 40.955 ± acres known as Meadowlake Park at a future date, as a condition of the City providing water to the property for the new restroom facilities which have been constructed. 




During discussion on this matter, Mr. Eckstrom asked what does the state get for its property being annexed by the City of Columbia.  Mr. Rush commented that new restrooms have been constructed on the property and there would be reduced cost for water rates and police and fire services.  Mr. Eckstrom asked who would pay the cost to which Mr. Rush responded the county.

Mr. Rush noted that the annexation would not be immediate, but only when the DMH property becomes contiguous to property in the City.  Mr. Eckstrom said he is hesitant because of the City’s request to the Board ten (10) years ago to annex State property near Irmo, SC (the Harbison area).  He said the Board signed the annexation agreement in good faith.  He said that the City had an intent to get well beyond that property.  He said the City wrested tax revenues from the Town of Irmo by annexing the Harbison Center property.  He commented that action led to disputes in some areas of the State and the Board tried to rescind the annexation agreement, but the State’s interest in reversing the annexation was unsuccessful.  He said that the Board should proceed very cautiously in this case and make sure that there is not another bigger agenda wrapped into the City’s request.  Mr. Rush stated the property becomes annexed when the property on the other side would be subject to annexation should there be a similar covenant.

Senator Leatherman asked what happens if the Board does not comply with the request.  Mr. Rush said he assumed the restrooms would not get water.  Senator Leatherman commented that he did not want the Board to deny the citizens of that area the ability to use the park and the restrooms.  Mr. Eckstrom said he agreed with Senator Leatherman, but the Board needed to be satisfied that there are no unintended consequences.  Senator Leatherman asked how that could be done.  Mr. Eckstrom responded that the Board’s legal staff could look at the transaction a bit more.  Mr. Rush asked for instruction on what to look at concerning the annexation.

Mr. Patterson asked what would be the affect of carrying the item over to the next meeting in order to study it more.  Mr. Rush said that the only thing he knows of is that the structure would not be operable.

Mr. Harrell asked Mr. Eckstrom whether he wanted to find out the legal ramifications of granting this request.  Mr. Eckstrom said that his question is whether this request is a part of the City’s desire to accomplish something beyond this property.  Mr. Harrell stated that the legal staff might be able to tell the Board whether it is possible the annexation may be in furtherance of some cause, but legal staff cannot tell what the City’s long-term intent is.  Mr. Harrell said knowing that the City has the ability to expand if the property is annexed the question is whether the request should carried over, granted, or refused.

Senator Leatherman stated that if DMH executed the covenant previously, then the State through its agent has agreed to annexation.  Mr. Rush said that his view is that DMH did not have authority to enter into the covenant.

Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Governor Sanford, the Board voted to carry the matter over.  Governor Sanford, Mr. Eckstrom, and Mr. Harrell voted for the motion.  Mr. Patterson and Senator Leatherman voted against the motion.

The Board approved the following other real property transaction as recommended by General Services:

b.2

	Agency:
	Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority

	Acreage:
	12.404 ± acres

	Location:
	Farrow Parkway 

	County:
	Horry

	Purpose:
	To accept a conveyance from the US Government for a portion of contaminated site #1 which has been cleaned and deemed suitable for transfer by Department of Health and Environmental Control.


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

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

The following real property leases, requested by the Forestry Commission, were reported as information pursuant to the Board’s procedures approved on June 18, 1998.  The General Services Division received no objections from any Board members on these leases.

a)
The General Services Division is reporting to the Budget and Control Board the following sales, by the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority, pursuant to the Budget and Control Board’s procedures approved on June 18, 1998:

1)
Sale of approximately 3.018 unimproved acres to T&H Realty Holdings, LLP, that plans to construct their corporate offices on the property.  The purchase price is $500,000.

2)
Sale of approximately 1.31 acres, with improvements including a 30,000 square foot building, to the Horry County Department of Airports in order to enhance economic development opportunities of the Myrtle Beach International Airport.  The conveyance is at no cost to the Horry County Department of Airports.

3)
Sale of approximately 2.65 acres to Abe and David Tebele.  The sale price is $375,000 and the buyer intends to develop the property as a neighborhood community retail store in accordance with city zoning.

b)
The General Services Division is reporting to the Budget and Control Board the following transfer, by Lander University to the South Carolina Department of Transportation, pursuant to the Board’s procedures for real property transfers between state agencies, approved on July 8, 1997.  There is no cost associated with this transfer of approximately 1.84 acres along Crew Street for road improvements in conjunction with Lander’s new entrance project.  The acreage, initially reported as .13 acre, was in error.

The Board received as information the reporting of previously approved real property transactions concerning real property sales by the Myrtle Beach Air Force Redevelopment Authority and the transfer of 1.84 acres by Lander University to the South Carolina Department of Transportation.

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

Insurance and Grants Services Division, Local Government:  Grant Requests (B#6)
The Office of Local Government advised the Board of the following grant requests:

a.
Grantee:


Town of Coward


Grant Request:

$320,615

Purpose/Description:

The proposed water project is identified as the construction of the New Hope Loop and the Sandhill Line Extension.   


Project Impact:

The New Hope Loop not only provides for an additional supply route in case of a water line break, but by looping the system, system pressure will be enhanced.  The Sandhill Line extension will bring the Coward water system to the boundary of its service area, allowing for an interconnection with the Olanta water system.  In addition, the project will provide access to the public water system for approximately seventy one (71) rural customers.


Cost of Project:


$422,085


OLG Recommendation:
$320,000   Local funds will provide the balance necessary to complete the project.

b.
Grantee:


Town of Greeleyville

Grant Request:

$110,000
Purpose/Description:

The proposed project consists of the construction of water lines to replace existing substandard lines on Tucker Lane, Bloody Bucket Road, SC 375, and Old River Road (aka Burgess Road).  New water lines are to be constructed on Executive Drive and Pine Tree Road. 

Project Impact:

Inadequately sized lines and asbestos pipe will be replaced, enhancing the operation of the water system , as well as, providing safe drinking water to approximately twenty five (25) homes.  In addition, new customers will be added to the system.
Cost of Project:


$169,337

OLG Recommendation:

$110,000   Local funds will provide the balance necessary to complete the project.

c.
Grantee:


Town of Scranton

Grant Request:

$100,380
Purpose/Description:

The proposed project consists of the construction of gravity sewer lines and appurtenances to serve residences on Hurst Street, Wall Street and School Drive. 

Project Impact:

The project will provide sewer service to approximately eleven (11) homes.

 Cost of Project:


$132,259.93

OLG Recommendation:

$100,000   Local funds will provide the balance necessary to complete the project.

The Board approved the following grant requests as recommended by the Office of Local Government:  Town of Coward, $320,000; Town of Greeleyville, $110,000; and Town of Scranton, $100,000.

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

Procurement Services Division:  Procurement Audits and Certification (Blue Item #7)

The Board in accordance with Section 11‑35‑1230 of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code, received as information the Procurement Services Division’s report that it has reviewed the procurement system of the South Carolina Education Lottery Commission.  Certification above the $25,000 limit authorized by the Board on November 12, 2003, was not requested so the report is submitted as information. 

The Board, in accordance with Section 11-35-1210 of the Consolidated Procurement Code, approved the following certifications to run concurrent with the three-year certifications granted to for the South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation on March 18, 2004 , for the agency, that expire on March 18, 2007:  goods and services, $100,000* per commitment; information technology, $50,000* per commitment; consulting services, $100,000.

*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term 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 #8)


The Board approved the following proposals to issue revenue bonds:

a.
Issuing Authority:
Anderson County

Amount of Issue:
$8,200,000 Special Source Revenue Bonds ($4,000,000 refunding involved)

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Anderson County South Warner Road Extension , Inc.

Employment Impact:
n/a

Project Description:
(1) refunding the County $4,000,000 Special Source Revenue Bond Anticipation Note, 2004, the proceeds of which were used to defray the cost of acquisition and construction of the South Warner Road Extension which connects Marshall Road to SC Highway 24, and the extension of sewer service to the SC Highway 81 corridor between Starr and Iva; (2) further construction of the Starr-Iva sewer service extension; (3) construction of Highview Road in the Alliance Industrial Park; (4) extension of sewer service to the North side of I-85 at Webb Road; (5) construction of Phase I-A and I-B of the Beaverdam Creek sewer service project; and (6) the financing of any other necessary or incidental matters with respect to the foregoing.

Bond Counsel:
Michael W. Burns, McNair Law Firm, P. A.

(Exhibit 9)

b.
Issuing Authority:
Newberry County

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $14,000,000 Special Source Refunding Revenue Bonds ($14,000,000 refunding involved)

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
J. F. Hawkins Nursing Home/Springfield Place

Employment Impact:
retain 138 full time jobs

Project Description:
refinancing of Newberry County revenue debt for J. F. Hawkins Nursing Home and Springfield Place Retirement Center, which are facilities of Newberry County

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

(Exhibit 10)

c.
Issuing Authority:
Jobs-Economic Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
Not Exceeding $8,000,000 Economic Development Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Goodwill Industries of Lower South Carolina, Inc.

Employment Impact:
69 new jobs within 24 months

Project Description:
acquire three retail stores, aggregating approximately 38,000 square feet, each of which consists of a finished retail area, a donation drive-thru, a service and delivery area, a processing area and management offices, and certain land, improvements, machinery, equipment and office furnishing related thereto

Note:
private sale, for public offering thereafter

Bond Counsel:
Michael J Seezen, McNair Law Firm, P. A.

(Exhibit 11)

d.
Issuing Authority:
State Housing Finance and Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$12,000,000 Multifamily Rental Housing Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Planters Retreat Apartments

Employment Impact:
n/a

Project Description:
acquisition, construction and equipping of a 192-unit multifamily rental housing project located in Summerville, SC

Bond Counsel:
Lewis M. Levy, State Housing Finance and Development Authority

(Exhibit 12)

e.
Issuing Authority:
State Housing Finance and Development Authority

Amount of Issue:
$10,000,000 Multifamily Rental Housing Revenue Bonds

Allocation Needed:
-0-

Name of Project:
Wyndham Pointe Apartments

Employment Impact:
n/a

Project Description:
180-unit affordable rental housing development located in the Northeast section of Richland County near the City of Columbia

Bond Counsel:
Lewis M. Levy, State Housing Finance and Development Authority

(Exhibit 13)


Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibits 9 - 13.

Comptroller General:  South Carolina State University Financial Update (Regular Session)

The Board received information from Mr. Eckstrom concerning SCSU’s delay in providing its financial statement.  Mr. Eckstrom stated that difficulty continues to exist in getting the financial statement from SCSU.  He said his office does not have any oversight authority over SCSU or its accounting system.  He said his involvement came about as a result of a prior request by SCSU for the issuance of bonds.  He said the State Auditor is the responsible state official that should be working with SCSU to solve problems in the accounting area and to get the financial statements in on time.  He said that SCSU is running a month behind on getting the financial statement turned in.  He said he wanted the Board to know and that he does not know how the matter is going to be resolved.  He said thought should be given on how to assist SCSU on a long-term basis.  He said one option is to send the State Auditor in and provide direct supervision during the year.  He said that another option is outsourcing the function.  He stated the problems at SCSU are very pervasive.  Mr. Eckstrom further said that in addition to SCSU’s accounting department, SCSU has problems in the payroll, student accounting, housing, and the enterprise and fixed accounting areas.  He said the Board should do something to assist SCSU as it moves forward.

Senator Leatherman asked Mr. Eckstrom if he had a recommendation for the Board concerning this matter.  Mr. Eckstrom responded that the Legislature could consider a plan and that outsourcing the functions was a viable option.  He said he does not think SCSU can afford outsourcing and that the State should consider bringing in private resources to perform that accounting function.  Senator Leatherman asked Mr. Evans whether the Board has the authority to instruct the State Auditor to go into SCSU.  Mr. Evans said that he could not answer the question because he had not considered or looked into the issue.

Governor Sanford asked a representative for SCSU, Ed Givens, if he had any comments on the matter.  Mr. Givens replied that he was not aware that this topic would be discussed during the meeting because he would have had SCSU’s financial staff at the meeting.  He said that SCSU is working diligently to get the financial statements.  He said he would meet with Mr. Eckstrom and make sure that he was given a specific date the financial statement would be complete.

Senator Leatherman commented that a procedure should be put in place that would look at all agencies to make sure they are doing what the General Assembly directed them to do.  Mr. Harrell commented that if the Board does not have the authority to tell the Auditor to audit an agency then a law should be passed to give the Board that authority.  Mr. Harrell asked Mr. Evans to determine whether the Board has such authority.  Mr. Evans commented that while the State Auditor has broad authority, he does not have authority to go in and take over all the accounting or financial management of a State university, but he could make recommendations.  Mr. Fusco stated that he would brief the State Auditor and have him listen to the tapes for him to come back to the Board with suggestions.

Retirement Division:  General Assembly Retirement System Experience Study (Reg. Item #1)

Once every five years, an experience study is conducted for the Retirement System for members of the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina (GARS). The experience study provides the information necessary to compare the actual experience of the system to the assumptions being made. The consulting actuary for the Retirement Systems provides recommendations for adjustments to the assumptions that will enable the system to continue to be funded properly. The experience study is conducted in accordance with South Carolina Code of Laws Section 9-9-30(4).  This item was presented to the Board by Ms. Boykin.

Mr. Eckstrom said that at the May 2004, meeting, the actuary at that time acknowledged that his report was based upon an incorrect understanding that he had been given with respect to certain data provided to him.  He noted that Ms. Boykin was going to go back to that actuary and have him reconsider his report.  He said that the main issue that was going to be looked at was the assumption that compensation increases required a constitutional amendment.  Ms. Boykin replied that the compensation increases require a statutory change and that she has been working with the prior actuary to make the minor change of changing “constitutional” to “statutory” in the study.  She stated that the actuary was asked to meet with Mr. Eckstrom’s staff to further discuss that particular assumption.  Ms. Boykin said that the Board was informed that the Retirement System has a disputed fee charge from the prior actuary in excess of $75,000.  She said the actuary has indicated that he will not modify the report in anyway without conducting further study and assessing further charges.  She said they are faced with having the prior actuary do additional work without agreement as to what the fees would be with the disputed charge or accept this report but charge the new actuary with discussing those assumptions and reviewing them to determine whether any further modification is needed.  

Mr. Eckstrom asked, given the fact that there are questions over whether these assumptions are correct assumptions, would it not be more prudent to continue using the assumptions in place right now?  Mr. Eckstrom further commented that it appeared more prudent to him to change assumptions only after the new actuarial firm can conduct a new experience study.  Ms. Boykin said that option was evaluated, but that other assumption changes needed to be modified.  She stated that the new actuary has been asked to review all of the assumptions.  She said that it makes sense to move forward with the current actuary of record.

Mr. Eckstrom said that the valuation study shows the unfunded liability at the beginning of the year is around $30 million.  He said that the unfunded liability should actually be increased as a result of comparing what actually happened last year with the assumptions in place that governed the required amortization payment.  He stated that, with regard to the experience on asset performance, the assumptions used were tight (optimistic).  He said when giving affect to what actually occurred compared to the assumption, the unfunded liability had to be increased by $282,000.  He said that the experience in other catch-all categories showed that other assumptions used were also too tight (optimistic).  He noted that resulted in the unfunded liability increasing $500,000.  He said in each area that was listed, the study showed the assumptions utilized were too tight (optimistic).  He said the study appears to reflect that the assumptions provided more favorable results than actually occurred.  Mr. Eckstrom said that the action the Board was now asked to adopt went just the other way, because the Board is being asked to make assumption changes that reduce the unfunded liability by $8,000,000.
Mr. Eckstrom further stated that it would be imprudent for the Board to loosen the assumptions based on a faulty experience study when the valuation study shows that the assumptions were too favorable.  Ms. Boykin replied that the new actuary agreed with the recommended assumption changes with exception of salary.  Mr. Eckstrom noted that the prior actuary informed him he is not going to reissue the report until the dispute with the State is resolved.  Ms. Boykin said there is a current actuary that is engaged and he can review all those assumptions.  She said accepting the experience study does not dictate that the assumptions are not going to be reviewed.

Governor Sanford asked what does it mean to accept the recommendations.  He asked whether the Board is being asked to accept a document that would make matters worse.  Mr. Harrell commented that to his recollection the last thing the Board signed off on concerning the numbers, he and Senator Leatherman were adamant that General Assembly salaries were not going to be raised and that Mr. Eckstrom was concerned the salaries would be raised.  Ms. Boykin agreed Mr. Harrell’s reiteration of the discussion at that Board meeting is correct.  Mr. Harrell reiterated that he thought the only issue that was left on the table was whether the General Assembly would raise salaries.

During further discussion, Ms. Boykin commented that from 1953 to 1983 there were salary increases granted through the appropriation process very similar to the way salary increases are for State employees.  She stated that in 1983 the General Assembly codified a hard dollar amount to be used for the compensation.  She said that any changes after that are considered plan amendments because legislation has to be adopted to change  the plan compensation.  Ms. Boykin noted that from 1983 to present all changes have been made through the statutory process which requires a fiscal impact statement and funding would be provided at that time.  Mr. Harrell asked whether he was correct in stating that if the General Assembly raised its salary in the future, a fiscal impact state had to be done as well as funding the Retirement System to meet the increase.  Ms. Boykin said that was correct with the exception that in 1991 the General Assembly granted a 4% increase through the appropriation process.  She further stated that this is the situation in which an assumption has to be built in for those kinds of increases.  She said that this 4% increase marks the only time in 20 years that there was an increase that would be considered salary assumption changes.  She said the statutory change is considered a plan amendment change because the retirement statute is actually changed.  She said that in all of those cases the salary has been increased, the General Assembly has been required to get a fiscal impact statement and to address how the increase would be funded.

Mr. Harrell said that he is comfortable with accepting Ms. Boykin’s recommendation because he has a lot of faith in her ability to understand this matter and make recommendations.  He said his inclination is to go along with her recommendation and if the new actuary says that the assumptions need to be different there is nothing to stop the Board from changing the assumptions.

Mr. Eckstrom asked whether anything has been used in terms of an assumed salary increase between 1983 and 2004.  Ms. Boykin said the actuary has said in the report that a 2% salary assumption has been used.  She said that when the actuary reviewed the statute 

and the construction of how the increases are granted, the actuary recommended changing the assumption to 0% because of the way it was constructed.  She noted that Mr. Eckstrom was concerned about the change and wanted to have the actuary meet with him to discuss the change.

Mr. Harrell said the question is whether the Board accepts the report with the one question still remaining or continue without accepting the report knowing that a lot of the assumptions should change.  He said that Ms. Boykin’s suggestion seems to be the most correct choice.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board, considered and adopted changes to assumptions as indicated by the General Assembly Retirement System Experience Report and recommended by the actuary.  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 14.
Retirement Division:  General Assembly Retirement System Valuation as of July 1, 2003 (R#2)

The annual valuations of the Retirement System for members of the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina (GARS) are conducted in accordance with the South Carolina Code of Laws, Section 9-9-30.  At least every other year, a valuation is conducted of the contingent assets and liabilities of the GARS plan administered by the Retirement Division. These valuations, in the opinion of the consulting actuary, correctly present the actuarial condition of GARS as to those benefits that are funded on an actuarial reserve basis.

Ms. Boykin reviewed the actuarial valuation with the Board.  She noted the contributions are made on an annual basis and that the contributions based on this valuation will be for the 2005-2006 fiscal year.  She said that should the Board make any changes to the assumptions over the coming months, the new actuary will be required to review all of the assumptions the previous actuary recommended to determine if any changes needed to be made.

Mr. Eckstrom said that the reason he cannot support this item is that the valuation is artificial.  He said that the numbers have been manipulated.  Mr. Harrell commented he has accepted the numbers from the actuary and that no one is manipulating anything.  Mr. Eckstrom said he thinks the numbers are being manipulated.  Mr. Harrell asked by whom were the numbers being manipulated.  Mr. Eckstrom said that the actuaries told him the numbers were based on data which they now have a different understanding and would have given different advice.  Mr. Harrell said that he wanted to know who manipulated the numbers.  Mr. Eckstrom said he did not know, but that the numbers were not correct.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board accepted the General Assembly Retirement System valuation as information.  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 15.
General Services Division:  Lease of State Real Property by Greenville Technical College(R#3) 
It is projected that Greenville Technical College (College) will have a total of approximately 11,500 students enrolled at the Barton campus in the fall 2006 semester.  Of these, approximately 4,700 will be full-time students.  The College has national contract programs with companies such as GM, CarMax, Nissan, and Fluor Daniels, which draw students from various regions in and out of state.  South Carolinians come from other counties to take one-of-a-kind or limited availability programs such as dental hygiene, dental assisting, and culinary arts.  Recently, with assistance from professional research and analysis companies, the College surveyed its students and has determined the need for near or on-campus student housing of up to 500 beds.   

The Greenville Tech Foundation, Inc., has agreed to develop, maintain and operate a student housing facility on land owned by the College (at the Barton campus) with no financial or legal obligation on the part of the College.  The College will make referrals of prospective tenants without any requirement that students utilize the facility.  In conjunction with this project, the College wishes to lease approximately 9.5 acres of land to Greenville Tech Foundation Student Housing LLC, a subsidiary of the Foundation.  The term of this lease is 30 years with two, ten-year renewals at the option of the LLC, for rent of $1 per year.  The LLC will be responsible for all operating expenses related to the property.

The terms and conditions of the lease are consistent with other leases of state property.  The South Carolina Technical College System has given its concurrence to the project and this lease was approved by the Greenville County Commission on Technical Education at its meeting of November 3, 2004. 

Governor Sanford said with exception of Denmark Technical College there are no other resident campuses at any of the other technical schools.  He said this is really paving new territory in terms of what technical schools have historically done and the groups they have historically served.  Senator Leatherman said this is the same concept that the legislature approved for Francis Marion, SCSU, and other institutions to privately provide dorms for their students.  He said the only difference is that it is being done at a technical school.  He said he does not see a downside to this because there is no taxpayer money involved.  Governor Sanford said that there is indirect tax money involved.  Senator Leatherman said that the Foundation is building the dorms.

Governor Sanford said it seems that in the long run if every tech school got involved in the business of providing housing it would ultimately impact the private market place.  He noted that one report shows Greenville as having the highest vacancy rate, 12.3% in the country, for multifamily housing.  Senator Leatherman said that he sees that as two different issues.  He said the students are well served by being in their dorm on campus rather than being scattered all over the City of Greenville.  Governor Sanford commented that that has not been the traditional mandate of technical schools.  Senator Leatherman said that there is a benefit to having the students on campus in an educational setting. 

Governor Sanford commented that this would be a substantial overhaul to the normal niche of two-year campuses.  He said this has ramifications for a lot of other technical schools in the state.  He said the Board should pause and determine if this is the direction in which it wants to go.  Mr. Patterson said he would recommend that the legislature address this issue and provide oversight.  Senator Leatherman said that if revenue bonds are issued the matter would come before JBRC and the Board, thereby providing oversight.

Governor Sanford further commented that there are a scare number of dollars as it relates to K – 12 and Higher Ed.  He said that the question to be considered is whether the State wants to further dilute K-12 and Higher Ed capacity by providing dorms.  He said he agrees that it is a good thing for some students to be on campus, but the question is whether this is a top, medium, low priority.  He said he would put the project on low priority because Greenville has the highest vacancy rate of any city in the country.  He said there is more than enough capacity in the private sector to handle this particular need and this particular subsidy can be used elsewhere in the educational process.  Mr. Eckstrom commented that another element of the subsidy is the value of the land that is being contributed.  Mr. Rush added that the land is regionally owned by the area tech commission and not the State.

Tuck Hanna with Greenville Technical College appeared before the Board along with Gail Crawford, Chairwoman of the Foundation.  Mr. Hanna said that they have had a study done and it indicates that the school could support the installation of 504 beds on the campus.  He said they are looking for the foundation to construct a 400-bed unit on the campus.  He noted that with the Fall 2004 registration 30% of the students were outside of their service area.  He said the school has quite a few national programs that people come into and need to find a place to stay in Greenville.  He said that they have surveyed their students and that 40% of them indicated they would be interested in affordable housing on campus.  Mr. Hanna commented that this is a great opportunity to provide relatively low cost housing to the school’s continuing growth of students.  He said the monthly rent of $350 to $425 is going to be very competitive within the Greenville market.  Governor Sanford said he would not describe the rent as low cost.

Governor Sanford said that while the project may be good for the school, it may be bad for private ownership of other housing stock in the Greenville area.  He said that everything has value relative to the needs, for example, of things in the educational system.  He said he places this need lower on the priority of needs because it can be fulfilled in the existing market place.  He said this sets a precedent for areas that are less economically vibrant with regard to the process of building campuses and will have a more drastic impact on smaller markets in the state.

Mr. Patterson asked Mr. Hanna what is the timeframe for moving forward with the project.  Mr. Hanna stated that their intention is to move forward as quickly as possible to have beds available by the fall of 2006 registration.

Ms. Crawford noted that there is a new automotive program in Greenville that is bringing people from all over the nation.  She said the Governor’s point of drawing from the local market is important, but the school has had such an excellent opportunity in developing this program by having a place for those who live outside of the State.  She said that hundreds of volunteer hours have gone into the project to ascertain  how the State views the project and whether a precedent is being established.  She also said that Greenville Tech does not want to take anything away from the smaller technical schools, but they do have programs that are not offered anywhere else in the State.  She said that the school wants to be able to take care of the students who come to the school to take a particular course so that they do not have to pay market rate.  She further commented that not only is she a realtor, she also owns apartments in Greenville and that Greenville does a good job with its multi-family market.

Governor Sanford said that he wanted to make clear that his struggle with the project is the ramification it could have in other areas of the State.  He said, for example, the technical school in Charleston is picking up a culinary program and they could make the same argument for similar projects.  Senator Leatherman said he finds the correlation to the culinary school in Charleston good for the State because the tech system would be providing jobs for the State.  Governor Sanford replied that the question is whether housing should be supplied for the student or can that function be taken care of adequately by the private sector.

Senator Leatherman commented that if the General Assembly allowed four-year institutions to privatize their dorms why would it not allow the tech system to same ability.  Governor Sanford said there is a fairly significant difference between four-year schools and two-year schools.

Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved the lease of real property by Greenville Technical College to Greenville Tech Foundation Student Housing, LLC, of approximately 9.5 acres at their main campus, for construction of a student housing facility, for a period of 30 years with two, ten-year renewals at the option of the Greenville Tech Foundation Student Housing LLC for rent of $1 per year.  Mr. Patterson, Senator Leatherman, and Mr. Harrell voted for the item.  Governor Sanford and Mr. Eckstrom voted against the item.
Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 16.
General Services Division:  Lease of State Real Property by the Medical University Hospital Authority (Regular Session Item #4)
On June 15, 2004, the Board approved the Medical University Hospital Authority’s (Authority) issuance, not exceeding $535,230,000, of bonds to finance the construction of a new hospital.   The present financing structure contemplates that credit support will be provided for the bonds through the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), through the Federal Housing Administration.  As a condition, HUD asked that a portion of the project be financed separately.  The Authority identified the energy plant as a discrete project eligible for financing from a source other than the Authority’s bonds, and the property subject to the proposed lease is the site of the central energy plant.  On September 28, 2004, the Board approved the issuance of $61,000,000 in JEDA revenue bonds for the construction of the central energy plant.

In conjunction with issuance of the revenue bonds, the Authority will lease the approximate 1.98 acres of land to the Medical University Facilities Corporation Central Energy Plant, LLC (LLC).  This will allow for the construction of the central energy plant that will provide steam and chilled water to the new hospital.  It is contemplated that the plant will be operated and maintained by the Authority and the Authority will use all of its output.  The term of the lease is 30 years, for consideration of $1 per year and entering into an energy service agreement.  The Authority and the LLC have approved the lease and the terms and conditions of the lease are consistent with other leases of state property subject to bond financing.  


Upon a motion by Senator Leatherman, seconded by Mr. Patterson, the Board approved the lease of real property by the Medical University Hospital Authority to the Medical University Facilities Corporation Central Energy Plant, LLC, for the construction and operation of a central energy plant for the new hospital for a term of 30 years for consideration of $1 per year and entering into an energy service agreement.

Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 17.
General Services Division:  Lease of Real Property by Department of Natural Resources to Colleton County (Regular Session Item #5)


Pursuant to procedures approved by the Board on June 18, 1998, leases of state real property require Board approval.  The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) requests approval to lease approximately an acre of land near Road 26 at Bennett’s Point in the Bear Island Wildlife Management Area (WMA) to Colleton County.  The WMA is part of the larger Ace Basin Project and is sparsely populated.  However, the Bennett’s Point area includes residences, some businesses, and DNR’s Mike McKenzie Field Station.  The area is not served by convenient public facilities for disposal of household trash and waste.  The county will use the site as a manned convenience center for the collection and disposal of household trash, common recyclables, yard waste, and construction and demolition materials. 


The lease contains a provision expressly restricting the wastes that may be collected at the site.  The term of this lease is 20 years, for rent of $20, payable upon commencement of the lease.  This lease will allow the state, through DNR, to support an important community services as well as disposal service to DNR’s field station.  The agency and the lessee have approved the lease, and the terms and conditions of the lease are consistent with other leases of state property.   
Upon a motion by Mr. Harrell, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved the lease of real property of approximately an acre of land near Road 26 at Bennett’s Point in the Bear Island Wildlife Management Area by the Department of Natural Resources to Colleton County for a term of 20 years for rent of $20.


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

General Services:  Report on Results of University of South Carolina Real Property Auction and Proposed Sale Plan (Regular Session Item # 6)
Auction of Pendleton Street Real Property

On September 22, 2004, a public auction was held on behalf of the University of South Carolina (USC) for the sale of two parcels of real property located on Pendleton Street.  The auction was widely advertised, weather conditions were favorable, and an estimated 40-50 potential bidders were in attendance.  Prior to the auction the properties were available for inspection and the auctioneer was on-site to answer questions about the properties, auction procedures, and terms.  In accordance with Board policies, the appraised value constituted the minimum amount for which the properties could be sold.  Although General Services did not release the appraised values, they were published in two local newspapers a few days before the auction.  The property located at1719 Pendleton Street is a vacant lot, had an appraised value of $206,800, and received a high bid of $200,000.  The high bidder was informed that the property could not be sold for less than $206,800, and agreed to pay that amount.  The property located at 1707 Pendleton Street has a small residence on it, had an appraised value of $249,000, and the high bid for this property was $175,000.  A higher bid could not be obtained so the property was withdrawn and the auction was ended. 

Proposed Sale Plan

USC asked that the Board consider whether either of the two options below would be acceptable for sale of the remaining property:

Option 1: The property should be advertised for sale by sealed bid, delegating to the University the authority to accept the high bid if that bid, in the judgment of the University, represents the best obtainable value for the property.

Option 2: The property should be advertised for sale by sealed bid and if the results of the bid are not in excess of the appraised value, bring the offer back to the Board for approval to sell.        

Senator Leatherman asked whether the action to be taken was opposite that of what was done earlier during the meeting.  He noted that in an earlier item the Board said to sell property by way of an auction, but now is saying to sell property by sealed bid.  Governor Sanford asked whether he wanted to take sealed bids on the property or not.  Senator Leatherman said it does not matter, but the Board needs to settle on how it wants to handle property sales in the future.  Governor Sanford said he is for an open process and that where sealed bids slow the process up he favors using the auction process.  Senator Leatherman further asked whether the property  was offered at suction and were there bidders.  Mr. Rogers said the high bid was $175,000 for the property, which has an appraised value of $249,000.


Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board approved the advertising for sale by sealed bid a parcel of property owned by the University of South Carolina located on Pendleton Street and delegated to the University the authority to accept the high bid if that bid, in the judgment of the University, represents the best obtainable value for the property (Option 1).

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

Office of Human Resources:  Approval of Sales Incentive Pay Plan for the Department of Commerce (Regular Session Item #7)
The Board agreed to carry over this item concerning a request by the Department of Commerce to approve a sales incentive pay plan for the Department of Commerce.

Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 20.

Secretary of State:  Notice of Expenditure of Funds (Regular Session Item #8)
Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. Section 1-11-470, Secretary of State Mark Hammond advised the Board that he would be expending funds to purchase radio time.  The radio time will be used for a public awareness campaign on charity and telemarketing fraud.  The funds are from administrative fines issued by the Secretary of State pursuant to the Solicitation of Charitable Funds Act, Code Section 33-56-160.


Upon a motion by Mr. Eckstrom, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board received a request from Secretary of State Mark Hammond concerning the expenditure of funds to purchase radio time for a public awareness campaign on charity and telemarketing fraud and unanimously voted to approve the use of the funds for such purpose.

Information relating to this matter has been retained in these files and is identified as Exhibit 21.

Department of Health and Human Services:  South Carolina Medicaid Incentive for Suggesting Expense Reductions (SC MISER) (Regular Session Item #9)
Proviso 8.29 of the 2005 Appropriation Act directs the Department of Health and Human Services to develop a Medicaid cost-savings award program.  The program, called SC MISER (South Carolina Medicaid Incentive for Suggesting Expense Reductions), has as its goal finding good ideas that can save money for the State’s Medicaid program.  The Department must obtain Budget and Control Board approval prior to implementing the program.


Upon a motion by Mr. Patterson, seconded by Senator Leatherman, the Board, in accord with Proviso 8.29, approved the Department of Health and Human Services’ award program called SC MISER (South Carolina Medicaid Incentive for Suggesting Expense Reductions).

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

Future Meeting


The Board agreed to meet at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, December 14, 2004, in the Governor’s conference room in the Wade Hampton Building.

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 1:30 p.m. on Friday, November 4, 2004.]

