
 

Protest Decision 
Matter of: Ecalibur Youth Services, LLC   Case 2018-101 

Southeastern Children’s Home, Inc.   Case 2018-103 

Avalonia Group Homes, Inc.    Case 2018-104 

Palmetto Association for Children and Families Case 2018-105 

Helping Hands, Inc.     Case 2018-108 

Windwood Farm Home for Children, Inc.  Case 2018-109 

New Foundations Home for Children, Inc.  Case 2018-110 

Posting Date: May 1, 2018 

Contracting Entity: South Carolina Department of Social Services 

Solicitation No.: 5400013556 

Description: Group Care for Children Fixed Price Bid 

DIGEST 

Protests of issues related to a fixed-price bid are denied. Protestants letters of protest are included 

by reference. [Attachment 1] 
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AUTHORITY 

The Chief Procurement Officer1 (CPO) conducted an administrative review pursuant to S.C. 

Code Ann. §11-35-4210(4). This decision is based on materials in the procurement file and 

applicable law and precedents. 

BACKGROUND 

This Fixed Price Bid (FPB) was issued by the State Fiscal Accountability Authority (SFAA) on 

behalf of the South Carolina Department of Social Services (DSS) on June 23, 2017 to establish 

a term contract for qualified and established group care facilities throughout the state of South 

Carolina for children/youth who have clinical, mental, or behavioral service needs that cannot be 

adequately or safely met in a regular or therapeutic foster home. This is a re-solicitation of an 

existing contract awarded in June of 2011.  Section 11-35-1525(2) sets forth the purpose of a 

fixed-price bid as: 

The purpose of fixed price bidding is to provide multiple sources of supply for 
specific services, supplies, or information technology based on a preset maximum 
price which the State will pay for such services, supplies, or information 
technology. 

This solicitation defined three levels of care and a price per day that the state is willing to pay for 

each level of care: Group Care Level 1 at $101.03 per day, Group Care Level 2 at $110.27 per 

day, and Group Care Level 3 at $176.82 per day.  The solicitation also provided for an additional 

$75.00 per day for emergency placements. The solicitation also defined what was covered by 

these rates and advised bidders that lower daily rates were acceptable: 

SCDSS will pay Providers for the services outlined in this document at the 
following rates, which include room and board and other state services costs. 
“Room and Board” includes the cost of feeding, supervising, housing, 
transporting and otherwise providing direct care for the child/youth. “Other state 
services” are defined as activities such as training, monitoring, and supervision, 
administering cost and other related non-treatment activities.   

                                                 
1 The Materials Management Officer delegated the administrative review of this protest to the Chief Procurement 
Officer for Information Technology. 
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Offerors must enter the rate they will charge for the listed services. Rates may not 
exceed those listed below. Offers have the option to submit lower rates. Any 
offers received at rates that exceed the maximum will be rejected as non-
responsive. 

[Solicitation, Page 32] 

Eight businesses and two trade organizations timely filed protests with the CPO.  Subsequently 

three withdrew their protests. The remaining protesters are: Excalibur Youth Services, LLC; 

Southeastern Children’s Home, Inc.; Avalonia Group Homes, Inc.; Palmetto Association for 

Children and Families; Helping Hands, Inc.; Windwood Farm Home for Children, Inc.; and New 

Foundations Home for Children, Inc. 

ANALYSIS 

1. Standing 

Palmetto Association for Children and Families protests: 

With this letter, the Palmetto Association for Children and Families (PAFCAF) is 
filing an official protest of the Group Care for Children Fixed Price Bid 
(solicitation #5400013556) on behalf of our members, group care facilities across 
South Carolina. 

Section 11-35-4210(1) grants the right to protest a solicitation to a prospective bidder, offeror, 

contractor, or subcontractor: 

(a) A prospective bidder, offeror, contractor, or subcontractor who is aggrieved in 
connection with the solicitation of a contract shall protest to the appropriate chief 
procurement officer in the manner stated in subsection (2)(a) within fifteen days 
of the date of issuance of the Invitation For Bids or Requests for Proposals or 
other solicitation documents, whichever is applicable, or any amendment to it, if 
the amendment is at issue. 

Palmetto represents and advocates for organizations who may submit offers, but is not itself a 

prospective bidder, offeror, contractor, or subcontractor and consequently does not have standing 

to protest this solicitation. See In Re Carolina Alliance for Fair Employment, Panel Case No. 

1992-11 (“In order to have standing to bring a complaint before the Procurement Review Panel, 
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the protestant must have a. direct legal interest at stake, such as a party to the contract or a 

competitor seeking award of the contract.”). Palmetto’s protest is dismissed. 

2. Federal Child Welfare Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §§ 670-679 

Two protesters claim that the solicitation is infirm or illegal because DSS has failed to comply 

with Title IV-E of the federal Social Security Act. This law provides for federal payments for 

foster care and adoption assistance. 42 U.S.C. § 670. Each protester articulates these claims 

somewhat differently. 

Southeastern Children’s Home states in its second issue of protest: 

We are further protesting based on the fact that it is our understanding that the 
federal guidelines call for a rate setting methodology when establishing a daily 
rate paid by the state to provide for abused and neglected children and their out of 
home care needs. We understand that a methodology was established in 2015 to 
set the new Level 1 and Level 3 rates. However, a cost report has been submitted 
since that time which was not then used to establish the rate which can be found 
on page 33 of the fixed price bid document. This protest is based on Level 1 rates 
only. 

New Foundations Home for Children claims four discrete violations of federal law:  

1. SCDSS will fail to meet its responsibility under Title IV E to reimburse 
providers for the full cost incurred in providing required services under the 
proposed new solicitation with the same reimbursement structure. 

2. This Solicitation fails to meet South Carolina Procurement Code which 
requires a state agency to follow Federal law when receiving/disbursing 
federal funds-S.C. Code Ann. 11-35-40(2) and S.C. Code Ann. 11-35-40(3) 

3. The proposed rate of $176.82 per day for Level 3 Group Care providers has 
no reasonable cost methodology behind it. Therefore, there is no basis to use it 
in calculating this proposed rate or to serve as a basis of a new Cost 
Methodology. SCDSS has not offered an explanation of how it arrived at the 
$176.82 reimbursement rate. 

4. SCDSS failed to establish a reasonable cost methodology to follow in 
proposing a reimbursement rate for providers. The SCDSS Cost Methodology 
is not reasonable and does not follow sound statistical methods. One key 
component of the past methodology, using a provider's licensed beds instead 
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of occupied beds in calculating daily costs, is inherently flawed from a cost 
accounting perspective in that it prevents a provider from receiving full 
reimbursement of allowed costs unless every licensed bed is occupied 365 
days a year. 

The CPO has been challenged to treat these claims, because neither protester points to any 

specific provision of federal law it claims DSS has violated, nor to any authority—state or 

federal—supporting their allegations the solicitation is thereby illegal. Compounding this 

difficulty, DSS expressed no position on the protests until the week of April 16, 2018; certain of 

the protesters provided their comments two weeks later. The CPO is mindful of the Panel’s 

admonition that if federal law applies to the solicitation the CPO “has the authority to consider 

and interpret such federal law.” Appeal by Miracle Hill Ministries, Panel Case No. 2014-10(I) 

and n. 4. 

The Child Welfare Act of 1980 created Title IV-E of the Social Security Act. Title IV-E allows 

states to receive reimbursement from the federal government for maintenance payments for 

foster care. The current reimbursement rate ranges from fifty to eighty-three percent.2 To qualify 

for reimbursement the Act imposes four requirements on the state. First, it must have a plan that 

has been approved by the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 42 U.S.C. § 671. Section 

671(a) sets out thirty-five specific components a state plan must include, not including subparts. 

Section 671(b) requires the Secretary to approve any state plan that complies with § 671(a). 

Second, the plan must require state payment of “foster care maintenance payments” on behalf of 

each child placed in foster care, provided specific conditions are met. 42 U.S.C. § 672. Section 

675(4)(A) defines foster care maintenance payments: 

                                                 
2 According to the Title IV E web site: 

Maintenance includes room and board payments that are made to licensed foster parents, group 
homes and residential child care facilities, clothing expenses, school supplies, a child’s personal 
incidentals, liability insurance with respect to a child, reasonable travel to the child’s home for 
visitation and reasonable travel for the child to remain in the school in which the child is enrolled 
at the time of placement. The Federal government will reimburse the State for 50 percent to 83 
percent of the costs. The State is responsible for the balance; 

https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/ssir/SSI14/SSAB_Statement.html (emphasis supplied) (last viewed 1/5/2018). 

https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/ssir/SSI14/SSAB_Statement.html
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The term “foster care maintenance payments” means payments to cover the cost 
of (and the cost of providing) food, clothing, shelter, daily supervision, school 
supplies, a child’s personal incidentals, liability insurance with respect to a child, 
reasonable travel to the child’s home for visitation, and reasonable travel for the 
child to remain in the school in which the child is enrolled at the time of 
placement. In the case of institutional care, such term shall include the reasonable 
costs of administration and operation of such institution as are necessarily 
required to provide the items described in the preceding sentence. 

There is no federal minimum nor maximum foster care maintenance payment rate. Congressional 

Research Service, Child Welfare: A Detailed Overview of Program Eligibility and Funding for 

Foster Care, Adoption Assistance and Kinship Guardianship Assistance under Title IV-E of the 

Social Security Act (October 26, 2012) at 17.  

Third, Section 672(b)(2) limits payments to child-care institutions to the items specified in 

§ 675(4)(A), ante. Based on this Division’s experience in the 2014 Miracle Hill Ministries 

protest and appeal, “the reasonable cost of administration and operation of [a child-care 

institution]” is a frequent source of disagreement between DSS and those institutional service 

providers. In fact, as discussed post, DSS’s determination of those costs is a basis of most of 

these protests. 

Finally, the state plan must provide a method for periodically reviewing the payment rate to 

assure its continuing appropriateness. 42 U.S.C. § 671(a)(11). The Secretary has promulgated 

regulations providing for this review: 

In meeting the requirements of section 471(a)(11) of the Act [42 
U.S.C. § 671(a)(11)], the title IV–E agency must review at reasonable, specific, 
time-limited periods to be established by the agency: 
 (1) The amount of the payments made for foster care maintenance and 
adoption assistance to assure their continued appropriateness…. 

45 C.F.R. § 1356.21(m). No particular method, either for the initial determination or review of 

the maintenance payment rate, is specified.3 

                                                 
3 On behalf of some protesters, Palmetto Association for Children & Families argued federal law requires the state 
must have some articulable method for reviewing the appropriateness of maintenance payments. In support it points 
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Several years ago the Attorney General opined about a different requirement of the Child 

Welfare Act: 

When a state accepts financial assistance from the federal government, the state is 
bound by any "conditions" which attach to the expenditure of the funds…. For 
example, participation by a state in the AFDC program is voluntary, but if a state 
chooses to participate it must comply with the requirements of the Social Security 
Act and the regulations promulgated thereunder…. Further, §671(b) provides for 
either discontinuance or reduction of payments to a State in the event that an 
approved State plan no longer complies with the requirements of §671(a) or, 
through its administration, there is substantial failure to comply with the 
provisions of the plan. Thus, as indicated by clear statutory language and well-
established case law, compliance with the Federal Act is essential if the State 
Department of Social Services (DSS) wishes to avoid the risk of a discontinuance 
or reduction of funding for this program. 

S.C. Att’y Gen. Op. of August 8, 1986, at *2, 1986 WL 289816 (internal citations omitted). No 

party claims that the State’s plan has not been approved by the Secretary, or that it no longer 

complies with 42 U.S.C. § 671(a). In fact, both Southeastern and New Foundations admit that the 

State has used the same methodology to determine and review payment rates since at least 2015. 

Neither alleges that the State has failed to properly administer the plan. Essentially, they 

complain that the plan approved by the federal government includes an unreasonable cost 

methodology. The CPO is unconvinced that a government contractor’s opinion concerning the 

cost methodology is a reason to question—much less invalidate—the Secretary’s continuing 

approval of South Carolina’s plan.  

Even if there were some merit to the Title IV-E claims, the Procurement Code offers no remedy. 

According to the Attorney General, the consequence of plan non-compliance is the 

“discontinuance or reduction of funding for this program.” There have been successful court 

challenges to the level of maintenance payments. E.g., California Alliance of Child and Family 

                                                                                                                                                             
to two federal decisions: Missouri Child Care Ass’n v. Martin, 241 F.Supp.2d 1032 (W.D. Mo. 2003), and an 
unreported district court order, Foster Parents Ass’n of Washington State v. Quigley, 2014 WL 3513338 (W.D. 
Wash., July 14, 2014). Both actions sought relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Neither challenged a state’s procurement 
of foster care services. The Quigley decision denied relief to the organizational plaintiff, by all indications a similar 
organization to Palmetto. For the reasons discussed in this section and in part 4, post, the CPO is unpersuaded that 
either of these authorities change the result. 
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Services v. Allenby, 589 F.3d 1017 (9th Cir. 2009) (finding private right of action exists under 

the Child Welfare Act); C.H. v. Payne, 683 F.Supp.2d 865 (S.D. Ind. 2010) (granting relief based 

on 42 U.S.C. § 1983); cf. Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. v. Sanford, 509 F.3d 204 (4th Cir. 2007) 

(acknowledging in dicta that enforcement of Medicaid reimbursement may be asserted under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983); but see Hensley v. Koller, 722 F.3d 177 (4th Cir. 2013) (decrease in adoption 

assistance payments under South Carolina law did not violate federal right to individualized 

adoption assistance granted by Child Welfare Act). However, the CPO can find no judicial or 

administrative decision where a contractor has successfully challenged a procurement action 

based on Title IV-E.  

For the foregoing reasons the second issue of protest by Southeastern Children’s Home, and the 

entire protest of New Foundations Home for Children, are dismissed. 

3. Scope of Work Issues 

Excalibur Youth Services, LLC and Avalonia Group Homes, Inc. filed nearly identical protests. 

Both allege: 

The Solicitation states: “These concepts may transform the use of residential care 
to a short term, treatment-focused model, to be utilized for children/youth who 
cannot be safely and adequately served in a supported family setting.” The 
solicitation states that the service model is a treatment focused model. Residential 
treatment is not permitted in a DSS licensed group home in South Carolina, only 
in a DHEC licensed RTF. Therefore, if part of the design cannot be provided by 
the group home, the service cannot be delivered. See R. 61-103, RESIDENTIAL 
TREATMENT FACILITIES FOR CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS…. 

The quoted language (without the bolded type) appears in one of the introductory paragraphs of 

the scope of work. This paragraph was clearly intended to be generally descriptive of the 

program. The solicitation seeks group care at three levels. The description of Level 1 placements 

does not include children with a mental health diagnosis. Solicitation, p. 15. Level 2 placements 

include children with relational or behavioral problems. That description includes: 

In some cases a child/youth may not have a mental health diagnosis but may 
experience fear, anxiety, hyperactivity, moodiness, withdrawal and/or impulsivity. 
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Id. at 16. Level 3 placements involve children with more serious problems: 

Level 3 services are highly structured residential services having intensive staff 
supervision and programming for children/youth who are experiencing relational 
or behavioral problems and are not able to function successfully in a less 
restrictive group care setting. A child/youth in this level of care may present a 
significant mental health disorder, and is impaired in social, educational, familial 
and occupational functioning. 

Id. The Level 3 services include coordination and management of required medical care, but do 

not require the contractor to treat children for mental illness. 

S.C. Code Ann. Reg. 61-103 governs licensing by the Department of Health and Environmental 

Control of Residential Treatment Facilities for Children and Adolescents. Section 101.OO of the 

regulation defines it as: 

A facility operated for the assessment, diagnosis, treatment and care of two (2) or 
more children and/or adolescents in need of mental health treatment…. 

While a DHEC-licensed treatment facility may properly provide Level 3 services, those services 

do not require licensure by DHEC. Excalibur Youth Services, LLC and Avalonia read into the 

solicitation a requirement that is not there. This protest issue is denied 

They also protest: 

Further, for those facilitates [sic] that are licensed over16 beds, Medicaid cannot 
be accessed for any child for any healthcare service due to the Institution for 
Mental Diseases (IMD) rule, promulgated by the Centers or Medicare and 
Medicaid (CMS). 

Similarly, Windwood Farm Home for Children protests: 

My last concern is the wording of the type of child that will be placed in a level 3 
home. Although the scope of what we will do is workable; the wording for many 
level three providers suggests a possible violation of the IMD rule. 

The Centers for Medicaid and Medicare Services website describes the IMD (institutions for 

mental diseases) exclusion: 
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What is the Medicaid IMD exclusion? 

The IMD exclusion prohibits Medicaid from making payments to IMDs for 
services rendered to Medicaid beneficiaries aged 21 to 64.4 

The solicitation seeks services for children and youth. Persons aged 21 to 64 are not children or 

youth. This protest issue is denied. 

Avalonia also protests: 

Though a block is presented for a level 4 facility, the level 4 is not found in the 
contract and is the level of care, at which Avalonia Group Homes, Inc., group 
home operated. This level of care should be provided and the rate should be 
reasonably calculated. 

The levels of care covered by this solicitation reflect the agency’s business judgment regarding 

what services it requires. As the Panel wrote several years ago: 

The Chief Procurement Officer properly dismissed a protest ground alleging that 
purchasing bio-diesel fuel was not in the State’s best interests; the determination 
of what the State needs is up to the State, and the Procurement Review Panel 
lacks authority to determine whether an agency should purchase a certain item. 

In Re: Appeal of Petroleum Traders, Panel Case No. 2006-8; see Protest of GTE Vantage, Inc., 

Panel Case No. 1992-19 (“…vendors may not rewrite specifications to tell the State what it 

needs.”). This issue of protest alleges no violation of the Code and is dismissed.   

4. Fixed Price 

All protesters complain that the fixed price is insufficient to cover the cost of providing the 

services. Excalibur and Avalonia both claim: 

The daily rate allowance of $176.80 is insufficient to provide the care described in 
the Solicitation. The amount is the continuing rate that intensive level group 
homes have received over many years. It is insufficient to cover the costs and to 
provide the services that DSS describes in the current solicitation. The scope of 

                                                 
4 https://innovation.cms.gov/initiatives/Medicaid-Emergency-Psychiatric-Demo/faq.html (last viewed April 20, 
2018). 

https://innovation.cms.gov/initiatives/Medicaid-Emergency-Psychiatric-Demo/faq.html
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work is substantially increased without any increase in daily rate. The current rate 
is not sufficient for the scope of work currently in operation. 

Avalonia also protests: 

Further, the historical daily rate for Avalonia Group Homes. Inc., was 
substantially in excess of the written rate in the Solicitation. 

Helping Hands, Inc., protests: 

The current FPB solicitation involves expansion of the provider scope of work 
without an increase in compensation…. In addition, providers will be required to 
provide additional days' notice before requiring that a resident be removed (page 
31). In contrast to that, provisions in the FPB will effectively exempt the state 
agency from the notice requirement, but no allowance is made for the providers' 
loss of income. Further, the FPB requires that providers continue to accept 
placement of children without creating a system for ensuring some baseline 
census numbers in order to make operations economically viable. 

Southeastern protests two aspects of the State’s pricing: 

There is unquestionably an increase in the deliverables found in the "scope of 
work" in solicitation #5400013556 without an increase in the daily rate for Level 
1. 

In addition, we are protesting the unexcused absences, in the scope of work found 
on page 20 of the fixed price bid document, as it relates to giving the Department 
of Social Services a 10 business day notice should a provider decide to dismiss a 
child from its program found on page 31. The unexcused absence section states 
that "DSS will not reimburse the Provider for full day UNEXCUSED absence" 
while on page 31 under the discharge area it requires both the Providers and DSS 
to give a 10 business day notice prior to discharging a resident. This appears to 
mean that a Provider cannot discharge a runaway or a child that is incarcerated for 
up to 10 days and that same child's space must be held for 10 days without any 
reimbursement per the statement on page 20. This is an increase in the scope of 
work without a rate adjustment to compensate for the additional cost of not being 
able to fill a vacated slot for 10 days. 

Finally, Windwood Farm Home for Children protests: 

The scope of work in this solicitation has dramatically changed without 
consideration of the increase in the number of staff that will be required to 
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maintain a safe and secure environment and the costs that will be incurred to 
provide this service. 

This is a fixed price solicitation in which the State sets the maximum price it is willing to pay for 

the services being solicited and any responsible bidder willing to participate at or below that 

price may be awarded a contract. The Panel has long recognized that “[f]unding availability is an 

inherent prerequisite to any government procurement.” In Re: Protest of Florence Crittendon 

Home, Panel Case 1983-18. On further review, then-Circuit Judge John Hamilton Smith wrote: 

The Court recognizes that in cases such as this where the vendor of services is 
funded in large part through government funds, the unavailability of full funding 
may place the vendor in the situation of having to take what the government 
offers. However, any problems experienced by FCH as a result of the 
procurement in question were not problems with the procurement process, but 
with the nature of FCH's necessary reliance on government funding even in a lean 
year. Even though FCH provides an obviously worthwhile service, its funding 
needs and the needs of its clients do not translate into a requirement that the State 
must provide it with everything it proposes. The RFP told prospective bidders all 
they needed to know to bid intelligently, and the award was based on the stated 
factors and the factors which inhere in any government procurement. 

In Re: Protest of Florence Crittendon Home, Panel Case 1983-18(C) (emphasis supplied). 

Section 11-35-1525, Competitive fixed price bidding, provides: 

(2) Fixed Price Bidding. The purpose of fixed price bidding is to provide multiple 
sources of supply for specific services, supplies, or information technology based 
on a preset maximum price which the State will pay for such services, supplies, or 
information technology.  

*** 

(4) Pricing. The State shall establish, before issuance of the fixed price bid, a 
maximum amount the State will pay for the services, supplies, or information 
technology desired.  

*** 

(7) Award. Award must be made to all responsive and responsible bidders to the 
state’s request for competitive fixed price bidding. 
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The State has complied with the requirements for this fixed price bid. If the protesters do not 

wish to perform at the State’s maximum price, they need not respond to the solicitation. This 

issue of protest fails to state a claim for which relief may be granted and is dismissed.   

DECISION 

For the reasons stated above the protests of Ecalibur Youth Services, LLC, Southeastern 

Children’s Home, Inc., Avalonia Group Homes, Inc., Palmetto Association for Children and 

Families, Helping Hands, Inc., Windwood Farm Home for Children, Inc., and New Foundations 

Home for Children, Inc. are dismissed. 

For the Materials Management Office

 

Michael B. Spicer 
Chief Procurement Officer 
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STATEMENT OF RIGHT TO FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
Protest Appeal Notice (Revised July 2017) 

 
The South Carolina Procurement Code, in Section 11-35-4210, subsection 6, states: 
 

(6) Finality of Decision. A decision pursuant to subsection (4) is final and conclusive, 
unless fraudulent or unless a person adversely affected by the decision requests a 
further administrative review by the Procurement Review Panel pursuant to Section 
11-35-4410(1) within ten days of posting of the decision in accordance with 
subsection (5). The request for review must be directed to the appropriate chief 
procurement officer, who shall forward the request to the panel or to the Procurement 
Review Panel, and must be in writing, setting forth the reasons for disagreement with 
the decision of the appropriate chief procurement officer. The person also may 
request a hearing before the Procurement Review Panel. The appropriate chief 
procurement officer and an affected governmental body shall have the opportunity to 
participate fully in a later review or appeal, administrative or judicial. 

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

 
Copies of the Panel's decisions and other additional information regarding the protest process is 
available on the internet at the following web site: http://procurement.sc.gov 
 
FILE BY CLOSE OF BUSINESS: Appeals must be filed by 5:00 PM, the close of business. Protest 
of Palmetto Unilect, LLC, Case No. 2004-6 (dismissing as untimely an appeal emailed prior to 5:00 
PM but not received until after 5:00 PM); Appeal of Pee Dee Regional Transportation Services, et 
al., Case No. 2007-1 (dismissing as untimely an appeal faxed to the CPO at 6:59 PM). 
 
FILING FEE: Pursuant to Proviso 111.1 of the 2016 General Appropriations Act, "[r]equests for 
administrative review before the South Carolina Procurement Review Panel shall be accompanied by 
a filing fee of two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), payable to the SC Procurement Review Panel. 
The panel is authorized to charge the party requesting an administrative review under the South 
Carolina Code Sections 11-35-4210(6), 11-35-4220(5), 11-35-4230(6) and/or 11-35-
4410…Withdrawal of an appeal will result in the filing fee being forfeited to the panel. If a party 
desiring to file an appeal is unable to pay the filing fee because of financial hardship, the party shall 
submit a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the same time the request for review is 
filed. The Request for Filing Fee Waiver form is attached to this Decision. If the filing fee is not 
waived, the party must pay the filing fee within fifteen days of the date of receipt of the order 
denying waiver of the filing fee. Requests for administrative review will not be accepted unless 
accompanied by the filing fee or a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the time of 
filing." PLEASE MAKE YOUR CHECK PAYABLE TO THE "SC PROCUREMENT REVIEW 
PANEL." 
 
LEGAL REPRESENTATION: In order to prosecute an appeal before the Panel, business entities 
organized and registered as corporations, limited liability companies, and limited partnerships must 
be represented by a lawyer. Failure to obtain counsel will result in dismissal of your appeal. Protest 
of Lighting Services, Case No. 2002-10 (Proc. Rev. Panel Nov. 6, 2002) and Protest of The Kardon 
Corporation, Case No. 2002-13 (Proc. Rev. Panel Jan. 31, 2003); and Protest of PC&C Enterprises, 
LLC, Case No. 2012-1 (Proc. Rev. Panel April 2, 2012). However, individuals and those operating as 
an individual doing business under a trade name may proceed without counsel, if desired. 



 

South Carolina Procurement Review Panel 
Request for Filing Fee Waiver 

1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 367, Columbia, SC 29201 
 
__________________________   ______________________________ 
Name of Requestor     Address 
 
_______________________________  ____________________________________ 
City  State  Zip   Business Phone 
 
 
1. What is your/your company’s monthly income? ______________________________ 
 
2. What are your/your company’s monthly expenses? ______________________________ 
 
3. List any other circumstances which you think affect your/your company’s ability to pay the filing fee:  
 
 
 

 
To the best of my knowledge, the information above is true and accurate. I have made no attempt to 
misrepresent my/my company’s financial condition. I hereby request that the filing fee for requesting 
administrative review be waived. 
 
Sworn to before me this 
_______ day of _______________, 20_______ 
 
______________________________________  ______________________________ 
Notary Public of South Carolina    Requestor/Appellant 
 
My Commission expires: ______________________ 
 
 
For official use only: ________ Fee Waived ________ Waiver Denied 
 
_________________________________________________ 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, SC Procurement Review Panel 
 
This _____ day of ________________, 20_______ 
Columbia, South Carolina 

 
NOTE: If your filing fee request is denied, you will be expected to pay the filing fee within fifteen 
(15) days of the date of receipt of the order denying the waiver. 
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