WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 2025
Wednesday, March 26, 2025
(Statewide Session)

Indicates Matter Stricken
Indicates New Matter

	The Senate assembled at 1:00 P.M., the hour to which it stood adjourned, and was called to order by the PRESIDENT.
	A quorum being present, the proceedings were opened with a devotion by the Chaplain as follows:

Psalm 71:14
	We hear the Psalmist proclaim: “But I will hope continually, and will praise you more and more.”
	Let us pray:  Holy God, everyone of us truly desires to praise You -- and to honor You.  And here during this Lenten season we find ourselves doing so as the beauty of springtime once again enfolds us all, even as this Body continues tackling issues of significant importance.  To that end, Lord, may all of our Senators and their aides truly embrace the power of hope, and may that very hope lead them to resolving matters which can indeed enrich the life of every woman, man and child here in this State we all love.  And we pray for all who are fighting the dangerous wildfires in some of our northern counties; how difficult and challenging their tasks are.  In Your loving name we pray, O Lord. Amen.

	The PRESIDENT called for Petitions, Memorials, Presentments of Grand Juries and such like papers.

Call of the Senate
	Senator PEELER moved that a Call of the Senate be made.  The following Senators answered the Call:

Adams	Alexander	Allen
Bennett	Blackmon	Campsen
Cash	Chaplin	Climer
Corbin	Cromer	Devine
Goldfinch	Graham	Grooms
Hembree	Johnson	Kennedy
Kimbrell	Leber	Martin
Massey	Matthews	Nutt
Ott	Peeler	Reichenbach
Rice	Sabb	Stubbs
Sutton	Turner	Verdin
Williams	Young	Zell

	A quorum being present, the Senate resumed.

MESSAGE FROM THE GOVERNOR
The following appointment was transmitted by the Honorable Henry Dargan McMaster:

Statewide Appointment
Reappointment, South Carolina Board of Real Estate Appraisers, with the term to commence May 11, 2025, and to expire May 11, 2028
Licensed or Certified Appraiser:
Malinda Griffin, 413 Windwood Street, Simpsonville, SC 29680-6585

Referred to the Committee on Labor, Commerce and Industry.

Doctor of the Day
	Senator REICHENBACH introduced Dr. Rodney Alan of Florence, S.C., Doctor of the Day.

Leave of Absence
	On motion of Senator RICE, at 1:07 P.M., Senator GARRETT was granted a leave of absence for the balance of the day.

Expression of Personal Interest
	Senator BENNETT rose for an Expression of Personal Interest.

Expression of Personal Interest
	Senator MATTHEWS rose for an Expression of Personal Interest.

Expression of Personal Interest
	Senator MARTIN rose for an Expression of Personal Interest.

Remarks by Senator MARTIN
	Thank you, Mr. PRESIDENT. Members of the Senate, I am not going to let my student from Colleton, Senator MATTHEWS, outdo me on Women's History Month. As we get closer to the races at Darlington Raceway, I want to speak about a pioneer in NASCAR, Ms. Louise Smith. Louise Smith was born in Georgia and moved to Greenville County at four years old. Smith regularly outran the local police throughout Greenville County in the late thirties and forties. She may or may not have had something in the back of her trunk -- we haven't determined that yet. 
	This brought her to the attention of NASCAR founder, Bill France, Sr. He invited her to race at the new Greenville Pickens Speedway in 1946. She drove a modified 1939 Ford Coupe and placed third in what was both her first race and the first race she ever attended. One year later she entered her husband's new Ford Coupe in a NASCAR race on Daytona Beach. She rolled her car five times in a mid-race accident, but she finished thirteenth after fans on the beach rolled her car back up right. Between 1946 and 1956, Senator GOLDFINCH, she boasted thirty-eight victories and became a beloved figure in the male dominated world of motor sports. Headlining at races in the United States and Canada, “The other drivers didn't like me when I raced because I was a woman, but they liked me even less when I beat them,” she is quoted as saying. 
	In 1999, she became the first woman inducted into the International Motor Sports Hall of Fame in Talladega, a fitting tribute to her pioneering career.  At eight-two years old she said, “that honor means all the world to me. Back in my day, I was the first to do a lot of things back then; women were not supposed to do all those things. Now this is certainly an honor.” Louise Smith lived not only as a pioneer for women but a pioneer for all of NASCAR racing. She is remembered as “The first lady of racing” and was on the NASCAR circuit from 1945 to 1956. She quit racing in 1956 but stayed close to the track working with Darlington Raceway’s Pageant before she resigned as grand patron in November 1989 after serving more than a decade. She was also the inspiration for the character Louise Nash in the Cars movie franchise. She paved the way for women racers whose names might be a little more popular, like Janet Guthrie or my friend Danica Patrick. We should all be proud of one of our South Carolinians, South Carolina's own, Louise Smith. Thank you, Mr. PRESIDENT.

Expression of Personal Interest
	Senator GROOMS rose for an Expression of Personal Interest.

CO-SPONSORS ADDED
	The following co-sponsors were added to the respective Bills:
S. 362		Sen. Tedder
S. 402		Sen. Graham
S. 505		Sen. Chaplin


RECALLED AND ADOPTED
	S. 464 -- Senators Nutt, Ott, Corbin, Gambrell, Elliott and Stubbs:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO PROCLAIM WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 2025, AS “SOUTH CAROLINA PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS DAY” THROUGHOUT THE STATE AND TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY THIS GROUP OF PROFESSIONALS TO THE PALMETTO STATE.
	Senator DAVIS asked unanimous consent to make a motion to recall the Resolution from the Committee on Labor, Commerce and Industry.
	The Resolution was recalled from the Committee on Labor, Commerce and Industry.

	Senator DAVIS asked unanimous consent to make a motion to take the Resolution up for immediate consideration.
	There was no objection.

	The Senate proceeded to a consideration of the Resolution. The question then was the adoption of the Resolution.

	On motion of Senator DAVIS, the Resolution was adopted.

RECALLED AND ADOPTED
	S. 465 -- Senator Ott:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE THE VALUE AND SERVICES PROVIDED TO OUR STATE BY THE MEMBERS OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA SOCIETY OF ASSOCIATION EXECUTIVES AND ITS LEADERS AND TO DECLARE WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 2025, AS “SOUTH CAROLINA SOCIETY OF ASSOCIATION EXECUTIVES DAY” IN SOUTH CAROLINA.
	Senator DAVIS asked unanimous consent to make a motion to recall the Resolution from the Committee on Labor, Commerce and Industry.
	The Resolution was recalled from the Committee on Labor, Commerce and Industry.

	Senator DAVIS asked unanimous consent to make a motion to take the Resolution up for immediate consideration.
	There was no objection.

	The Senate proceeded to a consideration of the Resolution. The question then was the adoption of the Resolution.
	On motion of Senator DAVIS, the Resolution was adopted. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
	The following were introduced:

	S. 491 -- Senator Peeler:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO CONGRATULATE REVEREND A.L. BRACKETT ON THE OCCASION OF HIS NINETIETH BIRTHDAY AND TO WISH HIM A JOYOUS BIRTHDAY CELEBRATION AND MUCH HAPPINESS IN THE YEARS AHEAD.
sr-0289km-hw25.docx
	The Senate Resolution was adopted.

	S. 492 -- Senator Davis:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE AND HONOR THE MAY RIVER HIGH SCHOOL WRESTLING TEAM FOR A STELLAR SEASON AND TO CONGRATULATE THE SHARKS ON WINNING THE 2025 CLASS AAAA STATE CHAMPIONSHIP TITLE.
lc-0233cm-rm25.docx
	The Senate Resolution was adopted.

	S. 493 -- Senator Kimbrell:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 40-33-20, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS IN THE NURSE PRACTICE ACT, SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT A CERTIFIED REGISTERED NURSE ANESTHETIST MAY ONLY USE THE ABBREVIATION "CRNA" OR A VARIATION OR SUBDESIGNATION OF CRNA TO INDICATE THAT THE PERSON IS PRACTICING AS CERTIFIED REGISTERED NURSE ANESTHETIST.
sr-0297km25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Medical Affairs.

	S. 494 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - COMMISSIONERS OF PILOTAGE, RELATING TO COMMISSIONERS OF PILOTAGE, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5300, PURSUANT TO THE


PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0373wab-dbs25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 495 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - BUILDING CODES COUNCIL, RELATING TO CONTINUING EDUCATION FOR CODE ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5306, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0370wab-dbs25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 496 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - SOUTH CAROLINA REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS BOARD, RELATING TO SOUTH CAROLINA REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS BOARD, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5340, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0369wab-rt25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 497 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION, RELATING TO FEE SCHEDULES, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5348, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0367wab-rt25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.
	S. 498 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION, RELATING TO FEE SCHEDULES - BIENNIAL ADJUSTMENTS, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5349, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0371wab-dbs25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 499 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION, RELATING TO STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5351, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0368wab-rt25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 500 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - OFFICE OF ELEVATORS AND AMUSEMENT RIDES, RELATING TO OFFICE OF ELEVATORS AND AMUSEMENT RIDES, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5353, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0372wab-dbs25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 501 --  Labor, Commerce and Industry Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO APPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, LICENSING AND REGULATION - SOUTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF FUNERAL SERVICE, RELATING TO SOUTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF FUNERAL SERVICE, DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 5335, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
lc-0366wab-rt25.docx
	Read the first time and ordered placed on the Calendar without reference.

	S. 502 -- Senator Graham:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO REQUEST THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION NAME THE STRETCH OF KNIGHTS HILL ROAD FROM SPRINGDALE DRIVE TO CARTER STREET IN KERSHAW COUNTY "STEEPLECHASE THOROUGHFARE OF AMERICA" AND ERECT APPROPRIATE MARKERS OR SIGNS AT THIS LOCATION CONTAINING THE DESIGNATION.
sr-0294km-vc25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was introduced and referred to the Committee on Transportation.

	S. 503 -- Senators Ott, Adams, Alexander, Allen, Bennett, Blackmon, Campsen, Cash, Chaplin, Climer, Corbin, Cromer, Davis, Devine, Elliott, Fernandez, Gambrell, Garrett, Goldfinch, Graham, Grooms, Hembree, Hutto, Jackson, Johnson, Kennedy, Kimbrell, Leber, Martin, Massey, Matthews, Nutt, Peeler, Rankin, Reichenbach, Rice, Sabb, Stubbs, Sutton, Tedder, Turner, Verdin, Walker, Williams, Young and Zell:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE AND HONOR THE RIVERBANKS BOTANICAL GARDEN ON THE OCCASION OF ITS THIRTIETH ANNIVERSARY AND TO COMMEND ITS OUTSTANDING CONTRIBUTIONS TO CONSERVATION, EDUCATION, AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT IN SOUTH CAROLINA.
lc-0197hdb-jn25.docx
	The Senate Resolution was adopted.

	S. 504 -- Senators Blackmon, Hembree, Zell, Chaplin, Nutt, Stubbs, Fernandez, Elliott, Walker, Ott and Graham:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 44-53-445, RELATING TO THE DISTRIBUTION OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES WITHIN PROXIMITY OF SCHOOLS, SO AS TO



INCLUDE CHILD CARE FACILITIES AND DAY PROGRAMS AND PROVIDE RELATED DEFINITIONS.
sedu-0029db25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Judiciary.

	S. 505 -- Senators Williams and Chaplin:  A SENATE RESOLUTION TO EXPRESS THE PROFOUND SORROW OF THE MEMBERS OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA SENATE UPON THE PASSING OF RONALD BENJAMIN HENEGAN SR. OF MARLBORO COUNTY AND TO EXTEND THEIR DEEPEST SYMPATHY TO HIS LOVING FAMILY AND HIS MANY FRIENDS.
lc-0214dg-cc25.docx
	The Senate Resolution was adopted.

	H. 3305 -- Rep. W. Newton:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING ARTICLE 7 TO CHAPTER 3, TITLE 15 SO AS TO ESTABLISH THE "SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC EXPRESSION PROTECTION ACT," REGARDING A CAUSE OF ACTION ASSERTED IN A CIVIL ACTION BASED UPON A PERSON'S COMMUNICATION IN CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES, AND TO ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS FOR THESE PROCEEDINGS.
lc-0005ha25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Judiciary.

	H. 3842 -- Reps. Lowe, Willis, Caskey, Wooten, Rose, Huff, Sanders and Duncan:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 40-45-285 SO AS TO PROVIDE PHYSICAL THERAPISTS MAY CERTIFY THAT AN INDIVIDUAL IS HANDICAPPED AND DECLARE THAT THE HANDICAP IS TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FOR PURPOSES OF THE INDIVIDUAL'S APPLICATION FOR A HANDICAPPED PLACARD.
lc-0254wab25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Medical Affairs.

	H. 4014 -- Rep. Bustos:  A BILL TO ABOLISH THE CONSTITUENT DISTRICTS OF CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT AND THEIR RESPECTIVE BOARDS OF TRUSTEES AND TO DELEGATE THE POWERS DEVOLVED UPON THE TRUSTEES OF THE CONSTITUENT DISTRICTS BY ACT 340 OF 1967, AS AMENDED, TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT.
lc-0052ph25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Charleston Delegation.

	H. 4067 -- Reps. Davis, Sessions, Forrest and Henderson-Myers:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 44-7-268 SO AS TO REQUIRE ALL HOSPITALS WITH EMERGENCY DEPARTMENTS TO HAVE AT LEAST ONE PHYSICIAN PHYSICALLY PRESENT ON SITE WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT AT ALL TIMES THE EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT IS OPEN.
lc-0121vr25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Medical Affairs.

	H. 4069 -- Reps. Sessions, Magnuson and Wickensimer:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 44-7-327 SO AS TO ESTABLISH CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO PATIENT BILLING FOR HEALTH SERVICES AND SUPPLIES.
lc-0189vr25.docx
	Read the first time and referred to the Committee on Medical Affairs.

	H. 4210 -- Reps. Erickson, McGinnis, Alexander, Anderson, Atkinson, Bailey, Ballentine, Bamberg, Bannister, Bauer, Beach, Bernstein, Bowers, Bradley, Brewer, Brittain, Burns, Bustos, Calhoon, Caskey, Chapman, Chumley, Clyburn, Cobb-Hunter, Collins, B. J. Cox, B. L. Cox, Crawford, Cromer, Davis, Dillard, Duncan, Edgerton, Forrest, Frank, Gagnon, Garvin, Gatch, Gibson, Gilliam, Gilliard, Gilreath, Govan, Grant, Guest, Guffey, Haddon, Hager, Hardee, Harris, Hart, Hartnett, Hartz, Hayes, Henderson-Myers, Herbkersman, Hewitt, Hiott, Hixon, Holman, Hosey, Howard, Huff, J. E. Johnson, J. L. Johnson, Jones, Jordan, Kilmartin, King, Kirby, Landing, Lawson, Ligon, Long, Lowe, Luck, Magnuson, Martin, May, McCabe, McCravy, McDaniel, Mitchell, Montgomery, J. Moore, T. Moore, Morgan, Moss, Murphy, Neese, B. Newton, W. Newton, Oremus, Pace, Pedalino, Pope, Rankin, Reese, Rivers, Robbins, Rose, Rutherford, Sanders, Schuessler, Sessions, G. M. Smith, M. M. Smith, Spann-Wilder, Stavrinakis, Taylor, Teeple, Terribile, Vaughan, Weeks, Wetmore, White, Whitmire, Wickensimer, Williams, Willis, Wooten and Yow:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO CONGRATULATE THE FORTY SOUTH CAROLINA TECHNICAL COLLEGE STUDENTS NAMED TO SOUTH CAROLINA'S 2025 ALL-STATE ACADEMIC TEAM IN THE ALL-USA ACADEMIC TEAM COMPETITION FOR TECHNICAL COLLEGES, COMMUNITY COLLEGES, AND JUNIOR COLLEGES, SPONSORED BY THE PHI THETA KAPPA HONOR SOCIETY, IN RECOGNITION OF THE STUDENTS' SCHOLARLY ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND SERVICE TO THEIR COMMUNITIES.
lc-0276sa-gm25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was adopted, ordered returned to the House.

	H. 4211 -- Reps. Sanders, Alexander, Anderson, Atkinson, Bailey, Ballentine, Bamberg, Bannister, Bauer, Beach, Bernstein, Bowers, Bradley, Brewer, Brittain, Burns, Bustos, Calhoon, Caskey, Chapman, Chumley, Clyburn, Cobb-Hunter, Collins, B. J. Cox, B. L. Cox, Crawford, Cromer, Davis, Dillard, Duncan, Edgerton, Erickson, Forrest, Frank, Gagnon, Garvin, Gatch, Gibson, Gilliam, Gilliard, Gilreath, Govan, Grant, Guest, Guffey, Haddon, Hager, Hardee, Harris, Hart, Hartnett, Hartz, Hayes, Henderson-Myers, Herbkersman, Hewitt, Hiott, Hixon, Holman, Hosey, Howard, Huff, J. E. Johnson, J. L. Johnson, Jones, Jordan, Kilmartin, King, Kirby, Landing, Lawson, Ligon, Long, Lowe, Luck, Magnuson, Martin, May, McCabe, McCravy, McDaniel, McGinnis, Mitchell, Montgomery, J. Moore, T. Moore, Morgan, Moss, Murphy, Neese, B. Newton, W. Newton, Oremus, Pace, Pedalino, Pope, Rankin, Reese, Rivers, Robbins, Rose, Rutherford, Schuessler, Sessions, G. M. Smith, M. M. Smith, Spann-Wilder, Stavrinakis, Taylor, Teeple, Terribile, Vaughan, Weeks, Wetmore, White, Whitmire, Wickensimer, Williams, Willis, Wooten and Yow:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE THE ESSENTIAL VALUE AND IMPORTANCE OF SOUTH CAROLINA NATIVE PLANTS TO THE STATE'S ENVIRONMENT, LANDSCAPE, AGRICULTURE, HISTORY, AND ECONOMY, AND TO ENCOURAGE STATE AGENCIES, LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, AND PRIVATE LANDOWNERS TO USE NATIVE PLANTS FOR LANDSCAPING, EROSION CONTROL, AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT WHENEVER POSSIBLE TO PROMOTE THE VIABILITY OF MIGRATORY AND



NONMIGRATORY POLLINATORS AND TO HELP TO PRESERVE SOUTH CAROLINA'S UNIQUE FLORA AND FAUNA.
lc-0360wab-gm25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was introduced and referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Natural Resources.

	H. 4212 -- Reps. Sanders, Alexander, Anderson, Atkinson, Bailey, Ballentine, Bamberg, Bannister, Bauer, Beach, Bernstein, Bowers, Bradley, Brewer, Brittain, Burns, Bustos, Calhoon, Caskey, Chapman, Chumley, Clyburn, Cobb-Hunter, Collins, B. J. Cox, B. L. Cox, Crawford, Cromer, Davis, Dillard, Duncan, Edgerton, Erickson, Forrest, Frank, Gagnon, Garvin, Gatch, Gibson, Gilliam, Gilliard, Gilreath, Govan, Grant, Guest, Guffey, Haddon, Hager, Hardee, Harris, Hart, Hartnett, Hartz, Hayes, Henderson-Myers, Herbkersman, Hewitt, Hiott, Hixon, Holman, Hosey, Howard, Huff, J. E. Johnson, J. L. Johnson, Jones, Jordan, Kilmartin, King, Kirby, Landing, Lawson, Ligon, Long, Lowe, Luck, Magnuson, Martin, May, McCabe, McCravy, McDaniel, McGinnis, Mitchell, Montgomery, J. Moore, T. Moore, Morgan, Moss, Murphy, Neese, B. Newton, W. Newton, Oremus, Pace, Pedalino, Pope, Rankin, Reese, Rivers, Robbins, Rose, Rutherford, Schuessler, Sessions, G. M. Smith, M. M. Smith, Spann-Wilder, Stavrinakis, Taylor, Teeple, Terribile, Vaughan, Weeks, Wetmore, White, Whitmire, Wickensimer, Williams, Willis, Wooten and Yow:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE AND HONOR THE OUTSTANDING MEMBERS OF THE ANDERSON DISTRICT ONE AND DISTRICT TWO CAREER AND TECHNOLOGY CENTER CULINARY TEAM AND TO CONGRATULATE THEM FOR WINNING THE 21ST ANNUAL SOUTH CAROLINA PROSTART INVITATIONAL TITLE.
lc-0110ha-gm25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was adopted, ordered returned to the House.

	H. 4213 -- Reps. Calhoon, Alexander, Anderson, Atkinson, Bailey, Ballentine, Bamberg, Bannister, Bauer, Beach, Bernstein, Bowers, Bradley, Brewer, Brittain, Burns, Bustos, Caskey, Chapman, Chumley, Clyburn, Cobb-Hunter, Collins, B. J. Cox, B. L. Cox, Crawford, Cromer, Davis, Dillard, Duncan, Edgerton, Erickson, Forrest, Frank, Gagnon, Garvin, Gatch, Gibson, Gilliam, Gilliard, Gilreath, Govan, Grant, Guest, Guffey, Haddon, Hager, Hardee, Harris, Hart, Hartnett, Hartz, Hayes, Henderson-Myers, Herbkersman, Hewitt, Hiott, Hixon, Holman, Hosey, Howard, Huff, J. E. Johnson, J. L. Johnson, Jones, Jordan, Kilmartin, King, Kirby, Landing, Lawson, Ligon, Long, Lowe, Luck, Magnuson, Martin, May, McCabe, McCravy, McDaniel, McGinnis, Mitchell, Montgomery, J. Moore, T. Moore, Morgan, Moss, Murphy, Neese, B. Newton, W. Newton, Oremus, Pace, Pedalino, Pope, Rankin, Reese, Rivers, Robbins, Rose, Rutherford, Sanders, Schuessler, Sessions, G. M. Smith, M. M. Smith, Spann-Wilder, Stavrinakis, Taylor, Teeple, Terribile, Vaughan, Weeks, Wetmore, White, Whitmire, Wickensimer, Williams, Willis, Wooten and Yow:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANT WORK DONE TO COMBAT THE SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM OF CHILD MALTREATMENT, ABUSE, AND NEGLECT AND TO DECLARE WEDNESDAY, APRIL 15, 2025, AS CHILDREN'S ADVOCACY CENTER DAY IN SOUTH CAROLINA.
lc-0221cm-jah25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was introduced and referred to the Committee on Family and Veterans' Services.

	H. 4214 -- Reps. B. L. Cox, Alexander, Anderson, Atkinson, Bailey, Ballentine, Bamberg, Bannister, Bauer, Beach, Bernstein, Bowers, Bradley, Brewer, Brittain, Burns, Bustos, Calhoon, Caskey, Chapman, Chumley, Clyburn, Cobb-Hunter, Collins, B. J. Cox, Crawford, Cromer, Davis, Dillard, Duncan, Edgerton, Erickson, Forrest, Frank, Gagnon, Garvin, Gatch, Gibson, Gilliam, Gilliard, Gilreath, Govan, Grant, Guest, Guffey, Haddon, Hager, Hardee, Harris, Hart, Hartnett, Hartz, Hayes, Henderson-Myers, Herbkersman, Hewitt, Hiott, Hixon, Holman, Hosey, Howard, Huff, J. E. Johnson, J. L. Johnson, Jones, Jordan, Kilmartin, King, Kirby, Landing, Lawson, Ligon, Long, Lowe, Luck, Magnuson, Martin, May, McCabe, McCravy, McDaniel, McGinnis, Mitchell, Montgomery, J. Moore, T. Moore, Morgan, Moss, Murphy, Neese, B. Newton, W. Newton, Oremus, Pace, Pedalino, Pope, Rankin, Reese, Rivers, Robbins, Rose, Rutherford, Sanders, Schuessler, Sessions, G. M. Smith, M. M. Smith, Spann-Wilder, Stavrinakis, Taylor, Teeple, Terribile, Vaughan, Weeks, Wetmore, White, Whitmire, Wickensimer, Williams, Willis, Wooten and Yow:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO RECOGNIZE AND HONOR MAJOR CHRISTINA C. HARRIS, USAF, UPON THE OCCASION OF HER RETIREMENT AFTER TWENTY YEARS OF EXEMPLARY SERVICE TO HER COUNTRY,



AND TO WISH HER CONTINUED SUCCESS AND HAPPINESS IN ALL HER FUTURE ENDEAVORS.
lc-0103ha-jah25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was adopted, ordered returned to the House.

	H. 4224 -- Rep. Taylor:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO DECLARE THE MONTH OF APRIL 2025 AS "DISTRACTED DRIVER AWARENESS MONTH" THROUGHOUT OUR STATE AND TO ENCOURAGE ALL SOUTH CAROLINA CITIZENS TO PRACTICE SAFE DRIVING BEHAVIORS AND PLEDGE TO DRIVE DISTRACTION FREE.
lc-0111ha-rm25.docx
	The Concurrent Resolution was introduced and referred to the Committee on Transportation.

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES
  	Senator PEELER from the Committee on Finance submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 11 -- Senators Jackson and Davis:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 8‑11‑150(A), RELATING TO PAID PARENTAL LEAVE, SO AS TO AMEND THE DEFINITION OF “ELIGIBLE STATE EMPLOYEE.”
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator PEELER from the Committee on Finance submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 32 -- Senators Grooms, Leber, Rice, Reichenbach and Climer:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS SO AS TO ENACT THE “PREGNANCY RESOURCE ACT”; BY ADDING SECTION 12‑6‑3383 SO AS TO PROVIDE FOR A TAX CREDIT FOR VOLUNTARY CASH CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO A PREGNANCY RESOURCE CENTER OR CRISIS PREGNANCY CENTER AND TO PROVIDE GUIDELINES FOR THE CREDIT.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator RANKIN from the Committee on Judiciary submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 76 -- Senators Hembree, Grooms and Young:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 16-8-230, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE DEFINITIONS; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-8-240, RELATING TO USE OF OR THREAT OF PHYSICAL VIOLENCE BY CRIMINAL GANG MEMBERS AND PENALTIES, SO AS TO ESTABLISH UNLAWFUL CRIMINAL GANG ACTIVITY; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-245 SO AS TO PROVIDE ADMISSIBILITY OF CRIMINAL GANG AND CRIMINAL GANG ACTIVITY EVIDENCE DURING A TRIAL OR PROCEEDING; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-8-250, RELATING TO PREVENTING WITNESSES OR VICTIMS FROM TESTIFYING AND PENALTIES, SO AS TO PROVIDE A MECHANISM TO ABATE A PUBLIC NUISANCE OF REAL PROPERTY USED BY A CRIMINAL GANG; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-275 SO AS TO PROVIDE ADMISSIBILITY IN A CRIMINAL PROCEEDING OF THE ACCUSED'S COMMISSION OF CRIMINAL GANG ACTIVITY; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-520 SO AS TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE DEFINITIONS FOR THE ANTI-RACKETEERING ACT; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-530 SO AS TO MAKE IT UNLAWFUL FOR ANY PERSON TO ENGAGE IN RACKETEERING ACTIVITY; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-540 SO AS TO PROVIDE CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR ENGAGING IN RACKETEERING ACTIVITY; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-550 SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT THE CIRCUIT COURT MAY ENJOIN VIOLATIONS OF THE ANTI-RACKETEERING ACT BY ISSUING APPROPRIATE ORDERS; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-560 SO AS TO ESTABLISH JURISDICTION FOR RACKETEERING ACTIVITY; BY ADDING SECTION 16-8-570 SO AS TO PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM DISCLOSURE OF INFORMANTS; AND BY AMENDING SECTION 14-7-1630, RELATING TO JURISDICTION OF JURIES, NOTIFICATION TO IMPANEL JURIES, POWERS AND DUTIES OF IMPANELING AND PRESIDING JUDGES, THE TRANSFER OF INCOMPLETE INVESTIGATIONS, EFFECTIVE DATES AND NOTICE REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO ORDERS OF JUDGE, AND APPEALS, SO AS TO ADD THE CRIME OF RACKETEERING TO THE JURISDICTION OF THE STATE GRAND JURY.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator HEMBREE from the Committee on Education submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 269 -- Senators Turner and Elliott:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 59‑19‑275 SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH MORE THAN FIFTEEN THOUSAND STUDENTS MAY USE SECURITY PERSONNEL LICENSED AS A PROPRIETARY SECURITY BUSINESS; BY AMENDING SECTION 40‑18‑60, RELATING TO QUALIFICATIONS OF A LICENSEE, SO AS TO ADD PROVISIONS CONCERNING PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS APPLYING FOR LICENSURE; BY AMENDING SECTION 40‑18‑80, RELATING TO  QUALIFICATIONS OF APPLICANTS, SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT THE SOUTH CAROLINA LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION SHALL IMPLEMENT CERTAIN RELATED TRAINING REQUIREMENTS; AND BY AMENDING SECTION 40‑18‑140, RELATING TO EXCEPTIONS FROM APPLICATIONS OF THIS CHAPTER, SO AS TO CLARIFY THAT PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS ARE EXCLUDED FROM THESE REQUIREMENTS.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator RANKIN from the Committee on Judiciary submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 270 -- Senators Alexander, Hembree and Adams:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 16‑3‑29, RELATING TO ATTEMPTED MURDER, SO AS TO DEFINE ATTEMPTED MURDER AS COMMITTING AN UNLAWFUL ACT OF A VIOLENT NATURE THAT CAUSES INJURY TO ANOTHER WITH MALICE.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator RANKIN from the Committee on Judiciary submitted a favorable report on:
	S. 405 -- Senator Alexander:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 16‑3‑85, RELATING TO HOMICIDE BY CHILD ABUSE, SO AS TO INCREASE THE AGE OF A CHILD UNDER THIS SECTION FROM UNDER THE AGE OF ELEVEN TO UNDER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator YOUNG from the Committee on Family and Veterans' Services submitted a favorable report on:
	S. 415 -- Senators Young, Elliott, Sutton, Ott, Devine and Reichenbach:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 63‑7‑20, RELATING TO CHILDREN’S CODE DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO ADD THE TERM “LICENSED”; BY AMENDING SECTION 63‑9‑1110, RELATING TO ADOPTION BY A STEPPARENT OR RELATIVE, SO AS TO APPLY TO CHILDREN PLACED WITH RELATIVES OR FICTIVE KIN FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTION; BY AMENDING SECTION 63‑7‑2320, RELATING TO THE KINSHIP FOSTER CARE PROGRAM, SO AS TO LOWER THE MINIMUM AGE OF A KINSHIP FOSTER PARENT FROM TWENTY‑ONE TO EIGHTEEN AND TO ALLOW THE DEPARTMENT TO USE DIFFERENT STANDARDS WHEN LICENSING RELATIVES AND FICTIVE KIN; BY AMENDING SECTION 63‑7‑2350, RELATING TO RESTRICTIONS ON FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION, OR LEGAL GUARDIAN PLACEMENTS, SO AS TO MAKE CONFORMING CHANGES; AND BY AMENDING SECTION 63‑7‑2400, RELATING TO THE NUMBER OF FOSTER CHILDREN WHO MAY BE PLACED IN A FOSTER HOME, SO AS TO REMOVE THERAPEUTIC FOSTER CARE PLACEMENT LIMITATIONS FROM KINSHIP FOSTER CARE PLACEMENTS.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator HEMBREE from the Committee on Education submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 425 -- Senators Davis, Hembree, Ott, Elliott and Jackson:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 59‑63‑795 SO AS TO PROVIDE EACH PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT ANNUALLY SHALL IDENTIFY THE NUMBER OF ITS STUDENTS WHO LIVE IN POVERTY AND INCREASE ACCESS TO FREE SCHOOL BREAKFASTS AND LUNCHES FOR THESE STUDENTS, TO PROVIDE CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY, TO PROVIDE RELATED REQUIREMENTS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS, SCHOOLS, AND SCHOOL BOARDS.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator RANKIN from the Committee on Judiciary submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	S. 446 -- Senators Young and Elliott:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS SO AS TO ENACT THE “ELECTRIC RATE STABILIZATION ACT”; AND BY ADDING ARTICLE 24 TO CHAPTER 27, TITLE 58, SO AS TO ALLOW ELECTRIC UTILITIES TO REQUEST THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION TO ADJUST THEIR RATES ANNUALLY, ADJUST UTILITY RATES, ESTABLISH THE BASELINE RATE ORDER AND REQUIREMENTS FOR ADJUSTMENTS IN RATES, PROVIDE PROTECTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS, AND AUTHORIZE AN ADDITIONAL ELECTRIC UTILITY POSITION FOR THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator RANKIN from the Committee on Judiciary submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	H. 3309 -- Reps. G.M. Smith, Gatch, Herbkersman, Pope, B. Newton, Wooten, Robbins, Mitchell, Chapman, W. Newton, Taylor, Forrest, Hewitt, Kirby, Schuessler, Yow, Long, M.M. Smith, Hardee, Montgomery, Atkinson, Hixon, Ligon, Anderson, Weeks, Willis, Govan and Williams:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ENACTING THE “SOUTH CAROLINA ENERGY SECURITY ACT” BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑20, RELATING TO THE MEMBERSHIP, ELECTION, AND QUALIFICATIONS OF THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, SO AS TO CHANGE THE NUMBER OF COMMISSIONERS FROM SEVEN TO THREE TO BE ELECTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FROM THE STATE AT LARGE; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑140, RELATING TO THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION’S POWERS TO REGULATE PUBLIC UTILITIES, SO AS TO ESTABLISH CONSIDERATIONS AND STATE POLICY FOR THE COMMISSION’S DECISION‑MAKING PROCESS, TO ESTABLISH A SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN TESTIMONY AND DISCOVERY IN CONTESTED PROCEEDINGS, TO PERMIT ELECTRICAL UTILITY CUSTOMERS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION AS PUBLIC WITNESSES, AND TO ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS FOR AN INDEPENDENT THIRD‑PARTY CONSULTANT HIRED BY THE COMMISSION; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑250, RELATING TO SERVICE OF ORDERS AND DECISIONS ON PARTIES, SO AS TO MAKE A TECHNICAL CHANGE; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑4‑10, RELATING TO THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF AND ITS REPRESENTATION OF PUBLIC INTEREST BEFORE THE COMMISSION, SO AS TO ESTABLISH ITS CONSIDERATIONS FOR PUBLIC INTEREST; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑4‑150 SO AS TO REQUIRE THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF TO PREPARE A COMPREHENSIVE STATE ENERGY ASSESSMENT AND ACTION PLAN AND TO ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS PLAN; BY ADDING CHAPTER 38 TO TITLE 58 SO AS TO ESTABLISH THE SOUTH CAROLINA ENERGY POLICY RESEARCH AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑33‑195 SO AS TO ENCOURAGE DOMINION ENERGY, THE PUBLIC SERVICE AUTHORITY, DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, AND DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS TO EVALUATE CERTAIN ELECTRICAL GENERATION FACILITIES AND PROVIDE FOR CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO THESE FACILITIES; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑31‑205 SO AS TO PERMIT THE PUBLIC SERVICE AUTHORITY TO JOINTLY OWN ELECTRICAL GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION FACILITIES WITH INVESTOR‑OWNED ELECTRIC UTILITIES, AND TO PROVIDE REQUIREMENTS FOR JOINT OWNERSHIP; BY AMENDING ARTICLE 9 OF CHAPTER 7, TITLE 13, RELATING TO THE GOVERNOR’S NUCLEAR ADVISORY COUNCIL, SO AS TO ESTABLISH THE COUNCIL IN THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF, TO PROVIDE FOR ITS DUTIES AND MEMBERSHIP, AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE COUNCIL’S DIRECTOR; BY AMENDING SECTION 37‑6‑604, RELATING TO THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S INTERVENTION ON MATTERS FILED AT THE COMMISSION, SO AS TO TRANSFER THESE DUTIES TO THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑33‑196 SO AS TO ENCOURAGE CONSIDERATION OF DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES AND TO PROVIDE RELATED REQUIREMENTS; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑37‑70 SO AS TO PERMIT A SMALL MODULAR NUCLEAR PILOT PROGRAM AND TO ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS; BY ADDING ARTICLE 3 TO CHAPTER 37, TITLE 58 SO AS TO PROVIDE FOR STATE AGENCY REVIEW OF ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT APPLICATIONS AND TO PROVIDE A SUNSET, AND BY ADDING ARTICLE 1 TO CHAPTER 37 TO INCLUDE ALL OTHER SECTIONS OF CHAPTER 37; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑40‑10, RELATING TO THE DEFINITION OF “CUSTOMER‑GENERATOR,” SO AS TO ESTABLISH CHARACTERISTICS FOR A “CUSTOMER‑GENERATOR”; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑41‑30, RELATING TO VOLUNTARY RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS, SO AS TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND CONSIDERATIONS FOR THESE PROGRAMS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑41‑10, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO ADD THE DEFINITION OF “ENERGY STORAGE FACILITIES”; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑41‑20, RELATING TO PROCEEDINGS FOR ELECTRICAL UTILITIES’ AVOIDED COST METHODOLOGIES AND RELATED PROCESSES, SO AS TO AUTHORIZE COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, CAPACITY, AND STORAGE, TO PERMIT COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT OF NEW RENEWABLE ENERGY CAPACITY AND ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS FOR NON‑COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS, AND TO DELETE LANGUAGE REGARDING THE COMMISSION HIRING THIRD‑PARTY EXPERTS FOR THESE PROCEEDINGS; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑41‑25 SO AS TO PROVIDE FOR A PROCESS FOR COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT OF RENEWABLE ENERGY FACILITIES; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑33‑20, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO ADD THE DEFINITION “LIKE FACILITY” AND AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF “MAJOR UTILITY FACILITY”; BY AMENDING ARTICLE 3 OF CHAPTER 33, TITLE 58, RELATING TO CERTIFICATION OF MAJOR UTILITY FACILITIES, SO AS TO PROVIDE FOR A LIKE FACILITY, TO ESTABLISH REQUIREMENTS AND CONSIDERATIONS FOR PROPOSED FACILITIES, TO PROVIDE WHAT ACTIONS MAY BE TAKEN WITHOUT PERMISSION FROM THE COMMISSION, AND TO MAKE TECHNICAL CHANGES; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑37‑40, RELATING TO INTEGRATED RESOURCES PLANS, SO AS TO ADD CONSIDERATION OF A UTILITY’S TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION RESOURCE PLAN, TO ESTABLISH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS AND EVALUATION BY THE COMMISSION, AND REQUIRE PARTIES TO BEAR THEIR OWN COSTS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑260, RELATING TO COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE COMMISSION AND PARTIES, SO AS TO MODIFY REQUIREMENTS FOR ALLOWABLE EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS AND BRIEFINGS, AND TO PERMIT COMMISSION TOURS OF UTILITY PLANTS OR OTHER FACILITIES UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑270, RELATING TO EX PARTE COMMUNICATION COMPLAINT PROCEEDINGS AT THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT, SO AS TO PERMIT AN ORDER TOLLING ANY DEADLINES ON A PROCEEDING SUBJECT TO A COMPLAINT TO THE EXTENT THE PROCEEDING WAS PREJUDICED SO THAT THE COMMISSION COULD NOT CONSIDER THE MATTER IMPARTIALLY; BY ADDING CHAPTER 43 TO TITLE 58 SO AS TO ESTABLISH ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RATES FOR ELECTRICAL UTILITIES; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑33‑310, RELATING TO AN APPEAL FROM A FINAL ORDER OR DECISION OF THE COMMISSION, SO AS TO REQUIRE A FINAL ORDER ISSUED PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 33, TITLE 58 BE IMMEDIATELY APPEALABLE TO THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT AND TO PROVIDE FOR AN EXPEDITED HEARING; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑33‑320, RELATING TO JOINT HEARINGS AND JOINT INVESTIGATIONS, SO AS TO MAKE A CONFORMING CHANGE; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑4‑160 SO AS TO REQUIRE THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF TO CONDUCT A STUDY TO EVALUATE ESTABLISHING A THIRD‑PARTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑37‑10, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO ADD A REFERENCE TO “DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM” AND PROVIDE DEFINITIONS FOR “COST‑EFFECTIVE” AND “DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT PILOT PROGRAM”; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑37‑20, RELATING TO COMMISSION PROCEDURES ENCOURAGING ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS, SO AS TO EXPAND COMMISSION CONSIDERATIONS FOR COST‑EFFECTIVE, DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS, AND REQUIRE EACH INVESTOR‑OWNED ELECTRICAL UTILITY TO SUBMIT AN ANNUAL REPORT TO THE COMMISSION REGARDING ITS DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑37‑30, RELATING TO REPORTS ON DEMAND‑SIDE ACTIVITIES, SO AS TO MAKE A CONFORMING CHANGE; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑37‑35 SO AS TO PERMIT PROGRAMS AND CUSTOMER INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE OR PROMOTE DEMAND‑SIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS FOR CUSTOMER‑SITED DISTRIBUTION RESOURCES, AND TO PROVIDE CONSIDERATIONS FOR THESE PROGRAMS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑37‑50, RELATING TO AGREEMENTS FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION MEASURES, SO AS TO ESTABLISH CERTAIN TERMS AND RATE RECOVERY FOR AGREEMENTS FOR FINANCING AND INSTALLING ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION MEASURES, AND FOR APPLICATION TO A RESIDENCE OCCUPIED BEFORE THE MEASURES ARE TAKEN; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑31‑215 SO AS TO AUTHORIZE THE PUBLIC SERVICE AUTHORITY, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, TO SERVE AS AN ANCHOR SUBSCRIBER OF NATURAL GAS AND PIPELINE CAPACITY FOR THIS STATE, TO ESTABLISH THE “ENERGY INVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUND,” AND TO PROVIDE FOR RELATED REQUIREMENTS; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑3‑70, RELATING TO COMPENSATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION MEMBERS, SO AS TO ESTABLISH SALARIES IN AMOUNTS EQUAL TO NINETY‑SEVEN AND ONE‑HALF PERCENT OF SUPREME COURT ASSOCIATE JUSTICES; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑41‑50 SO AS TO PROVIDE REQUIREMENTS AND CONSIDERATION FOR CO‑LOCATED RESOURCES BETWEEN A UTILITY AND ITS CUSTOMER UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES; BY ADDING SECTION 58‑4‑15 SO AS TO ESTABLISH THE DIVISION OF CONSUMER ADVOCACY WITHIN THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF AND TO TRANSFER THE DUTIES OF THE DIVISION OF CONSUMER ADVOCACY IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS TO THE OFFICE OF REGULATORY STAFF; BY AMENDING SECTION 58‑40‑10, RELATING TO DEFINITIONS, SO AS TO AMEND THE DEFINITION OF “RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE”; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator PEELER from the Committee on Finance submitted a favorable with amendment report on:
	H. 3430 -- Reps. B. Newton, Murphy, Caskey, Mitchell, Pope, W. Newton, Bannister, Sessions, Jordan, Robbins, Collins, Martin, Lawson, Wickensimer, Landing, Long, Hiott, Forrest, Sanders, Teeple, Oremus, Hartz, Guest, Pedalino, M.M. Smith, Schuessler, Chapman, Gatch, McGinnis, Neese, Hardee, Ligon, Taylor, Willis, Vaughan, Brittain, Erickson, Bradley, Rankin, Hager, Whitmire, Gilliam, Crawford, Hewitt, Yow, Hixon, Ballentine, Gagnon and Brewer:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 11‑7‑70 SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT THE GOVERNOR SHALL APPOINT THE STATE AUDITOR WITH THE ADVICE AND CONSENT OF THE SENATE; BY AMENDING SECTION 1‑3‑240, RELATING TO REMOVAL OF OFFICERS BY THE GOVERNOR, SO AS TO ADD THE STATE AUDITOR; AND BY REPEALING SECTION 11‑7‑10 RELATING TO THE SELECTION OF THE STATE AUDITOR.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator YOUNG from the Committee on Family and Veterans' Services submitted a favorable report on:
	H. 3654 -- Reps. Calhoon, Bernstein and Spann-Wilder:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTIONS 63‑7‑1990 AND 63‑11‑550, BOTH RELATING TO CONFIDENTIALITY OF CHILD WELFARE RECORDS AND INFORMATION, SO AS TO AUTHORIZE DISCLOSURE OF CASE RECORDS TO COUNTY AND STATE GUARDIAN AD LITEM PROGRAM STAFF AND TO THE STATE CHILD ADVOCATE; AND BY AMENDING SECTIONS 63‑11‑700, 63‑11‑1340, AND 63‑11‑1360, RELATING TO CERTAIN DIVISIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN’S ADVOCACY, SO AS TO UPDATE REFERENCES TO THE DEPARTMENT AND THESE DIVISIONS.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

	Senator HEMBREE from the Committee on Education submitted a favorable report on:
	H. 3862 -- Reps. Erickson, G.M. Smith, Gilliam, Mitchell and M.M. Smith:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY AMENDING SECTION 59‑40‑50, RELATING TO CHARTER SCHOOL ADMISSIONS PREFERENCES, SO AS TO REVISE CRITERIA FOR ADMISSIONS PREFERENCES, AND TO ADD PROVISIONS CONCERNING STUDENTS WITH MULTIPLE ENROLLMENT PREFERENCES.
	Ordered for consideration tomorrow.

Message from the House
Columbia, S.C., March 25, 2025

Mr. President and Senators:
	The House respectfully informs your Honorable Body that it concurs in the amendments proposed by the Senate to:
[bookmark: StartOfClip]	H. 3247 -- Reps. Haddon, Pope, Spann-Wilder, Garvin, Pedalino, Chumley, Bowers, Hixon, Yow, Mitchell, Ligon, Rivers and Govan:  A BILL TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 59‑1‑462 SO AS TO EXCUSE ABSENCES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS WHEN PARTICIPATING IN CERTAIN WORK‑BASED LEARNING EXPERIENCES INCLUDING ORGANIZED COMPETITIONS OR EXHIBITIONS OF FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA (FFA) ORGANIZATIONS OR 4‑H PROGRAMS, AND TO PROVIDE STUDENTS AND THEIR PARENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING AND COMPLETING ASSIGNMENTS MISSED DURING SUCH EXCUSED ABSENCES.
and has ordered the Bill enrolled for Ratification.
Very respectfully,
Speaker of the House
	Received as information.

HOUSE CONCURRENCE
	S. 483 -- Senator Devine:  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION TO EXPRESS THE PROFOUND SORROW OF THE MEMBERS OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA GENERAL ASSEMBLY UPON THE PASSING OF CYNTHIA HELEN JORDAN WATSON OF RICHLAND COUNTY AND TO EXTEND THEIR DEEPEST SYMPATHY TO HER LARGE AND LOVING FAMILY AND HER MANY FRIENDS.
	Returned with concurrence.
	Received as information.

Motion Adopted
	On motion of Senator MASSEY, with unanimous consent, the Senate agreed to go into Executive Session prior to adjournment.

Expression of Personal Interest
	Senator SABB rose for an Expression of Personal Interest.

Remarks by Senator SABB
	Thank you, Mr. PRESIDENT and members. I will not oppose the amendment put forth by Senator MASSEY. I do believe that it gives us a basis to move forward. 
	And so, what I’d like to do Mr. PRESIDENT, if it's okay, is take a couple of moments to just acknowledge something. I stated last week that one of the things I regretted most was our inability to predict what was going to happen on the next day and we had a member who, in spite of the health challenges that he had, based upon his commitment to the people of South Carolina, and the people of his district -- he came, day after day after day. And so, I agonize over the fact that he came, and we really didn't do anything that we needed him for. I actually tried to dissuade him once or twice. But I think he had to be true to himself and so Mr. PRESIDENT, Senator MASSEY recognized him earlier. We all gave him a standing ovation; I got some texts about how great it was to see him here and smiling. And I want to share one more thing, and then I'll have a unanimous consent request, and then I'll take my seat. 
	So, when I received a phone call from Senator HUTTO, telling me he would not be here for a period of time, and what he expected of me in his absence -- obviously, I had some hesitations because of the admiration that I have for the manner in which he goes about his senatorial duties and leading our caucus. But one of the things he asked me to consider was occupying his desk, and that was not an easy thing for me to embrace. And so, I got counselled from some members of this Body, because one of the things that I’ve grown to admire about this Senate is a lot of its traditions. Traditions not for the sake of just having a tradition, but ones that are grounded in some fundamental principles that many of us try to live by.  Mr. PRESIDENT, I’m thankful to every member of this Body for not opposing that unanimous consent request because of my thinking that, in light of my conversation with Senator HUTTO, and some of what I was experiencing, I concluded that it was something I felt compelled to do for reasons  I won't necessarily disclose. But it was an honor for me to occupy desk number twenty-five. That's a part of my senatorial history, having sat where Senator HUTTO has earned the right to sit. And so, my sitting was not earned. And please, I want everybody to know that's exactly how I felt. And so, Mr. PRESIDENT, I would like to make a unanimous consent request. My request would be that I be allowed to return to desk number thirty-seven, and that Senator HUTTO be allowed to reoccupy desk number twenty-five.

Motion Adopted
	Senator SABB asked unanimous consent to make a motion that Senator HUTTO occupy seat number 25, and that Senator SABB occupy seat number 37. 
	There was no objection.

THE SENATE PROCEEDED TO THE INTERRUPTED DEBATE.



AMENDED, READ THE SECOND TIME
	S. 244 -- Senators Massey, Alexander, Rice, Turner, Climer, Williams, Bennett, Cromer, Grooms, Blackmon and Chaplin:  A BILL TO AMEND CERTAIN PROVISIONS IN TITLES 15, 38, AND 61 ALL RELATED TO CIVIL CLAIMS, TORT LAW, AND INSURANCE COVERAGE. (Abbreviated title)
	The Senate proceeded to a consideration of the Bill, the question being the second reading of the Bill.

Amendment No. 8
	Senator MASSEY proposed the following amendment (SR-244.CEM0044S), which was withdrawn:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, by striking SECTION 1.A, Section 15-38-15 and inserting:
SECTION 1.A.	Section 15‑38‑15 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15‑38‑15.	(A) In an action to recover damages in tort: resulting from personal injury, wrongful death, or damage to property or to recover damages for economic loss or for noneconomic loss such as mental distress, loss of enjoyment, pain, suffering, loss of reputation, or loss of companionship resulting from tortious conduct, that is (i) brought against one defendant, or two defendants who may be treated as a single party, or two or more defendants, and (ii) tried to a jury, the court shall instruct the jury to determine its verdict in the following manner, unless all of the parties agree otherwise: if indivisible damages are determined to be proximately caused by more than one defendant, joint and several liability does not apply to any defendant whose conduct is determined to be less than fifty percent of the total fault for the indivisible damages as compared with the total of:  (i) the fault of all the defendants;  and (ii) the fault (comparative negligence), if any, of plaintiff. A defendant whose conduct is determined to be less than fifty percent of the total fault shall only be liable for that percentage of the indivisible damages determined by the jury or trier of fact.
		(1) The jury trier of fact shall determine the percentage of fault of the claimant plaintiff, of the defendant or defendants, and of any nonparty whose tortious act or omission occurrence was proven to be a proximate cause of the claimant’s plaintiff’s alleged damages. For purposes of apportioning fault on the verdict form, a “nonparty” means an individual or entity who has previously settled a claim arising out of the same tortious act or occurrence with the plaintiff, or if more than one plaintiff, who has previously settled with any plaintiff in the same civil action. The jury may not be informed of any immunity defense that is available to the nonparty. In assessing percentage of fault, the jury or the court shall consider the fault of all persons or entities whose alleged act or omission was a proximate cause of the alleged damage, regardless of whether the person or entity was or could have been named as a party. The percentage of fault of the parties to the action may total less than one hundred percent if the jury finds that fault contributing to the claimant’s loss has also come from a nonparty or nonparties.
		(2) If the percentage of fault of the claimant is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the act or omission that caused the claimant’s damage, then the jury shall return a verdict for the defendant and no further jury deliberation is required. A settling party shall be placed on the verdict form if there is any evidence sufficient to survive a South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 50 Directed Verdict Motion that the settling party was proximate cause, in whole or in part, of the plaintiff’s damages.
		(3) If the percentage of fault of the plaintiff is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the tortious act or omission that caused the plaintiff’s damages, then the jury shall return a verdict for the defendant and no further jury deliberation is required.
		(3)(4) If the plaintiff’s percentage of fault of the claimant is not greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the tortious act or omission that caused the claimant’s damage plaintiff’s damages, then the jury shall determine the total amount of damages that the claimant plaintiff would be entitled to recover if comparative fault were disregarded.
		(4)(5) Upon the completion of subitem (3)(4), the court shall enter judgment for the claimant plaintiff against each defendant in an amount equal to the total amount of damages awarded in subitem (3)(4) multiplied by the percentage of fault assigned to each respective defendant in subitem (1).
		(5) The court may determine that two or more persons are to be treated as a single party. Such treatment must be used where two or more persons acted in concert or where, by reason of agency, employment, or other legal relationship, a party is vicariously responsible for another party.
(B) Apportionment of percentages of fault among defendants is to be determined as specified in subsection (C).
	(C) (B) The jury, or the court if there is no jury, shall:If there is no jury, then the court shall specify the amount of damages and determine the percentages of fault as prescribed in subsection (A).
		(1) specify the amount of damages;
		(2) determine the percentage of fault, if any, of plaintiff and the amount of recoverable damages under applicable rules concerning “comparative negligence”;  and
		(3) upon a motion by at least one defendant, where there is a verdict under items (1) and (2) above for damages against two or more defendants for the same indivisible injury, death, or damage to property, specify in a separate verdict under the procedures described at subitem (b) below the percentage of liability that proximately caused the indivisible injury, death, damage to property, or economic loss from tortious conduct, as determined by item (1) above, that is attributable to each defendant whose actions are a proximate cause of the indivisible injury, death, or damage to property. In determining the percentage attributable to each defendant, any fault of the plaintiff, as determined by item (2) above, will be included so that the total of the percentages of fault attributed to the plaintiff and to the defendants must be one hundred percent. In calculating the percentage of fault attributable to each defendant, inclusion of any percentage of fault of the plaintiff (as determined in item (2) above) shall not reduce the amount of plaintiff's recoverable damages (as determined under item (2) above).
			(a) For this purpose, the court may determine that two or more persons are to be treated as a single party. Such treatment must be used where two or more defendants acted in concert or where, by reason of agency, employment, or other legal relationship, a defendant is vicariously responsible for the conduct of another defendant.
			(b) After the initial verdict awarding damages is entered and before the special verdict on percentages of liability is rendered, the parties shall be allowed oral argument, with the length of such argument subject to the discretion of the trial judge, on the determination of the percentage attributable to each defendant. However, no additional evidence shall be allowed.
	(D) A defendant shall retain the right to assert that another potential tortfeasor, whether or not a party, contributed to the alleged injury or damages and/or may be liable for any or all of the damages alleged by any other party.
	(E) Notwithstanding the application of this section, setoff from any settlement received from any potential tortfeasor prior to the verdict shall be applied in proportion to each defendant's percentage of liability as determined pursuant to subsection (C).
	(F) This section does not apply to a defendant whose conduct is determined to be wilful, wanton, reckless, grossly negligent, or intentional or conduct involving the use, sale, or possession of alcohol or the illegal or illicit use, sale, or possession of drugs.
	(B) Within one hundred eighty days of commencement of an action, or by leave of court for good cause shown, a defendant may move to add to the verdict form any person or entity, not otherwise excluded by subsection (C), who may be, or may have been, liable to the plaintiff if the defendant has a reasonable basis to believe that the person’s or entity’s act or omission was a proximate cause of the plaintiff’s alleged damages, which must be set forth in its motion.  If the defendant will assert the person or entity committed an act of professional negligence, the provisions of Section 15-36-100 apply, and the affidavit required pursuant to Section 15-36-100(B) must be filed with the motion.
		(1) Any party may make any motion at the appropriate time including, but not limited to, a motion pursuant to Rules 12, 50, and 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss or otherwise remove the added person or entity from the verdict form. The court shall apply the same standard to the dismissal or removal of an added person or entity, as it would to any party.
		(2) In order for the trier of fact to allocate any or all fault to an added person or entity, the defendant bears the burden of proof that the added person’s or entity’s conduct was a proximate cause of the plaintiff’s damages unless the plaintiff’s pleading is amended to assert a direct claim against the added person or entity pursuant to subitem (3).
		(3) The plaintiff may, within sixty days of the court granting a motion pursuant to this section, amend the plaintiff’s pleading to assert any claim against the added person or entity arising out of the occurrence that is the subject matter of the pending litigation. This provision applies notwithstanding any statute of limitations as long as the plaintiff would have satisfied the applicable statute of limitations against the added person or entity if the plaintiff had named the added person or entity as a defendant when the suit was commenced.
			(a) A person or entity added as a party pursuant to this subitem shall be identified as a defendant in the caption of the action.
			(b) An amended pleading pursuant to this provision must comply with Rule 4 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and be served on the added party within sixty days of filing the amended pleading.
			(c) A party added pursuant to this provision has the same rights to defend or plead as a defendant under the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.
	(C) The following are excluded from being added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (B): 
		(1) a person or entity not subject to civil liability or payment of damages in a civil action due to worker’s compensation statutes or U.S. Bankruptcy Code; 
		(2) a person or entity where the plaintiff’s damages arise in whole or in part from assault, battery, sexual assault, sexual abuse, sexual misconduct, financial fraud, or theft;
		(3) a person whose fault is imputed to the defendant or whose fault is based upon the fault of the nonparty for which a defendant is vicariously liable; 
		(4) a person involved in a case where the causes of action involve strict liability; 
		(5) causes of action involving PFAS, asbestos, or environmental torts. 
	(D) A defendant shall not be entitled to a setoff for monies paid by a nonparty added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (A) or a person or entity added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (B). A defendant can elect the setoff from the added nonparty or added person or entity in lieu of placing that nonparty, person, or entity on the verdict form.
	(E) Nothing in this section shall be construed as eliminating the empty chair defense, which is the defendant’s right to assert that another potential tortfeasor, whether or not a party, contributed to the alleged injury or damages or may be liable for any or all of the damages alleged by the plaintiff.
	Amend the bill further by striking Section 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D and inserting:
	SECTION X.	Section 15-38-20 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-20.	(A) Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, where two or more persons become jointly or severally liable in tort for the same injury to person or property or for the same wrongful death, there is a right of contribution among them even though judgment has not been recovered against all or any of them.
	(B) The right of contribution exists only in favor of a tortfeasor who has paid more than his pro rata share of the common liability, and his total recovery is limited to the amount paid by him in excess of his pro rata share.  No tortfeasor is compelled to make contribution beyond his own pro rata share of the entire liability.
	(C) There is no right of contribution in favor of any tortfeasor who has intentionally caused or contributed to the injury or wrongful death.
	(D) A tortfeasor who enters into a settlement with a claimant is not entitled to recover contribution from another tortfeasor whose liability for the injury or wrongful death is not extinguished by the settlement nor in respect to any amount paid in a settlement which is in excess of what was reasonable.
	(E) A liability insurer, who by payment has discharged in full or in part the liability of a tortfeasor and has thereby discharged in full its obligation as insurer, is subrogated to the tortfeasor's right of contribution to the extent of the amount it has paid in excess of the tortfeasor's pro rata share of the common liability.  This provision does not limit or impair any right of subrogation arising from any other relationship.
	(F) This chapter does not impair any right of indemnity under existing law.  Where one tortfeasor is entitled to indemnity from another, the right of the indemnity obligee is for indemnity and not contribution, and the indemnity obligor is not entitled to contribution from the obligee for any portion of his indemnity obligation.
	(G) This chapter does not apply to breaches of trust or of other fiduciary obligation.
	(H) The provisions in this section apply only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C).
	SECTION X.	Section 15-38-30 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-30.	In determining the pro rata shares of tortfeasors in the entire liability (1) their relative degrees of fault shall not be considered; (2) if equity requires, the collective liability of some as a group shall constitute a single share; and (3) principles of equity applicable to contribution generally shall apply. This section applies only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C). 
	SECTION X.	Section 15-38-40 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-40.	(A) Whether or not judgment has been entered in an action against two or more tortfeasors for the same injury or wrongful death, contribution may be enforced by separate action.
	(B) Where a judgment has been entered in an action against two or more tortfeasors for the same injury or wrongful death, contribution may be enforced in that action by judgment in favor of one against other judgment defendants by motion upon notice to all parties to the action.  Provided, however, contribution may not be enforced in the action until the issue of liability and resulting damages against the defendant or defendants named in the action is determined.  Once the issue of liability has been resolved, subject to Section 15-38-20(B), a defendant has the right to seek contribution against any judgment defendant and other persons who were not made parties to the action.
	(C) If there is a judgment for the injury or wrongful death against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, any separate action by him to enforce contribution must be commenced within one year after the judgment has become final by lapse of time for appeal or after appellate review.
	(D) If there is no judgment for the injury or wrongful death against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, his right of contribution is barred unless he has either (1) discharged by payment the common liability within the statute of limitations period applicable to claimant's right of action against him and has commenced his action for contribution within one year after payment, or (2) agreed while action is pending against him to discharge the common liability and has within one year after the agreement paid the liability and commenced his action for contribution.
	(E) The recovery of a judgment for an injury or wrongful death against one tortfeasor does not of itself discharge the other tortfeasors from liability for the injury or wrongful death unless the judgment is satisfied.  The satisfaction of the judgment does not impair any right of contribution.
	(F) The judgment of the court in determining the liability of the several defendants to the claimant for an injury or wrongful death shall be binding as among such defendants in determining their right to contribution.
	(G) The provisions in this section apply only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C).
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator MASSEY explained the amendment.

Motion Adopted
	Senator MASSEY asked unanimous consent to proceed to Amendment No. 8A. 
	There was no objection. 

Amendment No. 8A
	Senator MASSEY proposed the following amendment (SR-244.CEM0067S), which was adopted:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, SECTION 1.A., by striking Section 15-38-15(A) and inserting:
	(A) In an action to recover damages in tort: resulting from personal injury, wrongful death, or damage to property or to recover damages for economic loss or for noneconomic loss such as mental distress, loss of enjoyment, pain, suffering, loss of reputation, or loss of companionship resulting from tortious conduct, if indivisible damages are determined to be proximately caused by more than one defendant, joint and several liability does not apply to any defendant whose conduct is determined to be less than fifty percent of the total fault for the indivisible damages as compared with the total of:  (i) the fault of all the defendants;  and (ii) the fault (comparative negligence), if any, of plaintiff. A defendant whose conduct is determined to be less than fifty percent of the total fault shall only be liable for that percentage of the indivisible damages determined by the jury or trier of fact.
		(1) The  trier of fact shall determine the percentage of fault of the  plaintiff, of the defendant or defendants, and of any nonparty whose tortious act or  occurrence was proven to be a proximate cause of the  plaintiff’s alleged damages. For purposes of apportioning fault on the verdict form, a “nonparty” means an individual or entity who has previously settled a claim arising out of the same tortious act or occurrence with the plaintiff, or if more than one plaintiff, who has previously settled with any plaintiff in the same civil action. 
		(2)  A settling party shall be placed on the verdict form is there is any evidence sufficient to survive a South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 50 Directed Verdict Motion that the settling party was proximate cause, in whole or in part, of the plaintiff’s damages.
		(3) If the percentage of fault of the plaintiff is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the tortious act or omission that caused the plaintiff’s damages. Then the trier of fact shall return a verdict for the defendant and no further deliberation is required.
		(4) If the plaintiff’s percentage of fault is not greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the tortious act or omission that caused the  plaintiff’s damages, then the trier of fact shall determine the total amount of damages that the  plaintiff would be entitled to recover if comparative fault were disregarded.
		(5) Upon the completion of subitem (4), the court shall enter judgment for the plaintiff against each defendant in an amount equal to the total amount of damages awarded in subitem (4) multiplied by the percentage of fault assigned to each respective defendant in subitem (1).
	
	Amend the bill further, SECTION 1.A., by striking Section 15-38-15(B) and inserting:
	(C) (B) Within one hundred eighty days of commencement of an action, or by leave of court for good cause shown, a defendant may move to add to the verdict form any person or entity, not otherwise excluded by subsection (C), who may be, or may have been, liable to the plaintiff if the defendant has a reasonable basis to believe that the person’s or entity’s act or omission was a proximate cause of the plaintiff’s alleged damages, which must be set forth in its motion. If the defendant will assert the person or entity committed an act of professional negligence, the provisions of Section 15-36-100 apply, and the affidavit required pursuant to Section 15-36-100(B) must be filed with the motion.
		(1) Any party may make any motion at the appropriate time, including, but not limited to, a motion pursuant to Rules 12, 50, and 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss or otherwise remove the added person or entity from the verdict form. The court shall apply the same standard to the dismissal or removal of an added person or entity, as it would to any party.
		(2) In order for the trier of fact to allocate any or all fault to an added person or entity, the defendant bears the burden of proof that the added person’s or entity’s conduct was a proximate cause of the plaintiff’s damages unless the plaintiff’s pleading is amended to assert a direct claim against the added person or entity pursuant to subitem (3).
		(3) The plaintiff may, within sixty days of the court granting a motion pursuant to this section, amend the plaintiff’s pleading to assert any claim against the added person or entity arising out of the occurrence that is the subject matter of the pending litigation. This provision applies notwithstanding any statute of limitations as long as the plaintiff would have satisfied the applicable statute of limitations against the added person or entity if the plaintiff had named the added person or entity as a defendant when the suit was commenced.
			(a) A person or entity added as a party pursuant to this subitem shall be identified as a defendant in the caption of the action.
			(b) An amended pleading pursuant to this provision must comply with Rule 4 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and be served on the added party within sixty days of filing the amended pleading.
			(c) A party added pursuant to this provision has the same rights to defend or plead as a defendant under the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.
	(C) The following are excluded from being added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (B): 
		(1) a person or entity not subject to civil liability or payment of damages in a civil action due to worker’s compensation statutes or U.S. Bankruptcy Code; 
		(2) a person or entity where the plaintiff’s damages arise in whole or in part from assault, battery, sexual assault, sexual abuse, sexual misconduct, financial fraud, or theft;
		(3) a person whose fault is imputed to the defendant or whose fault is based upon the fault of the nonparty for which a defendant is vicariously liable; 
		(4) a person involved in a case where the causes of action involve strict liability; 
	(D) A defendant shall not be entitled to a setoff for monies paid by a nonparty added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (A) or a person or entity added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (B). A defendant can elect the setoff from the added nonparty or added person or entity in lieu of placing that nonparty, person, or entity on the verdict form.
	(E) Nothing in this section shall be construed as eliminating the empty chair defense, which is the defendant’s right to assert that another potential tortfeasor, whether or not a party, contributed to the alleged injury or damages or may be liable for any or all of the damages alleged by the plaintiff.
The jury, or the court if there is no jury, shall:
		(1) specify the amount of damages;
		(2) determine the percentage of fault, if any, of plaintiff and the amount of recoverable damages under applicable rules concerning “comparative negligence”;  and
		(3) upon a motion by at least one defendant, where there is a verdict under items (1) and (2) above for damages against two or more defendants for the same indivisible injury, death, or damage to property, specify in a separate verdict under the procedures described at subitem (b) below the percentage of liability that proximately caused the indivisible injury, death, damage to property, or economic loss from tortious conduct, as determined by item (1) above, that is attributable to each defendant whose actions are a proximate cause of the indivisible injury, death, or damage to property. In determining the percentage attributable to each defendant, any fault of the plaintiff, as determined by item (2) above, will be included so that the total of the percentages of fault attributed to the plaintiff and to the defendants must be one hundred percent. In calculating the percentage of fault attributable to each defendant, inclusion of any percentage of fault of the plaintiff (as determined in item (2) above) shall not reduce the amount of plaintiff's recoverable damages (as determined under item (2) above).
			(a) For this purpose, the court may determine that two or more persons are to be treated as a single party. Such treatment must be used where two or more defendants acted in concert or where, by reason of agency, employment, or other legal relationship, a defendant is vicariously responsible for the conduct of another defendant.
			(b) After the initial verdict awarding damages is entered and before the special verdict on percentages of liability is rendered, the parties shall be allowed oral argument, with the length of such argument subject to the discretion of the trial judge, on the determination of the percentage attributable to each defendant. However, no additional evidence shall be allowed.
	(D) A defendant shall retain the right to assert that another potential tortfeasor, whether or not a party, contributed to the alleged injury or damages and/or may be liable for any or all of the damages alleged by any other party.
	(E) Notwithstanding the application of this section, setoff from any settlement received from any potential tortfeasor prior to the verdict shall be applied in proportion to each defendant's percentage of liability as determined pursuant to subsection (C).
	(F) This section does not apply to a defendant whose conduct is determined to be wilful, wanton, reckless, grossly negligent, or intentional or conduct involving the use, sale, or possession of alcohol or the illegal or illicit use, sale, or possession of drugs.
	Amend the bill further, by striking SECTIONS 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D and inserting:
SECTION X.	Section 15-38-20 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-20.	(A) Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, where two or more persons become jointly or severally liable in tort for the same injury to person or property or for the same wrongful death, there is a right of contribution among them even though judgment has not been recovered against all or any of them.
	(B) The right of contribution exists only in favor of a tortfeasor who has paid more than his pro rata share of the common liability, and his total recovery is limited to the amount paid by him in excess of his pro rata share.  No tortfeasor is compelled to make contribution beyond his own pro rata share of the entire liability.
	(C) There is no right of contribution in favor of any tortfeasor who has intentionally caused or contributed to the injury or wrongful death.
	(D) A tortfeasor who enters into a settlement with a claimant is not entitled to recover contribution from another tortfeasor whose liability for the injury or wrongful death is not extinguished by the settlement nor in respect to any amount paid in a settlement which is in excess of what was reasonable.
	(E) A liability insurer, who by payment has discharged in full or in part the liability of a tortfeasor and has thereby discharged in full its obligation as insurer, is subrogated to the tortfeasor's right of contribution to the extent of the amount it has paid in excess of the tortfeasor's pro rata share of the common liability.  This provision does not limit or impair any right of subrogation arising from any other relationship.
	(F) This chapter does not impair any right of indemnity under existing law.  Where one tortfeasor is entitled to indemnity from another, the right of the indemnity obligee is for indemnity and not contribution, and the indemnity obligor is not entitled to contribution from the obligee for any portion of his indemnity obligation.
	(G) This chapter does not apply to breaches of trust or of other fiduciary obligation.
	(H) The provisions in this section apply only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C).
	SECTION X.	Section 15-38-30 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-30.	In determining the pro rata shares of tortfeasors in the entire liability (1) their relative degrees of fault shall not be considered; (2) if equity requires, the collective liability of some as a group shall constitute a single share; and (3) principles of equity applicable to contribution generally shall apply. This section applies only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C). 
	SECTION X.	Section 15-38-40 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-38-40.	(A) Whether or not judgment has been entered in an action against two or more tortfeasors for the same injury or wrongful death, contribution may be enforced by separate action.
	(B) Where a judgment has been entered in an action against two or more tortfeasors for the same injury or wrongful death, contribution may be enforced in that action by judgment in favor of one against other judgment defendants by motion upon notice to all parties to the action.  Provided, however, contribution may not be enforced in the action until the issue of liability and resulting damages against the defendant or defendants named in the action is determined.  Once the issue of liability has been resolved, subject to Section 15-38-20(B), a defendant has the right to seek contribution against any judgment defendant and other persons who were not made parties to the action.
	(C) If there is a judgment for the injury or wrongful death against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, any separate action by him to enforce contribution must be commenced within one year after the judgment has become final by lapse of time for appeal or after appellate review.
	(D) If there is no judgment for the injury or wrongful death against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, his right of contribution is barred unless he has either (1) discharged by payment the common liability within the statute of limitations period applicable to claimant's right of action against him and has commenced his action for contribution within one year after payment, or (2) agreed while action is pending against him to discharge the common liability and has within one year after the agreement paid the liability and commenced his action for contribution.
	(E) The recovery of a judgment for an injury or wrongful death against one tortfeasor does not of itself discharge the other tortfeasors from liability for the injury or wrongful death unless the judgment is satisfied.  The satisfaction of the judgment does not impair any right of contribution.
	(F) The judgment of the court in determining the liability of the several defendants to the claimant for an injury or wrongful death shall be binding as among such defendants in determining their right to contribution.
	(G) The provisions in this section apply only to causes of action where the nonparty tortfeasor was not added to the verdict form pursuant to Section 15-38-15(A)(1) or (C).
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator MASSEY explained the amendment.
	
	The amendment was adopted.

Amendment No. 10A
	Senator OTT proposed the following amendment (SR-244.CEM0074S), which was carried over and subsequently withdrawn:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, by adding an appropriately numbered SECTION to read:
SECTION X.	Section 38-77-140 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 38-77-140.	(A) An automobile insurance policy may not be issued or delivered in this State to the owner of a motor vehicle or may not be issued or delivered by an insurer licensed in this State upon a motor vehicle then principally garaged or principally used in this State, unless it contains a provision insuring the persons defined as insured against loss from the liability imposed by law for damages arising out of the ownership, maintenance, or use of these motor vehicles within the United States or Canada, subject to limits exclusive of interest and costs, with respect to each motor vehicle, as follows:
		(1) twenty-fivethirty thousand dollars and increase by five thousand dollars each subsequent year until coverage is equal to fifty thousand dollars, because of bodily injury to one person in any one accident and, subject to the limit for one person;
		(2) fifty sixty thousand dollars and increase by ten thousand dollars each subsequent year until coverage is equal to one hundred thousand dollars, because of bodily injury to two or more persons in any one accident; and
		(3) twenty-five thirty thousand dollars and increase by five thousand dollars each subsequent year until coverage is equal to fifty thousand dollars, because of injury to or destruction of property of others in any one accident.
	(B) Nothing in this article prevents an insurer from issuing, selling, or delivering a policy providing liability coverage in excess of these requirements.
	Amend the bill further, SECTION 8, by striking Section 38-77-150(A) and inserting:
	(A) No automobile insurance policy or contract may be issued or delivered unless it contains a provision by endorsement or otherwise, herein referred to as the uninsured motorist provision, undertaking to pay the insured all sums which he is legally entitled to recover as damages from the owner or operator of an uninsured motor vehicle, within limits which may be no less than the requirements of Section 38‑77‑140. The uninsured motorist provision is not required to include coverage for punitive or exemplary damages. The uninsured motorist provision also must provide for no less than twenty‑five  thirty thousand dollars and increase by five thousand dollars each subsequent year until coverage is equal to fifty thousand dollars, coverage for injury to or destruction of the property of the insured in any one accident but may provide an exclusion of the first two hundred dollars of the loss or damage. The director or his designee may prescribe the form to be used in providing uninsured motorist coverage and when prescribed and promulgated no other form may be used.
	Amend the bill further, by adding an appropriately numbered SECTION to read:
SECTION X.	 The provisions contained in Sections 38-77-140 and 38-77-150 that relate to the increase of the minimum limits for automobile insurance policies will only apply to automobile insurance policies issues or renewed on or after January 1, 2026.
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	On motion of Senator OTT, the amendment was carried over.

Amendment No. 11
	Senator MASSEY proposed the following amendment (SR-244.CEM0051S), which was adopted:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, by deleting SECTION 13.
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator MASSEY explained the amendment.

	The amendment was adopted.

Amendment No. 12
	Senator STUBBS proposed the following amendment (SJ-244.SW0019S), which was carried over and subsequently withdrawn:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, by adding an appropriately numbered SECTION to read:
SECTION X.	Section 15-78-120 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
	Section 15-78-120.	(a) For any action or claim for damages brought under the provisions of this chapter, the liability shall not exceed the following limits:
		(1) Except as provided in Section 15-78-120(a)(3), no person shall recover in any action or claim brought hereunder a sum exceeding three five hundred thousand dollars because of loss arising from a single occurrence regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions involved.
		(2) Except as provided in Section 15-78-120(a)(4), the total sum recovered hereunder arising out of a single occurrence shall not exceed six hundred thousand one million dollars regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions or claims or actions involved.
		(3) No person may recover in any action or claim brought hereunder against any governmental entity and caused by the tort of any licensed physician or dentist, employed by a governmental entity and acting within the scope of his profession, a sum exceeding one million two hundred thousand dollars because of loss arising from a single occurrence regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions involved.
		(4) The total sum recovered hereunder arising out of a single occurrence of liability of any governmental entity for any tort caused by any licensed physician or dentist, employed by a governmental entity and acting within the scope of his profession, may not exceed one million two hundred thousand dollars regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions or claims or actions involved.
		(5) The provisions of Section 15-78-120(a)(3) and (a)(4) shall in no way limit or modify the liability of a licensed physician or dentist, acting within the scope of his profession, with respect to any action or claim brought hereunder which involved services for which the physician or dentist was paid, should have been paid, or expected to be paid at the time of the rendering of the services from any source other than the salary appropriated by the governmental entity or fees received from any practice plan authorized by the employer whether or not the practice plan is incorporated and registered with the Secretary of State.
	(b) No award for damages under this chapter shall include punitive or exemplary damages or interest prior to judgment.
	(c) In any claim, action, or proceeding to enforce a provision of this chapter, the signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certificate by him that he has read the pleading, motion, or other paper;  that to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief formed after reasonable inquiry it is well-grounded in fact and is warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law, and that it is not interposed for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation.  If a pleading, motion, or other paper is not signed, it shall be stricken unless it is signed promptly after the omission is called to the attention of the pleader or movant.  If a pleading, motion, or other paper is signed in violation of this rule, the court, upon motion or upon its own initiative, shall impose upon the person who signed it, a represented party, or both, an appropriate sanction, which may include an order to pay the other party or parties the amount of the reasonable expenses incurred because of the filing of the pleading, motion, or other paper, including a reasonable attorney's fee.
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator STUBBS explained the amendment.

	On motion of Senator STUBBS, the amendment was carried over.

Amendment No. 13
	Senator JOHNSON proposed the following amendment (SJ-244.SW0021S), which was adopted:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, SECTION 2.A., by striking Section 15-3-710(A)(2) and inserting:
		(2) "Licensee" means any person or entity licensed to sell alcohol for on-premises consumption by the State of South Carolina or any agency or department thereof. The term “licensee” includes any owner, partner, manager, agent, employee, or other person or entity engaged in a single business enterprise with another licensee or permittee or one for whose conduct a licensee or permittee may be vicariously liable.
	Amend the bill further, SECTION 2.A., by striking Section 15-3-710(C), (D), (E), (F), (G), (H), and (I) and inserting:
	(C) A person other than the intoxicated individual, who has suffered bodily injury, death, or property damage caused by the acts or omissions of the intoxicated individual possesses a civil cause of action against a licensee if the person shows, by the preponderance of the evidence that the licensee:
		(1) knowingly sold, served, or directly furnished alcohol to an individual who was visibly intoxicated; or
		(2) at the time the alcohol was sold, served, or directly furnished, knew or should have known that the individual would become intoxicated based on factors that would be obvious to a reasonable person including, but not limited to, the licensee’s knowledge of the number of alcoholic beverages served to the individual while on the licensee’s premises. 
	(D) For a licensee to be liable under subsection (C), the licensee’s, and the sale, service, or direct furnishing of alcohol to the intoxicated individual must be was a proximate cause of the person’s bodily injury, death, or property damage. 
	(E)(D) A person who was nineteen years of age or older at the time of the sale, service, or direct furnishing of alcohol by a licensee does not possess a civil cause of action against a licensee for the sale, service, or furnishing of alcohol if: 
		(1) at the time the person suffered bodily injury or death, the person was riding as a passenger in a motor vehicle operated by an intoxicated individual and had knowledge of the operator’s intoxication; or
		(2) at the time the person suffered property damage, the person had placed the damaged property in the possession, custody, or control of the intoxicated individual with knowledge of either: 
			(a) the individual’s intoxication; 
			(b) the individual’s addiction to intoxication; or
			(c) the individual’s habit of becoming intoxicated and the individual’s propensity to operate a motor vehicle while intoxicated.
	(F)(E) A person who was under the age of nineteen years at the time of the sale, service, or direct furnishing of alcohol by a licensee possesses a civil cause of action against the licensee if that person shows by the preponderance of the evidence that: 
		(1) the licensee knowingly sold, served, or directly furnished alcohol to the person under the age of nineteen; and 
		(2) the licensee’s sale, service, or direct furnishing of alcohol to the person under the age of nineteen was a proximate cause of the person’s bodily injury, death, or property damage.
	(G)(F) A licensee who affirmatively proves a forensic digital identification system approved by the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division was used to confirm the validity of the person’s identification has not knowingly sold, served, or furnished alcohol to that person for the purposes of subsection (F). 
	(H)(G) Upon the death of any party, the action or right of action authorized by this section will survive to or against the party's personal representative.
	(I)(H) A licensee is not chargeable with knowledge of acts by which a person becomes intoxicated at other locations.
	Amend the bill further, by adding an appropriately numbered SECTION to read:
SECTION X. Chapter 6, Title 61 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:
	Section 61-6-2225.	A person or establishment licensed to sell liquor by the drink pursuant to this article may not sell these beverages to an individual to be consumed by that individual in an amount in excess of what a trained alcohol server would believe to be reasonable, based on the immediately available inferences, information, and the totality of the circumstances, that occurred while the individual was on the Licensee's premises.
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator JOHNSON explained the amendment.

	The amendment was adopted.

Amendment No. 1A
	Senators GOLDFINCH, KIMBRELL and GARRETT proposed the following amendment (SR-244.CEM0035S), which was withdrawn:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, SECTION 1.A., by striking Section 15-38-15(A)(1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) and inserting:
		(1) The jury shall determine the percentage of fault of the claimantplaintiff, of the defendant, and of any nonparty whose act or omission arose out of the same occurrence that is the subject of the underlying complaint and was a proximate cause of the claimant’s alleged damages. In assessing the percentage of fault, the jury or the court shall consider the fault of all persons or entities whose alleged act or omission was a proximate cause of the alleged damage, regardless of whether the person or entity was named as a party, subject to the limitations contained in subsection (A)(1)(c) and (d).The percentage of fault of the parties to the action may total less than one hundred percent if the jury finds that fault contributing to the plaintiff’s damages also came from a non-party, provided that the total percentage of fault assigned to parties and non-parties equals one hundred percent. The jury may not be informed of any immunity defense that is available to the nonparty. In assessing percentage of fault, the jury or the court shall consider the fault of all persons or entities whose alleged act or omission was a proximate cause of the alleged damage, regardless of whether the person or entity was or could have been named as a party. The percentage of fault of the parties to the action may total less than one hundred percent if the jury finds that fault contributing to the claimant’s loss has also come from a nonparty or nonparties.
			(a) Prior to a jury or court allocating any or all fault to a non-party, the defendant must affirmatively identify the non-party and plead the facts and cause of action allegedly giving rise to the fault of a non-party in its answer, subject to amendment once as a matter of right in accordance with the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.
				(i) Notice of a pleading filed in accordance with (a) shall be served on all parties and the non-party in the manner provided for in the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. 
				(ii) Any interested party may, at any time after receiving notice of the addition of a non-party, make any motion that would available to a party, including, but not limited to, Rules 12, 50, or 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, to dismiss or otherwise remove the non-party from the verdict form. The court will apply the same standard to the dismissal or removal of a non-party as it would to a party.
				(ii) Notwithstanding any applicable statute or limitation or repose, the plaintiff may, within sixty days of the proof of service required pursuant to subitem (i), assert any claim against the non-party arising out of the occurrence that is the subject matter of the original complaint.
			(b) In order for a jury or court to allocate any or all fault to a non-party for the purpose of apportioning damages, a defendant must prove at trial by a preponderance of the evidence the fault of the non-party in causing the plaintiff’s damages. If the court determines that the defendant has failed to meet the burden of proof for the fault of the non-party in causing the plaintiff’s damages, the non-party shall not be allocated any fault for the purpose of apportioning damages.
			(c) There shall be no allocation of fault to a non-party who is:
				(i) immune from liability for the plaintiff’s alleged damages;
				(ii) not subject to the court’s jurisdiction;
				(iii) not subject to liability for the plaintiff’s alleged damages because the claim is barred by a statute of limitations or statute of repose;
				(iv) charged with or convicted of any crime in relation to the occurrence that is the subject of the underlying complaint;
				(v) directly or indirectly owned, managed, or controlled by a defendant, including any non-party with which there is commonality in the executives, managers, or officer of a defendant and a non-party; or
				(vi) who the defendant’s liability is imputed or based upon the fault of the non-party.
			(d) There shall be no allocation of fault to a non-party when the defendant’s liability is based on:
				(i) wilful, wanton, reckless, grossly negligent, intentional, or criminally chargeable conduct;
				(ii) negligence and the non-party’s liability is based on any basis other that negligence, including, but not limited, to intentional, wanton, or reckless misconduct, strict liability or liability pursuant to any cause action created by statute;
				(iii) strict liability;
				(iv) a toxic or environmental tort; or
				(v) any cause of action created by statute.
			(e) Prior to including a non-party who is engaged in a profession designated by Section 15-36-100(G), the party seeking to designate such a non-party must comply with the provisions and procedures in Section 15-36-100 if the fault sought to be attributed to such party arises from alleged professional negligence.
		(2) If the percentage of fault of the claimant plaintiff is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the act or omission that caused the claimant’s plaintiff’s damage, then the jury shall return a verdict for the defendant and no further jury deliberation is required.
		(3) If the percentage of fault of the claimant plaintiff is not greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the act or omission that caused the claimant’s plaintiff’s damage, then the jury shall determine the total amount of damages the claimant plaintiff would be entitled to recover if comparative fault were disregarded. If the percentage of fault of any one defendant is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the act or omission that caused the plaintiff’s damage, then that defendant is jointly and severally liable for the total mount of the plaintiff’s damages.
		(4) Upon Except for defendants greater than fifty percent of the total fault, upon the completion of subitem (3), the court shall enter judgment for the claimant plaintiff against each defendant in an amount equal to the total amount of damages awarded in subitem (3) multiplied by the percentage of fault assigned to each respective defendant in subitem (1).
		(5) The court may determine that two or more persons are to be treated as a single party. Such treatment must be used where two or more persons acted in concert or where, by reason of agency, employment, or other legal relationship, a party is vicariously responsible for another partyA defendant shall not be entitled to a setoff from any settlement received from any potential tortfeasor prior to the verdict.
	Amend the bill further, by deleting SECTIONS 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D.
	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator GOLDFINCH explained the amendment.
	Senator RANKIN spoke on the amendment.

RECESS
	At 7:31 P.M., on motion of Senator RANKIN, the Senate receded from business.
	At 9:58 P.M., the Senate resumed.

Motion Adopted
	Senator JOHNSON asked unanimous consent to proceed to Amendment No. 15. 
	There was no objection. 

Amendment No. 15
	Senator JOHNSON proposed the following amendment (SJ-244.MB0023S), which was adopted:
	Amend the bill, as and if amended, by striking Section 15-38-15(A)(5) and inserting:
(5) Upon the completion of subitem (4), the court shall enter judgment for the plaintiff against each defendant in an amount equal to the total amount of damages awarded in subitem (4) multiplied by the percentage of fault assigned to each respective defendant in subitem (1) using the following criteria: 
		(a) each defendant is severally liable for the total amount of the plaintiff’s noneconomic damages, as defined in Section 15-32-210, and any punitive or exemplary damages; and
		(b) if the percentage of fault of any one defendant is greater than fifty percent of the total fault involved in the act or omission that cause the plaintiff’s damages, then the defendant is jointly and severally liable to the total amount of plaintiff’s economic damages.
		(6) If the percentage of fault of any defendant that is charged under Section 56-5-2930, 56-5-2933, or 56-5-2945 is greater than fifty percent of the total fault in the tortious act or omission that caused the plaintiff’s damages, then the total amount of damages for which the licensee is liable shall not be more than fifty percent of the plaintiff’s total damages. Licensee shall have the same meaning as in Section 15-3-710(A)(2).
		(7) For purposes of this section, the terms economic damages and noneconomic damages have the same meaning as defined in Section 15-32-210. 
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by striking 15-38-15(C) and inserting: 
	(C) The following are excluded from being added to the verdict form pursuant to subsection (B): 
		(1) a person or entity not subject to civil liability or payment of damages in a civil action due to worker’s compensation statutes or U.S. Bankruptcy Code; 
		(2) a person or entity where the plaintiff’s damages arise in whole or in part from assault, battery, sexual assault, sexual abuse, sexual misconduct, financial fraud, or theft;
		(3) a person who is convicted of or pleads nolo contendere to any criminal offense for operating a motor vehicle while intoxicated by alcohol, which is related to the alleged damages that are the subject of the underlying dram shop complaint;
		(4)(3) a person whose fault is imputed to the defendant or whose fault is based upon the fault of the nonparty for which a defendant is vicariously liable; 
		(5)(4) a person involved in a case where the causes of action involve strict liability; or 
		(6)(5) causes of action involving PFAS or asbestos.
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by adding (F) and (G) to Section 15-38-15:
	(F) This section does not apply: 
		(1) to an action commenced by the State, a state agency, a municipality, a county, a local government, a regional public authority, a special purpose district, a public utility, or any other governmental entity or political subdivision including, but not limited to, claims seeking recovery of public funds, remediation costs, or other damages arising form acts or omissions of third parties that result in harm to public health, safety, infrastructure, or the environment; 
		(2) to a defendant whose conduct is determined to be intentional, including an act or omission that is intentional; or
		(3) where two or more defendants or nonparties knowingly pursue a common plan or design to commit a tortious act, or actively take part in it. This subitem does not apply to any cause of action arising out Section 15-3-710.
		(4) where the defendant or non-party is convicted with a crime, punishable by a year or more, for the same conduct alleged to be at issues in the civil action; 
	(G) The provisions of this section do not apply to causes of action involving PFAS or asbestos commenced prior to the effective date of this act. In such cases, liability shall be determined in accordance with other applicable statutory law and common law governing such torts.
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by striking Section 15-78-120 and inserting: 
	Section 15-78-120.	(a)(A) For any action or claim for damages brought under the provisions of this chapter, the liability shall not exceed the following limits:
		(1) Except as provided in Section 15-78-120(a)(3), no person shall recover in any action or claim brought hereunder a sum exceeding threefive hundred thousand dollars because of loss arising from a single occurrence regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions involved.
		(2) Except as provided in Section 15-78-120(a)(4), the total sum recovered hereunder arising out of a single occurrence shall not exceed six hundred thousandone million dollars regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions or claims or actions involved.
		(3) No person may recover in any action or claim brought hereunder against any governmental entity and caused by the tort of any licensed physician or dentist, employed by a governmental entity and acting within the scope of his profession, a sum exceeding one million two hundred thousandtwo million dollars because of loss arising from a single occurrence regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions involved.
		(4) The total sum recovered hereunder arising out of a single occurrence of liability of any governmental entity for any tort caused by any licensed physician or dentist, employed by a governmental entity and acting within the scope of his profession, may not exceed one million two hundred thousand two million dollars regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions or claims or actions involved.
		(5) The provisions of Section 15-78-120(a)(3) and (a)(4) shall in no way limit or modify the liability of a licensed physician or dentist, acting within the scope of his profession, with respect to any action or claim brought hereunder which involved services for which the physician or dentist was paid, should have been paid, or expected to be paid at the time of the rendering of the services from any source other than the salary appropriated by the governmental entity or fees received from any practice plan authorized by the employer whether or not the practice plan is incorporated and registered with the Secretary of State.
	(b)(B) No award for damages under this chapter shall include punitive or exemplary damages or interest prior to judgment.
	(c)(C) In any claim, action, or proceeding to enforce a provision of this chapter, the signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certificate by him that he has read the pleading, motion, or other paper;  that to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief formed after reasonable inquiry it is well-grounded in fact and is warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law, and that it is not interposed for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation.  If a pleading, motion, or other paper is not signed, it shall be stricken unless it is signed promptly after the omission is called to the attention of the pleader or movant.  If a pleading, motion, or other paper is signed in violation of this rule, the court, upon motion or upon its own initiative, shall impose upon the person who signed it, a represented party, or both, an appropriate sanction, which may include an order to pay the other party or parties the amount of the reasonable expenses incurred because of the filing of the pleading, motion, or other paper, including a reasonable attorney's fee.
	(d) At the end of each calendar year, the Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office, Board of Economic Advisors must determine the increase or decrease in the ratio of the Consumer Price Index to the index as of December 31 of the previous year, and the limitation on compensation for all claims pursuant to items (1), (2), (3), or (4) in subsection (a) must be increased or decreased accordingly. As soon as practicable after this adjustment is calculated, the Director of the Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office shall submit the revised limitation on compensation to the State Register for publication pursuant to Section 1-23-40(2) and the revised limitation becomes effective upon publication in the State Register. For purposes of this subsection “Consumer Price Index” means the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers as published by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by adding (K) to Section 15-3-710: 
	(K) The provisions of this section are the exclusive manner for bringing a dram shop cause of action.    
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by adding an appropriately numbered new SECTION to read: 
	A. Section 38-77-140.	(A) An automobile insurance policy may not be issued or delivered in this State to the owner of a motor vehicle or may not be issued or delivered by an insurer licensed in this State upon a motor vehicle then principally garaged or principally used in this State, unless it contains a provision insuring the persons defined as insured against loss from the liability imposed by law for damages arising out of the ownership, maintenance, or use of these motor vehicles within the United States or Canada, subject to limits exclusive of interest and costs, with respect to each motor vehicle, as follows:
		(1) twenty-fivefifty thousand dollars because of bodily injury to one person in any one accident and, subject to the limit for one person;
		(2) fiftyone hundred thousand dollars because of bodily injury to two or more persons in any one accident;  and
		(3) twenty-fivefifty thousand dollars because of injury to or destruction of property of others in any one accident.
	(B) Nothing in this article prevents an insurer from issuing, selling, or delivering a policy providing liability coverage in excess of these requirements.
	B.	This SECTION takes effect two years after the effective date of this act.
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended by striking Section 61-2-145(A) and inserting: 
	Section 61-2-145.	(A) In addition to all other requirements, a person licensed or permitted to sell alcoholic beverages for on-premises consumption, which remains open after five o'clock p.m. to sell alcoholic beverages for on-premises consumption, except for a Section 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation is required to maintain a liquor liability insurance policy or a general liability insurance policy with a liquor liability endorsement for a total coverage of at least one millionfive hundred thousand dollars during the period of the biennial permit or license. A Section 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation licensed or permitted to sell alcoholic beverages for on-premises consumption, which remains open after five o’clock p.m. to sell alcoholic beverages for on-premises consumption, is required to maintain a liquor liability insurance policy or a general liability insurance policy with a liquor liability endorsement for a total coverage of at least three hundred thousand dollars during the period of the biennial permit or license. Failure to maintain this coverage constitutes grounds for suspension or revocation of the permit or license.
	Amend the bill further, as and if amended, by striking SECTION 18 and inserting: 
	SECTION 18. Except as otherwise provided in this act, this act takes effect upon approval by the Governor.
 	Renumber sections to conform.
	Amend title to conform.

	Senator JOHNSON explained the amendment.

	The amendment was adopted.

Motion Adopted
	On motion of Senator JOHNSON, with unanimous consent, all remaining amendments were withdrawn. 

	The question then was second reading of the Bill.


	The "ayes" and "nays" were demanded and taken, resulting as follows:
Ayes 35; Nays 7; Abstain 1

AYES
Adams	Alexander	Bennett
Blackmon	Campsen	Cash
Chaplin	Climer	Corbin
Cromer	Davis	Elliott
Goldfinch	Grooms	Hembree
Jackson	Johnson	Kennedy
Kimbrell	Leber	Martin
Massey	Nutt	Ott
Peeler	Rankin	Reichenbach
Rice	Stubbs	Sutton
Turner	Verdin	Williams
Young	Zell

Total--35

NAYS
Devine	Graham	Hutto
Matthews	Sabb	Tedder
Walker

Total--7

ABSTAIN
Allen

Total--1

	There being no further amendments, the Bill, as amended, was read the second time, passed and ordered to a third reading.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
On motion of Senator MASSEY, the seal of secrecy was removed, so far as the same relates to appointments made by the Governor and the following names were reported to the Senate in open session:



STATEWIDE APPOINTMENTS
Confirmations
Having received a favorable report from the Family and Veterans' Services Committee, the following appointments were confirmed in open session:

Initial Appointment, Office of the Adjutant General, with the term to commence January 13, 2025, and to expire January 13, 2029
Brigadier General Robin B. Stilwell, 125 Atwood Street, Greenville, SC 29601 VICE Major General R. Van McCarty

On motion of Senator YOUNG, the question was confirmation of Brigadier General Robin B. Stilwell.

The "ayes" and "nays" were demanded and taken, resulting as follows:
Ayes 41; Nays 0; Present 1

AYES
Adams	Alexander	Allen
Bennett	Blackmon	Campsen
Cash	Chaplin	Climer
Corbin	Cromer	Davis
Devine	Elliott	Fernandez
Goldfinch	Graham	Grooms
Hembree	Jackson	Johnson
Kennedy	Kimbrell	Leber
Massey	Matthews	Nutt
Ott	Peeler	Rankin
Reichenbach	Rice	Stubbs
Sutton	Tedder	Turner
Verdin	Walker	Williams
Young	Zell

Total--41

NAYS

Total--0



PRESENT
Martin

Total--1

The appointment of Brigadier General Robin B. Stilwell was confirmed.

Reappointment, South Carolina Commission for the Blind, with the term to commence May 19, 2024, and to expire May 19, 2028
3rd Congressional District:
Catherine C. Olker, 295 Todds Creek Road, Central, SC 29630-9457

On motion of Senator YOUNG, the question was confirmation of Catherine C. Olker.

The "ayes" and "nays" were demanded and taken, resulting as follows:
Ayes 42; Nays 0; Present 1

AYES
Adams	Alexander	Allen
Bennett	Blackmon	Campsen
Cash	Chaplin	Climer
Corbin	Cromer	Davis
Devine	Elliott	Fernandez
Goldfinch	Graham	Grooms
Hembree	Jackson	Johnson
Kennedy	Kimbrell	Leber
Massey	Matthews	Nutt
Ott	Peeler	Rankin
Reichenbach	Rice	Sabb
Stubbs	Sutton	Tedder
Turner	Verdin	Walker
Williams	Young	Zell

Total--42

NAYS

Total--0

PRESENT
Martin

Total--1

The appointment of Catherine C. Olker was confirmed.

Having received a favorable report from the Fish, Game and Forestry Committee, the following appointment was confirmed in open session:

Initial Appointment, Governing Board of Department of Natural Resources, with the term to commence July 1, 2024, and to expire July 1, 2028
4th Congressional District:
Hope Blackley, 110 Bradford Crossing Drive, Roebuck, SC 29376 VICE Norman F. Pulliam Sr.

On motion of Senator CAMPSEN, the question was confirmation of Hope Blackley.

The "ayes" and "nays" were demanded and taken, resulting as follows:
Ayes 43; Nays 0

AYES
Adams	Alexander	Allen
Bennett	Blackmon	Campsen
Cash	Chaplin	Climer
Corbin	Cromer	Davis
Devine	Elliott	Fernandez
Goldfinch	Graham	Grooms
Hembree	Jackson	Johnson
Kennedy	Kimbrell	Leber
Martin	Massey	Matthews
Nutt	Ott	Peeler
Rankin	Reichenbach	Rice
Sabb	Stubbs	Sutton
Tedder	Turner	Verdin
Walker	Williams	Young
Zell

Total--43
NAYS

Total--0

The appointment of Hope Blackley was confirmed.
	
REPORT RECEIVED

[bookmark: _Hlk193192454]FINAL REPORT OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE $1.8 BILLION DISCREPANCY IN TREASURY BALANCES AND CERTAIN OTHER MATTERS

CONSTITUTIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
Senator Lawrence K. “Larry” Grooms, Chairman 	Senator Brad Hutto
Senator Tom Young, Jr. 									Senator Ronnie A. Sabb
Senator Stephen L. Goldfinch							Senator Wes Climer
Senator Margie Bright Matthews 						Senator Rex F. Rice

March 25, 2025

[bookmark: _Toc193790214]I. Introduction	

There have been two hundred fifty-one duly elected Constitutional Officers in the State of South Carolina since its formation as a state in 1776.  Since the ratification of the second state Constitution, all of those officers have taken a statutory oath, presented below in full.    

 “I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I am duly qualified, according to the Constitution of this State, to exercise the duties of the office to which I have been elected (or appointed), and that I will to the best of my ability, discharge the duties thereof, and preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of this State and of the United States. So Help me God.”—Const., Art. III, Sec. 26

“That oath of office means more to me than you will ever know.” –State Treasurer Curtis Loftis[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Clip 16] 

The members of the Constitutional Budget Subcommittee of the South Carolina Senate Finance Committee, like all of our colleagues in the General Assembly, have also taken that same oath.   Part of our duty as members of the General Assembly is a continuing and ongoing obligation to periodically review agencies and their responsiveness to the needs of the state's citizens.[footnoteRef:2]  Since February of 2023, the Subcommittee, vested with the power and authority to do so by the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee,[footnoteRef:3] has been engaged in an investigatory inquiry involving several agencies, constitutional officers, and others who had executive level financial authority and duties in our state.  Two of those financial executives have resigned, skilled and seasoned employees have left our state financial agencies, a federal securities investigation has been opened, and national forensic accounting experts from a worldwide firm have been engaged, all in the efforts toward resolution of a multibillion-dollar discrepancy in our state’s financial records.  To be sure, much work remains in correcting missteps, but today, the Subcommittee has reached the conclusion of its investigation. [2:  Exhibit 1 - S.C. Code Section 2-2-5(2).]  [3:  Ibid - S.C. Code Section 2-2-30(D).] 

The purpose of this report is twofold:  to inform members of the South Carolina Senate of the facts gathered by the members of the Senate Finance Constitutional Subcommittee during this final phase of our investigation into the $1.8 Billion discrepancy in the balances of the State’s Treasury and other related matters, and to make recommendations to the General Assembly and the Governor.  

The Subcommittee took seriously the duty to uncover and report the truth about the fund and other highly unusual activities uncovered in the State Treasurer’s Office. Over the course of the last 13 months, when confronted with questions about his actions, the State Treasurer has attacked the members of the Subcommittee and the entirety of the Senate itself.  He has smeared Senate staff by casting aspersions on accurate and diligent research and reporting.  He has called this investigation bad governance.  None of this invective deterred our work.  We have found that State Treasurer Curtis Loftis has broken his oath of office in which he committed to discharge the duties of his office, and by doing so has violated the trust of the people – both those who voted for him and those who did not.  

II. Executive Summary

The Subcommittee’s investigation, informed by the work of AlixPartners and others, found an unexplained and unresolved $1.8 billion in funds under exclusive control of the State Treasurer’s Office. Seven years ago, during a conversion process from one state accounting system to another, a treasury fund was created that eventually grew to the $1.8 billion sum. Financial entry after entry was made with the expectation that subsequent conversion steps would move those entries into their proper accounts in the new system, effectively clearing the fund back to zero.  In fact, a complete review of the process by experts revealed that the $1.8 billion error actually was part of a portion of $31 billion of plugged financial transactions indicating a failed Treasury conversion from the Statewide Accounting and Reporting System (STARS) to the South Carolina Enterprise Information System (SCEIS). 
 
Incorrect entries remain on the books today because the State Treasurer failed to maintain the integrity of the State’s banking and investment records. Any suggestion that the State Treasurer did not know about the unresolved differences is implausible, based upon the level of involvement in the conversion process by the State Treasurer’s Office.  The State Treasurer failed to take any corrective action even when others saw the issue and flagged the imbalance to him, and he never recognized the significance of the problem.  
 
Since being confronted and asked to explain the unresolved errors, the State Treasurer has consistently misunderstood and misrepresented what the $1.8 billion represents - up to the publication of this report.  He repeatedly testified that $1.8 billion was real money that was invested and earned interest, and never amended or appended those statements when offered the opportunity to do so.  Incongruously, he also testified that he had no idea a $1.8 billion balance existed in his books and when presented with the experts’ forensic accounting report, he posted on social media that he knew all along there was no real money.  He contends that his books are correct and that he is fully exonerated by the forensic accounting report.
 
Treasurer Loftis has not given the Subcommittee clear answers about the origins and character of the unresolved differences.  He has made conflicting and inaccurate statements about the nature and implications of the unresolved differences; and has not been forthcoming with information that State law requires him to provide.

[bookmark: _Toc193790215]III. Summary of the Recommendations of the Subcommittee to the General Assembly and the Governor

First and of paramount importance is the continued coherence of state legislative and executive actions with the ongoing Securities and Exchange Commission Investigation.  Members of the Subcommittee commit here to full cooperation if requested and most strongly encourage any and all involved parties to do the same.
 
Second, the Subcommittee recommends a full and complete correction to our state’s financial records, both to the historical errors that led to the $1.8 billion fund and to the current unbalanced accounts that exist today. Without a full accounting and resolution of where the thousands of entries in that fund originated and correctly belong, we cannot be secure in our knowledge that our state’s financial reporting is completely accurate.
 
Third, the Subcommittee agrees with the findings and recommendations in the AlixPartners report and urges swift implementation of all of the suggested changes by the impacted agencies, including the State Treasurer’s Office. Chairman Peeler and others introduced legislation to compel progress to that end by the engagement of an independent compliance consultant, and we were pleased to see S. 253 signed into law by the Governor on March 7, 2025. 
 
Fourth, the Subcommittee recommends comprehensive study and review of the State Treasurer’s Office by the other relevant state investigatory bodies:  the Inspector General, Legislative Audit Council, and the Oversight Committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives.  By copy of this report to same, referrals to those entities shall be deemed made.  Full considerations of possible fraud, waste, abuse, mismanagement, misconduct, violations of state or federal law, wrongdoing, inefficient use of resources, and other breaches are beyond the scope of this investigation, but it is imperative that they are accomplished.
 
Fifth, the Subcommittee recognizes that structural changes to the financial executive officers and offices of our state are needed, and such reforms must be made through legislation and, in some cases, with the consent of our voters where constitutional changes are warranted.  In brief, the Subcommittee recommends that the State Treasurer, the Comptroller General, and the State Auditor be state offices that are filled by gubernatorial appointment with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
 
Finally, most significantly, and with great solemnity, the Subcommittee recommends that the current State Treasurer be removed from office pursuant to Article XV, Section 3 of the South Carolina Constitution for willful neglect of multiple statutory duties assigned to him and for other good causes as will be detailed in this report.  The Subcommittee declines to ignore an almost decade long problem in the State Treasurer’s Office perpetuated by the failure of Treasurer Loftis to carry out his statutory duties. We tender our final report here not only to provide clarity and conclusion to this multi-year investigation, but also to illuminate the facts that that have led us to this severe recommendation.

[bookmark: _Toc193790216]IV. Summary of 2023-2024 Work of the Senate Finance Committee Constitutional Subcommittee

Prior to the exposition of the recent work and findings regarding the $1.8 Billion in unresolved discrepancies in Fund 30350993, we provide here a summation of the work performed during last year’s legislative session.  For comprehensive information, please refer to Interim Report of Findings and Recommendations on the $1.8 Billion Discrepancy in Treasury Balances and Certain Other Matters released and published on the Legislature’s website on April 16, 2024.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  https://www.scstatehouse.gov/CommitteeInfo/senatefinance.php] 


In a letter dated October 31, 2023,[footnoteRef:5] Comptroller General Gaines formally requested that Treasurer Loftis investigate a cash balance recorded in SCEIS Fund 30350993 to facilitate the proper classification or reclassification of the amounts to their appropriate funds and general ledger accounts. Upon receiving a copy of Comptroller General Gaines’s request, staff of the Senate Finance Committee conducted an independent review of the fund and determined that it reflected a balance of approximately $1.8 billion. [5:  Exhibit 2 – Letter from Comptroller General Gaines to Treasurer Loftis Oct. 31, 2023.] 


Treasurer Loftis responded to this request on November 30, 2023,[footnoteRef:6] directing the Office of the Comptroller General (CGO) to provide any findings or concerns related to Fund 30350993. However, his response neither acknowledged nor affirmed the request made by Comptroller General Gaines. [6:  Exhibit 3 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Comptroller General Gaines Nov. 30, 2023.] 


On December 12, 2023[footnoteRef:7], Comptroller General Gaines responded, outlining his understanding of the historical use of Fund 30350993 and the role of the Office of the State Treasurer (STO) in managing it. He noted that the fund had initially been used to reconcile accounting discrepancies but was later repurposed as a repository for unreported funds amid system transitions. Comptroller General Gaines further stated that, based on the ZIMRQ300—an investment report produced by the Treasurer’s Office—he understood the fund to be part of the Treasury’s pooled investments. However, he acknowledged that he could not independently verify this information, as the CGO does not have access to investment data. Additionally, he advised that Treasurer Loftis should inform the General Assembly of the fund’s balance, purpose, and treatment, given its status as a Treasury fund. [7:  Exhibit 4 – Letter from Comptroller General Gaines to Treasurer Loftis Dec. 12, 2023.] 


In response, Treasurer Loftis replied on December 14, 2023[footnoteRef:8], inquiring about the recipients of Comptroller General Gaines’s letter. [8:  Exhibit 5 - Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Comptroller General Gaines Dec. 14, 2023. ] 


On December 15, 2023, the STO extended an invitation to Senate Finance Committee staff under the premise of presenting a comprehensive overview of the full cash reconciliation process. Staff understood the meeting to be instructional in nature. In attendance were three members of the Senate Finance staff, Treasurer Loftis, and four members of his leadership team, one of whom participated via teleconference. Contrary to expectations, no reconciliation process was presented during the meeting. Instead, Treasury staff delivered a PowerPoint presentation outlining meetings that took place around the time of the system conversion. Seeking clarity and a pathway toward resolution, Finance Committee staff inquired about Fund 30350993. Treasurer Loftis, however, dismissed the inquiry, asserting that the most prudent course of action would be to disregard the issue and attribute responsibility to former Comptroller General Richard Eckstrom.

Finance Committee staff continued to monitor the issue as the General Assembly convened eminently in January 2024. 

On February 1, 2024[footnoteRef:9], the Subcommittee sent a letter inquiring about the origin and purpose of Fund 30350993 and whether the STO was in compliance with a provision in the Fiscal Year 2024 Appropriations Act that mandated a reconciliation of all cash and investment balances for the purposes of compiling the State’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (ACFR). In his February 8, 2024[footnoteRef:10], response, Treasurer Loftis asserted that his office was in full compliance, despite contentions to the contrary by Comptroller General Gaines, and explained that SCEIS Fund 30350993 had been established in 2014 to manage cash transfers during the state’s financial system conversion, maintaining that its $1.8 billion balance had always been accurately recorded in the General Ledger. The Subcommittee, however, deemed his reply vague and incomplete, particularly in light of previous communications from the Comptroller General that contradicted his assertions. [9:  Exhibit 6 - Letter from Chairman Grooms to Treasurer Loftis Feb. 1, 2024]  [10:  Exhibit 7 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms, Feb. 8, 2024.] 


State Auditor George Kennedy subsequently testified on February 15, 2024,[footnoteRef:11] that, as a clearing account used solely for cash transfers, SCEIS Fund 30350993 should have a zero balance. He stated that resolving the discrepancy would necessitate a journal entry, supported by historical data to establish fund ownership, and his written recommendations emphasized the need for management to identify agency claims within the General Fund to effect proper reclassification. [11:  Exhibit 8 – Referenced Selections from the Testimony of George Kennedy, Feb. 15, 2024. ] 


In later public statements, including a television interview on February 29, 2024,[footnoteRef:12] Treasurer Loftis defended his handling of the fund by emphasizing its investment earnings[footnoteRef:13] and contending that the responsibility for resolving the discrepancy rested with either the General Assembly or the CGO.  [12:  Exhibit 9 – Fox Carolina Interview with Treasurer Loftis, Feb. 29, 2024.]  [13:  $194 million, Ibid.] 


On March 7, 2024,[footnoteRef:14] the Subcommittee wrote Treasurer Loftis again, formally requesting a detailed breakdown of the fund’s ownership by agency. However, Treasurer Loftis’s response on March 14, 2024[footnoteRef:15], was again unsatisfactory, and focused on shifting responsibility to the Comptroller General. [14:  Exhibit 10 – Letter from Chairman Grooms to Treasurer Loftis, Mar. 7, 2024.]  [15:  Exhibit 11 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms, Mar. 14, 2023.] 


On March 25, 2024[footnoteRef:16], Treasurer Loftis wrote the Subcommittee asking for a meeting to present the Office’s budget requests for Fiscal Year 2024-2025. The Subcommittee advised him that the hearing was scheduled for April 2, 2024, at which time he should also be prepared to answer questions related to Fund 30350993.  [16:  Exhibit 12 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms Mar. 25, 2024. ] 


Prior to this hearing on March 28, 2024, Treasurer Loftis appeared on The Charlie James Show on 98.9 WORD radio in the Upstate. During the interview, he noted that he had not been afforded an opportunity to testify under oath regarding his understanding of the $1.8 billion discrepancy, attributing the issue to an uncertainty over fund ownership. He further asserted that determining the ownership of the funds is the responsibility of the CGO rather than that of the STO. 

On April 2, 2024, his sworn testimony during the hearing was characterized by misdirection, reluctance to address critical issues, and unprofessional conduct—marked by interruptions, irrelevant answers, and an eventual premature departure from the hearing—which compounded concerns regarding the unresolved $1.8 billion discrepancy in SCEIS Fund 30350993.

The Subcommittee issued an interim report of preliminary findings surrounding the $1.8 billion exception with the following recommendations on April 16, 2024:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation to ensure the complete independence of the State Auditor by severing his reporting relationship with the State Fiscal Accountability Authority. Although Section 11-7-45 of the South Carolina Code of Laws mandates the auditor’s independence, the Subcommittee believed it necessary to take additional measures to preserve the integrity of the audit process.
1. That the General Assembly appropriate funds for an independent forensic audit of SCEIS Fund 30350993, to be performed by an external firm under the direction of the Department of Administration, with the Office of State Treasurer required to provide full cooperation and unrestricted access to all pertinent records and information.
1. That any funds allocated for the forensic audit—as well as the engagement and oversight of the external auditor—be managed by the Department of Administration, with any expenditures made in support of the forensic audit governed by a plan jointly prepared by the STO and the Department of Administration, subject to prior review and comment by the Joint Bond Review Committee.
1. That the Subcommittee receive weekly progress reports regarding the task force established by Governor McMaster, so that its progress would be diligently monitored.
1. Finally, the Subcommittee recommended that the General Assembly advance legislation proposing a constitutional amendment, to be submitted to the voters, that would authorize the Governor to appoint the State Treasurer.

All other findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the interim report, none of which have been subsequently refuted in fact or in substance, are herein incorporated by reference. 
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V. Governor Henry McMaster’s Working Group Efforts

Working groups, comprising key participants from STO, CGO, Department of Administration (DOA), Office of the State Auditor (OSA), Office of the Governor, and the Attorney General’s Office convened on a weekly basis to facilitate the preparation for the forensic accounting review. These meetings were conducted to enhance understanding of the objectives and scope of responsibilities of each respective office. In accordance with Director Adams’s directive, each agency was instructed to compile and submit any related data to Fund 30350993 for inclusion in a centralized data lake, thereby ensuring that the forensic accounting firm had access to information, and could commence its work without unnecessary delay.  

[bookmark: _Toc193790218]VI. Engagement of AlixPartners

In order to fully excavate its findings regarding the unexplained balance, the recommendations in the Subcommittee’s 2024 Interim Report included that funding should be appropriated for an independent forensic accounting review to investigate the $1.8 billion balance in SCEIS Fund 30350993.  The Subcommittee designated DOA to guide the review and take responsibility for engaging an appropriate firm.  The Subcommittee further directed the STO to cooperate with the forensic accountants and provide full access to all records and information in its possession.  This recommendation was fully funded in the budget and effectuated by Proviso 93.19[footnoteRef:17] in the General Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2024-25 which delineated the parameters of the forensic accounting project. In part, the Proviso described the scope of review to: [17:  Exhibit 13 – Proviso 98.19 of the Fiscal Year 2025 Appropriations Act.] 

 
“include, but not be limited to, all cash and investments held in the State Treasury and the reconciliation and balancing of all such cash and investments with any unreconciled fund managed by the relevant state agencies within the South Carolina Enterprise Information System (SCEIS) to the Statewide Accounting and Reporting System (STARS) and, to the extent possible as determined by the engaged accounting firm, to such external statements and records of financial institutions, investment firms, trustees, or any other third-party holding cash and investments on behalf of the State. In addition to the foregoing, the review must include findings and recommendations for any corrective entries and actions necessary, along with recommendations for procedures and controls to be implemented in the future.”
 
The DOA used a competitive procurement process to engage a forensic accounting firm to complete the project.  A request for proposal (RFP) was posted on June 24, 2024, and responses from ten firms were received.  Following reviews of the proposals and interviews of the prospective firms, a notice of award to AlixPartners LLP was published on July 17, 2024, and AlixPartners began work on July 18, 2024.  This large consulting firm is comprised of highly experienced forensic accounting and data analytics teams and has on staff the largest team of former Securities and Exchange Commission enforcement accountants.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  Exhibit 14 – Letter from Marcia Adams to Chairman Peeler, Sep. 30, 2025.] 

 
Of particular note as the Subcommittee reviews the precipitating events of our findings and recommendations presented today, the STO was also provided $1.2 million in funding in the same budget via Proviso 117.186[footnoteRef:19].  That funding could be drawn down upon development of an implementation plan for the monies in coordination with DOA and, once approved by the Joint Bond Review Committee (JBRC), could be utilized to comply with the forensic accounting review as needed.  The state budget containing these resources was ratified by the General Assembly on June 26, 2024.   On January 6, 2025,[footnoteRef:20]the STO submitted a two-paragraph letter to JBRC requesting $450,000 for software for financial reporting, audit, and risk and for licensing costs and training on the security software, which was not a request made in compliance with the parameters of the proviso.  JBRC staff requested additional information for the Committee to use in approval but eventually STO simply asked that the item be removed from the agenda.[footnoteRef:21] Later, Treasurer Loftis would cite this $1.2 million funding as having been appropriated to the office when questioned about the use of a crisis communications consultant during the pendency of the accounting review.[footnoteRef:22] By way of clarification, the funds were not appropriated, nor were they drawn down by the STO for their intended purposes.  The request came after the forensic accounting review had already been completed.  Those funds were later redirected, following the release of the AlixPartners Report. [19:  Exhibit 15 – Proviso 117.186 of the Fiscal Year 2025 Appropriations Act. ]  [20:  Exhibit 16 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Peeler, Jan. 6, 2025. ]  [21:  Exhibit 17: E-mails between STO, JBRC, and DOA, December 27, 2024 – January 24, 2025.]  [22:  Exhibit 18 – Referenced Selections from Treasurer Loftis’s Testimony, Feb. 27, 2025, 00:42:21] 
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VII. Summary of 2025 Work of the Senate Finance Committee Constitutional Subcommittee

The following section provides a chronological account of the recent efforts undertaken by the Constitutional Subcommittee of the Senate Finance Committee in its investigation into the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies within Fund 30350993. This section summarizes the events, detailing particular instances of paramount import or those that have yielded information to forthcoming Subcommittee findings that are detailed in this report, and annotates in the form of footnotes any associated evidentiary exhibits or points of clarification. 
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January 2025 – AlixPartners Report Released and Presented Before the Full Finance Committee
 
AlixPartners completed their forensic accounting review as delineated in their contract in late December, submitted their final report to the Governor, General Assembly, and to the Working Group, and subsequently posted the report to DOA’s website.[footnoteRef:23] AlixPartners was successful in clarifying some of the thorniest issues that had challenged the research and resolution of the discrepancy by tracing the conversion from the STARS system to the SCEIS system, ultimately concluding that $1.6 billion of the fund was the result of incorrect entries.  The remaining amount was identified in part as agency funds that had already been spent but not cleared from the fund, and other unidentifiable and unclaimed monies.   [23:  Exhibit 19 – State Treasury Forensic Accounting Review, Final Report, Jan. 15, 2025.] 

 
AlixPartners stated that as early as 2016, both the CGO and the STO were aware of issues with the fund as it related to financial reporting, and that by 2017, both knew that there was a remaining balance in the fund, at which time the STO began attempting to clear the balance.[footnoteRef:24]  However, the report states that ultimately “no effort was made at that time to determine to whom the resulting liability was owed.”[footnoteRef:25]  AlixPartners details attempts to achieve a zero balance, which would have represented an accurate and successful conversion, but notes that “the STO’s conversion did not go as intended and Fund 30350993 ultimately accumulated (and still reflects) the $1.8 Billion cash balance.”[footnoteRef:26] [24:  Exhibit 19, pg. 6.]  [25:  Ibid, pg. 9.]  [26:  Ibid, pg. 6. ] 

 
AlixPartners made twenty-five recommendations,[footnoteRef:27] the first of which has already been approved and funded for implementation:  the hiring of an independent consultant to assess and oversee compliance with recommendations included in its report. [27:  Ibid, pgs. 15-20.] 


AlixPartners also noted the need for independence of the OSA, citing an inherent conflict within the state’s current structure, under which the State Auditor reports to the Comptroller General and State Treasurer.  They also observe that the current annual audit process under which the State Auditor co-signs with an external audit firm is uncommon and recommend both ensuring that the current process is operating as intended and considering changes as needed.

Importantly, AlixPartners notes the lack of cooperation and communication between the CGO and the STO and makes four recommendations specifically to address that dysfunctional relationship.

AlixPartners made further recommendations to improve the functionality and capability of the CGO so that it can better carry out the accounting responsibilities of that office, including requisite resources needed to accomplish that goal.

AlixPartners made a number of recommendations about the compilation of the state’s future ACFRs, as well as recommendations on how corrections should be made to prior ACFRs.

Finally, AlixPartners suggests better utilization of SCEIS, the state’s current accounting system, to maintain workflow protocols and ensure that both the Treasurer and Comptroller General are using the same methods for configuring entries and tracking cash, so that another error of this sort will not occur again.
 Conspicuously, many of these recommendations do not require legislation but do require serious and sincere conversations between our state’s banker and our state’s accountant to ensure that South Carolinians can trust that their money is safeguarded, invested, and properly accounted for.

Following the release of the report, Chairman Peeler asked AlixPartners present their findings in person to the Full Senate Finance Committee on January 21, 2025. 	
 
[bookmark: _Toc193790221]January 29, 2025 – Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing of the House Ways and Means Committee

On January 29, 2025, the Constitutional Subcommittee of the House Ways & Means Committee heard presentations from the OSA, the CGO, and the STO.  Unexpectedly, an important issue surfaced during Treasurer Loftis’s testimony.
At that appearance, Treasurer Loftis stated among other things that “we” are displaying a level of bad governance that has never been shown before.[footnoteRef:28] He further stated that no state has ever in the time of an SEC investigation disclosed it, put it on the front page of the paper, and made allegation after allegation after allegation. Then, he stated that we are the only state in the Union who can’t go out for credit, not because of the entry, but because of bad governance. He stated we now have hospitals being built with one-year money, not because of the entry, but because of the resulting display of ”bad governance.“[footnoteRef:29] He stated he had to go to the bank this year and borrow $487 million in one-year money so that dormitories and hospitals can be built, one year at a time with no interest rate protection, and not because of the entry, but because of what’s happened in the Senate to put out this narrative.[footnoteRef:30] [28:  Exhibit 20 – House Ways & Means Committee Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing, Testimony of Treasurer Loftis, Jan. 29, 2025, 01:28:31.]  [29:  Ibid, 01:29:43.]  [30:  Ibid, 01:29:59.] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790222]February 18, 2025 – Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing of the Senate Finance Committee 

On February 18, 2025, the Constitutional Subcommittee of the Senate Finance Committee heard from DOA, STO, and CGO at the request of Subcommittee Chairman Grooms. With the exception of the STO, all agencies requested by the Subcommittee to appear at this meeting responded promptly, confirming their availability at the time designated. Initially, leadership from the STO informed staff that Treasurer Loftis would attend the hearing. However, they later indicated that he would be unavailable due to a “long-planned trip” and that six members of his staff would appear in his stead.[footnoteRef:31] Shortly before the Subcommittee hearing, staff became aware through a social media post that the Treasurer’s trip involved traveling the Appalachian Trail in a recreational vehicle. [31:  Exhibit 21 – Emails between STO Leadership to Subcommittee Staff, Feb. 2025.] 


The Director of the DOA provided sworn testimony before the Subcommittee and was asked whether she concurred with the recommendations and findings of the AlixPartners review, as well as the contents of its report. She responded promptly and unequivocally in the affirmative.[footnoteRef:32] Subcommittee members further inquired about the RFP process used to engage AlixPartners, the firm’s findings regarding the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies within Fund 30350993, and implementation of recommendations. Notably, Chairman Grooms posed a question to the Director regarding her expectations for staff accountability, asking whether she would anticipate an employee bringing a matter of similar magnitude to her attention should a hypothetical problem of equivalent caliber arise under her oversight. The Director affirmed that, provided the employee fully understood the significance, implications, and ramifications of the issue, she would expect them to escalate it to her attention.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  Exhibit 22 – Referenced Testimony from Constitutional Subcommittee Feb. 18, 2025, 00:04:02]  [33:  Exhibit 22, 00:39:19.] 


Subsequently, the Chief of Staff for the STO, and one of the Deputy State Treasurers, testified under oath in place of Treasurer Loftis. In contrast to the unequivocal responses provided by Director of the DOA, and later by Acting State Auditor Sue Moss and Comptroller General Gaines, the STO Chief of Staff was unable to provide a definitive and direct statement as to whether the STO agreed with the findings and recommendations of the AlixPartners Review and Report.

When asked by Chairman Grooms whether she agreed with the findings of the AlixPartners Report, the STO Chief of Staff stated that the STO “accepts the report.”[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Ibid, 00:50:55.] 

 
When pressed to clarify the distinction between agreeing with the report and merely accepting it, she responded that the office was “definitely committed to implementing the recommendations.”[footnoteRef:35] In an effort to obtain a more conclusive response, Chairman Grooms reiterated the question. The STO Chief of Staff then stated that the office “believed there could be some clarification”[footnoteRef:36] regarding the individuals responsible for converting the appropriations that resulted in the balance in Fund 30350993. [35:  Ibid, 00:51:09.]  [36:  Ibid, 00:51:28.] 


The STO Chief of Staff asserted that the CGO was responsible for erroneously converting funds assigned to ACFR business areas, an action that the AlixPartners Report found to have contributed to $1.6 billion of the $1.8 billion balance in Fund 30350993.[footnoteRef:37] When questioned about the source of this information, she stated that it was clarified by AlixPartners.[footnoteRef:38] However, when asked why this specific information was not documented in the written report by AlixPartners themselves, she was unable to provide a definitive explanation, instead indicating that it had been conveyed to her by AlixPartners during a Microsoft Teams meeting.[footnoteRef:39] Subcommittee members further inquired whether minutes of this meeting existed or if the meeting had been recorded. The STO Chief of Staff stated that no such documentation or recording was readily available.[footnoteRef:40] [37:  Ibid, 00:52:58.]  [38:  Ibid, 00:57:55.]  [39:  Ibid, 01:02:42.]  [40:  Ibid, 01:05:37.] 


Following the Subcommittee hearing, Subcommittee staff contacted AlixPartners to verify the accuracy of the STO Chief of Staff’s testimony and to confirm whether the clarification she referenced had been substantiated. In response, AlixPartners provided a written statement, which read:

"While we informed the State Treasurer’s Office (STO) during the February 7th call that the Comptroller General’s Office (CGO) was involved in certain entries that transferred the $1.6 billion to Fund 30350993, the CGO was not solely responsible. In fact, the usernames attributed to these entries in SCEIS (a system to which both the STO and CGO have access) are not directly associated with any CGO employee. The explanation we provided on February 7th is consistent with our report."[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Exhibit 23 – Letter from AlixPartners to Senate Finance Staff, Feb. 26, 2025.] 


This response indicates that while the CGO played a role in the transfer, it was not exclusively responsible, nor was there evidence to support that any employee of the CGO processed the transfers.

The STO Chief of Staff repeatedly testified that there were no audit findings related to the conversion entries or errors specific to Fund 30350993.[footnoteRef:42] However, these statements are demonstrably misleading. As will be evidenced in the subsequent sections of this report, the status of the Cash & Investments conversion was identified as a material weakness[footnoteRef:43] in the Fiscal Year 2016 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control,[footnoteRef:44] and as a significant deficiency in the Fiscal Year 2017 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control.[footnoteRef:45] These findings directly contradict the Chief of Staff’s assertions and underscore the gravity of the issues associated with Fund 30350993. [42:  Exhibit 22, 01:48:45. ]  [43:  Each fiscal year, the State Auditor in conjunction with an independent auditing firm audits the ACFR (also known previously as CAFR) and communicates any deficiencies in internal controls in the Reports. A deficiency is classified as either a “material weakness” or a “significant deficiency,” with the former being more severe.]  [44:  Exhibit 24 - Fiscal Year 2016 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards.]  [45:  Exhibit 25 - Fiscal Year 2017 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards.] 


The STO Chief of Staff and the Deputy State Treasurer repeatedly asserted that AlixPartners had confirmed the cash and investments of the Treasury were in balance with the banks.[footnoteRef:46] However, this assertion is, at best, delusory. AlixPartners explicitly stated that the unidentified exceptions from the conversion, which are held in Fund 30350993, must be accounted for in order to reconcile the balances with the banks. This issue will be further examined and substantiated in the “Findings” section of this report. [46:  Exhibit 22 – 01:33:43, 02:35:30, 02:57:00.] 


One of the most notable aspects of this Subcommittee hearing was the discussion regarding the STO’s engagement of an Upstate-based public relations firm that specializes in Crisis Communication.[footnoteRef:47] The nature and substance of Treasurer Loftis‘s public statements—both on social media and in the press—regarding the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies within Fund 30350993 prompted Subcommittee staff to investigate whether the STO had retained external public relations services. [47:  Exhibit 22, 01:25:55.] 


During the hearing, the STO Chief of Staff was presented with a collection of invoices from the public relations firm,[footnoteRef:48] totaling $51,221.50 with $47,782.50 dedicated specifically towards “Crisis Communications.” When questioned about the purpose of contracting this firm and whether public funds were used for payment, the Chief of Staff characterized the matter as a “very important issue”[footnoteRef:49] and stated that “it would not be unusual to seek guidance on communication concerning cash position and various other matters.”[footnoteRef:50] When further pressed on whether the firm had provided her with preparation or coaching for the Subcommittee hearing, she responded affirmatively.[footnoteRef:51] [48:  Exhibit 26 – Marketing Firm Invoices to the Office of the State Treasurer. ]  [49:  Exhibit 22 – 01:26:18.]  [50:  Ibid, 01:26:21.]  [51:  Ibid, 01:44:17.] 


After the Subcommittee concluded with the testimony and questioning of the two STO staff members, Comptroller General Brian Gaines presented briefly and clarified that the CGO had no role in the erroneous conversion of the ACFR business areas and made no conversion entries.[footnoteRef:52] This testimony is borne out and sustained by written records, making the Comptroller General’s role in the conversion abundantly clear.  Due to the extensive length of the STO Chief of Staff’s testimony, and the volume of questions the members had for her, Comptroller General Gaines was invited to return at a later date to complete his testimony.    [52:  Ibid, 03:14:28.] 


The Subcommittee also wishes to formally note that the documentation of STO’s meeting with AlixPartners has not been provided to the Subcommittee as of the publication of this report.

[bookmark: _Toc193790223]February 20, 2025 – Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing of the Senate Finance Committee

On February 20, 2025, the Constitutional Subcommittee held another hearing to continue the testimony of Comptroller General Brian Gaines and hear from Acting State Auditor Sue Moss. Initially, the Subcommittee was led to believe that Treasurer Loftis would be present for this meeting, as he had publicly stated to members of the news media that he intended to attend. However, the Subcommittee was later informed that he remained out of town and would not return until the weekend.

Chairman Grooms first inquired whether Acting Auditor Moss concurred with the findings and recommendations outlined in the AlixPartners Report. Acting Auditor Moss unequivocally affirmed her agreement.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Exhibit 27 – Referenced Testimony from Feb. 20, 2025, Constitutional Subcommittee, 00:01:43.] 


When questioned regarding the OSA’s involvement in the AlixPartners review, she stated that the Office had participated in two meetings with AlixPartners.[footnoteRef:54] Additionally, she informed the Subcommittee that the current state contract with CliftonLarsonAllen would conclude following the issuance of this year’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (ACFR), marking the end of the firm’s twenty-year tenure as the state’s independent external auditor.[footnoteRef:55] [54:  Ibid, 00:04:00.]  [55:  Exhibit 27, 00:05:32. ] 


Acting Auditor Moss further recommended revising the selection process for hiring future State Auditors, proposing that appointments be made by the Governor, the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, and the Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee.[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Ibid, 00:03:00. ] 


Thereafter, Comptroller General Gaines resumed his testimony under oath before the Subcommittee. Before continuing his testimony from the previous hearing, Chairman Grooms inquired whether he concurred with the findings and recommendations of the AlixPartners Report. Comptroller General Gaines also responded unequivocally in the affirmative, expressing full agreement with all findings and recommendations.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  Ibid, 00:06:54.] 


Comptroller General Gaines then provided the Subcommittee with educational information regarding the definition of key terms and concepts pertaining to the State’s Finances, including particularly the terms “fund,” “types of funds,” “business area,” and “ACFR business area” before responding to specific assertions made in the prior hearing by staff of the STO.[footnoteRef:58]  [58:  Ibid, 00:08:21-00:12:47.] 


Comptroller General Gaines refuted claims by the STO under oath that the CGO was responsible for the erroneous entries identified in the AlixPartners Report. Instead, he asserted that the STO’s conversion team mistakenly included ACFR Business Areas in the state’s banking and investment conversion process. He further testified that this misclassification artificially inflated the balance in Fund 30350993, which prevented the expected reconciliation of the Conversion Account. He stated that the proposed resolution of this error, as validated by AlixPartners, involves reversing these conversion entries, which would reduce the balance in Fund 30350993 by $1.6 billion.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  Ibid, 00:15:29.] 


Comptroller General Gaines subsequently provided clarification on Treasury staff’s assertion that their belief that the balance was fungible and tangible was based in reliance on his letters. 

Comptroller General Gaines testified that he believed that the $1.8 billion in Fund 30350993 was part of the General Fund balance, a position shared by the State Auditor and CliftonLarsonAllen. However, further investigation revealed that this balance was linked to negative cash entries in ACFR Business Areas, a fact that was not understood at the time of initial correspondence. Comptroller General Gaines emphasized that the STO, as the state’s banking authority, should have independently verified whether the funds were actual cash rather than relying on his Office for this determination.[footnoteRef:60][footnoteRef:61] [60:  Exhibit 27, 00:28:05.]  [61:  In his letter to Treasurer Loftis dated October 31, 2023, Comptroller General Gaines directed the State Treasurer to among other things “Prior to the end of Fiscal Year 2024, complete research of cash balances in Triple Zero Agencies [ACFR business areas] and Fund 30350993 that arose due to conversion; and after completing that research, then classify (or reclassify) those amounts of money to the appropriate Fund(s) and general ledger accounts – all in accordance with Notes 9 and 10 of the STO Signature Page for the [STO’s] Fiscal Year 2023 ACFR Closing Package.” Thereafter, by letter dated December 12, 2023, to Treasurer Loftis, Comptroller General Gaines observed that “the State Treasurer’s Office is the only State entity that may move the amounts in Fund 30350993 to the appropriate SCEIS Funds and make its purpose known to the General Assembly. Unless you have reason to disagree, the appropriate SCEIS Funds to which these amounts should be moved are part of the General Fund balance. Regardless, consistent with your obligations within the State Fiscal Accountability Authority please make the General Assembly aware of Fund 30350993 and its appropriate treatment.”] 

Regarding the STO Chief of Staff’s prior testimony that Fund 30350993 was under the direction of the CGO, Comptroller General Gaines clarified that Fund 30350993 is a Treasury Fund under the exclusive control of the Treasury, and that no other agency has the authority to transact within a Treasury Fund.[footnoteRef:62] Notwithstanding, while the CGO indeed has the system access to make adjustments for reporting purposes, it does not engage in making transactions affecting an agency’s official books, so that integrity of agency records and separation of duties are maintained.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  Exhibit 27, 00:17:33.]  [63:  Ibid, 00:12:55.] 


Comptroller General Gaines expressed concern over the STO’s assertion that “we tie to the bank and not by fund,” calling this approach misleading. He emphasized that, like a commercial bank, the Treasury must track individual depositor - or funds - separately to ensure accurate financial reporting and allocation of investment interest.[footnoteRef:64]  [64:  Ibid, 00:45:57 - 00:47:37.] 


The sworn testimony of Comptroller General Gaines emphasizes that the erroneous conversion entries were the result of the STO’s misclassification of ACFR Business Areas as cash transactions. Additionally, Comptroller General Gaines raised concerns over the STO’s approach to cash accounting and its assertions regarding Fund 30350993. Comptroller General Gaines maintains that the STO, as the state’s banking authority, bears responsibility for ensuring accurate cash reporting and reconciliation. 

[bookmark: _Toc193790224]Document Received from the STO on February 27, 2025

On the morning of February 27, 2025, Subcommittee staff and members of the legislature were sent a 54-page document entitled Overview of Issues Surrounding SCEIS Fund 30350993 and Other Allegations, with an issuance date marked February 26, 2025. While the Subcommittee had genuine hopes that the document would be explanatory and promote a productive subcommittee hearing, the document is riddled with a myriad of inaccuracies and false statements too numerous to warrant refuting them point-by-point within this report; however, the Subcommittee will discuss points from the document that it finds most egregious.  Notably during the meeting, Treasurer Loftis exhibited hesitancy to attest to the accuracy of the document as part of his sworn testimony.  

Among the many unfounded declarations contained within this document, the notion that Subcommittee members and staff provided information that was not factual and suppressed documents is among the most patent. The document ineptly asserts that Senator Goldfinch lied during the April 2, 2024,[footnoteRef:65] hearing in which he referenced the inclusion of Federal funds reflected within Fund 30350993, which indisputably includes in General Ledger 1010339900 UC TRUST – FEDERAL an unresolved difference of $533,584,001.21.[footnoteRef:66] At the time of the Treasurer’s testimony on April 2, 2024, Treasurer Loftis had asserted that the funds were tangible and invested.[footnoteRef:67] If that was the case, the unresolved difference in the UC Trust would have been subject to earnings, which potentially would be rebatable to the federal government in accordance with the Cash Management Improvement Act.[footnoteRef:68] Accordingly, Senator Goldfinch properly questioned Treasurer Loftis as to the treatment of the interest of those funds given that Treasurer Loftis himself testified that they were pooled, invested, and had earned $225 million in investment interest. The State Auditor’s letter to Chairman Grooms dated February 24, 2024, further reinforces this concern, as follows: “Accounting for cash assigned to these funds is managed at an agency level. In addition to requirements that cash be used for a specific purpose, there are usually reporting requirements imposed by State or Federal governments or by other granting entities regarding the status of unspent funds.”[footnoteRef:69] [65:  Exhibit 28 – Overview of Issues Surrounding SCEIS Fund 30350993 and Other Allegations, pg. 1.]  [66:  Exhibit 29 – Fund 30350993 Report. ]  [67:  Clips 7, 8, 10, 12, 16. ]  [68:  Exhibit 30 - Cash Management Improvement Act of 1990.]  [69:  Exhibit 31 – Letter from Mr. George Kennedy to Chairman Grooms, Feb. 24, 2024.] 


In addition, the document inexpertly accuses Senator McElveen of compelling the STO to post sensitive financial information to the world wide web, and further accused staff of splicing a video clip utilized in the February 20, 2025 hearing excluding this directive.[footnoteRef:70] Verily, it was Treasurer Loftis’s document that excluded the dialogue indicating that Senator McElveen was not directing the Treasurer to post information that would leave the State vulnerable to cyber-attacks.[footnoteRef:71]&[footnoteRef:72] [70:  Exhibit 28, pg. 53.]  [71:  Exhibit 32 – Senator McElveen Questioning Treasurer Loftis Regarding Adherence to S.C. Code 11-5-120, Apr. 2, 2024.]  [72:  Sen. McElveen states “I’m not giving instructions” at 00:59:24. ] 


The document also repeatedly attempted to make the argument that there is no indication that the records of the STO are inaccurate.[footnoteRef:73] The Subcommittee rejects this argument. The very fact that a fund containing $1.8 billion in conversion entry errors is required to balance the state’s banking records back to the bank, refutes the notion that STO’s bank and investment records are accurate. [73:  Exhibit 28, pg. 8.] 


Accordingly, the existence of $31B of plugged transactions among the bank general ledger accounts strongly disputes this assertion, and the Alix Partners report so states at p. 49 as follows:
  
“As of 2022, the $1.8 Billion balance is composed of: (1) balances recorded related to 11 bank accounts (with a total balance of $31.0 billion); and (2) the ‘splitter’ balance in Fund 30350993 (with a balance of negative $29.1 billion). We have confirmed that, in each instance, SCEIS cannot be reconciled to the bank statements for those 11 banks without including the cash in Fund 30350993.”[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Exhibit 19, pg. 49.] 


The $31 billion referenced in the AlixPartners Report is the direct result of the failed conversion, which will be discussed subsequently. 
The Subcommittee equally rejects the insistence that the STO has no culpability in the inception, formation, and evolution of the $1.8 billion in treasury fund 30350993. As will be covered later in the “Findings” section of this report, Fund 30350993 was established as a clearing fund and is squarely, exclusively utilized by the STO. The Subcommittee concludes the document’s assertion results from either an improper reading of the AlixPartners report, or yet another attempt to misdirect and shift blame. 

The AlixPartners report does not state that the CGO incorrectly recorded the balances to Fund 30350993 during Phase 2 of the bank conversion; the report states that “$1.6 billion … is attributed to balances in certain ACFR-Only business areas that were incorrectly recorded to Fund 30350993 during Phase 2 of the bank conversion.”[footnoteRef:75] The Subcommittee sought clarification from AlixPartners regarding this question following the testimony of the STO Chief of Staff: “While we informed the STO in the February 7th call that the CGO was involved in certain entries that transferred the $1.6 billion to fund 30350993, the CGO was not solely responsible. In fact, the usernames attributed to these entries in SCEIS (to which both the STO and CGO have access) are not directly associated with any CGO employee.”[footnoteRef:76] To be sure, but for two transactions made by staff of the CGO in 2023 testing for resolution of the conversion error (in which the test was not successful), and over 7,600 entries made by consultants assisting with the conversion, 23,342 entries to Fund 30350993 were made solely by staff of the STO.[footnoteRef:77] The STO has proffered no evidence or proof otherwise. [75:  Exhibit 19, pg. 10.]  [76:  Exhibit 23.]  [77:  Exhibit 33 – Classification of Entries into Fund 30350993.] 


Finally, the Subcommittee denies entirely the pervasive theme through the document as well as Treasurer Loftis’s overarching narrative that the investigation and its associated conduct is dangerous to the State’s interests. The Subcommittee’s position has historically been to exercise oversight publicly, as ignoring the situation or failing to investigate altogether could further harm the State in light of the SEC investigation. Once again, this strikes the Subcommittee as another attempt at obfuscation by the Treasurer. 

The document has no salutary purpose to the unresolved issues at hand; neither recommendations on how best to rectify errors, nor resolution of still unsolved conflicts, were presented therein. In the relatively few instances that undistorted facts were presented within the Treasurer’s document, they did not present new knowledge or instructive perspective on any events heretofore not known. Instead, the document appears to be yet another attempt at deflection, misdirecting the public away from previous findings and determinations, including those reinforced by AlixPartners included in their January 2025 report.

Reinforcing the seemingly casual relationship of the author(s) with accuracy, the Cover Disclaimer states: “The release of this document and its exhibits shall not constitute or in any way imply a waiver of any legal privilege or confidentiality regarding any materials or communications referenced herein. This document recounts and interprets events as they are presently understood based on the information available at the time of release. In the event that new information becomes available, these understandings and interpretations are subject to change, in which case, the issuers of this document assume no continuing duty to revise or amend it.”[footnoteRef:78]   [78:  Exhibit 28, cover page. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790225]February 27, 2025 – Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing of the Senate Finance Committee

Initially scheduled for February 25, 2025, the Subcommittee accommodated the STO’s request for additional time for preparation and rescheduled the Treasurer’s appearance for February 27th. At the meeting, Subcommittee members also revisited with Treasurer Loftis their conclusions regarding the $1.8 billion in unresolved differences in its review of the AlixPartners report.  

Treasurer Loftis testified that he accepted the findings of the AlixPartners report and emphasized his resolve to implement its recommendations, stating that he was "committed to being part of the solution."[footnoteRef:79] Nonetheless, he consistently evaded any acknowledgment of responsibility or culpability for the actions that resulted in the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies in Fund 30350993. In response to inquiries from Chairman Grooms and Senator Goldfinch regarding whether he had engaged in any wrongdoing, he responded evasively by challenging them to define the concepts of right and wrong.[footnoteRef:80]	 [79:  Exhibit 18 - Referenced Testimony from Feb. 27, 2025, Constitutional Subcommittee, 00:07:55.]  [80:  Ibid, 00:10:41.] 


Subsequently, Senator Goldfinch inquired whether Treasurer Loftis could affirm that the document he had submitted to the Subcommittee earlier that morning was true and accurate. In response, Treasurer Loftis appeared uncertain, stating that he had never previously sworn to the accuracy of a document.[footnoteRef:81] When pressed further, he ultimately affirmed under oath that, to the best of his knowledge, the document was true and accurate, though he acknowledged that he had not personally reviewed its contents.[footnoteRef:82] [81:  Ibid, 00:04:38.]  [82:  Ibid, 00:15:30.] 


Throughout the duration of the Subcommittee hearing, Treasurer Loftis offered contradictory testimony regarding the classification of Fund 30350993, despite the findings of the AlixPartners report, and appeared to lack the requisite command over subject matter that the Subcommittee would deem minimally sufficient. He contended that he had always maintained that the fund in question could not contain actual monetary assets, attributing any apparent misunderstanding of his narrative to the Subcommittee’s conflation of the terms “fund” and “account.”[footnoteRef:83] Moreover, under oath, he asserted that his belief in the tangible and fungible nature of Fund 30350993 was solely based in reliance on affirmations by Comptroller General Gaines and former State Auditor Kennedy, a position that directly contradicted his earlier testimony.[footnoteRef:84]  [83:  Exhibit 18, 00:18:54.]  [84:  Ibid, 00:20:51.] 


During his sworn testimony, Treasurer Loftis provided inconsistent and contradictory definitions of Fund 30350993, at times offering mutually exclusive or factually incorrect descriptions. On one occasion, he asserted that the $1.8 billion existed yet paradoxically claimed that it “didn’t exist there.”[footnoteRef:85] The AlixPartners report conclusively demonstrated that $1.6 billion of the $1.8 billion cannot logically represent actual funds. Moreover, when attempting to justify his April 2024 statement that the $1.8 billion had generated $225 million in interest, he maintained that Fund 30350993 “was represented in that.”[footnoteRef:86] When questioned about his assertion that he bore no responsibility for Fund 30350993 despite its classification as a Treasury fund, he explained that “it sits in the Treasury because there are some abandoned,[footnoteRef:87] like the Capital Reserve Fund, the Contingency Reserve Fund,” and “Well, it's a fund attached to our office, but we don't have budgetary authority over it. So, it's like any other fund.”[footnoteRef:88] In reality, Fund 30350993 neither possesses designated budgetary assignments nor holds actual cash; it is not abandoned, as it is routinely used to force balance back to the bank statements. Nor is it comparable to the Capital Reserve and Contingency Reserve Funds, as it does not contain actual cash. [85:  Ibid, 00:21:21.]  [86:  Ibid, 00:22:29.]  [87:  Ibid, 01:28:22. This is an unusual characterization of this fund, and its meaning within this context is not clear. ]  [88:  Ibid, 01:39:31] 


Similarly, before responding to most of the Subcommittee’s inquiries, Treasurer Loftis felt compelled to consult with his legal counsel or Chief of Staff, at times reading aloud prepared statements. Phrases such as “I’m trying to figure out how to say this” were frequently interjected throughout his testimony,[footnoteRef:89] further reinforcing the Subcommittee’s impression that he either lacks a comprehensive command of the subject matter or is insufficiently engaged in the core functions of his office. It is noteworthy that complete understanding and transparency should not require extensive deliberation prior to articulation.  The Subcommittee noted that Treasurer Loftis appeared to rely on his counsel to cultivate control of his temperament, prompting counsel to pass notes, including one that said simply, in large print: “Calm!”  [89:  Ibid, 01:36:58.] 


Subcommittee members also revisited the actions threatened on April 2, 2024, regarding the posting of sensitive financial information of the state, this time directly with the Treasurer himself.

Treasurer Loftis testified under oath that he never intended to publish sensitive financial information electronically, going so far as to categorize the Subcommittee’s line of questioning surrounding this matter as “sophomoric.”[footnoteRef:90] Notwithstanding, Treasurer Loftis’s adamancy and delivery during his April 2024 testimony certainly left an indication he was serious in his threats, leading the Subcommittee to believe that he either lied under oath, or intended to mislead the subcommittee or both. The record is clear on this topic. [90:  Exhibit 18, 01:12:55.] 


Furthermore, Treasurer Loftis sent the Subcommittee a letter advising that he would publish the information electronically after notifying the DOA on April 4, 2024.[footnoteRef:91] However, when questioned about the letter during testimony, he suggested that the Subcommittee fabricated the letter and that it was never sent. Instead, he referred to a second letter that was sent that same day, stating that its contents clarified that there was no intention of publishing sensitive financial information and that the Subcommittee didn’t want that letter to be produced[footnoteRef:92] Despite testimony to the contrary by Treasurer Loftis and the STO Chief of Staff the week prior, Subcommittee Staff was never in receipt of that letter. Upon further research, it was determined that the second letter was sent twice: once to Chairman Grooms, and then again to the rest of the Subcommittee members one hour and fifty minutes after the letter indicating intent to publish sensitive information was sent, copying members of Treasury staff.[footnoteRef:93] At the hour the second letter was sent, the Subcommittee was taking steps to seek advice from the DOA and other state officials to prevent Treasurer Loftis from irrevocably damaging the financial interests of the state through a deliberate act of protest, retaliation, and exceptionally poor judgment. In any case, the subject matter of the second letter detailed clarifications Treasurer Loftis wanted to provide the Subcommittee after reviewing his own testimony, and did not unambiguously indicate that posting sensitive information would be in permanent restraint.[footnoteRef:94]  [91:  Exhibit 34 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms, Apr. 4, 2024. ]  [92:  Exhibit 18, 01:14:29]  [93:  Exhibit 35 – Research &Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms 2, Apr. 4, 2024.]  [94:  Ibid.] 


In addition, the Subcommittee questioned the Treasurer about his House Subcommittee testimony on January 21, 2025, concerning his decision not to issue long-term debt, and particularly whether or not he had notified the SFAA and JBRC about the decision. The Treasurer testified that the STO attempted to notify SFAA by submitting an agenda item for the February 4, 2025, SFAA meeting, but members declined to have a discussion; rather his staff and disclosure counsel met with staff of the Governor’s Office, the STO, and staff from the House and Seante to inform them of these issues.[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Exhibit 18, 02:00:25.] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790226]Actions Following the February 27, 2025 Meeting Regarding Bond Disclosure 

Following the Subcommittee meeting, on February 27, 2025, STO staff provided information for the meeting conducted with SFAA liaisons, and an item draft represented as having been discussed at liaison agenda review.[footnoteRef:96] Thereafter, on February 28, 2025, STO staff clarified that the item draft represented as having been discussed at liaison agenda review was still an internal draft and had not been provided to SFAA, or SFAA members or liaisons.[footnoteRef:97] [96:  Exhibit 36 – First SFAA Agenda Sent via electronic communication, Feb. 27, 2025.]  [97:  Exhibit 37 – Drafted SFAA Agenda Item 2, sent via electronic communication Feb. 28, 2025.] 


By letter dated March 3, 2025,[footnoteRef:98] the Treasurer informed the Senate Subcommittee among other things that he had requested there be an agenda item added to the February 2025 SFAA meeting to receive legal advice from the state’s disclosure counsel; that the draft agenda included the item; and that against the request of his office, the item was not included on the final agenda. He further stated that the STO arranged the January 29, 2025 meeting whereby the SFAA liaisons and attorneys could discuss this matter with the state’s disclosure counsel. [98:  Exhibit 38 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Chairman Grooms, Mar. 3, 2025.] 


The letter also states that two short-term financings were undertaken last year, one of which was issued in May 2024, and the other of which cannot be determined since the Treasurer’s letter did not include the details of that transaction.[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Ibid.] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790227]S. 253, Joint Resolution on Audit Support is signed into law by the Governor.

In the immediate days after the issuance of the AlixPartners report, the Senate Finance Committee drafted legislation to compel action on the AlixPartners Report and on January 21, 2025, introduced S. 253.[footnoteRef:100]  This Joint Resolution directs funding to the DOA for the purpose of hiring an independent compliance consultant to assess and oversee compliance with recommendations in the AlixPartners forensic accounting report and with recommendations in other relevant studies completed in Fiscal Years 2023-2024 and 2024-2025. The Joint Resolution requires the STO, the CGO, and the OSA to immediately begin implementation of the report’s recommendations that do not require statutory changes in coordination with and oversight of the DOA.  The STO, the CGO, and the OSA are further required to provide monthly reports on the status of implementation to the Governor, the President of the Senate, the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee. [100:  Exhibit 39 – S. 253, Signed by Governor McMaster on Mar. 7, 2025.] 

 
The Subcommittee agrees with the Report’s Recommendations and believes this is a significant step to ensure compliance via the engagement of an independent compliance monitor to guide the work.  It is also the belief and hope of the Subcommittee members that this step demonstrates a commitment to setting our state’s financial records right.   

[bookmark: _Toc193790228]Letter Provided to Subcommittee on March 10, 2025
Treasurer Loftis submitted formal written clarification regarding his sworn testimony from over a week prior, as well as matters related to SCEIS Fund 30350993.[footnoteRef:101] He asserted that any inconsistencies between his testimony and the STO document, submitted to the Subcommittee on February 27, 2025, should be reconciled in favor of the document itself, which he characterized as evidence-based and reflective of the STO’s full comprehension of the issue. [101:  Exhibit 40 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Senator Grooms, Mar. 10, 2025.] 


Treasurer Loftis reaffirmed the testimony provided by both himself and his Chief of Staff before the Subcommittee regarding the responsibility for the erroneous conversion and recording of ACFR business areas into SCEIS Fund 30350993. He reiterated that his statements concerning the fungibility of the $1.8 billion balance within the fund were made in good faith, based on information conveyed to him by other officials. Furthermore, he expressed concern that his explanations were not duly considered by certain members of the Subcommittee, characterizing their reception as having fallen on “deaf ears."

While the Subcommittee acknowledges and appreciates the correspondence submitted by Treasurer Loftis, the contents therein fail to substantiate any material deviation from the Subcommittee’s existing understanding of the matter—an understanding firmly grounded in documentary evidence and verifiable facts.

The letter concluded with responses to inquiries posed by Senators during the February 18 and February 27 hearings, addressing a range of topics, including Treasurer Loftis’s participation in work group meetings,[footnoteRef:102]AlixPartners meetings,[footnoteRef:103]allocations for the salaries of STO staff,[footnoteRef:104]&[footnoteRef:105] and matters pertaining to the utilization of the SCEIS Oversight Committee.[footnoteRef:106] Additionally, the correspondence included a compilation of letters, notably the second clarifying letter issued by the State Treasurer less than two hours after his initial communication, in which he alluded to the potential disclosure of sensitive financial information. The Subcommittee has previously addressed this matter within the body of this report. [102:  Treasurer Loftis reported attending 14 of 15 Work Group meetings.]  [103:  Treasurer Loftis reported attending 3 of 18 AlixPartners meetings (those to which he was invited).]  [104:  Treasurer Loftis reported $6,489,110 are allocated for STO salaries. ]  [105:  Treasurer Loftis stated this matter had already been addressed with a letter to Chairman Grooms dated Mar. 3, 2025. Please see Exhibit 40.]  [106:  Treasurer Loftis reports the SCEIS Oversight Committee as underutilized. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790229]Letter Provided to Subcommittee on March 11, 2025

The Subcommittee received correspondence from the STO Chief of Staff serving as a follow-up to her testimony delivered on February 18, 2025.[footnoteRef:107] In her letter, the Chief of Staff emphasized that in any instance where her testimony may have diverged from the STO’s official report submitted on February 27, 2025, the Subcommittee should defer to the contents of that document as the authoritative account. [107:  Exhibit 41 – Letter from Ms. Clarissa Adams to Senator Grooms, Mar. 11, 2025. ] 


Furthermore, she provided clarification regarding statements she made about the responsibility for the erroneous conversion of the ACFR business areas within SCEIS. She confirmed that AlixPartners orally conveyed to her during a meeting on February 7, 2025, that the CGO bore sole responsibility for this misclassification. Additionally, the STO Chief of Staff specified that the language she referenced during her testimony was sourced directly from page 10 of the AlixPartners Report.

The Subcommittee acknowledges and appreciates the correspondence submitted by the STO Chief of Staff. However, the information provided does not present any substantive divergence from the Subcommittee’s established understanding of the matter, which remains firmly anchored in documented evidence and independently verifiable facts.

[bookmark: _Toc193790230]March 11, 2025 – Constitutional Subcommittee Hearing of the Senate Finance Committee

In response to prior testimony and documentation provided by the STO regarding issues surrounding bond issuance and its critiques of the AlixPartners Report, the Constitutional Subcommittee convened an additional hearing to provide the State Fiscal Accountability Authority (SFAA) and representatives from AlixPartners an opportunity to present their responses and address the concerns raised.
 
The Subcommittee requested information from SFAA’s Executive Director about the agency’s involvement in the state’s bond issuance process.  As discussed elsewhere in this report, Treasurer Loftis made a public statement in his House Ways and Means budget presentation that he was currently unable to issue general obligation bonds.[footnoteRef:108] Just a few weeks prior to this public declaration, the STO had alerted SFAA that he wanted to add an executive session item to the February 4, 2025, meeting agenda:  Update by Disclosure Counsel.  The SFAA Director noted that while it is not uncommon for SFAA members to request additions to the agenda, this particular request was not accompanied by details of information typically provided to the Authority in support of agenda items.[footnoteRef:109]&[footnoteRef:110] This vagueness made it difficult for SFAA member liaisons to determine its appropriateness for addition and further, to determine the advisability of an executive session discussion.  The STO explained that they were waiting for the AlixPartners report to be issued on January 15, 2025, to provide additional information.[footnoteRef:111] Ultimately, on January 29, 2025, the five SFAA liaisons and their counsels met with the state’s disclosure counsel. Thereafter a majority decided against including the item on the agenda.[footnoteRef:112]  The Subcommittee noted in further discussion the ostensible concern about the use of executive session outside of permitted purposes given the timing of the request,[footnoteRef:113] and the fact that the preceding public conversation had been about the impact of the SEC investigation on the state’s ability to issue general obligation bonds, Treasurer Loftis’s decision to issue bond anticipation notes, and whether required disclosures and notifications were made.  [108:  Exhibit 20, timestamp.]  [109:  Exhibit 36. The Subcommittee initially received a detailed version of the agenda item from the STO, but a subsequent email stated that no one had seen or been provided the detailed description, and the placeholder page should be substituted as documentation of the agenda item request.]  [110:  Exhibit 42 – Transcript of SFAA and AlixPartners’s Mar. 11, 2025, Testimony, 00:03:04-00:05:10  ]  [111:  Ibid, 00:03:57.]  [112:  Ibid, 00:06:37.]  [113:  Ibid, 00:17:04.] 

 
Next to appear before the Subcommittee were a Managing Director and a Director of Investigations, of AlixPartners, who provided testimony in response to the statements made by the STO Chief of Staff, on February 18, 2025, as well as the testimony delivered by Treasurer Loftis on February 27, 2025, and the document submitted to the Subcommittee by Treasurer Loftis on the morning of February 27, 2025.
 
Chairman Grooms commenced the discussion by requesting the representatives from AlixPartners to affirm whether the STO Chief of Staff and Treasurer Loftis accurately characterized the erroneous ACFR Business area conversion entries as solely the fault and responsibility of the CGO, and whether AlixPartners had explicitly confirmed that assertion.[footnoteRef:114] [114:  Exhibit 42, 00:27:09.] 

 
The Director clarified that the that the CGO properly makes non-cash accounting adjustments within ACFR business areas in preparation of the ACFR, which in and of themselves were not an issue.[footnoteRef:115] The issue arose as a consequence of transferring these non-cash accounting balances as cash to Treasury Fund 30350993 during the conversion of the legacy STARS system to SCEIS. AlixPartners found that $1.6 billion of the $1.8 billion was an unintended consequence of these transfers.[footnoteRef:116] AlixPartners further clarified that the transfers were not directly attributable to any employee of the CGO; rather, four users were associated with the transfer entries, two of which were STO employees, one of which was an employee of SCEIS assigned to the STO to assist with the conversion, and one of which was a system-assisted batch entry.[footnoteRef:117] The Director further clarified that although the entries were made by STO employees, they found evidence of CGO team members having at least an awareness of these entries and involved in some of the decision-making.[footnoteRef:118] [115:  Ibid, 00:28:12.]  [116:  Ibid, 00:29:03.]  [117:  Ibid, 00:29:45.]  [118:  Ibid, 00:30:20.] 

 
To the question of whether or not they had informed the STO Chief of Staff during a Microsoft Teams meeting on February 7, 2025, that the CGO bore sole responsibility for the inaccurate conversion of ACFR business funds, the AlixPartners representatives unequivocally denied making such a statement.[footnoteRef:119] [119:  Ibid, 01:02:44.] 

 
Chairman Grooms, upon reviewing the information presented, inquired of the representatives from AlixPartners whether the STO would have been capable of identifying an error of such magnitude. The representatives acknowledged the complexity of the question, stating that it would be difficult to assert with certainty whether the STO could have detected such an error.[footnoteRef:120] However, they emphasized that Fund 30350993 was exclusively a treasury-managed fund, directly associated with the STO.[footnoteRef:121] [120:  Ibid, 00:34:05.]  [121:  Ibid, 00:34:23.] 

 
At that point, Chairman Grooms sought clarification on whether employees of the CGO had made entries into the fund, ultimately contributing to the $1.6 billion in erroneous postings from various ACFR business areas. In response, the AlixPartners representative affirmed that the conversion entries had been made by the STO or others on its behalf, a finding that aligned with the subcommittee’s investigative research.[footnoteRef:122] [122:  Exhibit 42, 00:36:47.] 

 
The Director further underscored that these financial entries had been recorded with the consultation and involvement of the CGO, with the expectation that the fund would reconcile to a zero balance upon the conclusion of the conversion process.[footnoteRef:123] He concluded that individuals in key positions within both offices were aware that a significant issue existed. However, despite this recognition, there was no clear understanding of the nature of the error, nor was there an ability to identify which specific entries had been erroneous.[footnoteRef:124] [123:  Ibid, 00:37:01, 00:37:29.]  [124:  Ibid, 00:37:54.] 

 
Senator Goldfinch inquired whether any concerns had been raised regarding the conversion of cash and investments around 2017.[footnoteRef:125] The representatives from AlixPartners stated that, at that time, auditors informed the STO that they could not approve that year’s ACFR until cash and investments were fully reconciled.[footnoteRef:126] They further indicated that this led to the decision to record the unconverted amounts—ultimately contributing to the $1.8 billion discrepancy in Fund 30350993—as a liability, allowing the ACFR to be finalized.[footnoteRef:127] [125:  Ibid, 00:39:16.]  [126:  Ibid, 00:39:21.]  [127:  Ibid, 00:40:46.] 

 
On question of Treasurer Loftis’s assertion that the State Treasurer has reconciled balances in SCEIS to the bank, and that all cash and investments have been properly managed and accounted for, AlixPartners responded in substance that while portions of this statement were outside the scope of its engagement, they would take exception to the statement that cash was properly managed and accounted for, observing that had cash been properly accounted for, “we would not be here.”[footnoteRef:128] The Director stated that the AlixPartners Report found that the failure to investigate or understand the $1.8 billion represented a shortcoming in accounting for the Treasury funds.[footnoteRef:129] The AlixPartners Report recommends that Treasurer Loftis should report at the account and fund level; and that lack of granularity was a part of the problem.[footnoteRef:130] [128:  Ibid, 00:32:09.]  [129:  Ibid, 00:32:17.]  [130:  Ibid, 00:33:01.] 

 
Senator Sabb then questioned whether the General Assembly should have been notified of these issues.[footnoteRef:131] AlixPartners explained that their review suggested those involved in the conversion process believed they were resolving the problem and may not have fully understood the nature of the error.[footnoteRef:132] Senator Sabb, citing Treasurer Loftis’s recent evolving narrative over the funds fungibility, asserted that the General Assembly should have been informed of the outcome of the conversion. The Director acknowledged the concern but stated he could not definitively testify to the reasoning or understanding of the employees managing the conversion at that time. [131:  Ibid, 00:41:21.]  [132:  Ibid, 00:42:22.] 

 
Subsequently, Senator Matthews revisited a topic previously discussed during AlixPartners' January 2025 presentation regarding Treasurer Loftis’s participation in their meetings. The Director stated that Treasurer Loftis attended three of the eight meetings but could not recall that Treasurer Loftis had a speaking role.[footnoteRef:133] Senator Matthews then questioned whether AlixPartners could assess Treasurer Loftis’s level of involvement in his office’s operations. The Director indicated that while Treasurer Loftis appeared to have a general understanding, his level of familiarity with SCEIS remained uncertain.[footnoteRef:134] She further inquired whether Treasurer Loftis had acknowledged any responsibility for the issue. The Director confirmed that, during the final report discussion, Treasurer Loftis expressed a sense of shared responsibility for the $1.8 billion,[footnoteRef:135] directly contradicting his testimony on February 27, 2025, the sworn document he submitted to the Subcommittee that morning, and the testimony of his Chief of Staff on February 18, 2025. Senator Matthews closed this particular line of questioning by seeking clarification on the extent to which Comptroller General Gaines participated in the meetings relative to that of Treasurer Loftis, to which the AlixPartners observed that Comptroller General Gaines was an active participant. [133:  Exhibit 42, 00:48:36.]  [134:  Ibid, 00:50:00; 00:50:10.]  [135:  Ibid, 00:50:22.] 

 
Later in the hearing, Senator Rice inquired whether any documentation existed to confirm that Treasurer Loftis was aware of the error and the corresponding entries made.[footnoteRef:136] In response, the Director stated that no such documentation had been identified but emphasized that “the conversion process was really owned by the Treasurer’s Office,” with the Treasurer exercising oversight.[footnoteRef:137] This statement stands in contrast to Treasurer Loftis’s and his staff’s repeated assertions that responsibility for the conversion rested with the CGO.[footnoteRef:138] AlixPartners' response aligns with staff research, the findings of which will be further detailed in the subsequent section of this report. [136:  Ibid, 01:19:31.]  [137:  Ibid, 01:19:41.]  [138:  Exhibits 11, 21, 27 & 33.] 

 
Thereafter, Senator Matthews questioned AlixPartners regarding a specific statement from the document submitted by the STO to the subcommittee on February 27, 2025. The statement asserted that the AlixPartners Report confirmed: “There is no mystery bank account with $1.8 billion, there is no missing or misspent money, and all cash and investments have been properly managed and accounted for by the State Treasurer’s Office.”[footnoteRef:139] The Director refuted this characterization, stating that it was inaccurate for two reasons: first, AlixPartners was not tasked with assessing the management of STO funds;[footnoteRef:140] and second, a balance remained in a fund that should have a balance of zero.[footnoteRef:141] Given this, the Director testified that it was evident not all Treasury funds had been properly accounted for and managed by the STO.[footnoteRef:142] [139:  Exhibit 28, pg. 2 (Letter from Loftis).]  [140:  Exhibit 42, 00:54:28.]  [141:  Ibid, 00:54:52.]  [142:  Ibid. ] 

 
Throughout the hearing, Subcommittee members asked a number of questions to promote clarity and understanding, referencing testimony from the Chief of Staff, the Deputy State Treasurer and Treasurer Loftis himself, who all asserted that all cash and investments were correctly accounted for and reconciled to the bank. In response, AlixPartners representatives consistently emphasized that, while they were not tasked with evaluating fund management, they concluded that Treasury funds were not fully accounted for.
 
One representative elaborated, noting that the Treasury reconciles by accounts rather than by funds. This led to further questioning, during which AlixPartners confirmed that had the Treasury been fully reconciling cash and investments at the fund level, the discrepancies likely would have been identified much earlier with greater transparency.[footnoteRef:143] [143:  Exhibit 42, 01:00:36.] 

 
During the meeting, the representatives of AlixPartners were asked which single misstatement, whether in testimony provided by the STO or in the documents sent on February 27, 2025, they would correct if given the opportunity.
 
The Managing Director cited the testimony of both the STO Chief of Staff and Treasurer Loftis, which asserted that only one of AlixPartners’ recommendations pertained to the Treasury, while twenty-five were directed at the Comptroller General. The Managing Director emphasized that in this context, “quality” should not be overshadowed by “quantity,” noting that had the STO been able to properly reconcile by fund, as outlined in AlixPartners’ second recommendation, the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies likely would not have been remained unresolved for seven years.[footnoteRef:144] The Director referenced Treasurer Loftis’s testimony in which he claimed that his agency had passed the forensic accounting review “with flying colors.” He countered this assertion, stating that AlixPartners believed the Treasury should have accounted for cash differently and conducted a more thorough investigation at the time to ascertain what exactly the issue was.[footnoteRef:145] Consequently, he asserted that it was inaccurate to suggest the Treasury had passed its review “with flying colors.”[footnoteRef:146] [144:  Ibid, 00:56:58.]  [145:  Ibid, 00:55:58.]  [146:  Ibid, 00:56:20.] 

 
Senator Grooms stated his appreciation for AlixPartners clarification, and indicated a key component of the report will be based on AlixPartners’s findings. He asked the representatives from AlixPartners if there was anything else they believed the subcommittee ought to know.
 
The Managing Director stated there is one point of clarification with regard to the Treasurer’s Document dated February 26, 2025, on page 22, where there is a statement that the CGO refused to allow AlixPartners to review its cross-walk, referencing the AlixPartners Report.[footnoteRef:147] That reference related to the CGO adjustments column, and she wanted to clarify that AlixPartners had access to the crosswalks for 2022 and 2023, reflecting adjustments AlixPartners had difficulty understanding in those years. AlixPartners asked whether or not they should review later years, and the CGO indicated that it would not be any different. It is not as if it was not made available by the CGO – AlixPartners had it, but because the result would not have been different, AlixPartners declined to review that piece.[footnoteRef:148] [147:  Ibid, 01:32:09.]  [148:  Exhibit 42, 01:32:34-01:33:09.] 

 
The Director stated that on page 19 of the same STO Document, there is a block quote that says the AlixPartners Report states that the CGO’s entry was incorrect, there is a troubling observation regarding the Comptroller General’s credibility, and a statement made by the STO that this might have been an attempt by the CGO to deceive AlixPartners.[footnoteRef:149] The Director stated that the document to which this reference is made was found by AlixPartners on its own and was not provided by the CGO, and AlixPartners does not believe it was intended to deceive them in any way.[footnoteRef:150] AlixPartners noted on its report that it raised certain questions, which they looked at and evaluated considering other contemporaneous documents at the time. The document referenced concerned the $324 million entry processed in 2018.[footnoteRef:151] The document was authored by a CGO employee, and found in the CGO’s shared folders.[footnoteRef:152] In a follow-up question, the Director confirmed that AlixPartners did not believe that the CGO was trying to deceive them.[footnoteRef:153] [149:  Ibid, 01:33:43.]  [150:  Ibid, 01:34:12.]  [151:  Ibid, 01:34:25.]  [152:  Ibid, 01:34:39.]  [153:  Ibid, 01:34:53.] 

 
Senator Goldfinch asked if the Treasurer’s document was an effort to obfuscate or shift blame.[footnoteRef:154] The Director responded that he did not know that AlixPartners had a view like that, but observed that certainly there are factual inaccuracies that AlixPartners wanted to ensure had been corrected.[footnoteRef:155] On further question by Senator Goldfinch, the Director confirmed that the two corrections he made were among others that were not factually accurate.[footnoteRef:156] Senator Goldfinch again asked whether or not the Treasurer’s document attempted to shift blame to the Comptroller General, to which the Director responded that it would appear that way.[footnoteRef:157] [154:  Ibid, 01:35:07.]  [155:  Ibid, 01:35:16.]  [156:  Ibid, 01:35:35. ]  [157:  Ibid, 01:35:53.] 

 
The Subcommittee offers its highest commendation to AlixPartners for their invaluable work. Without their efforts, the $1.8 billion discrepancy might have remained unresolved indefinitely, as obtaining accurate information from the STO and fostering cooperation between them and the CGO proved exceedingly difficult.
 
Regrettably, the necessity of hearing testimony from AlixPartners again arose due to the confusing and opaque information provided by the STO. As Treasurer Loftis himself acknowledged in his testimony on February 27, 2025, $3 million was expended to uncover the truth—an expenditure that, as this Subcommittee has demonstrated, was necessitated primarily by either his lack of transparency or his disengagement from the operations of his own office. Moreover, even after the release of the report, when given the opportunity to cooperate with the Subcommittee, amend his prior conduct, and demonstrate transparency, Treasurer Loftis instead pursued further obfuscation and deflection of his responsibility.

[bookmark: _Toc193790231]Letters Received from Treasurer Loftis on March 14, 2025  

On March 14, 2025, the Constitutional Subcommittee received two additional letters from the STO. The first, which was provided as a carbon copy, requested President Thomas Alexander and Finance Chairman Harvey Peeler to intervene in what was described as an improper and biased investigation by the Senate Finance Constitutional Subcommittee.[footnoteRef:158] The letter goes on at some length in an attempt to demonstrate that the Subcommittee has overstepped its authority, disregarded proper procedures, and made false accusations about Treasurer Loftis, including that he had misappropriated state funds.[footnoteRef:159]  In brief, the Subcommittee urges his further review of the S.C. Code, particularly Section 2-2-40(B), and Section 2-2-70, as well as the documents presented as exhibits with this report for a better understanding of the authority and process guidelines for the investigation, as well as evidence precipitating findings.  As to the misappropriation of funds, the Subcommittee concedes that the largely inscrutable state of the STO budget precludes full awareness of the use of funds under his control. Treasurer Loftis took issue with the level of transparency of the process despite the numerous public hearings held in open-door session, and despite the inherent contradiction in a publicly elected state officer’s objection to public questioning about the work of his public office. He urged the Senate to review the Subcommittee's actions and prevent “further damage.”[footnoteRef:160]  Of note, the letter does not refute any written factual findings the Subcommittee has made thus far. [158:  Exhibit 43 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to President Alexander and Chairman Peeler, Mar. 14, 2025. ]  [159:  Ibid.]  [160:  Ibid.] 


The second letter was a response to testimony provided by the AlixPartners representatives on March 11, 2025.[footnoteRef:161] Treasurer Loftis disputed aspects of their report, again arguing that the CGO played a direct role in directing erroneous accounting entries[footnoteRef:162] and that a March 2024 CGO memo falsely attributes a $324 million transfer request to his office, an assertion that until now had not been heard by the Subcommittee, and one whose import remains a mystery Treasurer Loftis maintained that his disagreements with AlixPartners are interpretive rather than factual and reiterates the Treasury’s commitment to transparency in resolving the issue. [161:  Exhibit 44 – Letter from Treasurer Loftis to Senator Grooms, Mar. 12, 2025. ]  [162:  Neither the Subcommittee nor AlixPartners dispute this fact. While the CGO did provide guidance to the STO on resolving the $1.8 billion, they were not responsible for the erroneous conversion of ACFR business areas. Evidence from AlixPartners and the Subcommittee's research confirms that it was the STO that mistakenly converted the $1.6 billion from ACFR business areas.] 


 It is the belief of the Subcommittee that these letters constitute a last-minute effort by Treasurer Loftis to deflect accountability as the weight of evidence becomes insurmountable. The Subcommittee has, throughout the investigation, remained committed to its objective review of the facts and in this final phase will not be diverted by the need to systematically address each unfounded claim. However, the forthcoming findings will clearly demonstrate the lack of credibility in these assertions.

[bookmark: _Toc193790232]VIII. Findings Based on Subcommittee Investigation & Hearings 

The following section provides a summary of Subcommittee findings regarding the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies in Fund 30350993 in light of the AlixPartners Review and Report, as well as information gleaned by the Subcommittee through hearings and further investigation. Associated exhibits and points of clarification are annotated in the form of footnotes. 

[bookmark: _Toc193790233]Treasurer Loftis’s Evolving Narrative of the 1.8B

Prior to exposition of the most recent findings by the Subcommittee, it is important to consider Treasurer Loftis’s evolving narrative of the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies in Fund 30350993. 	

From the inception of this investigation until the release of the AlixPartners report, Treasurer Loftis remained steadfast in asserting that the balance of Fund 30350993 represented real cash that had been pooled, invested, and yielded $225M in earnings. In exchanges with Senator Mike Fanning, Senator Thomas McElveen, and Senator Stephen Goldfinch during his April 2024 testimony, Treasurer Loftis adamantly and unequivocally maintained this posture.[footnoteRef:163] Prior to his April 2024 testimony, Treasurer Loftis was featured in radio and television interviews affirming the same, his narrative only varying with respect to the amount earned in investments.[footnoteRef:164] On January 17, 2025, one day after the AlixPartners report was released, Treasurer Loftis detailed in a video sent to members of the legislature and posted to his social media page that the AlixPartners report validated what he and his office “knew all along.”[footnoteRef:165] [163:  Clips 7, 8, 10, 12, 16.]  [164:  Exhibit 9.]  [165:  Clip 16.] 


Bewildered, during the meeting at which Treasurer Loftis testified on February 27, 2025, the Subcommittee sought clarification on the stark shift in his narrative. Regrettably, no such clarity was forthcoming. Treasurer Loftis contended that the Subcommittee had conflated the terms “accounts” and “funds,”[footnoteRef:166] asserting that the latter merely serves as an accounting representation of tangible cash. He maintained that his intention was only to convey that the fund in question, at a specific point in time, contained actual monetary assets. The Subcommittee cannot accept this elucidation as it fails to illustrate a cohesive, consistent, or otherwise comprehensible set of facts, and is entirely juxtaposed with his April 2024 testimony.  [166:  Exhibit 18, 00:18:54 (re-references Footnote 83-86).] 

Chairman Grooms revisited this issue later in the subcommittee hearing, pressing Treasurer Loftis on whether he had believed the balance in Fund 30350993 was real when he testified in 2024. In response, Treasurer Loftis affirmed that he had, basing his belief on information provided by "every source in state government."[footnoteRef:167] Seeking to crystallize Treasurer Loftis’s shifting narrative for the record, Chairman Grooms asked him to unequivocally confirm that the balance of Fund 30350993 represented actual cash. Initially, Treasurer Loftis affirmed this assertion but immediately wavered, stating: “I did believe [that it was real money], well, it represents real money. It’s a fund that represents real money that shows up in the banks' accounts.”[footnoteRef:168] When further pressed to define and reinforce his testimony regarding the tangibility and fungibility of the $1.8 billion, Treasurer Loftis clarified that he was distinguishing between money held in a bank and money recorded within a fund. [167:  Ibid, 00:43:32 (Re-references footnotes 97-98).]  [168:  Exhibit 18, 00:43:47 (Re-references footnotes 97-98).] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790234]Conversion Process of the State Treasury 

Throughout this investigation the STO has not taken any level of responsibility for their portion of the conversion from STARS to SCEIS, testifying that the Comptroller General not only made the unilateral decision for the conversion, but also was in charge and responsible for its entirety. Evidence gleaned by the Subcommittee during investigation suggests otherwise.

Over time and with growing intensity recently following publication of the AlixPartners Report, Treasurer Loftis has repeated these erroneous statements: that the CGO was responsible for the conversion errors, that the STO has no responsibility nor interest in balances maintained at the fund level, and that the conversion itself originated as a statutory responsibility of the CGO. Each of these claims is false.

Conversion to SCEIS treasury management from the STO’s legacy systems was not within the original statutory mandate for the state’s adoption of SCEIS, nor has such a mandate been issued by the General Assembly at any point since. The original functions covered by the mandate were statewide accounting, human resources and payroll, and procurement. The recommendation to implement treasury and investment accounting formally emerged from the Treasurer’s Transition Team Report published in February 2011,[footnoteRef:169] stating that his transition team’s Technology Subcommittee reviewed and made appropriate recommendations regarding the need to upgrade, acquire, and retire any stand-alone Information Technology systems in the STO to achieve economies, efficiencies, savings, and increased productivity.[footnoteRef:170] Members ascertained the STO’s progress in implementing SCEIS, the State’s enterprise system, and considered the benefits and merits of the State implementing modules of the State’s new enterprise information system beyond the accounting, HR, and payroll, and procurement modules initially being implemented statewide.[footnoteRef:171] In addition to SCEIS, other STO systems (approximately 14) include debt management, investment, and cash management. The sheer number of STO systems is difficult to manage and many of the systems have been in existence for a number of years and often do not integrate with SCEIS. The integration of these systems to SCIES should be examined.[footnoteRef:172] [169:  Exhibit 45 – Treasurer's Transition Team Report, Feb. 2011.]  [170:  Ibid.]  [171:  Ibid, p. 6.]  [172:  Ibid, p. 69.] 


On or about July 18, 2014, the STO published a project charter to replace the investment management system (NVEST).[footnoteRef:173] Executive sponsors were reflected as Treasurer Loftis, his chief of staff, and one of his deputy State Treasurers. Six employees reflected in the document were STO employees; one employee was an employee of SCEIS, and two employees were employees of the State Office of Chief Information Officer. Project goals were to replace the Investment Management System (IMS); to reduce and eliminate manual and redundant processes; to automate the transmission of files to and from business partners; to improve availability of management reports; to provide a secure operating environment that protects the privacy and confidentiality of all banking and investment data; and to identify cost reductions and cost savings through the elimination of duplicate systems, functions, contracts, manual processes, printing of reports, etc.[footnoteRef:174] [173:  Exhibit 46 - Project charter, NVEST.]  [174:  Exhibit 46. ] 


On or about August 5, 2014, the STO published a project charter to transition general deposit bank accounts to SCEIS.[footnoteRef:175] Executive sponsors were reflected as Treasurer Loftis, his Chief of Staff, and one of his deputy State Treasurers. With the exception of one employee of SCEIS, all of the remaining employees reflected on the document were employees of the STO. The project goals were to replace the bank reconciliation processes in FMS[footnoteRef:176] with similar, more robust and automated functionality in SCEIS; to replace the ‘check funding’ process in FMS with the similar, automated functionality in SCEIS; to automate files exchanges and reconciliation processes with banks where transaction volume is of significant size; to improve access to and the availability of reports to manage banking activities; to provide a secure operating environment that protects the privacy and confidentially of all banking data; and to identify cost reductions and cost savings through the elimination of duplicate systems, functions, manual processes, printing of reports, etc.[footnoteRef:177] [175:  Exhibit 47 – General Deposit Bank Accounts Project Charter.]  [176:   The legacy STO Financial Management System.]  [177:  Exhibit 47.] 


These documents confirm that the conversions of investments and banking to SCEIS were initiated and sponsored by the STO, and not the Comptroller General nor by statutory mandate, as Treasurer Loftis and his staff have asserted. No employees of the CGO or the OSA were listed in any role in these documents.

As has been previously determined, conversions pursuant to these projects ensued principally in the years 2015 and 2016. Extensive research reveals no participation, including preparation of entries, by the CGO or the OSA during the conversions. Rather, the engagement and participation of the CGO and OSA arose following conversion, principally in connection with corrective actions necessary for preparation of the ACFR following the failed conversion. This research confirms that the conversion was executed not by the CGO, nor by statutory mandate, but by the STO. 

In addition to the foregoing, Proviso 98.2[footnoteRef:178] included in the FY2024-25 Appropriations Act, as continued for many fiscal years in the past, provides that decisions relating to STARS and SCEIS which involve the State Treasurer’s Banking Operations and other functions of the STO shall require the approval of the State Treasurer.[footnoteRef:179] [178:  Exhibit 48 – Proviso 98.2 of the Fiscal Year 2025 Appropriations Act. It is noteworthy to mention that the exact language of this proviso has appeared in every Appropriations Act since FY2013.]  [179:  Exhibit 48.] 


As a result, all of Treasurer Loftis’s continued assertions that anyone other than his Office selected, implemented or otherwise effected, provided oversight, or had any other responsibility, to or for the conversion and ongoing maintenance of the State’s investment and banking systems and records, are refuted.

[bookmark: _Toc193790235]Failed Conversion of the State Treasury 

Fund 30350993, along with the $31 billion in account variances[footnoteRef:180] it encompasses, stands as clear evidence of a failed Treasury conversion. During the April 2024 subcommittee hearing, Treasurer Loftis strongly objected to the Subcommittee’s Exhibit 10,[footnoteRef:181] which outlined a SCEIS-based report on Fund 30350993 with the inclusion of its associated variances. However, both the February 27, 2025, STO Document and Treasurer Loftis’s testimony during the April 2024 hearing indicate that he interpreted the SCEIS based report as stating that Fund 30350993 held a balance of $31 billion—an assertion that does not align with the actual contents of the report. [180:  For context, the Treasurer’s Office used Fund 30350993 to plug in any differences between the General Ledger in SCEIS and the bank statements, believing that it would all clear out to a zero sum upon completion of the conversion. ]  [181:  Exhibit 49 - Selected Accounts Variation Report Fund 30350993 (Referenced as Exhibit 7 in Interim Report).] 


The Subcommittee illustrated the extent of the transactions totaling $31B in fund 30350993 to force agreement between the SCEIS General Ledger and the bank statements that resulted from Treasurer Loftis’s failed conversion. The AlixPartners report confirms and describes these differences on page 49, as follows:

“As of 2022, the $1.8 Billion balance is composed of: (1) balances recorded related to 11 bank accounts (with a total balance of $31.0 billion); and (2) the ‘splitter’ balance in Fund 30350993 (with a balance of negative $29.1 billion). We have confirmed that, in each instance, SCEIS cannot be reconciled to the bank statements for those 11 banks without including the cash in Fund 30350993.”[footnoteRef:182] [182:  Exhibit 19.] 


Moreover, in his letter dated February 20, 2024, to Chairman Grooms, then-State Auditor George Kennedy made the following observations:

“Fund 30350993 was created primarily to record cash transfers between banks. That remains its primary purpose today. However, the fund was also used to convert bank and agency cash balances as the legacy STARS system was converted to SCEIS. At the close of fiscal year 2017, fund 30350993 carried a balance of approximately $1.5 billion, representing STARS to SCEIS conversion activity. That amount grew to approximately $1.8 billion in subsequent years as the conversion was completed. While the $1.8 billion cannot be assigned to a specific agency or fund, the State’s pool of cash does not reconcile to the SCEIS general ledger without its inclusion. Accounting for cash assigned to these funds is managed at an agency level. In addition to requirements that cash be used for a specific purpose, there are usually reporting requirements imposed by State or Federal governments or by other granting entities regarding the status of unspent funds. The accounts composing the $1.8 billion remain in fund 30350993 and that fund remains unbalanced. While this is unusual, its placement there serves to segregate the accounts composing the balance until an adjusting journal entry can be recorded in SCEIS to reclassify (reallocate) the balances. The journal entry should eliminate the balance of fund 30350993 and clearly establish underlying ownership of cash within the General Fund.”[footnoteRef:183] [183:  Exhibit 31.] 


Accordingly, both the AlixPartners report and the State Auditor’s letter confirm the findings of the Subcommittee that Fund 30350993 represents unresolved differences that arose in connection with the conversion. 

As a result, all of the Treasurer’s continued assertions that his books are accurate and reconcile to the bank are refuted.

[bookmark: _Toc193790236]Balance of Fund 30350993 Ignored, Mischaracterized and Attributable to Office of the State Treasurer

The AlixPartners review determined that the $1.8B exception arose out of the conversion from the legacy accounting system, STARS, to SCEIS. While the state started the transition in 2007, the State Treasury conducted its bank conversion from 2015 to 2017. During this time, four cash accounts in STARS were replaced by specific general ledger accounts designed to reconcile individually to bank accounts held in the state’s custody. The STO intended to bring this into effect in two phases; Phase One transferred legacy cash transactions in SCEIS linked to specific bank accounts, with any unreconciled differences recorded in Fund 30350993. Any remaining differences were resolved through an adjusting entry in Fund 30350993 with an offset in equal amount to the Conversion Account also within 30350993. Phase 2 intended to clear STARS cash transactions in SCEIS that were not successfully linked to a specific bank account against adjustments recorded to Fund 30350993. Per the AlixPartners Investigation, mistakes made in both phases of the conversion contributed to the remaining balance of $1.8B in Fund 30350993.[footnoteRef:184]  [184:  Exhibit 19.] 


During the conversion, an unconverted agency contributed $234,465,654 to the balance, with a remaining de minimus unidentified balance.[footnoteRef:185] While the investigation determined that this was the only portion of the $1.8B that ever represented real cash, it is not cash that can be appropriated and spent; it represents cash that has already been appropriated and expended, but the agency of ownership was lost during the conversion. The remaining $1.6B was never tangible cash at all, but rather ACFR business areas erroneously converted by the State Treasurer’s Office and classified as cash that needed to be converted and reconciled appropriately.  [185:  Ibid, pg. 44.] 


To effect resolution of the fund, AlixPartners recommended that the entries comprising the $1.6B in erroneously converted ACFR business activity be reversed, while the $245M attributable to an unidentified agency and in unclaimed cash be recorded to the General Fund in the state’s ACFR. 

Despite Treasurer Loftis’s repeated assertions to the contrary, he and his office bear a significantly higher share of responsibility for the errors that were the origin of the $1.8 billion conversion issue. Treasurer Loftis and his Chief of Staff have steadfastly maintained that the CGO bears sole responsibility for Treasury Fund 30350993 and the erroneous conversions associated therein; however, this claim is demonstrably false. While it is evident that both the CGO and STO collaborated in booking the remaining conversion and corrective entries,[footnoteRef:186] it was ultimately the STO that made the determination to improperly classify financial transactions within ACFR business areas as cash to be converted, subsequently recording them in Fund 30350993.[footnoteRef:187] The Subcommittee acknowledges that transitioning from a legacy accounting system to a new financial framework is an inherently complex undertaking, one that inevitably presents challenges requiring thorough evaluation and corrective measures. What the Subcommittee cannot sustain is the apodictic failure of the STO to recognize, acknowledge, and report the conversion error over its eight years of existence to the General Assembly. [186:  Exhibit 50 – Email 27.]  [187:  As substantiated by identities of the SCEIS users that processed the conversion entries. The Subcommittee has received verification of the identities of these users from two separate sources [AlixPartners corroborated in testimony during the Subcommittee meeting on March 11, 2025, that the one entry made by the CGO to Fund 30350993 in 2023 was an attempt to clear the $1.8B balance, which did not produce the expected results, and was immediately reversed].] 


In summation, the Subcommittee attributes the Treasury’s inaccurate financial records to a failed conversion process. The Treasurer’s books remain erroneous to this day, and his continued assertions to the contrary significantly diminish the likelihood of resolution and corrective action. As a result, billions of dollars in conversion discrepancies persist, underscoring the urgent need for accountability and remediation.

[bookmark: _Toc193790237]Regarding Treasurer Loftis’s Awareness of Treasury Conversion Issues 

The Subcommittee has found evidence supporting the implausibility that Treasurer Loftis did not know about the problems pervading the conversion of the Treasury or of the $1.8 billion in unresolved discrepancies itself. 

In early 2017, the State Auditor in his Fiscal Year 2016 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other Matters reported as a material weakness to the State Fiscal Accountability Authority that cash and investments reported in SCEIS did not reconcile to the amount of cash and investment balances reported by the STO.[footnoteRef:188] In response, leadership of the STO stated that they looked forward ”to finalizing the innovative internal control procedures over financial reporting,”[footnoteRef:189] as well as an ”even more successful reporting process next year as we further implement reconciliation procedures to ensure that Treasury data is accurately reflected within the Financial Accounting enterprise of SCEIS and inculcate recommendations in any and all practices and processes.”[footnoteRef:190] [188:  Exhibit 24.]  [189:  Ibid, Letter from Deputy Treasurer Morris.]  [190:  Ibid.] 


The next year, the State Auditor again reported that the reconciliation of cash and investments in SCEIS still had not been completed.[footnoteRef:191] The leadership of the STO responded that entries they expected to make in Fiscal Year 2018 would “simply be a ledger move between offsetting accounts and would have no effect on CAFR[footnoteRef:192] reporting.”[footnoteRef:193] The limited SCEIS conversion entries remaining to be performed will not impact cash, cash equivalents nor investment balances as noted in the CAFR. Any remaining entries will only enhance already improved transparency, timeliness, and accuracy of Treasury activities within the State Enterprise. These entries, expected to be complete in FY2018, will simply be a ledger move between offsetting accounts and will have no impact on CAFR reporting.”[footnoteRef:194] The letter closes with the assurance, “The State Treasurer’s Office will continue to ensure that Treasury data is accurately reflected within the Financial Accounting enterprise of SCEIS.” [footnoteRef:195]  [191:  Exhibit 25, letter from Deputy Treasurer Morris.]  [192:  Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) was formerly used when referencing the ACFR. ]  [193:  Exhibit 25, letter from Deputy State Treasurer Morris.]  [194:  Ibid.]  [195:  Ibid.] 

Further evidence in possession by the Subcommittee includes electronic communications between leadership of the CGO and the STO regarding the establishment and treatment of Fund 30350993.	

In a November 2016 e-mail, leadership of the CGO asked leadership at the STO about the status of the resolution of the cash and investments conversion for the ACFR.[footnoteRef:196] The leadership of the STO responded that they were unaware of a resolution timeline, and iterated that the external auditors had only had positive comments. Leadership of the CGO insisted it was necessary to complete more work on cash and investments before the ACFR could be finalized.[footnoteRef:197] [196:  Exhibit 51 – Email 17.]  [197:  Ibid.] 


In March 2018, staff involved with the conversion at the STO asked staff at the CGO to examine the balances of certain conversion funds.[footnoteRef:198] The staff from the STO forwarded this e-mail to leadership of the STO, noting that the CGO was establishing a special general ledger account for the conversion entries yet to be cleared rather than writing them off as a prior period adjustment.[footnoteRef:199]&[footnoteRef:200] Ultimately, these communications resulted in the transfer of unresolved conversion balances to General Ledger Account 2400600002 (Due to Other Funds – Equity in Pooled Cash), where unresolved entries from the conversion were consolidated and remain pending resolution in accordance with the recommendations included in the Alix Partners report. [198:  Exhibit 50.]  [199:  Exhibit 50.]  [200:  Prior period adjustments are modifications to made to prior reporting periods that have already been accounted for. They can be made for a variety of reasons, including errors, changes in accounting principles, changes in estimates, or to correct a prior error. In this case, a prior period adjustment was suggested by the STO to write down the balances of the General Fund by $1.8B. This option was not ultimately chosen, because the funds were expected to eventually clear the conversion fund.] 


Given the State and independent auditors' findings on the conversion of cash and investments in two consecutive years, the corresponding responses from leadership staff regarding its resolution, and the existence of multiple communications concerning the state of the conversion process—both for financial reporting purposes and for the establishment of the conversion fund—it is inconceivable that Treasurer Loftis was not, at the very least, aware that the conversion process was experiencing significant issues and required close oversight. Furthermore, it is incredulous that Treasurer Loftis would make neither the SFAA nor the General Assembly aware of the persistent conversion issues particularly after the STO avowed in its audit responses that SCEIS would reflect accurate data in 2018.[footnoteRef:201] [201:  Exhibit 38.] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790238]IX. Recommendations 

[bookmark: _Toc193790239]A. SEC Investigation Compliance:  The Subcommittee is well aware of the Securities and Exchange Commission investigation, and while the nature of the investigation dictates appropriate discretion the Subcommittee believes the interests of the state are best served by its investigation into the origins of errors and then to take appropriate action to promote their resolution.  For its part, the Subcommittee views the AlixPartners recommendations, including independent supervision and verification of their implementation, as integral actions to demonstrate and ensure appropriate self-regulation and self-correction.  By extension, the Subcommittee has undertaken to issue this final report to provide the results of its investigative activities, and to provide assurance of the state’s commitment to their resolution.  Members of the Subcommittee hereby publicly commit to cooperate fully and speak truthfully, and encourages the same from any other interested parties. To the extent that this document is useful in any current or subsequent investigation, we hereby attest to its accuracy based on information and belief.

[bookmark: _Toc193790240]B.  Correction and Maintenance of State's Records:  The integrity of the State's financial records within the Treasury must be restored through corrective actions, including not only processing corrective entries and implementing other AlixPartners recommendations, but also implementing a comprehensive current and ongoing process of reconciliation by the STO of cash and investment fund balances performed at levels that ensure compliance with sound financial principles and accounting standards, and as otherwise prescribed by the Comptroller General in accordance with state law.[footnoteRef:202] [202:  Exhibit 19 - AlixPartners Recommendation 4, pg. 37.] 


While records and available sources indicate that the STO was capable of performing reconciliations of this caliber prior to the conversion to SCEIS,[footnoteRef:203] the STO has since demonstrated either an inability or an unwillingness to do so. Beyond the statutory obligation to provide such reconciliations,[footnoteRef:204] the ability to fully reconcile funds is fundamental to ensuring the proper execution of the Treasurer’s fiduciary duty to manage and invest the state’s pooled cash. Without a complete reconciliation, it is impossible to accurately determine the extent of a particular fund’s participation within the portfolio, or to allocate the fund’s appropriate share of portfolio earnings. [203:  The Subcommittee's research indicates that the Treasurer's Office was capable of performing this type of reconciliation before fully transitioning to SCEIS. The last instance of generating a detailed report at this level occurred around FY2015.]  [204:  Exhibit 52 - Proviso 98.14 of the Fiscal Year 2025 Appropriations Act] 


[bookmark: _Hlk193129135]Prior to the conversion to SCEIS, the STO produced a Cash Status Report (TSA404NR) which contains on its face a statement to the effect that “the primary sort of the report is by agency, fund, fund group, and fund detail. The report gives a detail line for each fund detail within fund group. The detail line contains fund detail code, fund detail title, beginning balance, cash receipts, net transfers, cash disbursements, ending balance, and overdraft date (if applicable).”[footnoteRef:205] In both his April 2024 testimony and his most recent sworn testimony on February 27, 2025, Treasurer Loftis asserted that investments are managed at the portfolio level rather than at the individual fund level. Accepting this sworn statement as an accurate representation of reality, individual funds are not assigned to specific portfolios in a manner that would allow their balances—and, crucially, their investment earnings—to be appropriately credited to the funds in which the cash is held. For the STO to properly account for investment earnings, it must possess a precise understanding of the cash contributions of each fund within the portfolio, categorized by agency and fund. [205:  Exhibit 56. ] 


Therefore, the Subcommittee recommends that the State take appropriate steps to ensure the books of the Treasury are complete and corrected and that they are henceforth able to perform a full reconciliation of all cash and investments in conformance with Proviso 98.14 and AlixPartners Recommendation #4.				
[bookmark: _Toc193790241]C. AlixPartners Recommendations:  The Subcommittee recommends that all AlixPartners Recommendations be implemented and followed by all involved parties, and maintains that the success of the those recommendations hinges not only upon the ability of the STO to be active participants in their implementation, but also its willingness and capacity to accept responsibility, change internal processes, and act synergistically with other state agencies involved. The majority of the AlixPartners recommendations were directed toward the CGO, and the Subcommittee surmises that it was for that reason Treasurer Loftis asserted absolute exoneration, going so far as to tell the Subcommittee that the “wrong agency”[footnoteRef:206] was audited. The Subcommittee disagrees, and finds that the majority of the recommendations focus on integrity of the State’s ACFRs, and the principal role of the CGO in its preparation. While the primary responsibility for compiling the ACFRs rests with the CGO, the Subcommittee contends that the integrity of these reports is inherently influenced by the accuracy and completeness of the information provided by the STO. [206:  Exhibit 18, 00:41:44 (Re-references footnote 135). ] 


[bookmark: _Toc193790242]D. Additional Study of the Agency:  The Subcommittee recommends study and review of the STO by the other relevant state investigatory bodies:  the Inspector General, Legislative Audit Council, and the Oversight Committees of the Senate and House.  As a general proposition, all state agencies are subject to periodic oversight and analysis, and a cursory review of relevant reports reveals that STO has not recently been studied by these bodies.  A number of issues materialized during the course of the Subcommittee’s investigation that are beyond the scope of this project but appear to be ripe and therefore under the jurisdiction of these other bodies.
The State Inspector General is charged with receiving complaints of fraud, waste, abuse, mismanagement, misconduct, violations of state or federal law, and wrongdoing in agencies.[footnoteRef:207]  As described in this report, at a minimum, it appears the STO has wasted state resources by contracting with outside communication professionals to craft and disseminate a message that contradicts the findings of the forensic accounting firm, and the Subcommittee has reason to believe that the STO also funded other efforts to refute other factual findings around the $1.8 billion.  This and other information received by the Subcommittee about the use of state funds at STO is not readily discoverable due to the nature of the STO’s funding mechanisms, which are not transparent.[footnoteRef:208]   [207:  Exhibit 1, S. C. Code Section 1-6-10 et seq.]  [208:  In brief, the State Treasurer’s Office beginning agency base budget for development of the FY2025-26 budget is approximately $2.6 million, and currently, the agency has authorization to spend over $10.3 million of ‘other’ funds. Additionally, by budget provisos, the Treasurer has been authorized to create and custody a number of special funds for other state entities, not all of which have reporting requirements.] 

The Legislative Audit Council (LAC) is statutorily directed to examine agencies to determine their relative efficiency and efficacy in use of resources to include personnel, property, and space to derive results and benefits for South Carolinians as authorized.[footnoteRef:209]  LAC also studies the effectiveness of organizations, programs, activities, or functions of agencies to consider the need for continuation, revision, or elimination.  This report details some of the functionalities in the STO that failed to deliver accurate state financial records, and the Subcommittee requests that LAC audit STO to determine other causes of this fiscal disaster. [209:  Exhibit 1, S. C. Code Section 2-15-10 et seq.] 

The Legislative Oversight Committees of the Senate and House also have statutory authority to periodically review state agencies to determine if agency laws and programs within the subject matter jurisdiction of a standing committee are being implemented and carried out in accordance with the intent of the General Assembly and whether they should be continued, curtailed, or eliminated.  These Committees are also charged with considering the necessity or desirability of enacting new or additional legislation.  Neither body’s Oversight Committee has undertaken review of the STO in a number of years, and notwithstanding their regular review schedule, the Subcommittee requests an unscheduled oversight study and investigation of the STO pursuant to Section 2-2-40.
 
[bookmark: _Toc193790243]E. Structural Changes:  The Subcommittee also recognizes that, dependent on the outcome of this matter, significant structural changes to the financial executive officers and offices of our state may be warranted, and many such reforms must be made through legislation, whether by statute or by constitutional referendum.  One specific reform the Subcommittee again recommends is enactment of legislation to establish complete independence of the State Auditor and has concluded that supervision of the State Auditor by the SFAA does not protect the integrity of the audit process.  The Subcommittee also generally supports appointment of the financial executive officers of the state by the Governor with Advice and Consent of the Senate and the establishment of professional competency and experience requirements in law.  The Subcommittee will continue to study possible additional reforms to the STO, CGO, and the OSA to better delineate the responsibilities of each, facilitate cooperation, and increase accountability.  It is critical that South Carolinians have competent leaders in all offices of state government, and that our agencies are led by the most highly qualified individuals who serve without regard to political partisanship or partiality to anyone other than the citizens of the state.

[bookmark: _Toc193790244]F. Removal of the Current State Treasurer 
 
Among all the duly elected Constitutional Officers in the State of South Carolina since its formation as a state in 1776, no Constitutional official has ever been removed from office.  This is a necessarily rare occurrence and one that must never be taken lightly. Following its multi-year, multi-faceted, expert-informed, and carefully documented investigation, the Subcommittee now recommends to the members of the General Assembly and the Governor that the current State Treasurer, Curtis Loftis, be removed from office for willful neglect of duty and other reasonable causes, pursuant to Article XV, Section 3 of the State Constitution.  
 
Ironically, at the last meeting of the STO and Subcommittee to discuss these matters, Mr. Loftis stated, “There are policies and procedures, let's just say statutes on the books, that can stop all this from happening. But we haven't utilized them.”[footnoteRef:210] He is partially correct; however, he was referring to the wrong statutes.  Below are cited the statutes that were enacted to stop all this from happening, and findings of the Subcommittee with respect to Treasurer Loftis’s violations thereof.    [210:  Exhibit 18, 00:34:51.] 

 
1. The State Treasurer has willfully neglected his duties as are outlined in the sections of the S.C. Code listed below.   
 
Section 11-5-100. Account in books for appropriations. 
The Treasurer shall raise an account in the Treasury books in every instance for the several appropriations made by the General Assembly, so that the appropriations of money and application thereof conformably thereto may appear clearly and distinctly on the Treasury books.
 
Under this Section of the Code, the Treasurer is charged to maintain accurate reports. The Subcommittee finds that the existence of a $1.8 billion balance with no designated ownership violates this statute, as a lack of ownership is neither clear nor distinct.  
 
Last year, Treasurer Loftis took great exception to the Subcommittee’s observation about the existence of more than $30 billion of plugged financial transactions in Fund 30350993.  Now, those differences are confirmed by the AlixPartners Report.  The Report states that the $1.8 billion balance is composed of balances related to eleven bank accounts with a total balance of $31.0 billion; and the ‘splitter’ balance in Fund 30350993 with a balance of negative $29.1 billion. Further, AlixPartners confirmed that SCEIS cannot be reconciled to the bank statements for those eleven banks without including the cash in Fund 30350993. 
 
 Treasurer Loftis was and is aware of the flawed bookkeeping.  During the conversion process from STARS to SCEIS over seven years ago, it became clear that because of the conversion process, the preparation of the state’s ACFRs would be negatively impacted, and there were in fact conversations between the leadership of the agencies and external auditors about this issue.[footnoteRef:211]  Further, staff was aware that a separate conversion fund was needed due to imbalances emerging during the process.[footnoteRef:212]  The fund was ultimately flagged by the State Auditor both as a material weakness and as a significant deficiency, accounting terms that refer to a flaw in records that increase chances that financial reports will not be accurate.[footnoteRef:213]  The Subcommittee determined that the Treasurer did not take appropriate action to correct his books. [211:  Exhibit 51.]  [212:  Exhibit 50.]  [213:  Exhibits 24 & 25.] 

 
Put simply, Treasurer Loftis cannot successfully balance to the bank without the inclusion of unreconciled differences – imbalances in funds under his exclusive control. The financial records of the state are in shambles, and there can be no assurance that the bank balances are accurate, or worse, that no funds have been wasted, misused, or misappropriated.  The fact that the Treasurer has permitted these exceptions to continue unresolved for almost a decade is a dereliction of his duty to account in his books for appropriations in accordance with the provisions of Section 11-5-110.
 
 	Section 11-5-120.Publication of quarterly statements. 
The State Treasurer shall publish, quarterly, by electronic means and in a manner that allows for public review, a statement showing the amount of money on hand and in what financial institution it is deposited and the respective funds to which it belongs. 
 
In this section, the Code speaks to the degree of specificity required in the Treasurer’s reporting.   Treasurer Loftis has asserted compliance with this law but on another occasion, stated that he is in fact not in compliance with the law. However, the Subcommittee determined that Treasurer Loftis has failed to meet the requirement to show “the respective funds to which [money on hand] belongs,” notwithstanding his argument that the term “funds” in SCEIS were not contemplated by the statute. Given the present condition of his records following the conversion, he cannot demonstrate any accurate level of specificity of the funds within the records of the Treasury, even at the most fundamental level of state agency.

The Subcommittee recognized early on in its investigation that ownership of funds is integral to understanding the origins of the $1.8 billion balance.   
 
AlixPartners reiterates the need for this specificity.  In Recommendation 4, they stipulate that the Treasurer needs to perform a full reconciliation by agency by fund no less frequently than annually. Treasurer Loftis has repeatedly asserted that SCEIS balances to the bank, and that ownership is not a concern of the Treasurer. This argument fails since accounting for cash by agency and fund is essential in the accurate calculation of earnings due to each agency and fund participating in the investment portfolio.  
 
Section 11-5-180.Monthly reports to Comptroller General of cash transactions. 
The State Treasurer shall, at the end of every month, report to the Comptroller General an accurate statement of the cash transactions of the Treasury, of every description, stating therein every sum of money received or paid away in behalf of the State, particularizing the person and his office of whom received and to whom paid, as also on what account received and for what purpose paid. 
 
He shall, at all times, when required by the Comptroller General, produce to him satisfactory statements of the cash in hand and furnish him promptly with the official information, duly certified, relative to any matter connected with the revenue and finance of the State. 
 
Here, the Code establishes a system of checks and balances, and mutual accountability, between the State Treasurer and the Comptroller General.  Pursuant to the above statute, the Comptroller General determines information that is satisfactory. The Subcommittee found that on multiple occasions the Comptroller General requested satisfactory information from the Treasurer, but that the Treasurer would not or could not provide the information. An outside audit performed by Mauldin & Jenkins in March of 2024 confirms this finding.
 
If the State Treasurer had been able to make an accurate statement of cash transactions to the Comptroller General at all times, we would not find the state with $1.8 billion in inaccuracies.[footnoteRef:214]  Despite the complexities of the conversion, Treasurer Loftis was nevertheless required to maintain compliance with this section of the Code.  Any doubt as to the success of the conversion should have been detected during pre-conversion testing, and the conversion should not have proceeded until he and his staff had determined that the conversion would be successful. [214:  AlixPartners has explained [in testimony before the Subcommittee on March 11, 2024,] that if the STO had been reporting cash and investments by fund, the STO likely would have recognized the error causing the $1.8 billion and could have addressed the issue during conversion or shortly thereafter. In other words, reconciliation at this level of detail likely would have and should in the future alert the STO of discrepancies between SCEIS and the banks, and promote timely resolution of exceptions.] 

 
Section 11-5-220. Report required after sale of bonds or notes. 
The State Treasurer shall report to the Joint Bond Review Committee, the House Ways and Means Committee, and the Senate Finance Committee immediately after selling any General Obligation Bonds or Anticipation Notes. This report shall include the total amount of the issue, the interest rate charged (specified by year if the rate is not the same each year), the time contracted to pay the debt service, and the principal payment schedule.

This Section of the Code is a simple reporting requirement regarding notification to fiscal and legislative leadership about the sale of bonds, and its violation by Treasurer Loftis is part of a larger narrative that only recently emerged, following his unilateral decision almost a year ago to stop offering long-term debt of the state without notifying the Subcommittee, SFAA, the General Assembly or its standing financial committees.  The Subcommittee finds that the Treasurer did not issue the report as described in 11-5-220 and cites other related violations later in this portion of the Subcommittee report.
  
Section 11-5-185.Treasurer's annual report to the General Assembly. 
In addition to other reports required by law to be made, by the State Treasurer, he shall also report annually to the General Assembly in the month of January on the following matters: 
 
 (1) The amount of state revenue collected in the previous fiscal year. 
 
(2) The amount of such revenue deposited in the state general fund. 
 
(3) The location of general fund revenue in banks and other financial institutions including invested funds, as of the end of the previous fiscal year. 
 
(4) The interest accrued from deposits and investments for the previous fiscal year and the use of such interest. 
 
(5) The amount expended for debt service in the previous fiscal year. 
 
(6) The current status of the general fund reserve including any expenditure or reimbursement thereof. 
 
(7) Any other information relating to state revenue which the Treasurer deems pertinent and of value to the General Assembly, including such items as special state funds, the highway fund and other funds not specified herein, as may be deemed appropriate by the Treasurer. 
 
The General Assembly shall provide in the annual general appropriations act for the cost of preparing this report. 
 
This Code section requires the State Treasurer to keep the General Assembly apprised of basic financial facts, but perhaps most importantly, other information deemed pertinent and of value to the General Assembly.  The Subcommittee finds it indefensible that Treasurer Loftis did not consider a fund containing $1.8 billion in unidentified monies to be exactly the sort of information envisioned in this state law.  Inexplicably, he never reported any information about it over the course of almost a decade, and when eventually questioned about the fund in hearings of this Subcommittee, he mischaracterized its essence, mischaracterized who made entries into the fund, and even in his written document released last month, asserts that the fund is not related to state revenue.  
 
Despite confirmation by AlixPartners that the $1.8 billion fund is a treasury fund for which his office is responsible and under its exclusive control, the balance of which over time grew  as a result of entries made exclusively by his office or others employed by or on its behalf, Treasurer Loftis adheres to his claim that the fund is the responsibility of the Office of Comptroller General.  Nevertheless, the Subcommittee finds that the $1.8 billion is held in a special fund designated to and utilized by the Office of State Treasurer, and that the fund is tied specifically to State Treasury cash and investments, as documented by SCEIS records of the fund activity.  Whether the $1.8 billion constitutes an asset or liability of the state, its impact on the financial condition of the state is substantial and should have been reported in accordance with the provision of this statute.
 
A second omission of reporting was Treasurer Loftis’s failure to alert the General Assembly or any oversight entity about his decision to issue Bond Anticipation Notes rather that General Obligation Bonds.  Further, there was no report made about the attendant financial circumstances that might have precipitated this decision.  The Subcommittee learned this pertinent information not from a report by the Treasurer, but from what appeared to be spontaneous statements he made in a January 2025 House budget hearing.  There, Treasurer Loftis stated that he had borrowed $487 million in one-year money so that dormitories and hospitals can be built, “one year at a time with no interest rate protection.”[footnoteRef:215]  The Subcommittee subsequently learned that Treasurer Loftis had not issued general obligation bonds since learning of the SEC investigation, commenced over one year prior. The Subcommittee finds that the failure to report this information appropriately and timely is a violation of 11-5-185. [215:  Exhibit 20, 01:30:06.] 

 
Significantly, Treasurer Loftis was questioned about his duty to report pertinent information to the General Assembly on a number of occasions, but two provide important context to the violation that has occurred.  In 2023, he assured the Subcommittee that he would contact the General Assembly if anything was amiss in his books.[footnoteRef:216]  In 2024, he defiantly declared that reporting pertinent and valuable information is not his job.[footnoteRef:217]  Regrettably, had the STO simply reported these issues as charged by statute, the resolution and conclusion of this matter would not still be at some undetermined point in the future.  By violating his duty to report, Treasurer Loftis has misled the public, the General Assembly and investors about the state of South Carolina’s finances. [216:  Clip 4.]  [217:  Clip 3.] 

 
2.  In addition to dereliction of statutory duties, there exists a reasonable cause for removal of the State Treasurer: a breach of fiduciary duty.  

Although not specifically stipulated in statute, it is commonly understood that the State Treasurer has a fiduciary duty to the people of the State.  Treasurer Loftis has acknowledged this duty publicly and under oath.  One with fiduciary duty is generally understood to be acting in such a way that will benefit another financially.  In corporate settings, elements of fiduciary duty are the duty of care and the duty of loyalty.  Acting with care requires performing functions in good faith, with best interests in mind, and in a way that an ordinarily prudent person would reasonably be expected to act.  The duty of loyalty requires a principal to place the interests of the whole before any personal interest. The Subcommittee finds that Treasurer Loftis has breached his fiduciary duty as evidenced by the below actions. 
 
a. Treasurer Loftis made financial decisions that were not in the best interest of the state, independent of any oversight body’s authority to encourage or discourage this decision and announced his actions in an inflammatory manner that put the state’s financial security at risk.  As described elsewhere in this report, in January of this year, the Treasurer publicly announced that he was unable to issue general obligation bonds, and that hospitals and dorms were being financed with short term bonds.  These public discussions predated his office’s alerting SFAA.  The Subcommittee finds that the Treasurer did not provide timely notice of his concerns; he had already taken action to issue short-term indebtedness in 2024 despite his conclusion that they resulted in interest rate risk; and his efforts to notify SFAA and his conclusion that he had no responsibility to notify JBRC were neither timely nor sufficient to form an appreciation of his concerns.
 
b. Treasurer Loftis is currently in violation of federal law requiring repayment of federal funds and interest earned thereon.[footnoteRef:218]  On March 18, 2025, the U.S. Treasury issued a Notice of Noncompliance related to Housing Assistance funds that were incorrectly directed to the State General Fund by the Treasurer.[footnoteRef:219]  For over five months, Treasurer Loftis has refused to move the monies to the appropriate housing program fund so that State Housing can rebate them plus accrued interest to the U.S. Treasury, asserting that he does not have the statutory authority to do so.  This flies in the face of countless other instances that the state has returned unspent funds and interest to the federal government and demonstrates that the Treasurer is not custodying funds with care. Furthermore, the Subcommittee is of the view that Treasurer Loftis should be expected to carry out the routine responsibilities of his role without the need for specific direction.  [218:  Exhibit 57 – Letter from Director Hutto, Sep. 10, 2024. ]  [219:  Exhibit 58 – Housing emails. ] 

 
c. Treasurer Loftis has unnecessarily caused the expenditure of state resources in response to the Subcommittee investigation and the release of the AlixPartners report, acting without care or prudence.  These expenditures include engagement of a crisis communication firm and securing an additional outside forensic accountant.  The crisis communication firm had to prepare the Treasurer and his Chief of Staff to respond to the Subcommittee’s questions, none of which were out of the scope of the Treasurer’s responsibilities. [footnoteRef:220] At last check, the STO’s budget already includes $233,899 for communications staff, yet the Treasurer spent an additional $43,958 this fiscal year alone on the firm.  Additionally, the STO involved a second forensic accountant to review financial information that also is part of the Treasurer’s responsibility, at least a portion of which is years old.[footnoteRef:221]  On a related note, the engagement by the Treasurer of a forensic accountant in the years immediately following the completion of the banking conversion would have been most effective in resolving or expediting the appropriate resolution of the discrepancy.  This additional spending belies the Treasurer’s stated preferred conservative approach to his duties.[footnoteRef:222] [220:  Exhibit 28, pg. 24.]  [221:  Exhibit 53 – Letter from Clarissa Adams to Director Adams, Jan. 24, 2025. 
     Exhibit 54 – Letter from Director Adams to Clarissa Adams, Jan. 26, 2025. 
     Exhibit 55 – Emails between DOA & STO Re: STO Forensic Accountant]  [222:  Exhibit 18, 02:21:54.] 

 
d. Treasurer Loftis threatened to release sensitive state financial information and then took active steps to do so. On April 4, 2024, Treasurer Loftis sent the Subcommittee a letter instructing that he would publish this information electronically after notifying the Department of Administration.  In it, he stated, “with respect to the electronic publication for public review and quarterly statements referenced in 11-5-120, we will begin posting on the State Treasurer’s website a detailed fund report. We alerted the Department of Administration so that the agency can take action to protect SCEIS and the State’s other informational and financial systems from added security risks created by the publication of such detailed information.”  Members of the Subcommittee sought advice from state officials, engaged the Governor and the Director of SLED in an urgent attempt to prevent such a disclosure.  Such reckless and cavalier behavior with the state taxpayer’s money demonstrates neither care nor loyalty to the people of South Carolina. 

Finally, the Subcommittee finds that Treasurer Loftis lacks the competence to carry out his statutory duty.  Over the course of the Subcommittee’s investigation, Treasurer Loftis demonstrated a fundamental inability to articulate the duties of the office, how he had effectively carried out those duties, and an unwillingness to learn from others how he might better serve the people of South Carolina.  Some of the most significant gaps the Subcommittee observed were the following:
 
a. Treasurer Loftis was unable to recognize a significant error in his records.   
b. Today, Treasurer Loftis still is unable to articulate what the $1.8 billion error is in his records and does not know how to correct that error. 
c. Treasurer Loftis does not understand other granular financial matters that are fundamental to his office and its duties.
d. Treasurer Loftis does not comprehend the responsibility of the General Assembly to ensure good governance by periodic review of state agencies, and by extension, his responsibility to cooperate and collaborate to make the STO better.

The Subcommittee includes this grave concern here for further consideration by the body on whether that incompetence rises to the Constitutional standard of reasonable cause for removal.

To effectuate this removal, concurrent with this Final Report, the Subcommittee has drafted and plans to introduce a Joint Resolution calling for the removal the State Treasurer. The due process afforded him is aptly described in our State Constitutional language:
 
SECTION 3. Removal of officers by Governor on address of General Assembly. 
 
For any willful neglect of duty, or other reasonable cause , which shall not be sufficient ground of impeachment, the Governor shall remove any executive or judicial officer on the address of two thirds of each house of the General Assembly: Provided, that the cause or causes for which said removal may be required shall be stated at length in such address, and entered on the Journals of each house: And, provided, further, that the officer intended to be removed shall be notified of such cause or causes, and shall be admitted to a hearing in his own defense, or by his counsel, or by both, before any vote for such address; and in all cases the vote shall be taken by yeas and nays, and be entered on the Journal of each house respectively. 
 
This Report should be construed as the statement of the causes for the removal.  Should additional causes come to the attention of the Subcommittee members, we will further notify the Treasurer and propose an amendment to our Joint Resolution accordingly.

[bookmark: _Toc193790245]X. Conclusion

The goal of the Subcommittee’s investigation was to ensure the security of the financial future of the state, but our state’s financial future is insecure with the current treasurer in office. Permitting Treasurer Loftis to continue in his position will cause possibly irreparable harm to the State Treasurer’s Office.  The Subcommittee posits that likely any South Carolinian whose employee’s actions caused an error of this magnitude and who subsequently refused to take responsibility and rectify the error would not continue to employ that person.  

The Subcommittee also has serious concerns that one of the parties responsible for this debacle remains in office during the remainder of an SEC investigation. Treasurer Loftis has made clear in spoken word, in printed word, and in both commission and omission of actions that he has not, and does not, intend to carry out the statutory duties of his office. 
 
The level of ineptitude which has imbued this Treasurer’s time in office is not worthy of the citizens of our state, and his volatile temperament and angry demeanor degrade those who are charged to work with him to secure the financial standing of South Carolina.  He has made perfectly clear that he cannot and will not collaborate on the directed actions suggested by multiple neutral experts who have reviewed this calamity through an apolitical lens.  It is the strong recommendation of the Subcommittee that we do not consign the ongoing fiscal oversight – the banking and investment functions of our state - to continued incompetence.  In sum:  if the treasurer cannot keep track of the treasury, then he should not remain treasurer.

Motion Adopted
	On motion of Senator CORBIN, the Senate agreed to stand adjourned.


MOTION ADOPTED
		On motion of Senators RANKIN and ALEXANDER, with unanimous consent, the Senate stood adjourned out of respect to the memory of Mr. John Wainwright “Wayne” Bateman of Greenville, S.C.  Wayne was a graduate of the University of Georgia with a degree in political science and horticulture and established Bateman Seaborn Landscape and later Scott’s Lawn Service in the Upstate of South Carolina.  He had a positive attitude and  was a fun-loving spirit who enjoyed telling funny stories.  Wayne loved his family, landscaping, traveling and spending time with friends.  Wayne was a loving husband, devoted father and doting grandfather who will be dearly missed. 

ADJOURNMENT
	At 10:10 P.M., on motion of Senator CORBIN, the Senate adjourned to meet tomorrow at 11:00 A.M.

* * *
1
2
