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PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE COUNCIL

As the size and responsibilities of State Government have grown so has the General Assembly's need
for effective ways to oversee the activities of governmental agencies and institutions. The Legislative
Audit Council was created in 1975 to audit State
programs and activities. The primary purpose of
these audits is to determine if State funds have been
spent efficiently effectively and according to State
law. The Council is composed of three public members and six ex officio members . The public members
one of whom must be a practicing certified or licensed
public accountant, are elected in a joint session of
the General Assembly from a list chosen by a nominating committee. Any person who is a member of
the General Assembly or has served in the preceding
two years cannot be elected as a public member of the
CounciL Public members are elected to six-year
terms and vote on all Council matters.
I

I

Ex officio members of the Council can vote on all
matters except those pertaining to audit functions and
personnel. The six ex officio members are the Chairmen of the Senate and House Judiciary Committees;
the Chairmen of the Senate Finance and the House
Ways and Means Committees; the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the Lieutenant Governor.
Professional staff of the Legislative Audit Council
perform the actual audit work, which is published in
reports presented to the Legislature. The staff is
headed by a Director and is composed of persons
having varied backgrounds in areas such as business
management public administration, accounting law
political science, education economics computer
science and statistics. This allows the Council to
bring a broad perspective to its audit work.
I

I

I
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Audit Mandates
Under its enabling legislation (South Carolina
Code Title 2 Chapter 15) the Legislative Audit Council
is required to audit the operations of State agencies
to investigate fiscal matters as required by the General
Assembly, and to provide information to assist the
Legislature. Other legislation has mandated new
ongoing duties for the Council. The Education Finance
Act of 1977 (South Carolina Code Title 59, Chapter 20)
requires the Council to make sample audits to assess
compliance with all provisions of the Act. The Sunset
Act of 1978 (Act 608, Title 1:', Chapter 20) requires
full-scope reviews of 40 State agencies and boards
carried out on a six-year cycle, to determine the
impact that would occur if these agencies were terminated or reduced.
I

I

I

I

The Fiscal Accountability Act of 1976 (Title 1,
Chapter 1) requires State agencies to report to the
Council information on the organization, operation and
expenditures of all State agencies and institutions.
This process has been computerized and is coordinated
with the State Comptroller's Office. Four reports are
produced each year.
Three additional mandates, contained in the
Permanent Provisions of the FY 78-79 Appropriation
Act (Part II) required the Council to (1) audit
compliance by the Division of Motor Vehicle Management to newly-created rules and regulations; (2)
conduct periodic audits of the South Carolina Human
Services Demonstration Project; and (3) conduct a
review of the budget process that was revised in
FY 78-79.
I
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PROCEDURES AND METHODS

Requesting Audits
In general, requests for audits are received in
writing from the General Assembly as a whole, its
committees or its individual members. Other audits
are performed when mandated by a specific piece of
legislation or resolution. When a specific request for
an audit is received, the requestor is notified that it
will be placed on the Legislative Audit Council agenda.
The Council then evaluates the request using
several criteria including:
(1)

the Council's enabling legislation,
which states:
A request for fiscal research or
related information for a standing
committee, or for the Speaker of
the House, or President Pro Tern
of the Senate, shall take priority
over such a request by an individual member of either body,
except where that information has
been previously requested by an
individual member.

(2)

the impact of the program or agency
on the citizens of South Carolina;

(3)

the amount of public funds appropriated to the agency;

(4)

the potential impact of the Council's
recommendations on the efficient and
effective delivery of services; and

(5)

the existing workload.
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Requests for audits are assigned priorities and scheduled based on these five criteria. At this time the
requestor is notified.
The Legislative Audit Council encourages members
and committees of the General Assembly to submit
requests for audits. In this way the Council is
better able to discern the interests and concerns of
legislators and to respond to these interests.

Comprehensive Scope
In order to present a well-rounded and complete
review of a program or agency, ·the Council has
adopted the comprehensive approach to audits promulgated by the Comptroller General of the United States.
This means that both the fiscal and programmatic
aspects of an agency are examined.
A comprehensive approach covers five basic
audit areas:
(1)

the agency's compliance to laws and
regulations;

(2)

the efficiency of an agency's operations and expenditures;

( 3)

the economy of a program or agency are the services provided worth the
cost of providing them?;

( 4)

the effectiveness of an agency whether it adequately serves the
public and fulfills the goals and expectations of those who appropriate its
funds; and

(5)

the agency's financial management and
accountability systems.
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In order to present unbiased information to the
General Assembly the Legislative Audit Council seeks
to work in an objective and independent· manner. To
this end all audit reports are documented according
to accepted practices and standards recognized by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
(AICPA) the U. S. General Accounting Office (GAO),
and organizations concerned with legislative program
evaluations. Information about an agency's operations
performance and expenditures is gathered by several
means:
I

I

I
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(1)

examination of agency records, documents and reports;

(2)

examination of all applicable laws and
regulations, both State and Federal;

( 3)

interviews on-site observations and
surveys; and

( 4)

analysis of statistical and financial
data.

I

In order to prevent unintentional error or bias
a draft copy of the audit report is discussed with the
staff of the agency under review. The agency is
invited to reply to the audit in writing, and its
written comments become a part of the final report.
An audit report must be reviewed and approved by
the public members of the Legislative Audit Council.
Until the report is given to the General Assembly,
the information it contains is considered confidential.
Upon publication, copies of the audit are sent to each
member of the General Assembly, the Clerks of the
House and the Senate, the State Constitutional Officers,
the Office of the Governor, the State Library and the
agency under review. Members of the public are
provided copies of the audit upon request.
I
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Other State audit functions are performed by the
State Auditor who is mandated to perform yearly
post-audits of each agency's financial management.
These audits primarily attest to the financial condition
of the agency, and are designed to follow-up on
compliance with the Appropriation Act.
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EXAMINING AGENCIES AND THEIR PROGRAMS

Legislative Audit Council reports can be grouped
into four categories - comprehensive agency audit
reports sunset audit reports program audit reports
and system-wide audit reports. Although these
different types of reports share some common audit
objectives, each contains certain types of audit work
not found in the others.
I

1

1

Comprehensive Agency Audits
Comprehensive agency audits evaluate the efficiency effectiveness, economy and legality with which
State agencies carry out their financial management
and program responsibilities. The agencies audited
have ranged in size and complexity from the Medical
University of South Carolina which spends annually
about $100 million and has nearly 5,000 employees to
the Commission on Higher Education which spends
approximately $1. 5 million and has 20 employees.
I

I

I

I

I

The Council's auditors review agency records
and procedures and conduct the necessary tests to
determine the reasonableness of the agency's control
over its financial affairs and records . Part of the
agency audit is devoted to assessing how effectively
or efficiently an agency is operating. For example,
the operations of the South Carolina Dairy Commission
were assessed by analyzing State, regional and national
data to compare performance measures of the South
Carolina dairy industry. Each segment of the industry
(dairy farmers distributors and retailers) was
surveyed regarding key issues in the regulation of
the milk industry. The South Carolina Arts Commission was assessed in part, by surveying local arts
councils, local units of government, and other Southeastern states' arts agencies. Within the provisions
of its statutes and the existing size of its staff, the
I

I

I
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Council will continue to employ new ways to evaluate
agency programs and activities.

Sunset Audits
During FY 78-79 the Legislative Audit Council
began conducting sunset audits - performance audits
of agencies that the Legislature has scheduled for
termination under the South Carolina Sunset Law. All
of these agencies regulate State programs or services.
The Sunset Law calls for evaluating such matters as
the need for regulation, the cost of :regulation and
the protection provided to the public by the regulation.
Performance factors regarding a program's effectiveness
and efficiency are used to evaluate the programs. In
some cases recommendations were made to consolidate
boards, a._nd in two cases to eliminate boards. The
findings from sunset audits are used by the State
Reorganization Commission and appropriate legislative
committees as they consider whether to take action to
reestablish the agencies. Public hearings are held as
a part of this review process.
I

I
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Program Audits
At the direction of the General Assembly, the
Council conducts audits of particular State programs,
activities or special issues. These audits assess how
effectively and efficiently a program is meeting its
goals. They also address other questions such as
whether a program is being carried out in accordance
with the General Assembly's intent, or whether changes
in the program would better serve the Legislature's
goal of providing high-quality public services to
South Carolinians at a reasonable cost. Some of these
program audits have included evaluations of the State

-10-

Medicaid, nuclear preparedness, environmental quality
control, and property tax programs.

System-wide Audits
The Council audits State systems and activities
which affect many agencies at the State and local
level. System-wide audits that have been performed
since 1975 include studies of the State budget process,
personnel operations and the public education system.
These audits examine the economy and expediency
with which services are provided, and often recommend
ways to reduce duplication of services. For example,
an audit which examined the State's motor vehicle
management system identified several areas where
cost-savings of an estimated $1.9 million annually
were possible .
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SERVICES PROVIDED

The comprehensive scope of audit work in South
Carolina can provide several services to the State.
The possible benefits most often realized are summarized as follows:

Information for Legislative Decision-Making
Most of the Legislative Audit Council's reports
present information upon which legislative decisions
can be made. Using all available data and performing
original analyses when necessary, the Council works ·
to close the "information gap" between what the
General Assembly intended a program to accomplish
and what it actually is accomplishing.
For example, a review of the impact of Federal
and non-State funding on the State's budget found
that these funds, which comprised 43% of the $2
billion available in FY 75-76 for State Government,
were exempt from legislative oversight. The General
Assembly was able to use this information during an
extensive review of the budget process. In the same
way, the Council's audit of the Education Finance Act
has provided information on the progress of this
equal funding legislation and its impact on public
education in this State. Some changes in the Act
were recommended to the General Assembly in order
to help the Act move closer toward legislative goals.
The Council's sunset audits provide the General
Assembly with an assessment of the public need for
regulation and can help the General Assembly decide
whether or not to reestablish the agencies. For
example, the Council recommended that the Board of
Nursing Home Administrators be placed under the
administrative supervision of the Department of Health
and Environmental Control in order to better coordinate
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health services and meet the needs of the public.
The General Assembly has required the Board to
improve oversight and coordination in this area.

Saving Money for the State
The Council's audit work sometimes reveals that
agencies' operations are not being run as efficiently
and economically as possible. As a result many
recommendations address ways to save the State
money. Some of these recommendations concern
specific savings which could be realized almost immediately while others find areas in which savings can be
achieved in the future. For example, an audit of the
Department of Social Services' Medicaid Program
showed that the program could have saved more than
$1,000,000 annually by placing nursing home patients
properly.
I

I

In many audits the Council recommends that
State agencies tighten controls on travel expenditures
and inventories and/or coordinate their functions with
other agencies performing similar duties. While it is
difficult to put a specific dollar value on recommendations such as these, they may result in a savings to
the State over a period of time.
Sometimes the Legislative Audit Council will
recommend spending additional State dollars when it
believes the expenditures will enhance the quality or
effectiveness of State programs. In one audit the
Council recommended that the Budget and Control
Board add a new staff unit in order to provide more
control and oversight of Federal funds used by State
agencies.
The Legislative Audit Council places a high
priority on conducting audit work that can be of
value to the taxpayers of South Carolina. In developing information for the General Assembly that can
promote the wisest and best use of State dollars ,
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however, the Council does not attempt to recommend
unjustified changes simply for the sake of saving
money. Its findings and recommendations are documented through an extensive process of data collection,
analysis and review. This process includes comments
from the agency being audited. As with all recommendations, the ultimate decision to put a cost-saving
recommendation into effect rests with the General
Assembly and the executive agencies, thus ensuring
additional levels of review.

Improving Management of State Agencies
Audit reports also can be a service to State
agencies by recommending ways to improve the management of programs or activities. For example, the
sunset audit performed on the State Board of Medical
Examiners suggested that the Board develop disciplinary guidelines. Such guidelines could make it easier
for the Medical Board to determine when a doctor has
violated its regulations or code of ethics. During
agency audits the Council usually examines the agency's
personnel system to make sure that its staff is used
effectively and that duplication of effort is avoided.
Furthermore, an audit can provide both the General
Assembly and agency management the assurance that
the agency is operating according to laws, rules and
regulations.

An Incentive for Accountability
An independent oversight audit agency, by its
very presence, is a deterrent to mismanagement or
misuse of State funds. Agencies are motivated to
develop their own accountability controls if they know
their activities will be under scrutiny. An audit of
one agency can help other agency managers identify
similar areas for review or improvement. In this way
agency managers can receive full credit for their
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efforts, especially if the agency is scheduled for an
audit in the future or is aware of legislative interest
in having an audit in its area.
Audit work can sometimes point out the need for
new statewide accountability systems which, if implemented, could prevent misuse of State funds. Also,
the Council can study potential problems and present
solutions systematically, and do so before the State is
forced to deal immediately with the problems because
they have become critical. In short, audits often
allow a breathing space for thoughtful planning and
decision -making.
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED AUDITS

The five audits summarized below have been
selected to demonstrate for the reader the different
kinds of audits performed by the Legislative Audit
Council. Following the summaries is a list of all
audits performed by the Council since its inception in
1975. Copies of any audit are available from the
Council upon request.
COMPREHENSIVE AGENCY AUDIT

Title:

"MANAGEMENT AND PERFORMANCE REVIEW
OF THE MEDICAL UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH
CAROLINA (MUSC)"

Date of Publication:
Pages:

March 22, 1979

170

Scope of Review
Personnel and financial management practices
were examined in depth for FY 76-77 to FY 77-78.
The educational performance of the University was
compared to that of other medical schools and certain
allegations of mismanagement were investigated.

Major Findings and Recommendations
This audit found management inadequacies in
several key functions of the Medical University of
South Carolina (MUSC). For example, money was
spent on capital improvements without required
approval and in other cases excess capital improvement costs were incurred. The Council found that
the University lacked adequate control measures over
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its inventory and, as a result, equipment costing
thousands of dollars could not be located. In addition,
the University did not follow all applicable State and
Federal regulations in the purchase of an aircraft and
in general poor purchasing practices resulted in
excess costs to the State. MUSC lacked proper
controls over its inventory of narcotic drugs and the
use of prescription pads. Some of the narcotics
listed on the master inventory list were not in stock,
indicating a potential for misuse and abuse of the
drugs.
The Council recommended that MUSC improve its
record-keeping practices and install better accountability and monitoring systems. Also recommended was
that the Department of Health and Environmentat Control review the University's drug control practices.
After the Council's audit was published, the
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control the South carolina Reorganization Commission
and the U. S. General Accounting Office conducted
further investigations.
I

I

SUNSET AUDIT

Title:

"SUNSET REVIEW OF THE BOARD OF
ACCOUNTANCY"

Date of Publication:
Pages:

July 10, 1979

43

Scope of Review
A review of specific programs or functions
administered by the Board included costs for services,
impact of terminating the Board, overall cost of the
agency, efficiency of administration, public participation duplication of services complaints system, and
I

I
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compliance with Federal, State and local statutes and
regulations.

Major Findings and Recommendations
The Board of Accountancy regulates the practice
of accounting in South Carolina. This audit found
that South Carolina had a restrictive experience
requirement for CPA's in that they must work two
years under a licensed accountant before using the
title "CPA." Because of this, individuals who have
passed the Uniform CPA Exam, such as governmental
and industrial accountants and auditors, as well as
college professors, had not been recognized as CPA's.
Job selection and mobility had also been restricted.
The Council recommended that licensure and certification be separated to allow individuals to be certified
public accountants without the experience requirements,
while requiring experience prior to licensure as a
CPA.
The Council also recommended that the Board do
away with licensing of Accounting Practitioners (AP).
AP's primarily perform bookkeeping and other basic
services. They do not "attest" to the validity of
financial information, as do CPA's, and, therefore,
licensure of Accounting Practitioners is not needed to
protect the public.
The Board of Accountancy also had not developed
an adequate system for handling complaints. Mechanisms had not been developed to detect substandard
work, identify unlicensed persons, and process consumer complaints. This caused delays in resolving
cases. The Council recommended that the Board
maintain a log and monitor complaints until resolved,
and that they expand enforcement efforts.
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PROGRAM AUDIT

Title:

"MANAGEMENT AUDIT OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF SOCIAL SERVICES' MEDICAID PROGRAM"

Date of Publication:
Pages:

January 3, 1977

91

Scope of Review
South Carolina's Medicaid Program, which is
managed by the Department of Social Services (DSS),
was examined to determine if adequate fiscal controls
existed. The audit concentrated on DSS's systems
for (1) budgeting and accounting of Medicaid funds;
(2) the quality and quantity of services offered; (3)
processing and paying Medicaid claims; ( 4) fraud
investigation; and (5) the role of the fiscal intermediary which helps DSS process Medicaid claims.

Major Findings and Recommendations
Medicaid was created by Title XIX of the Social
Security Act to provide medical services to those
unable to pay for such care. In South Carolina this
program is managed by the Department of Social
Services (DSS). The audit found that the Medicaid
Program was characterized by a lack of sound management controls. Primarily, the program lacked a
full-time director and instead had been managed by
three rotating, acting directors. As a result, ordinary
decision-making processes had become complicated and
no single person had the information or authority to
control the program. The Council recommended that
DSS establish specific lines of accountability and
authority for management of the Medicaid Program.
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The audit also found that improper placement of
approximately 500 nursing home patients in skilled
care nursing facilities had cost the State an estimated
$3 436,475 over a three-year period. The Council
recommended that DSS establish policies to ensure
that nursing home patients were placed properly. In
a related issue the Council found that DSS had not
tried to develop or coordinate programs to provide
less expensive alternatives to institutionalized health
care. According to a study cited in the audit,
approximately 30% of nursing home patients could have
been given other types of care with an estimated
savings of $8 million.
I

I

1

A third problem area was general fiscal management. For example, the Council found that DSS used
excess funds carried forward from previous years to
increase the Medicaid budget beyond the approved
budget. Also the audit found that DSS had not
recovered $129,983 in excess payments made to health
care providers. It was recommended that the Legislature eliminate carry-forward provisions and that DSS
provide justification for all funds in its budget request.
Also the Council recommended that DSS establish
procedures to recover overpayments made to health
care providers.
1

I

SYSTEM-WIDE AUDIT

Title:

"A STUDY OF THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL
AND OTHER FUNDING ON LEGISLATIVE
OVERSIGHT"

Date of Publication:
Pages:

May 12

1

1977

139

Scope of Review
:OHnety State agencies were surveyed for sources
and amounts of agency funding and how these funds
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were budgeted. Eleven agencies were surveyed in
more detail, including interviews with fiscal officials
and a study of all applicable financial records, laws
and regulations.

Major Findings and Recommendations
This audit found that the South Carolina General
Assembly had little control over the use of Federal
and other funds by State agencies. As a result the
authority of the General Assembly had been circumvented and undermined. In FY 75-76, approximately
43% of the State's $2 billion budget was from Federal
and other sources. Agencies had been using this
money to create new programs and divisions, to hire
new personnel and provide pay increases without the
consent and guidance of the Legislature. Because of
this lack of oversight, agencies had been using
Federal and State money for the same programs, and
had accumulated an estimated $24 million in surplus
funds. The General Assembly could neither control
nor direct the growth of State Government.
1

The Council recommended that the General
Assembly authorize the use of Federal and other
funds and that all funds be clearly shown. It was
recommended that agencies be required to receive
approval before new programs were initiated. Agency
surplus funds should be eliminated, the audit recommended and such funds should be placed into the
State General Fund. The Legislature should create a
reserve fund for audit exceptions and emergencies.
1

Some of these recommendations were put into
effect by the General Assembly. A second Legislative
Audit Council study of the State's budget process,
published January 16, 1980, followed up on the actions
of the General Assembly.

*

*

*
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Title:

"PROGRAM AND OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF
THE ACQUISITION, USE AND MANAGEMENT
OF SOUTH CAROLINA STATE-OWNED
MOTOR
VEHICLES"

Date of Publication:
Pages:

March 30, 1978

99

Scope of Review
This . audit studied needed improvements in the
State's motor vehicle management system. The
following areas were reviewed: acquistion, assignment, misuse/abuse, maintenance, disposal, central
motor pool, credit cards, gasoline purchase, insurance, identification and registration. Twelve agencies
controlling 93% of the fleet were examined in depth.

Major_J)!l_<iings and Recommendations
Tht~ State of South Carolina owns and operates
more than 16,000 motor vehicles. Individual agencies
are responsible for managing their own fleets. Implementation and enforcement of motor vehicle regulations
are the responsibilities of the Division of Motor Vehicle
Managenwnt.

Tht.' State was found to have inadequate control
over its motor vehicle fleet, resulting in wasteful
practices that cost the State an estimated $1.9 million
to $2.5 million annually. Cars were assigned on the
basis of pn'stige and there was under-utilization of
the fleet_ Those persons who traveled extensively
used theit· personal vehicle because State cars were
not routi1wly available. The Council recommended
that individual assignment criteria be based on need
and that t'x\sting assignments be reevaluated; also
that a chdr9t' system be set up for commuting and an
interagency motor pool be established.
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The audit also found that the fleet consisted of
too many large cars (93%) and that vehicles had not
been replaced in the most economical manner. Because
the guidelines for buying new vehicles were not
consistently followed, $195,180 was lost in one year.
The Council recommended that purchases be based on
fuel economy and usage requirements, and that all
vehicles be purchased under State contracts.
In addition, the audit found that maintenance on
State vehicles at commercial garages was costing the
State an extra $441,000 a year. Excessive amounts of
commercial gasoline were being purchased instead of
less expensive State-supplied gas, with the State
incurring approximately $101, 728 in excess costs for
FY 76-77. Recommendations were made to overcome
both of these problems with adequate control measures.
As a result of the Audit Council's initial investigation, the General Assembly directed that a Motor
Vehicle Management Council be selected to carry out
the recommendations made by the Audit Council.
Also, as directed, two follow-up audits were performed
in April 1979 and April 1980 to review compliance with
the new Motor Vehicle Management Program.
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REPORTS ISSUED TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY BY
THE LEGISLATIVE AUDIT COUNCIL*
COMPREHENSIVE AGENCY AUDITS
Title

Released

1.

Disaster Preparedness Agency Program and Operational Review

3/29/76

2.

Public Service Commission Program and Operational Review

4/18/77

3.

Department of Youth Services Program and Operational Review

2/1/78

4.

Commission on Higher Education Management and Operational Review

6/14/78

5.

Medical University of South Carolina Management and Performance Review

3/22/79

6.

Dairy Commission Management and Performance Review

2/26/80

7.

Commission on Alcohol and Drug
Abuse - Management and Performance
Revit>w

7/10/80

8.

South Carolina Arts Commission A Study

6/19/80

SUNSET AUDITS
1.

lnsur~n\cc Commission - Sunset Review
of tht' Insurance Commission/Department ,,f 1nsurance

*Copies

avdild.blt~

6/27/79

from the Council upon request.
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SUNSET AUDITS (CONTINUED)
Title

Released

2.

Board of Nursing Home
Administrators - Sunset Review

6/28/79

3.

Board of Accountancy - Sunset Review

7/10/79

4.

Landscape Architects Board of
Registration - Sunset Review

7/12/79

5.

Architectural Examiners Board Sunset Review

7/26/79

6.

Board of Cosmetic Art Examiners
and Board of Barber Examiners Sunset Review

8/31/79

7.

Board of Pharmaceutical Examiners Sunset Review

7/23/80

8.

Board of Veterinary Medical
Examiners - Sunset Review

7/23780

9.

Board of Chiropractic Examiners Sunset Review

7/23/80

10.

Board of Medical Examiners - Sunset
Review

7/30/80

11.

Board of Dentistry - Sunset Review

7/30/80

12.

Board of Nursing - Sunset Review

7/30/80

PROGRAM AUDITS
1.

Social Services Medicaid Program Management Audit

-25-

1/3/77

PROGRAM AUDITS (CONTINUED)
Released

Title
2.

Higher Education Study Committee Special Report: Overlapping and
Unnecessary Duplication in Higher
Education

3.

Department of Youth Services White Paper: Possible Problems in
Implementing the Judicial Reform Act
of 1976 as Related to Intake and Probation in the Family Court System
(Special Report to Judiciary Committees of House and Senate)

4/5/77

4.

Capitol Complex Phase 2 Construction:
Blatt Building, Gressette Building
and Underground Parking Facility

7/11/78

5.

Reserve Fund Activities of the State
General Fund

10/9/78

6.

Ports Authority - Review of the
Economic Benefits of the Wando
Terminal Upon the Economy of
South Carolina

11/1/78

7.

Department of Corrections - Cost
Analysis of Phase I of the Ten-Year
Capital Improvements Plan

12/19178

8.

Family Planning - Program Review
(Department of Health and Environmental Control)

3/20/80

9.

Environmental Quality Control Management and Performance Review

7/24/80

10.

Patriots Point Development
Authority - Audit

-26-

1/18/77

12/23/80

SYSTEM-WIDE AUDITS
Title

Released

1.

Budget Process - Problem of Dual
Funding in State Government of
South Carolina

4/15/76

2.

Budget Process - A Study of the
Impact of Federal and Other Funding
on Legislative Oversight

5/12/77

3.

Human Services - A Plan for a
South Carolina Statewide Integrated
Information System

1/17/78

4.

State-owned Motor Vehicles Program and Operational Review of
the Acquisition, Use and Management

3/30/78

5.

State Personnel System of South
Carolina - Management and Operational Review

6.

Printing - Program and Operational
Review of Printing, Duplicating and
Photocopying Activities of South
Carolina State Agencies

7.

Motor Vehicle Management - Review of
Compliance with Comprehensive Statewide Program

4/3/79

8.

Tax Study Commission - Analysis of
Problems and Possible Abuses in
Implementing Act 208 of 1975

5/8/79

9.

Budget Process - Review of Legislative Oversight

10.

Motor Vehicle Management Program Review of Compliance with Comprehensive Statewide Program

-27-

5/9/78

11/14/78

1/16/80
4/8/80

SYSTEM-WIDE AUDITS (CONTINUED)
Released

Title
11.

Architectural/Engineering Selection
Law of 1974 - Study

4/16/80

12.

Nuclear Emergency Preparedness Evaluation

4/29/80

13.

Education Finance Act - Study of
the Implementation of the Education
Finance Act of 1977

12/16/80

-28-

FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT REPORTS

Released

Quarter Ending October - December 1976

3/77

Quarter Ending January - March 1977

7/77

Quarter Ending April - June 1977

11/77

Quarter Ending July 1 - August 31, 1977

2/78

Quarter Ending July - September 1977

4/78

Quarter Ending October - December 1977

4/78

Quarter Ending January - March 1978

6/78

Quarter Ending April - June 1978

12/78

Quarter Ending July - September 1978

5/79

Quarter Ending October - December 1978

8/79

Quarter Ending January - March 1979

2/80

Quarter Ending April - June 1979

3/80

Quarter Ending July - September 1979

6/80

Quarter Ending October - December 1979

7/80

Quarter Ending January - March 1980

7/80

Quarter Ending April - June 1980
Quarter Ending July - September 1980

-29-

12/80
2/81

