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FORM B – PROGRAM REVISION REQUEST 
 

DECISION PACKAGE 6956 
 Provide the decision package number issued by the PBF system (“Governor’s Request”). 
 

TITLE 
Caseload Equalization Funding (II. Offices of Circuit Solicitors-Special Items) 

 Provide a brief, descriptive title for this request. 
 

AMOUNT $7,826,872 
 What is the net change in requested appropriations for FY 2016-17?  This amount should 

correspond to the decision package’s total in PBF across all funding sources. 
 

ENABLING AUTHORITY 

S.C. Code Section 1-7-310 
S.C. Constitution Article V, Section 24 
 

 What state or federal statutory, regulatory, and/or administrative authority established 
this program?  Is this decision package prompted by the establishment of or a revision to 
that authority? 

 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE REQUEST 

Mark “X” for all that apply: 
 (Base Adjustment) Allocation of statewide employee benefits. 
 (Base Adjustment) Realignment within existing programs and lines. 
 (Base Adjustment) Restructuring of agency programs – requires pre-approval. 

X Change in cost of providing current services to existing program audience. 
 Change in case load / enrollment under existing program guidelines. 
 Non-mandated change in eligibility / enrollment for existing program.  
 Non-mandated program change in service levels or areas.  
 Proposed establishment of a new program or initiative. 
 Loss of federal or other external financial support for existing program.  
 Exhaustion of fund balances previously used to support program. 

 

RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS 

The 16 Circuit Solicitors’ Offices. 
 
$7,826,872 will be distributed so that each county has funding for 1 full-time assistant 
solicitor ($3,450,000) and the remainder ($4,376,872) will be distributed based upon 
the 3 year average of incoming cases per county.  

 What individuals or entities would receive these funds (contractors, vendors, grantees, 
individual beneficiaries, etc.)?  How would these funds be allocated – using an existing 
formula, through a competitive process, based upon predetermined eligibility criteria? 
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RELATED REQUEST(S) 
No 

 Is this decision package associated with other decision packages requested by your 
agency or other agencies this year?  Is it associated with a specific capital or non-
recurring request? 

 

MATCHING FUNDS 

No 

 Would these funds be matched by federal, institutional, philanthropic, or other 
resources?  If so, identify the source, amount, and terms of the match requirement. 

 

FUNDING 
ALTERNATIVES 

Request can only be met by state funding. 

 What other possible funding sources were considered?  Could this request be met in 
whole or in part with the use of other resources, including fund balances?  If so, please 
comment on the sustainability of such an approach. 

 

SUMMARY 

The SCCPC is seeking an increase of $7,826,872.  This funding will be allocated so that 
each of the 46 counties has baseline funding for one full-time assistant solicitor which 
amounts to $3,450,000.  The remaining $4,376,872 will be distributed based on the 
three-year average of incoming cases for each county. This funding is needed to hire 
additional assistant solicitors in order to bring South Carolina in line with national 
caseload standards in order to more effectively prosecute all crime. 

Our three-year average of incoming General Sessions cases is 114,198. According to the 
South Carolina Judicial Department, in FY2012/13 there were 115,019 new cases added 
in General Sessions Court, in FY2013/14 there were 113,865 new cases added in 
General Sessions Court, and in FY2014/15, there were 113,711 new cases added in 
General Sessions Court. 
 
These new cases were in addition to those currently pending. As of June 30, 2015, there 
were 104,947 cases pending in General Sessions Court.  
  
There are 305 full-time prosecutors handling cases in General Sessions Court. This 
equates to an average caseload of 374 cases per prosecutor. However, many counties 
have caseloads that far exceed that amount and three counties do not have the 
resources to have any full-time prosecutors. Four counties have caseloads exceeding 
500 cases per attorney; six have caseloads exceeding 600; one has caseload exceeding 
700 cases; and two have caseloads exceeding 900 cases. 

Information 
Technology 
/Security 

Y/N 
N 

Consulted 
DTO during 
development 

Y/N 
N 
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The reality is that South Carolina has 35 counties that surpass the state’s average 
poverty level and are therefore unable to provide significant local funding for 
prosecution. These higher-than-average poverty counties carry an average caseload of 
471 cases per prosecutor, which is 27 percent higher than the 370 cases per prosecutor 
in average or below average poverty counties. 
 
The U.S. Department of Justice recommends a criminal caseload standard of 150 felony 
cases per attorney. In the most recent survey of all prosecutors in the country, the U.S. 
Department of Justice determined that the average felony caseload per prosecutor was 
94. 
 
In South Carolina, we are operating at 2.5 times the Department of Justice 
recommendation and almost four times the national average caseload. 
 
We are targeting a total caseload of 200 cases per prosecutor and are asking the state 
to fund half of the prosecutors necessary to get to that level. This sets a foundation for 
professional prosecution in all counties. Counties that seek a higher level of service will 
continue to pay for enhancements. 
 
If this funding proposal is approved, there will be an equalization of caseload 
throughout the state that will benefit the citizens of all counties. The average caseload 
per prosecutor would drop by 25 percent, from 374 to 280. The caseload of poorer 
counties would only be 8 percent higher than their more affluent counterparts. Every 
county would have at least one full-time prosecutor. The number of counties with more 
than 400 cases per prosecutor would drop from 26 to 3, and no county would have 
more than 425 cases per prosecutor. Absent any additional local funding, the number of 
counties in line with the target of 200 cases per attorney would rise from 2 to 14.  
 
The 16 elected Solicitors are not only responsible for keeping the citizens of South 
Carolina safe, but they also are ministers of justice who must protect the rights of both 
defendants and crime victims. Prosecutors must ensure that the guilty are convicted 
and that the innocent are not prosecuted to begin with. This requires a diligent and 
thorough review of each case that comes into the office. Given the stakes of criminal 
prosecution, including the fact that defendants stand to lose their liberty and crime 
victims are seeking justice, the consequences of having prosecutors work 
unmanageable caseloads can be dire. 
 

 Provide a summary of the rationale for the decision package.  Why has it been 
requested?  How specifically would the requested funds be used?  If the request is 
related to information security or information technology, explain its relationship to the 
agency’s security or technology plan. 
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METHOD OF 
CALCULATION 

This request is based on the state funding half of the total prosecutors necessary to 
reach a target of 200 cases per attorney.  
 
For FY16, the state estimates it will appropriate a total of $17,439,421 to the SCCPC to 
fund Solicitor operations. Of that amount, only $13,623,128 is available for the funding 
of prosecutorial services. The remaining $3,816,293 can only be utilized for victim 
assistance, operation of drug courts to rehabilitate offenders, and the traffic education 
program.  
 
The cost of an average prosecutor is $75,000 ($50K salary plus fringe benefits). The 
state’s three-year average of incoming General Sessions cases is 114,198. Therefore, in 
order to get to 200 cases per prosecutor, South Carolina would need a total of 571 
prosecutors. However, under this budget request, the state would only fund half of that 
amount and thus would need to provide sufficient funding for 286 prosecutors which 
amounts to $21,450,000.  When the $13,623,128 already being allocated for 
prosecutorial services is subtracted out, the state would need to provide an additional 
$7,826,872. 

 How was the amount of the request calculated?  What factors could cause deviations 
between the request and the amount that could ultimately be required in order to 
perform the underlying work? 

 

FUTURE IMPACT 

If this budget request is not honored, the caseloads in many counties will remain at very 
high levels and any reduction in the number of pending cases, especially cases involving 
violent crimes, as well any reduction in the length of time it takes to prosecute cases will 
be incredibly difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. 

 Will the state incur any maintenance-of-effort or other obligations by adopting this 
decision package?  What impact will there be on future capital and/or operating 
budgets if this request is or is not honored?  Has a source of any such funds been 
identified and/or obtained by your agency? 

 

PRIORITIZATION 

N/A 

 If no or insufficient new funds are available in order to meet this need, how would the 
agency prefer to proceed?  By using fund balances, generating new revenue, cutting 
other programs, or deferring action on this request in FY 2016-17? 
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INTENDED IMPACT 

This funding is intended to hire additional assistant solicitors in order to achieve 
manageable caseloads for each General Sessions prosecutor. This will result in a 
reduction in the length of time needed to prosecute cases, decreased backlogs, a 
decreased time victims will have to wait for their case to be heard, a decrease in the 
number of inmates in the local jail, as well as a decrease in the number of offenders 
being released on bond and thereby a reduction in the number of crimes being 
committed. 

 
This is an ongoing obligation.   
 

 What impact is this decision package intended to have on service delivery and program 
outcomes, and over what period of time? 

 

PROGRAM 
EVALUATION 

A reduction in the average caseload for each General Sessions prosecutor, an increase 
in the number of cases that are disposed of, and a reduction in the time between arrest 
and disposition. 

 How would the use of these funds be evaluated?  What specific outcome or performance 
measures would be used to assess the effectiveness of this program? 

 



AGENCY NAME: S.C. Commission on Prosecution Coordination 
AGENCY CODE: E-21 SECTION: 60 

 

B-6 
 

 

FORM B – PROGRAM REVISION REQUEST 
 

DECISION PACKAGE 6673 
 Provide the decision package number issued by the PBF system (“Governor’s Request”). 
 

TITLE 
State Employer Contribution Allocation (Section III. Employee Benefits) 

 Provide a brief, descriptive title for this request. 
 

AMOUNT $13,804 
 What is the net change in requested appropriations for FY 2016-17?  This amount should 

correspond to the decision package’s total in PBF across all funding sources. 
 

ENABLING AUTHORITY 

N/A 

 What state or federal statutory, regulatory, and/or administrative authority established 
this program?  Is this decision package prompted by the establishment of or a revision to 
that authority? 

 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE REQUEST 

Mark “X” for all that apply: 
X (Base Adjustment) Allocation of statewide employee benefits. 
 (Base Adjustment) Realignment within existing programs and lines. 
 (Base Adjustment) Restructuring of agency programs – requires pre-approval. 
 Change in cost of providing current services to existing program audience. 
 Change in case load / enrollment under existing program guidelines. 
 Non-mandated change in eligibility / enrollment for existing program.  
 Non-mandated program change in service levels or areas.  
 Proposed establishment of a new program or initiative. 
 Loss of federal or other external financial support for existing program.  
 Exhaustion of fund balances previously used to support program. 

 

RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS 

S.C. Commission on Prosecution Coordination 

 What individuals or entities would receive these funds (contractors, vendors, grantees, 
individual beneficiaries, etc.)?  How would these funds be allocated – using an existing 
formula, through a competitive process, based upon predetermined eligibility criteria? 
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RELATED REQUEST(S) 
N/A 

 Is this decision package associated with other decision packages requested by your 
agency or other agencies this year?  Is it associated with a specific capital or non-
recurring request? 

 

MATCHING FUNDS 

N/A 

 Would these funds be matched by federal, institutional, philanthropic, or other 
resources?  If so, identify the source, amount, and terms of the match requirement. 

 

FUNDING 
ALTERNATIVES 

N/A 

 What other possible funding sources were considered?  Could this request be met in 
whole or in part with the use of other resources, including fund balances?  If so, please 
comment on the sustainability of such an approach. 

 

SUMMARY 

Spreading of Increase in Health Insurance Allocation 

Information 
Technology 
/Security 

Y/N 
N 

Consulted 
DTO during 
development 

Y/N 
N 

 Provide a summary of the rationale for the decision package.  Why has it been 
requested?  How specifically would the requested funds be used?  If the request is 
related to information security or information technology, explain its relationship to the 
agency’s security or technology plan. 
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METHOD OF 
CALCULATION 

N/a 

 How was the amount of the request calculated?  What factors could cause deviations 
between the request and the amount that could ultimately be required in order to 
perform the underlying work? 

 

FUTURE IMPACT 

N/A 

 Will the state incur any maintenance-of-effort or other obligations by adopting this 
decision package?  What impact will there be on future capital and/or operating 
budgets if this request is or is not honored?  Has a source of any such funds been 
identified and/or obtained by your agency? 

 

PRIORITIZATION 

N/A 

 If no or insufficient new funds are available in order to meet this need, how would the 
agency prefer to proceed?  By using fund balances, generating new revenue, cutting 
other programs, or deferring action on this request in FY 2016-17? 
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INTENDED IMPACT 

N/A 

 What impact is this decision package intended to have on service delivery and program 
outcomes, and over what period of time? 

 

PROGRAM 
EVALUATION 

N/A 
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 How would the use of these funds be evaluated?  What specific outcome or performance 

measures would be used to assess the effectiveness of this program? 

FORM B – PROGRAM REVISION REQUEST 
 

DECISION PACKAGE 6730 
 Provide the decision package number issued by the PBF system (“Governor’s Request”). 
 

TITLE 
Authorization Increase in Drug Treatment Court Funding from Magistrate Conditional 
Discharge Fee (II. Offices of Circuit Solicitors-Special Items) 

 Provide a brief, descriptive title for this request. 
 

AMOUNT $25,000 
 What is the net change in requested appropriations for FY 2016-17?  This amount should 

correspond to the decision package’s total in PBF across all funding sources. 
 

ENABLING AUTHORITY 

Section 44-53-450(C) 

 What state or federal statutory, regulatory, and/or administrative authority established 
this program?  Is this decision package prompted by the establishment of or a revision to 
that authority? 

 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE REQUEST 

Mark “X” for all that apply: 
 (Base Adjustment) Allocation of statewide employee benefits. 

X (Base Adjustment) Realignment within existing programs and lines. 
 (Base Adjustment) Restructuring of agency programs – requires pre-approval. 
 Change in cost of providing current services to existing program audience. 
 Change in case load / enrollment under existing program guidelines. 
 Non-mandated change in eligibility / enrollment for existing program.  
 Non-mandated program change in service levels or areas.  
 Proposed establishment of a new program or initiative. 
 Loss of federal or other external financial support for existing program.  
 Exhaustion of fund balances previously used to support program. 

 

RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS 

The 16 Circuit Solicitors’ Offices. 

 What individuals or entities would receive these funds (contractors, vendors, grantees, 
individual beneficiaries, etc.)?  How would these funds be allocated – using an existing 
formula, through a competitive process, based upon predetermined eligibility criteria? 
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RELATED REQUEST(S) 
No 

 Is this decision package associated with other decision packages requested by your 
agency or other agencies this year?  Is it associated with a specific capital or non-
recurring request? 

 

MATCHING FUNDS 

No 

 Would these funds be matched by federal, institutional, philanthropic, or other 
resources?  If so, identify the source, amount, and terms of the match requirement. 

 

FUNDING 
ALTERNATIVES 

No other funds are available. 

 What other possible funding sources were considered?  Could this request be met in 
whole or in part with the use of other resources, including fund balances?  If so, please 
comment on the sustainability of such an approach. 

 

SUMMARY 

This request is for an increase in the authorization amount.  The fees generated from 
Magistrate Conditional Discharge have risen over the past several years.  In FY15, the 
amount generated was $157,195 and the current authorization is $175,000.  The 
authorization needs to be increased to $200,000 so that authorization is not exceeded. 
These funds can only be used by the Solicitors’ Offices for Drug Treatment Court 
programs. 

Information 
Technology 
/Security 

Y/N 
N 

Consulted 
DTO during 
development 

Y/N 
N 

 Provide a summary of the rationale for the decision package.  Why has it been 
requested?  How specifically would the requested funds be used?  If the request is 
related to information security or information technology, explain its relationship to the 



AGENCY NAME: S.C. Commission on Prosecution Coordination 
AGENCY CODE: E-21 SECTION: 60 

 

B-12 
 

agency’s security or technology plan. 
 

METHOD OF 
CALCULATION 

The request is based on the rise in the amount collected from the Magistrate 
Conditional Discharge Fee over the past 3 years.  FY15 was $157,195; FY14 was 
$142,687; FY13 was 130,178. 

 How was the amount of the request calculated?  What factors could cause deviations 
between the request and the amount that could ultimately be required in order to 
perform the underlying work? 

 

FUTURE IMPACT 

N/A 

 Will the state incur any maintenance-of-effort or other obligations by adopting this 
decision package?  What impact will there be on future capital and/or operating 
budgets if this request is or is not honored?  Has a source of any such funds been 
identified and/or obtained by your agency? 

 

PRIORITIZATION 

N/A 

 If no or insufficient new funds are available in order to meet this need, how would the 
agency prefer to proceed?  By using fund balances, generating new revenue, cutting 
other programs, or deferring action on this request in FY 2016-17? 
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INTENDED IMPACT 

The increase in authorization will allow Magistrate Conditional Discharge Drug 
Treatment Court funding to be distributed to the 16 Solicitors’ Offices. 

 What impact is this decision package intended to have on service delivery and program 
outcomes, and over what period of time? 

 

PROGRAM 
EVALUATION 

Drug Treatment Courts are evaluated by each of the 16 Solicitors’ Offices. 

 How would the use of these funds be evaluated?  What specific outcome or performance 
measures would be used to assess the effectiveness of this program? 
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 How would the use of these funds be evaluated?  What specific outcome or performance 

measures would be used to assess the effectiveness of this program? 

FORM B – PROGRAM REVISION REQUEST 
 

DECISION PACKAGE 6959 
 Provide the decision package number issued by the PBF system (“Governor’s Request”). 
 

TITLE 
Authorization Increase in Drug Treatment Court Funding from Municipal Conditional 
Discharge Fee (II. Offices of Circuit Solicitors-Special Items) 

 Provide a brief, descriptive title for this request. 
 

AMOUNT $75,000 
 What is the net change in requested appropriations for FY 2016-17?  This amount should 

correspond to the decision package’s total in PBF across all funding sources. 
 

ENABLING AUTHORITY 

Section 44-53-450(C) 

 What state or federal statutory, regulatory, and/or administrative authority established 
this program?  Is this decision package prompted by the establishment of or a revision to 
that authority? 

 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE REQUEST 

Mark “X” for all that apply: 
 (Base Adjustment) Allocation of statewide employee benefits. 

X (Base Adjustment) Realignment within existing programs and lines. 
 (Base Adjustment) Restructuring of agency programs – requires pre-approval. 
 Change in cost of providing current services to existing program audience. 
 Change in case load / enrollment under existing program guidelines. 
 Non-mandated change in eligibility / enrollment for existing program.  
 Non-mandated program change in service levels or areas.  
 Proposed establishment of a new program or initiative. 
 Loss of federal or other external financial support for existing program.  
 Exhaustion of fund balances previously used to support program. 

 

RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS 

The 16 Circuit Solicitors’ Offices. 

 What individuals or entities would receive these funds (contractors, vendors, grantees, 
individual beneficiaries, etc.)?  How would these funds be allocated – using an existing 
formula, through a competitive process, based upon predetermined eligibility criteria? 
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RELATED REQUEST(S) 
No 

 Is this decision package associated with other decision packages requested by your 
agency or other agencies this year?  Is it associated with a specific capital or non-
recurring request? 

 

MATCHING FUNDS 

No 

 Would these funds be matched by federal, institutional, philanthropic, or other 
resources?  If so, identify the source, amount, and terms of the match requirement. 

 

FUNDING 
ALTERNATIVES 

No other funds are available. 

 What other possible funding sources were considered?  Could this request be met in 
whole or in part with the use of other resources, including fund balances?  If so, please 
comment on the sustainability of such an approach. 

 

SUMMARY 

This request is for an increase in the authorization amount.  The fees generated from 
Municipal Conditional Discharge have risen over the past several years.  In FY15, the 
amount generated was $125,646 and the current authorization is $100,000.  The 
authorization needs to be increased to $175,000 so that authorization is not exceeded. 
These funds can only be used by the Solicitors’ Offices for Drug Treatment Court 
programs. 

Information 
Technology 
/Security 

Y/N 
N 

Consulted 
DTO during 
development 

Y/N 
N 

 Provide a summary of the rationale for the decision package.  Why has it been 
requested?  How specifically would the requested funds be used?  If the request is 
related to information security or information technology, explain its relationship to the 
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agency’s security or technology plan. 
 

METHOD OF 
CALCULATION 

The request is based on the rise in the amount collected from the Magistrate 
Conditional Discharge Fee over the past 3 years.  FY15 was $125,646; FY14 was $90,511; 
FY13 was $89,159. 

 How was the amount of the request calculated?  What factors could cause deviations 
between the request and the amount that could ultimately be required in order to 
perform the underlying work? 

 

FUTURE IMPACT 

N/A 

 Will the state incur any maintenance-of-effort or other obligations by adopting this 
decision package?  What impact will there be on future capital and/or operating 
budgets if this request is or is not honored?  Has a source of any such funds been 
identified and/or obtained by your agency? 

 

PRIORITIZATION 

N/A 

 If no or insufficient new funds are available in order to meet this need, how would the 
agency prefer to proceed?  By using fund balances, generating new revenue, cutting 
other programs, or deferring action on this request in FY 2016-17? 
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INTENDED IMPACT 

The increase in authorization will allow Municipal Conditional Discharge Drug Treatment 
Court funding to be distributed to the 16 Solicitors’ Offices. 

 What impact is this decision package intended to have on service delivery and program 
outcomes, and over what period of time? 

 

PROGRAM 
EVALUATION 

Drug Treatment Courts are evaluated by each of the 16 Solicitors’ Offices. 

 How would the use of these funds be evaluated?  What specific outcome or performance 
measures would be used to assess the effectiveness of this program? 
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FORM D – PROVISO REVISION REQUEST 
 

NUMBER New 
 Cite the proviso according to the renumbered list for FY 2016-17 (or mark “NEW”). 
 

TITLE Caseload Equalization Funding 
 Provide the title from the FY 2015-16 Appropriations Act or suggest a short title for any 

new request. 
 

BUDGET PROGRAM II. Offices of Circuit Solicitors-Special Items 
 Identify the associated budget program(s) by name and budget section. 
 

DECISION PACKAGE  
 Is this request associated with a decision package you have submitted for FY 2016-17?  If 

so, cite it here. 
 

REQUESTED ACTION Add 
 Choose from: Add, Delete, Amend, or Codify. 
 

OTHER AGENCIES 
AFFECTED 

None 

 Which other agencies would be affected by the recommended action?  How? 
 

SUMMARY 

Proviso is needed to direct the distribution of Caseload Equalization Funding request. 

 Summarize the existing proviso.  If requesting a new proviso, describe the current state 
of affairs without it. 
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EXPLANATION 

Proviso is needed to direct the distribution of Caseload Equalization Funding request. 

 Explain the need for your requested action.  For deletion requests due to recent 
codification, please identify SC Code section where language now appears. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The requested Caseload Equalization Funding increase is $7,826,872. 

 Provide estimates of any fiscal impacts associated with this proviso, whether for state, 
federal, or other funds.  Explain the method of calculation. 
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PROPOSED 
PROVISO TEXT 

New (PCC:  Caseload Equalization Funding) The amount appropriated in this Act and 
authorized for Caseload Equalization will have the first $3,450,000 will be distributed at 
an amount of $75,000 per county.  The remaining $4,376,872 shall be distributed based 
upon the average incoming caseload for each county as reported by the S.C. Judicial 
Department for the prior 3 fiscal years. 

 Paste FY 2015-16 text above, then bold and underline insertions and strikethrough 
deletions.  For new proviso requests, enter requested text above. 
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