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W_THEREAS, Alcoholism is recognized 
l1' as a separate disease entity by lead

ing medical and health authorities; and 
W_THEREAS, The treatment of alco
l'l' ho/ism can be properly and ade

quately performed in most general 
hospitals; and 

WTHEREAS, Early and proper diag
l'l' nosis and treatment is more often 

necessary to proper management and re
covery; and 

W_THEREAS, Acute alcoholism and 
ff withdrawal may be a medical emer

gency; and 

W7JIEREAS, The disease, alcoholism 
l1' therefore, presents a problem de

serving the attention and active partici
pation of the medical profession 
generally; NOW THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED, That the House 
of Delegates of the South Carolina 

Medical Association, in meeting duly 
assembled this 13th day of May , 1968, 
does hereby recommend to hospital ad
ministrators, medical staff and governing 
boards of all registered hospitals in South 
Carolina: 

.1. That rules, regulations and by-laws 
of said hospitals be amended to allow 
admission and treatment of alcoholics. 

2. That patients suffering from alco
holism be admitted for treatment and 
care at the request of their physician or 
service. 

3. That the South Carolina Insurance 
Commission be urged to earnestly solicit 
the cooperation of all carriers of hos
pitalization, health and accident insurance 
in the State of South Carolina to include 
in coverage afforded by them treatment 
for acute alcoholism and that chronic 
alcoholism be covered within the limita
tions of accepted insurance principles. 

JULY-AUGUST, 1968 

south carolina and the nation 
a roundup of alcoholism news 

4 . That the ph ysicians o f th e South 
Carolina M edical A ssociation utilize, 
where applicable, th e diagnosis o f alco
holism in order that the patient may 
avail himself of insurance coverage . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That 
this R esolution, wh en adopted, re

ceive promulgation and implem entation 
as the policy o f the South Carolina M ed
ical Association. 
GREENVILLE COMMISSION ON 
ALCOHOLISM IS APPOINTED BY 
GOVERNOR McNAIR 

Five Greenville leaders have been 
chosen by the Governor to serve on the 
newly created Greenville Commission on 
Alcoholism which will act as the spear
head for a new comprehensive com
munity alcoholism project. 

Appointed to the Commission were: 
Mr. Bonner R. Kidd, president of the 
Bonner R. Kidd Insurance and Public 
Relation Agency; Dr. Roy Ellison, a 
psychiatrist and director of the Green
ville Mental Health Center; Dr. Larry 
Mccalla, Jr., physician; Mr. Harry G . 
Sanders, Jr. an attorney; and Mr. Thomas 
Hall II, assistant administrator of the 
Greenville General Hospital. 

The first meeting of the Commission 
was held May 15 at which Mr. Kidd was 
elected Chairman. 

Nominees to the Commission on Alco
holism are recommended to the Gov
ernor by a majority of the Greenville 
Legislative Delegation. Their terms are 
for four years with exception of the 
initial members, and members can suc
ceed themselves at the discretion of the 
delegation, and the Governor. They act 
as a body corporate, and are in fact, the 
official governmental body representa
tive of the Greenville County alcoholism 
program. 

S. C. STATE U 



Public Drunkenness Arrests 

In South Carolina 

BY 

WINTER T. KIMES 
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About The Author 

Mr. Kimes is Community Plan
ning Associate for the S. C. Com
mission on Alcoholism. He is 
currently conducting research into 
alcohol problems in this State. 

SOUTH CAROLINA ARRESTS DUE 
TO ALCOHOL CONSUMPTIO 

Foreword 
Introduction-

The first impression the title of this 
study cou ld possibly give is one of mak
ing a mountain out of a mole hill. When 
I first began this study, I had a similar 
impression; however, after talking to 
many police chiefs and sheriffs through
out the State, it was found that there is 
quite a burdensome responsibility con
nected with drinking alcoholic beverages 
as far as the law enforcement groups are 
concerned. 

In one respect the police in this State 
are doing their job too well. This means 
that we the public are relatively uncon
scious of the problem of public drunken
ness because the police pick them up and 
get them off our streets before we have 
an opportunity to see the problem first 
hand. If you want to know how much 
of a problem your community has, just 
have a talk with the local turn key or 
jailer. To save that much time, these 
data have been accumulated for 1966 on 
arrests due to consumption of alcohol. 

The Com mission wishes to thank the 
many of enforcement agencies, and pri
vate organizations who have been so co
operative in investigating the problems. 
Also it would like to especially thank the 
fine employees of the Columbia Police 
Department and the Municipal Assoc. of 
South Carolina for their time and ef
forts . Without their excellent coopera
tion it would have made this publication 
impossible. 

Now a point to clear the air on the 
basis for this study. It has been recog
nized by the South Carolina Commission 
on Alcoholism for a number of years 
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that the problem of a lcoholism in gen
eral in this State is worsening. From this 
point and this point alone this study and 
others to follow have begun. It is the 
desire and aim of the Commission to in
vestigate this problem to form a basis to 
survey the increase or decrease of the 
problem with possible reflections on 
causative factors involved . The Commis
sion takes no stand for or against drink
ing alcoholic beverages, but simply to 
better conditions of existing problems 
through continued surveillance and serv
ice to the public. 

The Commission is responsible for the 
development of a comprehensive program 
of prevention and treatment of a lco
holism in South Carolina, to include the 
establishment of treatment faci lities for 
in-patient and out-patient care, and for 
the instituting of a program of public 
education aimed at the prevention and 
control of alcoholism. It is also charged 
with the development of a program of 
research to determine the nature and 
scope of the problem to secure new 
means of coping with it effectively. 

STUDY PROCEDURES 
Initial steps for this study were taken 

in November 1967. A quick sampli ng of 
total arrest figures for the past 5 years 
were taken at the Columbia Police 
Department and the Richland Cou nty 
Jail to determine the rate of growth in 
Drunken Arrests. From this sampling 
it was decided that a state-wide study 
was necessary to obtain adequate insight 
into the problem. 

The Columbia study was approached 
in depth since a base for state-wide 
projections was needed. A complete 
cost study in the area of Drunken Ar
rests was done on the Department, so 
that portions of each Divisional budget 
could be looked at more closely. Six 
areas of expenditure and income which 
are directly affected by an arrest for 
excessive use of alcohol were investi
gated. These were: The cost of appre
hending an individual; the cost of main
tai ning him in the City Jail prior to his 
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appearance in court; the court costs; the 
cost of incarceration at the City Jail; 
the income derived from fines; the sav
ings or loss to the City by use of prison 
labor to maintain facilities. 

The Divisions in the Police Depart
ment immediately affected by Drunken 
Arrests are: Jail Staff or Service Divi
sion; the Uniform Division; the Traf
fic Division; the Court Budget. These 
represent 75 % of the Departments yearly 
budget. 

At approximately the same time the 
Municipal Association of South Carolina 
mailed out questionnaires to each city in 
South Carolina asking for yearly law 
enforcement budgets; whether or not a 
jail, stockade or prison farm was main
tained ; what jail was used if one was not 
maintained; how many law enforcement 
employees were serving the City; Av
erage Salaries of Law Enforcement em
ployees; total fines collected for 1966. 
Out of 275 questionnaires mailed out, 
216 were returned. This represents an 
outstanding return of 79 %. 

County Law Enforcement budgets 
were obtained from the 1966-67 State 
publication, "Acts and Joint Resolutions 
of South Carolina". The tabulation of all 
questionnaires and additional data was 
done by the S. C. Commission on Al
coholism. 

In order to obtain a percentage to 
project state-wide, the repeater group in 
Columbia were tabulated and found to 
be 627 individuals representing 2,305 
arrests for public drunkenness, drunk and 
disorderly and driving under the · influ
ence. These 627 individuals accounted 
for 48 % of all arrests due to the con
sumption of alcohol. 

All law enforcement budgets were tab
ulated using only 75% of those figures 
and projected by 48 % to be each city 
or county costs due to the arresting of 
those individuals under the influence. 

On a conservative basis, presented by 
this study, we have now identified a 
minimum of "chronics". In South Car
olina we have at least 25,888 problem 
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drinkers or alcoholics. It would prob
ably be more accurate as far as arrests 
alone are concerned to apply an addi
tional 20% to the "chronic" group based 
on the FBI reports, since they have taken 
into account more arrest categories in
volving consumption of alcohol. This 
would bring our known "chronic" group 
up to 31,067. 

This figure for "chronics" would be 
realistic if all cities and counties bad re
ported their arrest records; however, as 
it stands, we have a conservative base 
from which to work. Let it be hastily 
added that these figures represent only 
those problem drinkers that get into 
trouble with the police and make their 
problem known to the public. The 
arrest records represent only 5% of our 
state problem. Thousands of problem 
drinkers and chronic alcoholics continue 
to bide behind a setting of society, their 
families, and their homes. Alcoholism 
is a treatable disease and we must begin 
to treat rather than cover-up or hide the 
illness. 

THE NATIONAL AND 
LOCAL PROBLEM 

National 
The FBI in 1964 reported over 31 

percent of the total arrests for all of
fenses were for public drunkenness and 
this represents almost twice the number 
of arrests for index crime offenses. That 
study does not include (1) Driving under 
the influence, (2) disorderly conduct, and 
(3) vagrancy which are alcohol-related 
offenses. Were they added to the 31 
percent figure above, it would constitute 
from 40 to 49 percent of all reported 
arrests in 1964.5 

For a rule of thumb, approximately 
20% can be added to the figures reported 
in the Columbia study for arrest cate
gories not covered. 

In 1965 one out of every three arrests 
in the United States was for the offense 
of public drunkenness. The great volume 
of these arrests places an extremely heavy 
load on the operations of the criminal 
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justice system. It burdens police, clogs 
lower criminal courts, and crowds penal 
institutions throughout the United States.' 

The two million arrests for drunken
ness each year involve both sporadic and 
regular drinkers. Among the number 
are a wide variety of offenders-the 
rowdy college boy; the weekend inebriate; 
the homeless; often unemployed single 
man. It is not known bow many of the 
offenders are a lcoholics in the medical 
sense of being dependent on alcohol. 
There is strong evidence, however, that 
a large number of those who are arrested 
have a lengthy history of prior drunken
ness arrests, and that a disproportionate 
number involve poor persons who live 
in slums.' 
Local 

In South Carolina the problem is also 
growing. In 1966 this state showed on 
police department records, 53,935 drunk
en arrests or 39 % of all a rrests made. 
This is a conservative count in that sev
eral counties and many townships were 
not counted because of no response to 
questionnaires sent out, and does not 
include the arrest category of Drunk and 
Disorderly. 

An attempt will be made to show 
what economic impact these arrests have 
made on separate counties and select 
cities. The purpose of which is to pre
sent a state-wide economic picture of 
costs. 

A detailed study of the Columbia Po
lice Department demonstrates what hap
pens cost-wise inside operating procedures 
in an urban police department. By using 
a percentage factor derived from a well 
operated and economy minded organi
zat ion such as Columbia bas, it will be 
a reasonably conservative cost factor for 
other towns and cities in South Carolina. 

The greater per cent of most law en
forcement problem categories involve 
the excessive use of alcohol.• Drunken
ness and disorderly conduct comprised 
over 2/ 3 of all 22 types of offenses for 
which arrests were made in Spartanburg 
County in 1961 and was the number one 
problem area. Physicians reported that 
of the ten (10) most seen symptoms or 
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problems, excessive drinking was ranked 
6th . Attorneys in that county reported 
that problems deriving from excessive 
drinking was second only to non-support. 
The clergy reported that excessive drink
ing was second only to "depressed and 
miserable" out of 13 problem areas. The 
welfare department in that county report
ed that within the 12 symptom or prob
lem areas, excessive drinking was the 
largest problem. 

The Spartanburg County study in 196 1 
was for the purpose of ~urveying mental 
health problems in that county and 
through this effort the excessive drinking 
problem was made known. This study 
like many others of its type nationally 
has seemed to point up the scope of the 
alcohol problem and led many re
searchers to aim at the eva luation of 
the problem's size and impact. Much 
emphasis is now pointed toward doing 
something about it, however, some study 
must take place first to "size-up" the 
problem and problem areas before ade
quate steps can be made to combat it. 
To that end this study is devoted. 

Because of its size, population and 
urban surroundings, the Columbia Police 
Department was chosen to be the pilot 
a rea or base area to begin the study of 
the state. From these data a projection 
will be made for the other cities and 
towns to arrive at a state picture. 

The fiscal year 1966-67 was used to 
arrive at the projection percentages, 
however, the year 1966 is the year being 
stud ied on a statewide basis. To present 
a picture of the growth of the alcoholism 
problem in the jurisdiction of the Co
lumbia City Police Department, a quick 
glance at the accumu lating arrests for 
public drunkenness over the past five 
years should be self explanatory: 

Accumulative Arrests for 
The Past 5 Years 

Chart No. 1 
1963 --------·---------------------··-·---·-----·4330 
1964 ------·--·-·-·--··----··---------·------······4349 
1965 -----··-··-···---·--··-----·--------·--------· 4 242 
1966 -----··--·-------------·-·---------------·-·-·4789 
1967 -------------------·--·--·---------·--·-----··5942 

"ATf u~ 
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In 1967 the number of public drunken
ness arrests actually involved 3121 dif
ferent individuals. This rather clearly 
defines the group to whom a treatment 
process rather than incarceration process 
would be most beneficial. In its sim
plest form 627 people are responsible for 
48 % of the arrests. 

The Washington, D. C. Study clearly 
states that the resort to criminal sanc
tions has completely failed. Periodic 
commitments to a penal institution were 
a misguided solution, fail ing to meet 
either the alcoholic's immediate health 
needs or the more basic problems under
lying his illness.• From this we can revert 
to the basic premise of this study, to treat 
rather than confine. 

To adequately demonstrate the neces
sary ingredients in detailed work such as 
this state study, one city police depart
ment was selected to be used as a pilot. 
The following is a step by step appraisal 
of the drunkenness problem in Columbia, 
South Carolina, for fiscal year 1966-67. 

COLUMBIA CITY POLICE DEPT.-
1963 - 1967-ARRESTS DUE TO THE 

CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL 
6000 
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THE FINANCIAL BURDEN OF 
ALCOHOLISM ON THE CITY OF 

COLUMBIA, S. C. 
The ramifications of a city supporting 

any group of its less contributing citi
zens covers much more than that which 
could be seen from a dollar and cents 
figure. The price of arresting and punish
ing law violators never shows all of the 
fringe problems involved nor the costs. 
Here again there is a danger of attribut
ing all of the social ills to one particular 
problem just because it is present when 
in fact it is not causative at all. 

There are three large areas that should 
be considered to assess the economic 
impact of alcoholism on the community 
as a whole, however, the opportunity 
nor the time is presently available to do 
such a thorough work. For the sake of 
time on one hand and costs on the other, 
this study will be limited to the area 
of first consideration. The three areas 
for the sake of information for the 
reader are as follows: 

(1) What it actually costs the city 
government a year to arrest, try, and 
incarcerate those individuals who are 
found drunk on the streets. 

(2) There is a large burden placed on 
the family, a burden directly attributable 
to alcoholism. This burden is difficult, 
to say the least, to measure in dollars. 
This takes in divorce, desertion, separa
tion of ch ildren from families, social 
service and welfare agency costs, etc. 

(3) The largest of the areas, the loss of 
productivity. This area would include 
lost work and wages, the overall econom
ic loss due to incapacity and early death, 
and of course, loss to the communi ty, 
county and state in tax dollars, etc. 

Before continuing, let me state here 
that this study wlil defini tely underesti
mate the economic impact of alcoholism 
or excessive use of alcohol on the city. In 
considering the first area of dollars and 
cents, analysis must be given latitude due 
to the nature of recording procedures 
and those areas of service which are not 
documented. 
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RESULTS OF STUDY 
Arresting Procedure, Court Handling 
And Incarcerations 

The arrest of an individual by one of 
the City of Columbia police officers may 
be made on the basis of a call received 
by the officer, a warrant for the indi
vidual's arrest, or because the officer 
observes that the individual is not con
forming to the law. The individual is 
taken into custody and the officer makes 
out an arrest record against him. This 
arrest record includes such information 
as the subject's name, and place of the 
offense and of the arrest. Later, the dis
position is added to the arrest record. 

The subject is detained by the arrest
ing officer while he calls in to head
quarters for the "patrol wagon" to come 
pick up the subject. The wagon picks 
up the subject and he is delivered to the 
jail and is admitted by the turnkey, 
who searches him and takes all his val
uables, sharp objects and any loose 
things he may have in his p_ossession. 
These are marked and filed for the 
prisoner. If the prisoner is drunk, his 
eye glasses are a lso taken. The drunk 
prisoner is asked to take the "Breath-o
lizer" test and, if he volunteers to take 
it, it is then administered. The "Breath
o-lizer" test is not compulsory at present 
and is usually used with driving under 
the influence cases only. The turnkey 
takes the finger prints of all the prisoner's 
index fingers and places these on his in-

NUMBER OF ARRESTS IN PAST 
12 MONTHS 

jail card. This is repeated when the 
prisoner leaves the jail as a precau
tionary measure to be sure tha t the prop
er person is released. In case of a felony 
or suspicion of other crimes, the prisoner 
is sent to the fingerprint expert to be 
completely fingerprinted. 

The turn-key then takes the prisoner's 
in-jail card and gives one copy to the 
housekeeper and one copy goes to the 
desk sergeant. The following day the 
records clerk picks up the records from 
the desk sergeant and posts them in her 
files. The prisoner is then taken to the 
"holding" cells on the first floor. All 
prisoners with any degree of intoxication 
must wait here at least four hours. If 
at the end of 4 hours he is sober, he 
then may post bond of $10.50 and be 
released. He has the option at this point 
of coming back for tria l or forfeiting 
his bond and not coming back. If the 
prisoner cannot post bond then he is 
held for court. The court schedule for 
these prisoners is Monday, Wednesday, 
Friday and Saturday at 8:30 A. M. 

All of the prisoners are taken into 
court. Here they wait until the arrival 
of the judge to begin court. When the 
judge begins the court session the clerk 
of court calls up each individual prison
er on the drunk charge and the judge 
hands out the sentences which are based 
on the prisoner's record for the past 12 
months. The sentences are usually as 
follows: 

SENTENCE 

Criminal Court-For Public Drunkenness and Drunk and Disorderly Conduct 
Charges 

1st 
2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

$10.50 or 10 days in jail 
$15.50 or 15 days in jail 

or 30 days in ja il 
$15.50 or 15 days in jail 

or 30 days in jail 
$15.50 or 15 days in jail 

or 30 days in. jail 
$15.50 or 15 days in ja il 

or 30 days in jail 
Traffic Court-For Driving Under the Influence Charges 

1st Driving under influence $100 or 30 days 
2nd, 3rd, 4th, etc., goes to general sessions court for trial 

(criminal court) 
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The prisoner bas a chance to say 
something if he wishes, but the pro
cedure seems to be very hurried. The 
officers who made the arrest must appear 
in these courts in order for the prisoner 
to be sentenced . It is actually a fruitless 
effort on the part of the prisoner to plead 
not gui lty, since it is the prisoner's word 
against the officer's. However, many 
prisoners take this chance in case the 
officer does not show up in court, in 
which case the charge is dismissed. 

After the prisoner has been sentenced , 
the disposition is placed on the court 
cita tion and the judge signs it. It is then 
returned to the record room and the 
permanent card is completed. 

Cost to the City budget for arresting, 
trying and incarcerating the publicly 
intoxicated. 

Of the three areas mentioned above, 
this is the one that can probably be most 
accurately estimated , although an ele
ment of subjectivity is necessary even 
here. 

All figures quoted are for the calen
dar year January 1, 1967, through De
cember 31, 1967. 

There are six areas of expenditure 
and income which are directly affected 
by an a rrest for excessive use of alcohol : 

(a) the cost of apprehending an indi
vidual. 

(b) the cost of maintaining him in the 
city ja il prior to his appearance in court. 

(c) the court costs. 
(d) the cost of incarcerat ion at the 

city jail. 
(e) the income derived from fines. 
(f) savings or loss to the city by use of 

prison labor to maintain facilities. 
Before considering actual figures , it 

should be stressed that members of the 
ci ty police frequently point out that no 
decrease in the number of drunks in the 
city would permit a reduction in the 
number of men on the force or any real 
saving in the departmental expenditures. 
What it would do, they claim, is to allow 
them to provide better service to other 
areas, which they are now forced to 
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neglect because of their preoccupation 
with the drunk. 

It is estimated that the average time 
required for an officer to arrest a single 
drunk and to get him to the jail is 30 
minutes. In a single year this represents 
30 x 6,097 = 182,910 minutes or 3,048 
hours. Since the department works on a 
44 hour week basis, this represents the 
total time worked by one and one-half 
men every week for a year. It would 
therefore seem justified to assume that 
the truth lies somewhere between the two 
extremes, that a real cut in expenditures 
or man power might be possible, but it 
would not be of the magnitude which 
the figures might suggest. 

In the year 1966-1967, the total cost 
of running the Police Department was 
in the region of $1 ,213 ,234. Broken 
down to the expenditure for each Divi
sion involved with drunken ar rests, this 
represents as nearly as can be calculated: 
(l) Jail staff or Service 

Division __________________________ $ 40,743 .10 
(2) Uniform Division _________ 651,845.14 
(3) Traffic Division ___________ 173,252.14 
(4) Court Budget ________________ 48,798.00 

Total ___________________ $914,638.38 
Percent of total Budget ________ 75 % 

(A) The Cost of Apprehending an 
Individual 

In estimating the cost of a rresting an 
individual for public drunkenness, only 
the Uniform Division and Traffic Di
vision would be involved. It would 
probably be correct to say that most of 
the 4499 arrests for drunkenness were 
made by the Uniform Division. There are 
96 individuals working an average 44 
hour week in this division which in one 
year amounts to a total of 216,648 work 
hours of which 2250 hours a re spent 
a rresting drunks. Therefore, it would be 
fair to say that the cost of making these 
ar rests would be the same portion of the 
total Divisional budget of $651 ,845.14 
as 2250 hours is of 216,648 hours, or 
$6779.19. 
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In the Traffic D ivision there were 290 
violations involving the use of a lcohol. 
The average time expenditure by the 
arresting officer was considered on an 
average about the same as that of a rrest
ing an individual for public drunkenness 
which was 30 minutes. This means that 
the total work hours expended for these 
offenses was 290 arrests x 30 minutes, 
or 145 work hours. Excluding the Meter 
Maids and School Patrol, there are 26 
individuals working in the Traffic Di
vision who in the course of one year 
work a total (26 workers x 44 hours x 52) 
of 59,488 work hours. Excluding the 
salaries pa id to the part time employees, 
the Divisional budget is $173 ,252.14. 
Therefore, as in the previous calculation, 
the cost of making these arrests is that 
proportion of $173 ,252.14 (budget) that 
145 (hours) is of (total work hours) 
59,488 which is $415.81. 

In summary, the cost of making ar
rests for public drunkenness and drunk 
driving are: 

(1) 4499 arrests for public 
drunkenness ________________________ $6,779 .19 

(2) 209 arrests for 
drunk driving ____________________ 415.8 1 

Total ______________________ $7, 19 5 .00 
or $1.50 per arrest. 

(B) The Cost of Maintaining the Arrested 
Individual in the City Jail Prior to 
His Appearance in Court. 

A lthough arrests for drunkenness com
prise the greater proportion of the total 
a rrests, 4789 of a total of 9503 , it is 
wrong to assume that the cost of main
taining them in the jail would also be 
greater. The drunk has the option of 
payi ng the fine or forfei ti ng the bond to 
get himself out of incarceration. How
ever, in the case of the time period before 
tria l, the drunk must spend at least four 
hours in jail but on an average of one 
and one-half days in jail prior to h is 
appearance in court. This is app roxi-
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mately the average for all a rrested per
sons. 

If we take the daily average of 123 
prisoners in the city jail, we can arrive 
at a (man days) x 365 (days of operation 
for year) equals 44,895 (man days). To 
compute the cost of a man day, the 
annu al budget for the institution is 
$40,743 .10. Therefore, the per day per 
capita cost of keeping an individual is 
approximately: 

44,895 (Man Days) divided by $40,-
743.10 (1967 Jail Budget) or $.91 per 
man_ day. 

Since the average stay in jail before 
court is 1 1/ 2 days, the cost of maintain
ing the arrested indi vidual in the C ity 
Jai l prior to his appearance in Court 
is computed: 

1 1/ 2 days x $.91 (per man day cost) 
= $1.37 (cost for 1 1/ 2 days) 

$1.37 x 4789 (total drunk arrests) = 
$6,560.93 

T he Municipal Court, being housed as 
it is in the Police Headquarters, is able 
to keep its annual budget at a relatively 
low level. 

Of the total 4789 arrested for drunken
ness charges, approximately 66 2/ 3 or 
3189 appear in court. Of the 4712 in
dividuals for offenses other than dru nk
en ness, nearly all had to appear in 
Court. It would seem correct then to 
say that about one-half of the court's 
t ime is involved with the drunk. 

However, this is not true because the 
drunk cases do not take up as much 
time as other cases and therefore, would 
present an erroneous picture. It wou ld 
be more correct to say then that less 
than 1/ 2 of the court's time is involved 
with the drunk, and more specifically, it 
cou ld be estimated at 40% . 

Therefore, the cost portion of the 
Court attributable to drunkenness is com
puted: 

$32,499.47 (annual budget of C riminal 
Court) x 40 % = $12,999 .79. 
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The cost of maintaining Traffic Court 
in 1967 was $16,298.53. The time in 
Court with the 290 violations involving 
the use of alcohol would take a greater 
amount of time than would other traffic 
cases. It would be more correct to say, 
because m any accidents are involved, 
th at 30 % of the court's time would be 
taken up in trying cases involving the use 
of alcohol. The approximate cost of 
maintaining Traffic Court trying offenses 
involving the use of a lcohol is computed: 

$16,298.00 (annual budget of Traffic 
Court) x 30 % = $4,889.40. 

To present total court costs for trying 
cases involving the use of alcohol, the 
approximate total cost for both Crimi
nal and Traffic Court should be com
puted: 

$12,999.78 (total for Criminal Court) 
plus 4,889.40 (total for Traffic Court) 

$17,889.18 Total Court Costs for 1967 
(1) To try a man for Drunkenness in 

Criminal Court _______________ $ 3.38 

(2) To try a man for Drunk 
Driving in Traffic Court ____________ $14.81 

(D) The Cost of Incarceration at the City 
Jail for All Drunkenness for the 
Year 1966-1967. 

The cost of incarceration before Court 
appea rance can be computed fairly ac
cura tely, however, due to options the 
prisoner bas, the actual number of days 
of incarceration must be counted to ar
rive at a yearly fi gure. The Docket Books 
a t the Columbia City Clerk of Court's 
office show the fine or sentence levied 
by the City Judge and also reflect the 
actual days spent in ja il and the actual 
fine paid . 

T he prisoner may, if he chooses, elect 
to serve five days of a $10.50 or 10 day 
sentence and pay a lesser fine for the five 
remaining days. All sentences are grad
uated on a declining basis. If he does 
not pay out, it is safe to conclude that 
he does not have the money, doesn't 
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want to spend the money on fines, or 
possibly wants a place to "sleep-it-off", 
etc. 

Since the prisoner's options come into 
play, each case on the docket must be 
checked to arrive a t an actual and true 
picture of what portion of expenditures 
are attributable to arrests due to drunk
enness. This count was taken and the 
actual "man days" spent in jail for 
drunkenness was 19,070. Therefore, 
knowing that the per man day cost is 
$.91 per day the cost of incarceration at 
the City Jail is computed: 

19,070 (man days in jail) x $.91 = 
$17,353.70 (actual cost) 

(E) Revenue From Fines Collected and 
Collateral. 

In 1966-1967 many arrestees paid a 
collatera l and "paid out" without coming 
to Court. This represented $67,637.30 
revenue for the City. The other source of 
income is obtained from people who pay 
fines after completing a part of their 
sentence at the City Jail. This revenue 
figure represents the number of man 
days sentenced by the City Judge minus 
the actual man days spent in City Jail. 

Since a prisoner may "pay out" at any 
time, the collection of fines does not 
stop after the initial incarceration. After 
incarceration the city collected an addi
tional $19,405.65 in fines from prisoners 
"paying out". 

These two figures totaled equal the 
1967 fines collected or $97,279 .80 rev
enue for the City. 

(F) Saving or Loss to the City by Use 
of Prisoners for Maintenance of City 
Parks, etc. 

This is an area of great subjectivity. 
Some authorities (not in South Carolina) 
say that the prisoners serve no useful 
function, save cities no money and 
wh at work they did do could eas ily be 
left undone, or could equally well be 
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performed by people already employed 
by the City. On the other hand, however, 
it is the opinion of other officials that 
these people save cities tens of thousands 
of dollars every year.1 

One can say that those individuals 
employed at Police Headquarters to 
work "station house fines", and those 
who do construction work on the city's 
roads perform a significant function for 
which voluntary labor would otherwise 
have to be hired. Work gangs in the 
parks, etc., although their productivity 
may be low, perform jobs which other
wise would have to be done by hired 
labor. 

The jailer at the Columbia Police De
partment is in charge of work schedules. 

He states that out of the 123 prisoners 
per day be keeps 50 per day on work 
details. The jailer in explanation of bis 
scheduling admitted that he felt that the 
work details would be cut at least 50 % 
if the men had to be hired at $10.00 per 
day per man. 

In order to be objective, one could 
not say that the city saves a given num
ber of dollars due to working 50 men 
per day. More objectively one could 
assume that 25 men per day would be 
more reasonable "IF" the City hired the 
work done. 

One method of showing savings to 
the city by use of prison labor may be 
computed: 

365-(represents a 7-day week per 
year) 

x $2.50.-(represents 25 men each 
$10.00 per day) 

$91,250.-Total Revenue Saved. This 
area must, of course, be considered in a 
realistic light. For example, the Atlanta 
estimate of savings by use of prison labor 
is only $50,000 with a daily census of 
their prison farm at 600 men per day as 
compared to the Columbia City Jail at 
123 men per day. On this basis, the 
computation takes on quite a different 
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picture. As in computing costs in ap
prehending the individuals, we can as
sume the approach would be feasible 
here. Therefore, the savings could be 
computed: 

600 men per day in Atlanta represents 
219,000 man days per year. 

123 men per day in Columbia repre
sents 44,895 man days per year. 

Therefore, $50,000 savings = approx-
219,000 mandays 

imately .23 cents per man day in Atlanta. 

Assuming the same man day rate for 
Columbia for 25 men: 

9,125 man days x 23 cents equals 
$2,098.75 (savings). 

In defining this type savings, many 
related costs must be considered that 
would probably offset any savings made. 

For example: 

Cost of jailing 25 men for 
356 days .......................... $ 8,303.75 

Cost of trial for 25 men every 
30 days for 1 year ................ 2,085.00 

Cost of holding for court 25 men 
every 30 days for 1 year 411.00 

Cost of apprehending 25 men 
every 30 days for 1 year 450.00 

Total cost for 1 year .... $11,249.75 

Total cost for 1 year for 25 
men ··············----S ll ,249 .75 

Total savings for 1 year for 25 
men .................................. 2,098.75 

Total loss for one year ........ $ 9,151.00 

Again, some consideration must be 
given to the physical condition of the 
men the jailer must pick from in order 
to make up work gangs. Since the 
drunk's condition is not conducive to 
hard labor it is not likely that many of 
the gangs will be of the drunkard group. 
Therefore, care must be taken in as
suming that prison labor is any savings 
at all in the drunkenness group. 
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(G) Summary of Costs for 1966-1967 

In reviewing the cost estimates in this 
study, the expenditures are: 

(A) Cost of apprehending 
an individual __________________ $ 7,195.00 

(B) Cost of holding individual 
for Court ____ 6,560.93 

(C) Court costs for trying 
individual ---------·--- 17,889.18 

(D) Cost of incarceration 17,353.70 
(E) Cost of prison labor ______ 9,151.00 

This represents a total cost for 
the city of Columbia for 
1967 __________________________________________ $58, 149 .81 

The revenues are: 
(F) Revenue from fines collected 

and collateral ________________ $97,279 .80 

From a financial point of view it would 
seem that by substracting the cost (E) 
from the revenue (F) the city experiences 
a gain of about $40,000.00. However, 
this presents a very erroneous picture, as 
in fact the City actually makes a profit 
on only those people who put up $10.50 
coll ateral prior to coming to court. Those 
people who never pay a fine and always 
end up in the jail are the people who are 
costing the city the greatest portion of 
expenditures. Some individuals arrested 
repeatedly throughout the year cost the 
City thousands of dollars. It is in 
reality this group of chronic repeaters 
who constitute the real financial burden 
on the City. 

To break down the cost for each pro
cedure on every individual: 
(1) To arrest a man only for 

drunkenness __ __________________________ $ 1.50 
(2) To arrest a man for 

drunken driving ____________________ 1.50 
(3) Cost of maintaining a man in 

ja il prior to court -----------·-·---- 1.37 
(4) Criminal Court 

cost per case ________________________ 3.38 
(5) Traffic Court cost 

per case -------------------------------- 14.81 
(6) Jail cost per man 

per day ---------------------·------------ .91 
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The total cost for arresting, trying 
and incarcerating a m an for 30 days on 
a public drunkenness charge is $33 .55. 

The total cost for arresting, trying and 
incarcerating a man for 30 days on a 
drunken driving charge is $44.98. 

THE LOSS TO COLUMBIA 
H avi ng once identified the group of 

"chronic repeaters", we may now see 
from what costs the city may be relieved. 
The hand tabulation of the Docket Books 
in the Clerk of Court's Office shows that 
there can be little relief in the near 
future for the Police Department from 
the rowdy college boy, the weekend 
bender, or those who have one too many 
on occasions. There may be a change in 
attitudes toward this type of drinking; 
however, no immediate change can take 
place until we learn more about drinking 
and drinking habits in South Carolina. 

Needless to say, now that alcoholism 
is known to be a treatable disease, we 
can begin to treat those repeaters known 
to us and thus relieve the burden the Jaw 
enforcement groups have carried for so 
long. Now let's look at the costs these 
individuals have represented for the city 
of Columbia. 

In the repeaters group (those who have 
records of more than one arrest for 
drunkenness) there were only 627 in
dividuals. This group of 627 accounted 
for 2305 drunken arrests and served some 
13,590 days at the jail. The total number 
of arrests for drunkenness divided by 
the arrests attributable to the 627 indi
viduals represent 48% of the total arrests 
due to the consumption of alcohol. 

Since we know that all arrests for 
drunkenness represented $58,149.81 , 48 % 
of this figure, which is $27,911.91, is 
representative of the cost attributed di
rectly to that group known as the "chron
ic repeater". This is the area of cost 
that could be realistically relieved in the 
City of Columbia. 

As has been stated before, it would 
be an underestimation of the problem of 
public drunkenness if only arrests were 
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cons idered the cost basis for evaluation . 
In Atlanta, for example, the impact of 
alcoholism on the budgets of the city's 
Social Agencies was approximately $4.8 
million. The cost of alcoholism to In
dustry and the community as a whole 
was approximately $17 million dollars. 
The total cost picture for Atlanta was 
$22 million. This represents costs for an 
area, population-wise, of approximately 
one-half the size of South Carolina. Just 
for the sake of comparison, if we as
sumed that only one-half of that amount 
was representative of South Carolina's 
problem we must admit our problem is 
one of major significance. 

As high as these figures may be, they 
do not take into account tbe other costs 
of property damage, and other secondary 
effects of alcoholism. Above all it does 
not describe the human suffering and 
anguish the alcoholics causes to himself 
and those around him. This perhaps is 
the greatest cost of all , but it is something 
which can never be measured in terms of 
dollars and cents. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
South Carolina is not yet ready to face 

all the problems of alcoholism, but the 
day is closely approaching when we will 
have the tools to build a better future 
for those who have been struck down by 
the addiction. 

As this study is concluded the passage 
of the involuntary treatment law in South 
Carolina adds emphasis to the needs 
seen throughout these pages. 

With this Bill comes the legal authority 
for Law Enforcement to remove the 
"chronic" from incarceration and place 
them in a treatment setting. 

This cannot happen immediately. 
Monies must be raised and expended for 
treatment fac ilities in order to give the 
"chronic" a place to go. 

This move must be made with all haste 
and be made adequately to provide the 
"chronic" an opportunity to return to 
society as a useful and productive citizen. 
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THE STATE PICTURE 
After arriving at a percentage of costs 

for Columbia, it is now possible to 
project an approximate cost figure for 
the remainder of the State. 

It should be pointed out that chart No. 
2 (See Appendix A) contains approximate 
cost figures for towns and cit ies th at par
ticipated in the arrest study. Many cit ies 
and towns fa iled to return questionnai res 
for reasons of their own and therefore 
are not reported. 

However, there are other cities and 
towns from which budgets were obtained 
and a re included in th is chart in order to 
project a state-wide picture. These are 
marked by an asterisk. 

None of the foregoing is a criticism of 
any Law Enforcement agency, but rather 
that of the Society in which we live. All 
of the functions of the police force, the 
courts, and the prisons are essenti al. 
Rehabilitation-oriented efforts must be 
made if we are ever to abort or decrease 
the growth of public drunkenness. 
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;;: ALCOHOL RELATED ARRESTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ARRESTS AS REPORTED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT 
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AGENCIES IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

Alcohol 
Arrests City Law County Law 

Driving Total of As % of Enforcement Enforcement 
Under All types All types Budgets for Budgets for 

Infl uence of arrests of arrests Year 1966 Year 1966 

18 1,781 13 % $ ------------ $ ------------ $ 
0 1,000 11 % 71 ,300 

18 781 29 % ------------
-------- -------- -------- 780 ------------

11,8621 ------------
120 6,794 27 % ------------
14 1,305 39 % 384,564 
55 4,670 26 % 173,706 ------------

9 95 31 % 8,803 ------------
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Related Arrests 
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Enforcement 
Budgets 1966 

33 ,845.18 
3,401.01 

----------------
37.21 

565.79 1 
----------------
17,962.10 

8,285.74 
419.89 

3,474.60 

301.85 
3,647.91 

882.45 
599.94 

----------------1 
2,165.52 

----------------
15,299.81 
14,011 .14 

1,734.50 
1,446.65 

918.64 
----------------
----------------

1,779.21 
----------------

171.721 
2,675.78 1 

Cost of 
" Chronic 
Repeaters" 

to counties 
and cities for 

1966 

----------------
---------------· 
----------------
----------------
----------------
--------------· 
----------------______ .. _________ 

----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
---·-------·----

----------------

---------------· 
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
--------------· 
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------



:·• t1amoerg \..-uurny --------, _ Bamberg _________________ _ 

~ Denmark ----------------1 

c Ehrhardt ---------------- 1 
~ Olar ____ _ 
> Sheriff* 
C Barnwell County _______ _ 
~ Elko* _______ _ 
~ Barn_wt;.11 • Sheriff _________________ _ -"" 0\ 
00 

V: 

Blackwell _______________ _ 
Williston* _____________ _ 
Kline* _______ _ 

Beaufort County _______ _ 
Sheriff ___________________ _ 
Bluffton ______ _ 
Port Royal* _________ _ 
Beaufort* _____________ _ 

Berkeley County _______ _ 
Sheriff* _________________ _ 
Goose Creek _________ _ 

Jamestown _____________ _ 

Moncks Corner _____ _ 
Bonneau* _______________ _ 
St. Stephen* _________ _ 

Calhoun County _______ _ 
Sheriff _______ _ 
Cameron 
St. Matthews 

Charleston County ___ _ 
Charleston 
Hollywood _____________ _ 

Isle of Palms _______ _ 
Mt. Pleasant* _______ _ 

McClellanville* _________ _ 
Folly Island _________ _ 
Sullivan's Island ___ _ 

Cherokee County _____ _ 

/qo 

499 
211 

32 
4 

86 

86 

416 
409 

7 

6,344 
138 

31 

1 

106 

156 
44 

112 
1,988 
1,966 

22 

1,862 

/ J 

44 
28 

1,0.}7 

1,173 
384 

J U 70 

46% 
64% 

3 82 44% I 
-------- I 

I 
10 321 30 % I 

No Jail-Uses Barnwell Co. Jail 

10 321 30% 

39 
35 

4 

1,143 
1,019 

124 

40 % I 
44% 

8% 

480 
29 576 

5 I 86 
(Uses Berkley Co. 

o I 4 I 
(Uses Berkley Co. 

24 I 486 

29 % 

42% 
Jail) 

25 % 
Jail) 

29 '10 
I 
I -------- I 

--------
7 I 361 I 45 % 
1 137 34% 

No Jail-Uses Calhoun Co. Jail 
6 I 224 I 52% 

134 I 5,120 41 % 
128 4,576 46% 

No Jail-Uses Charleston Co. Jail) 
No Report except that 

they have no jail 

------~ I --~~~ I --~~-
No Jail-Uses Charleston Co. Jail) 

' I 
I 

228 

-------- I 
5,494 

I 
38o/,; [ 

J 

: 37,300) 

-----------1 
3,600 

600 
44,000 

28,424 
780 

------------1 
5,118 \ 

105,399 

3,900 

20,000 
1,680 

10,602 

2,160 
16,650 

1,037,531 

17,184 
26,608 

600 
16,000 
9,835 

------------1 ------------

56,096 

49,190 

169,120 

437,925 

37,558 

27,9751 

2,700 
42,072 

450 
33,000 
36,892 

21,318 
585 

126,840 

3,838 
79,049 

328,444 
328,444 

2,925 

15,000 
1,260 
7,951 

28,168 
1,620 

12,487 
1,528,746 

778,148 

12,888 
19,956 

450 
12,000 
7,376 

-- 1,779.211 

171.72 
2,675.78 

----------------
28.62 

2,098.80 
2,346.33 

1,355.82 
37.21 

8,067.02 

244.10 
5,027.52 

20,889.04 
20,889.04 

186.03 

954.00 
80.14 

505.68 

1,791.48 
103.03 
794.17 

72,921.82 
49,490.21 

819.68 
1,269 .20 

28.62 
763 .20 
469.11 



~ ALCOHOL RELATED ARRESTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ARRESTS AS REPORTED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

Alcohol 
Arrests 

Driving Total of As % of 
E nforcement Public U nder All types All types 

A gency Drunkenness Influence of arrests of arrests 

I 
Sheriff -------------------- 1 1,062 I 173 1,802 68 % I Gaffney __________________ 800 55 3,692 23 % I Chester County ________ 606 28 1,527 41 % 
Chester __________________ 606 28 1,527 41 % 
Richburg ________________ -------- No Report- Returned Unopened I 
Fort Lawn* ____________ -------- -------- -------- -------- I 
Sheriff* ---·-------------· -------- I 

Chesterfield Co. ________ 1,419 170 3,234 50 % I Sheriff ____________________ 400 64 1,174 39 % I 
Cheraw -----------------· 527 46 1,133 57 % 
Jefferson ________________ 11 4 21 71% 
Mt. Croghan __________ 2 8 66 2/ 3 
Pageland -----------·---- 429 26 803 57 % 
Patrick ____________________ 50 30 100 80% 

Clarendon County ____ 5 4 62 15 % 
Sheriff ____________________ 

-------- No Report I Manning ________________ No Jai l-Uses Clarendon Co. Jail 
Turbeville ______________ 5 4 I 62 I 15 % 

No Ja il-Uses Clarendon Co. Jail 
.... Colleton Cou nty ______ 305 66 1,162 32 % 
~ Sheriff ____________ ________ 92 235 40% 
-;< Walterboro ____________ 213 66 927 30 % 
~ Cottagevi,! le* __________ -------- -------- --------
Cl W11l1 ams ··· ______________ 
c::: Darl ington Cou nty __ 846 70 2,592 35% 
~ Darl ington ______________ 371 37 1,510 26 % 

Ha rtsv i 11 e ________________ 411 33 992 45 % 
;;; Lamar 
~ -------------- 65 I 0 90 72% 
00 

~ ~~ci~::~ Hill ------------1, No Jail-Uses Darlington Co. Jail 
---·--·- I -------- I 

City Law Cou nty Law 
Enforcement Enforcement 
Budgets for Budgets fo r 
Year 1966 Year 1966 

114,351 1 
182,0501 

------------1 -----------·1 ------------
1,000 

------------1 179,9441 

::::::::::::\ 140,2401 

-26,6501 
_68,4221 

------------
------------

89,295 
58,433 ------------

780 ------------
350 ------------

100,965/ 

:::::::::::: I 

------------1 ------------ 102,4501 

75% of All 
E nforcement 
Budgets for 

1966 

136,537 
85,763 

----------------
----------------

750 
134,958] 

----------------
105,180 

51 ,316 
19,987 

----------------
----------------

66,971 
43 ,825 

585 
262 

----------------
75,724 

----------------
----------------

76,8371 

Cost of Alcohol 
Related Arrests 
on S. C. Law 
Enforcement 
Budgets 1966 

8,683.75 
5,454.53 

47 .70 
8,583.33 :I 

----------------
6,689.45 

----------------

----------------
----------------
----------------
----------------

3,263.70 
1,271.17 

-----
----------------

4,259.36 
2,787.27 

37.21 
16.66 

----------------
4,816.05 

----------------
----------------

4,886.831 

Cost of 
"Chronic 
Repeaters 

to counties 
and cities for 

1966 



:;; 
°' 00 

H artsvill e ----------------! 
Lamar __ ------ --------- 1 

~ Society Hill ------------1 
i Sheriff* ------\ c:: Dillon County _________ _ g Sheriff ____________________ · 
en Dillon 
•'"' Latta 
:;; Dorchester Co. 
~ Harleyville _____________ _ 

-__, 

Lincolnville ___________ _ 
St. George ___________ _ 

Summerville 
Edgefield County _____ _ 

Parksville _______________ _ 
Sheriff* _________________ _ 

Fairfield County _____ _ 
Sheriff ___________________ _ 
Ridgeway _______________ _ 
Winnsboro ____ _________ _ 

Florence County _______ _ 
Florence _________________ _ 
Lake City _____________ _ 
Pamplico _______________ _ 
Timmonsville* _____ _ 
Sheriff* _________________ _ 

Georgetown Cou nty __ 
Georgetown ___________ _ 
Sheriff* _________________ _ 

Greenville County ___ _ 
Sheriff ___________________ _ 
City View --------------. 
Easley --------------------! 
Greenville ______________ · 
Greer _________ _ 
Mauldin ------------------1 
Simpsonville _________ _ 
Travelers Rest _______ _ 

411 
65 

33 
0 

''992 
90 

45 % 
72 % 

/ No J_~_'.'.=-Uses ~~~_1_'.~gton C~:-~~il 

722 
241 
251 
230 

I 58 2,486 31 % 
4 899 27 % 

69 
16 

15 

38 

613 
319 
29 

2,180 
1,588 

453 
139 

75 
75 

6,783 
984 

156 I 
4,843 . 

536 
37 
67 

25 1,228 23 % 
29 359 74% 
30 615 15 % 

3 126 15 % 
No Jail- Uses Dorchester Co. Jail 
No Report-Returned Unopened 

8 I 98 I 24% 
No Jai l-Uses Dorchester Co. Jail 

-----~~ I --~~-~ I -~~-~ 
No Report~Returned Unopened 

86 I 2,134 I 33 % 

1 76 39 % 
71 1,575 25 % I 

No Jai l-Uses Fairfield Co. Jail 
225 4,419 54% I 
145 2,547** 68 % 

59 1,548 33 % 
21 324*** 49 % 

21 
21 

602 
602 

16% 
16% 

407 I 19,422 I 37 % 
29 3,893 26 % 

No Jail-Uses Greenville Co. Jai l 
35 j 1,500 13 % 234 11 ,067 46% 
75 1,947 31 % 

8 301 15 % I 
20 192 45 % 
No ai l-No Report \ 

I I _ 

>VV,/VJr 

59,469 
13,211 

18,490 

25,154 

58 ,056 

293,591 

77,529 
23 ,400 

128,148 

15,000 
81,292 

1,024,839 
93 ,850 
19,192 

8,580 
I 

------------1 ------------

102,450 

45 ,620 

82,926 

182,233 

170,125 

1,206,456 

::::: ,.,, ,,. .. / 

76,837 

44,602 
9,908 

13,867 

18,865 

34,215 

62,194 
43 ,542 

220,193 

58,147 
17,550 

136,675 

96,111 
127,594 

904,842 
11,250 
60,969 

768 ,629 
70,387 
14,394 

6,435 

__ '"t,O.lU.UJ I 

----------------

4,886.83 

2,836.69 
630.15 

881.94 

1,199.8 1 

2,176.40 
----------------1 
3,955.54 
2,769.27 

14,004.27 
---
3,698.15 
1,116.18 
8,692.53 
--------------
6,112.66 
8,114.98 

57,547.95 
715.50 

3,877.63 
48,884.80 

4,476.61 
915.46 

409.27 



;;; 
ALCOHOL RELATED ARRESTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ARRESTS AS REPORTED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AGENCIES IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

c 
~ 
> c 
Cl 
c 
tl -"' °' 00 

E nfo rcement 
A gency 

Fountain Inn -------·/ 
Greenwood County --·· 

Sheriff __ 
Greenwood ____________ 
Ninety Six ______________ 
Hodges* _ _ _ ____ 
Ware Shoals* ________ 

Hampton County ______ 
Brunson 
Estill-No budget 

102 
Hampton ________________ 
Luray ----------------------
Varnville ________________ 
Yemassee --------------
Sheriff* -··-----·-··-----· 

Horry County __________ 
Sheriff -------·-----------· 
Conway* ________________ 
Loris --------------------·· 
Aynor ------··--··-·---·--
Crescent Beach ______ 
Myrtle Beach __________ 
Windy Hill Beach __ 
Ocean Drive __________ 
Surfside* ----------------! 
Cherry Grove* ------1 

Jasper County ---···-·-· 
Sheriff ----------·--···-·--

Publi c 
Drunkenness 

160 I 
1,713 

186 
1,474 

53 
--------

243 
5 

85 
--------

51 

136 
22 

114 
140 
114 

1,377 

497 
--- II 
181 

I 90 

Alco hol 
Arrests 

Dri ving Total of As % of 
Under All types All types 

In fl uence of a rrests of arrests 

6 522 30% I 
173 3,980 47 % I 

101 * 680 42% 1 
67 3,084 50% I 

5 216 27 % l 
-------- -------- -------- I 

I 
27 635 26 % 

3 108 7% 

15 310 32% I 
No Jail-Uses Estill Jail 

No Jail- Uses H ampton Co. Jail 
9 217 27 % I 

l 30 336 30% 
2 39 61 % 

--------

I 
28 297 48 % 
5 226 64% 

39 477 32 % 
117 5,645 25 % 

36 1,504 35 % 
-------- -------- --------

5 228 81 % 
116 78 % 

Cost of 
Cost of Alcohol " Ch ronic 

City Law County L aw 75% of All Rela ted A rres ts Repeaters 
E nforce ment E nforcement Enforcement o n S. C . Law to co unlies 
Budgets for E nforcement and cities for 
Year 1966 Year 1966 1966 Budgets 1966 1966 

28,450 ------------ 21 ,337 1,356.97 ----------------

---------------- ----------------
------------ 214,170 160,625 10,215.75 ----------------
225,500 ------------ 169,125 10,756.35 ----------------

19,370 ------------ 14,527 923 .92 ----------------
1,800 ------------ 1,350 85.86 ----------------

17,461 13,095 832.84 ----------------
------------ ----------------
------------ ----------------

------------ ----------------

24,000 ------------ 18,000 1,144.80 ----------------
------------ --------------

---------------- ----------------
5,009 3,757 238.95 ----------------

------------ 70,144 52,608 3,345.87 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
351,047 263 ,285 16,744.93 ----------------

110,520 82,890 5,271.80 ----------------
31 ,996 ------------ 23 ,997 1,526.21 ------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ---------------
14,000 ------------ 10,500 667.80 ----------------

---------------- ---------------- ----------------
20,000 15,000 954.00 ----------------

156,100 ------------ 117,075 7,445.97 ----------------
9,104 ------------ 6,828 434.26 ----------------

17,967 -----------· 13,475 857.01 ----------------

:::::::::j ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
60,687 45,515 2,894.75 ----------------

- - ---- ----- -------------~·I . I I I t I' I I I I I I I' I I 'II I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I,- , I,- , I I I I ,~,-n - rrrrrrrrrrn I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I j . j I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

e Hard.eeville ------------1 ~ Ridgeland ----------·--· 
.!. v .... .. ,. i.. ..... · ... r--. ..... _ .. _, 

91 
No Jail-Uses Jasper Co. Jail 

• ~ I ~ !!~ I ~~~ -14,0401 ::::::::::::! -----10,5301 -----669.71 1 

1 



.Ji:10::,}JC:l \...,UUULY ----------1 i Sheriff ___________________ _ 
101 

90 
J I 

I 
,<,,<,O 

116 
01 "/0 

78 % :::::::::::: \ -60,687 \ 45,515\ -- 2,894.751 

00 

- ------------ --- - ------ -~· · t . , •• • ••••• , II ti''"'' 1111,1111111111111111111 r-.-, -,-,-,-,, ,-,, -,-,-,,-n .,, ,,, ,, i i I j i i I I ii i i j • •• , i I Ii i I i ii iii iii Ii II 

..... 
C: 

~ 
:i,. 
C: 
C) 
C: 

-~ 
"' "' 00 

,,., 

Hardeeville ____________ 
Ridgeland ____________ __ 

Kershaw County ________ 
Sheriff _______________ ____ 
Camden -----------------· 
Kershaw* ______________ 

Lancaster Co. -----------· Sheriff ____________________ 
Lancaster -------------·-· 

Laurens County ____ ___ 
Sheriff ______________ ______ 
Cross Hill ______________ 
Laurens -------------·---
Grey Court* __________ 

Lee County _______________ 
Sheriff ___________________ 
Bishopville ___________ 

Lynchburg ______ _______ 
Lexington County -----· 

Sheriff _____ ____ __________ 
Cayce ----------------.------
Chapin ____________________ 
Lexington --------------,· 
Ridge Spring _________ 
Springdale _______ _______ 
West Columbia _____ 

McCormick County _ , 
Sheriff ____ _______________ 
McCormick ___________ 

Marion County _________ 
Sheriff __________ :_: ______ 
Sellers ____________________ 
Mullens* ----,-----------
Marion*, .,---------------- ) 

Marlboro County _____ 
Sheriff ___________________ 
Bennettsville _________ 
Blenheim _______________ 

No Jail-Uses Jasper Co. Jail I 
91 5 112 86% 

1,549 11 3,601 43 % 
405 11 1,208 34% 

(1, 1 44) 2,393 48 % 
-------- I 
1,885 103 3,738 53 % 

720 30 1,400 54% 
1,165 73 2,338 53 % 
1,071 101 7,220 16% 

237 40 1,080 26% 
10 14 71 % 

824 61 6,126 14% 

i:i9s 175 3,271 42% 
26.5 71 834 40% 
178 4 367 50% 

No Jail-Uses Lee Co. Jail 1 
755 100 2,070 40% I 

!~} 298 4,912 23 % 
129 1,539 25 % 

200 91 2,055 19 % 
-------- No Jail-Uses Lexington Co. Jail 

All cases handled thru Lexington Co. ---j ;r 4 I 121 I 30% 
No Jail- Uses Lexington Co. Jail 

--!~7 74 \ 1,191 36 % 
622 13 667 95% I 
114 8 122 100% 
508 5 545 94% r 
448 43 1,567 31 % I 
444 42 1,448 34% I 4 1 119 4% 

--------- -------- -------- --------

777 107 1,618 55% 
187 6 631 30% 
396 50 586 76% 

7 2 9 100% 
I 

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
14,040 ------------ 10,530 669.71 ---------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
169,989 127,492 8,108.49 ----------------

149,874 ------------ 112,405 7,148.96 ----------------
22,776 ------------ 17,082 1,086.42 

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
74,697 56,023 3,563.06 

131,224 ------------ 98,418 6,259.38 ----------------
----------- ---------------- ----------------
------------ 216,747 162,560 10,338.82 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
113,684 ------------ 85,263 5,422.73 ----------------

3,600 ------------ 2,700 171.72 ----------------
---------------- ----------------------------

------------ 67,740 50,805 3,231.20 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
4,180 ------------ 3,135 199.39 ----------------

---------------- ----------------------------
222,215 166,661 10,599.64 ----------------

95,337 ------------ 71,503 4,547.59 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ----------------
------------ ------------ ----- ----------------

---------------- ---------------------------- ------------
------------ ---------------- -----------------

67,200 ------------ 50,400 3,205.44 ----------------
____________ , 

2,578.661 
---------------

------------ 54,060 40,545 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------
------------ 72,480. 54,360 3,457.30 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
55,107 ------------ 41,330 2,628.59 ----------------
90,040 ------------ 67,530 4,294.91 ----------------

------------ ---------------- -------------- ----------------
96,450 72,337 4,600.63 ----------------

73 ,290 ------------ 54,967 3,495.90 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------



~ 

... 
C: 
r
-< :,. 
c:: 
Cl 
c:: 
-~ 
"' "' 00 

Enforcement 
Agency 

Clio ________________________ 
McColl ____________________ 

Newberry County ______ 
Sheriff ______________ __ __ __ 

New berry -·----------------
Pomaria* -·---------·----
Prosperity* -·---------· 

Oconee County ----------1 
Sheriff -----------·-·------1 
Westminster* -------1 
West Union _________ 
Walhalla* ______________ 
Seneca* ---·--------------

Orangeburg Co. ____ ____ 
Sheriff* __________________ 
Branchville ____________ 
Eutawville* ____________ 
Cope ______________________ 
Neeses ____________ ________ 
North ______________________ 
Yance ____________________ 

Orangeburg* __________ 
Norway* ________________ 

Pickens County __________ 
Sheriff ___________ _________ 
Liberty ------------------
Central* ----------·-------

Richland County ________ 
Sheriff ____________________ 
Columbia --------------
Eastover ----------------Forest Acres __________ 

Saluda County* --------1 
~,dge_ _Spnng* _______ _ 

Public 
Drunkenness 

187 
609 
163 
446 

--------

440 
( --------

--------
--------

64 

14 
--------
-------

50 
--------

--------

843 
648 
195 

4,871 
658 

4,167 
46 

-------- I 

Alcohol 
Arrests 

Driving Total of As % of 
Under All types All types 

Influence of arrests of arrests 

No Jail-Uses Marlboro Co. Jail 
49 392 60 % 

105 1,884 37 % 
58 733 30% 
4'7 1,151 42% 

-------- -------- --------

50 1,045 46 % 
50 1,045 46 % 

-------- -------- --------
No Jail-Uses Oconee Co. Jail 

-------- -------- --------
--------

11 265 28 % 

1 90 17% 
-------- --------

No Report 
No Jail-Uses Orangeburg Co. Jail I 

10 I 175 I 34% 
No Jail-Uses Holly Hill , Elloree 

Jail 
-------- -------- --------

121 1,944 50% 
101 1,472 51 % 
20 472 46% 

I 
571 13,208 41 % 
137 2,805 28 % 
426 10,254 40% 

8 149 34% 
No Jail-Uses Richland Co. Jail 

Cost of 
Cost of Alcohol " Chronic 

City Law County Law 75% of All Related Arrests Repeaters 
Enforcement Enforcement Enforcement on S. C. Law to counties 
Budgets fo r Budgets for Budgets for Enforcement and cities fo r 
Year 1966 Year J 966 1966 Budgets J 966 1%6 

------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ----------------
152,623 114,467 7,280.10 ----------------

93,123 ------------ 69,842 4,441.95 ---··-----------· 
600 ------------ 450 28 .62 ----------------

14,556 ------------ 10,917 694.32 ----------------
------------ ---------------

166,528 124,896 7,943.39 ----------------
23 ,929 ------------ 17,947 1,141.43 -·----------·---

------------ ---------------- ----------------
39,859 ------------ 29 ,894 1,901.26 ----------------
69,185 ------------ 51 ,889 3,300.14 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
235,927 176,945 11 ,253.70 ----------------

4,581 ------------ 3,436 218.53 ----------------
1,500 ------------ 1,125 71.55 ----------------

------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
----------- ---------------- ----------------

7,852 ------------ 5,889 374.54 ----------------
215,764 ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
215,764 ------------ 161,823 10,291.94 ----------------

6,100 ------------ 4,575 290.97 ----------------
------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
------------ 153,969 115,477 7,344.34 ---- ------------

---------------- ---------------- ----------------
4,978 ------------1 3,733 1 237.421 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ---------------· 
988,370 741 ,277 47,145.22 ----------------

1,213,234 ------------ 909 ,925 57,871.23 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

---8,3641 ~~ - -: ___ :_ I -----_ ?,?2~ I ---------------1 
. ~~8,~? I 
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.C.il:S LUVCL ----------------1 Forest Acres __ _______ _ 
.. u o I J. ""t7 I J "'t 'lO 

No Jail-Uses Richland Co. Jail 

Saluda County* ________ I 
-------- -------- I --------

R,dge Sprmg* ________ -------- -------- I 
Sner,ff* __________________ 

I Spartanburg Co. ________ 6,642 276 15,932 54% 
Campobello ____________ -------- No Longer has a jail 
Cowpens ________________ 116 2 269 43 % 
Duncan __________________ 36 6 165 25 % 
Inman ______________________ 96 5 194 52% 
Lyman -------------------- 4 3 232 3% 
Pacolet __________________ 14 3 154 11 % 
Spa rtanburg __________ 4,279 169 10,663 44 % 
Woodruff ______________ 375 28 911 44 % 
Chesnee* ________________ --------Sheriff ____________________ 1,722 60 3,344 53 % 
Welford* ________________ -------- --------
Landrum* ______________ 

Sumter County ________ 952 201 5,376 22% 
Sheriff __ __________________ --------
Mayesville ______________ 187 37 415 54% 
Sumter __ --- 765 164 4,961 19 % 

Union County __________ 939 37 2,098 47 % 
Jonesville ________________ 90 4 197 48 % 
Union ____________________ 849 33 1,901 46% 
Sheriff* __________________ --------

w ;lliamsburg County 340 41 1,260 30% 
Greeleyville _______ ___ No Jail- Uses Kingstree Jail 
Hemingway ____________ 75 5 242 33 % 
Kingstree ________________ 265 36 1,01 8 30% 
Sheriff* _______ ___________ 

York County ____________ 3,407 192 8.191 44 % 
Sheriff ____________________ 992 61 1,923 54% 
Clover ____________________ 413 52 935 50% 
Fort Mill ________________ 352 16 673 54% 
Rock Hill ____ ______ __ 1,650 63 4,660 37 % 

ST ATE TOTALS ______ 53 ,935 4,752 153,297 39 % 

• Includes Hi ghway Dept. report •• Does not include traffic arrests 
••• Average fine paid $19.50 reported- no jail costs reported 
• Includes Highway Dept. Report 

::::::::::::! ::::::::::::! ::::::::::::::::! ::::::::::::::::! 

I ------------ ---------------- --------------- ----------------

I 

8,364 ----------- 6,273 398,96 ----------------
------------ 43,696 32,772 2,084.30 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

I 
15,804 ------------ 11 ,853 753.85 ----------------
7,25 1 ------------ 5,438 345.86 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

I 
5,720 4,290 272.84 ----------------
4,600 3,450 219.42 ----------------

l 
623 ,714 467,785 29 ,751.13 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
21 ,000 15,750 1,001.70 ------------ ----

758,160 568,620 36,164.23 ----------------
2,760 ------------ 2,070 131.65 ----------------

18,205 ------------ 13,654 868.39 ----------------
------------ ---------------- ---------------· ----------------

209 ,522 157,141 9,994. 17 ----------------
3,648 2,736 174.00 ----------------

271 ,219 ------------ 203 ,414 12,937. 13 ----------------

r 
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
119,179 89,384 5,684 .82 ----------------
------------ 197,079 147,809 9,400.65 ----------------
------------ ------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

------------ ---------------- --------------- ----------------
14,000 10,500 667.80 ----------------

------------ --------------- ----------------
I ------------ 104,500 78,375 4,984.65 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
------------ 616,509 462,382 29,407 .50 ----------------

------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
55,568 ------------ 41 ,676 2,650.59 ----------------

386,256 289,692 18,424.41 ----------------
$ $ 9,325,639 $ $ 1,0 13,838.18 $ 486,642.33 



EDUCATION AND INFORMATION SERVICES 

LIFELINES-bimonthly magazine which makes available articles on alcoholism 
and related subjects to those working in the fields of treatment and 
prevention and to those personally concerned with the problem. Published 
and distributed without charge. 

FILMS-The Columbia office mamtains a library of the best films available in 
the field of alcoholism. They are loaned free to interested organizations 
and groups. Write or call for list and description of films. 

PAMPHLETS-Many educational and informative pamphlets are available 
dealing with every aspect of alcohol and alcoholism. 

SPEAKERS-Members of the Commission and staff are available for personal 
talks before civic, religious and professional groups. 

LIBRARY-Reference books by leading authorities in alcoholism may be had 
on a loan basis from the office in Columbia. 

CONSULTANT SERVICE--Community Councils and state organizations are 
encouraged to use our facilities in establishing and operating their pro
programs on alcohol education and alcoholism treatment. 

EXHIBITS-Exhibits on alcoholism for meetings, conventions, fairs, etc., are 
available. 

EDU CA TI ON-Courses of instruction and seminars are conducted for student 
groups, organizations, and other agencies interested in or working with 
alcoholism and alcoholics. 

S. C. COMMISSION ON ALCOHOLISM FACILITIES 
1104 Rutledge State Office Building 

1429 Senate Street 
Columbia, S. C. 29201 

Phone 758-2521 
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