9:00 A.M.





	The Suwannee County Board of County Commissioners met in a recessed meeting on the above date and the following commissioners were present:  Chairman Laure B.  Roberson, Jr., Ivie Fowler, Douglas M. Udell, J. D. Grinstead and Eddy Hillhouse.  Also present were C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney, and Jean M. Fieler, Deputy Clerk.


	Chairman Roberson brought the recessed meeting back to order to consider adoption of an Ordinance reimposing and extending the term of the three cents (.03() local option gas tax.


	C. Dean Lewis read aloud the title to the proposed Ordinance:  “An Ordinance reimposing and extending the term of local option gas tax heretofore levied by Suwannee County Ordinances 85-08 and 88-04 which expire on August 31, 1995; providing for the imposition of three cents ($.03() local option gas tax upon every gallon of motor fuel and special fuel sold in Suwannee County and taxed under the provisions of Chapter 206, Florida Statutes; providing that the imposition shall be effective for a period of thirty years, beginning September 1, 1995.


	Chairman Roberson opened the floor for public comment.  There being no public comment at that time, the Chairman opened the floor for discussion by the Board.


	Commissioner Fowler recommended that the Board extend the gas tax ordinance.  He pointed out that although Taylor County has a .04( gas tax as opposed to Suwannee County’s .06( gas tax, Taylor County’s gas prices are $1.22(9) to $1.24(9) per gallon compared to Suwannee County’s $1.19(9) and $1.18(9).  In short, the gas tax is not necessarily the only contributing factor in high gas prices, the distributor’s price must also be taken into consideration.  Franklin County is the only county in the State of Florida that has no gas tax.  In addition, of the counties in Florida that do have a gas tax, 88% of those counties have a .06( to .12( gas tax.  Although Madison County just recently increased their gas tax from .03( to .06(, he continued, their price per gallon was still .02( higher than Suwannee County when their gas tax was .03(.


	Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously agreed to approve the Ordinance extending Suwannee County Ordinance #85-08 and #88-04 for the local option gas tax.  (See Ordinance No. 95-06)


	Next on the agenda was consideration of allowing Chairman Roberson to continue health insurance coverage under Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Florida through the Suwannee County Sheriff’s Department.


	Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator gave the floor to Patricia A. Woodard of AvMed.  Ms. Woodard explained that the county stated in their bid that they would be paying 100% of the employee premium, which requires 100% participation.  Employees that are on other coverage do have the option to “waive off”.  However, Ms. Woodard continued, if the county pays the premium to another carrier for different coverage for one employee, the county would have to give that option to all employees.


	Chairman Roberson clarified that his intention is to obtain coverage through his wife, who works at the Sheriff’s Department.  Ms. Woodard wondered if Chairman Roberson wanted the county to pay $114 toward the premium.  Chairman Roberson responded that he did.  Ms. Woodard countered that the county would then have to give all employees the same option which would effect the county’s participation, and in turn would effect the rate.  Chairman Roberson pointed out that he would still be within the governing body of the county.  Ms. Woodard stated that the fact the Chairman would have other coverage is not a problem with AvMed.  However, the fact that the Chairman is seeking compensation for the premium for the separate coverage might be a problem because other employees may want this as well.


	Commissioner Udell asked Ms. Woodard if the other employees that chose to waive off AvMed coverage are also being compensated for their premiums.  Ms. Woodard responded that they are not.  Wayne Edwards of AvMed echoed Ms. Woodard’s concern that the employees that waived off AvMed coverage may also want compensation for their premiums.


	Commissioner Hillhouse too wondered if the county’s 100% participation would be effected if the county paid for other coverage.  Ms. Woodard responded that a handful of people might not be a problem, however, if a substantial number of other employees requested this option then the participation would indeed be effected and so would the rate.


	Chairman Roberson reiterated that the coverage would still be within the governmental body and the premium would be paid directly to the insurance company.  He stressed that he has nothing against AvMed, he just wants to continue seeing his doctor.  He would only expect $115 toward his premium and he would personally cover the balance.


	Commissioner Grinstead pointed out that he knows of two employees in Branford that are dissatisfied with the new coverage and he has had to tell them that although he is sorry for them, the county voted to go with AvMed.  In light of this, he would have to tell Chairman Roberson the same thing.


	Commissioner Fowler agreed that if the Board allows this for one employee, he would have to allow it for all employees.


	Commissioner Udell voiced that he has no objection to the Chairman seeking other coverage and he certainly understands the Chairman’s desire to stay with his own doctor, but he could not agree to the request.


	Mr. Edwards empathized with the people that have had to change doctors and assured them that all AvMed doctors are board certified or qualified board certified.  He urged them to change doctors as many times as necessary until they find a new doctor that suits their needs.


	Chairman Roberson thanked the Board for their consideration.


	Next in consideration was the proposed law enforcement agreement between the Suwannee County Sheriff’s Department and the City of Live Oak.  Chairman Roberson read aloud a letter from the City of Live Oak dated June 1, 1995 proposing a new agreement with the Suwannee County Sheriff’s Department.  The city’s proposal is as follows:


	1.  The city will pay to the county an amount equal to the salaries of four officers and the fringe benefits associated with those salaries.


	2.  The officers would be assigned to assure that at least one officer would be on duty in the city at all times.


	3.  The four officers may work the zones adjacent to the city as presently being done.


	4.  The incorporated area of Live Oak would continue to receive the same level of service as the other Citizens of Suwannee County.


	5.  The city would pay the expenses associated with the routine duties of the four officers assigned to the city. 


	Further, the city agreed to pay $160,000 for the services of these four officers.


	John Wooley, Spokesperson for the Sheriff’s Department took the floor to respond to the city’s letter.  He began by stating that the Sheriff’s office is not interested in pursuing the agreement as set forth in the city’s letter.  However, the Sheriff’s office is very interested in pursuing a contract for law enforcement.


	He stressed that four officers at $160,000 is just not adequate to cover the law enforcement needs of the city.  He went one step further and stated that $160,000 will not even cover the minimum requirements under the new Legislation.  He explained that in this past session of the Legislature, House Bill 229, Senate Bill 314 was passed mandating that municipalities have a minimum of two officers on duty at all times.


	Presently the city is paying $546,362 out of the Sheriff’s law enforcement budget of $2,355,000.  The Sheriff is supplying twelve deputies inside the city plus three deputies working in the county and the city in the school system as School Resource Officers.  There are two civil deputies that serve papers anywhere in the city or county.  Basically, the level of service would be reduced drastically under the city’s proposal.  Mr. Wooley asserted that it is the Sheriff’s responsibility to put the manpower out there and the Board’s responsibility to fund it.  If the city pursues their proposal, Mr. Wooley explained, it would be in the best interest of the city and the county if the city provided their own law enforcement because the Sheriff’s Department cannot operate at the level being offered.


	In response to Commissioner Udell’s questions, Mr. Wooley explained that the bill he referenced earlier goes into effect on October 1, 1995, and the contract for law enforcement with the city expires on October 1, 1995.


	Commissioner Hillhouse wondered if the minimum requirement of two officers was based on a population formula.  Mr. Wooley explained that the bill originally contained a population formula but it was eventually dropped.  The bill came about in the effort of officer safety.  The two officers must be able to back each other up at all times.


	Commissioner Udell commented that the city does not seem to be in a good position to bargain at this time.  Mr. Wooley’s understanding is that the city chose not to renew the existing contract.  He stressed, however, that the contract provides for negotiation of the cost as long as all parties can come to an agreement, and likewise for the level of service if there is a problem.


	Commissioner Grinstead asked Mr. Wooley the number of deputies that patrol in the county.  Mr. Wooley responded that there are ten deputies plus five sergeants that patrol in Suwannee County, and there are twelve deputies that patrol inside the city limits.  Chairman Roberson asked Mr. Wooley’s opinion on how many deputies would be required to fulfill the law enforcement needs of the city.  Mr. Wooley stated that it would take approximately ten deputies at a cost of approximately $550,000.


	Commissioner Udell wondered if the county would pick up the difference if the city only pays $160,000 out of the $546,362 that is required to provide law enforcement within the city.  Mr. Wooley stated that he would not say that, only that it is the county Commissioners’ responsibility to try to fund the Sheriff’s budget.  The means in the past has been through the contract with the city.  Without that revenue, however, the Commissioners would need to decide either to bring in the additional revenue or cut the budget.


	Commissioner Fowler felt that the Sheriff, as head of law enforcement in Suwannee County should make the decision of the level of service he will provide to the city and the cost of same. 


	Mr. Wooley stated that the Sheriff submitted his budget on June 1, 1995.  The cost to the City of Live Oak can be figured from the budget, but if the city is not willing to pay that figure, then it is the position of the Sheriff’s Department that the Commissioners must come up with a solution.  It is not the responsibility of the Sheriff’s Department to fund law enforcement, only to operate law enforcement.  It is further the position of the Sheriff’s Department that a merger of the law enforcement agencies is still the best way to go.


	Commissioner Udell stated that he feels the Board is not qualified to decide what the city needs as far as law enforcement.


	Commissioner Hillhouse asked Mr. Wooley if the contract with the city is included in the total revenue in the Sheriff’s budget.  Mr. Wooley responded that it is not.  He further stated that in the opinion of the Sheriff’s Department, it is not their responsibility to decide where the revenue is going to come from.  Their responsibility, he continued, is to provide the expenditures to operate with, which they have done.  


	Commissioner Udell asked Mr. Wooley to state how much the Sheriff would need from the city in order to provide law enforcement.  He stressed that the Board does not have the knowledge to make such a decision.  Mr. Wooley countered that the Board does have that knowledge, and explained that all the revenue that is generated comes directly to the county and not to the Sheriff’s Department.  The money is then in turn distributed to the Sheriff for his operational budget.


	Commissioner Udell was very firm in his belief that the Sheriff’s Department should provide the Board with a figure of what they would need to provide law enforcement for the city.  Mr. Wooley stated just as firmly that the Sheriff has provided his budget.  He reiterated that the city was paying in excess of $500,000.  Commissioner Udell noted that Mr. Wooley appeared to be avoiding disclosing how much would be required from the city for law enforcement.  Mr. Wooley stated that Commissioner Udell was correct.  


	C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney interjected that it is generally recognized that the Sheriff, as chief law enforcement officer of the county has an obligation to provide law enforcement for the entire county, municipalities and unincorporated areas alike.  In other words, he is on patrol in these places.  He does not necessarily patrol the outlying areas of the county, but he is on call.  In the City of Live Oak there is an increased level of service because there are officers around the clock to prevent violations of law to a large extent, and to have people ready and available in the event of problems because of the greater concentration of people within the city limits.  So recognizing that, Mr. Lewis expressed that the Board needs some guidance as to what the additional costs are for the increased level of service in the City of Live Oak.  The Board, he continued, understands that they are the ones that provide the funding, but the Sheriff must give the Board some idea of the costs.  He further stated that it is his understanding that the old contract is sufficient to go forward with what the city wants, however, the city is negotiating down.  In this regard, the Board needs some guidance.


	Commissioner Grinstead asked about the impact the budget cut would have on the level of service from the Sheriff’s Department if the county agrees to go with the $160,000 rather than push toward the old contract.  Mr. Wooley stated that the Sheriff would have to lay off employees.


	Mayor Buddy Nott spoke up at this time.  He reported that he was not aware of the recent Legislation.  He needed clarification on the bill.  Mr. Wooley explained that if there is no police department in existence and the city charter does not provide for a police department, then the city does not have to create a police department.  However, if the city currently has a police department or has had a police department in the past and has contracted those services away, then they are required to continue to provide law enforcement, either by contract or a police department.  In order to do away with the police department a referendum of both the city and county residents would be required.  	Mayor Nott stated that he feels sure that the council was not aware of this mandate.  He added that the council may want to submit another proposal based on what the cost would be to have two deputies on duty around the clock.  He clarified his position that the old contract should not have been terminated.


	In light of the Mayor’s comments, Mr. Wooley reiterated that from the Sheriff’s standpoint the present contract provides the funding formula for the minimum level of service.  Commissioner Fowler asked Mr. Wooley if the old contract covered two officers.  Mr. Wooley responded that the old contract provided for even less than that, which is why he feels the funding formula is an equitable formula.


	Commissioner Fowler felt like the Sheriff’s Department should get with the City Council and figure out what the cost will be to provide two deputies, twenty-four hours per day.  Mr. Wooley clarified that under the old contract at no time would the Sheriff provide a lower level of service than what existed in the prior year with the City of Live Oak.  That level of service under the current contract would not meet the State requirements because it would not provide two deputies at all times.  Then in that case, Commissioner Fowler stated, the cost of meeting the State requirement needs to be put in writing and delivered to the city.  Mr. Wooley disagreed because he would hope that the Board and the City Council would look at needs of the city rather than the minimums.  


	Commissioner Hillhouse asked if the backup person on duty for the county could also be used as the backup person for the city.  Mr. Wooley stated that a contract to that effect would have to be worked out.  However, the situation would jeopardize the deputy’s position out in the county because of response time.  


	Mr. Wooley stressed that the Sheriff is not trying to shirk the responsibility regarding the cost to the city.  As he stated earlier, the Sheriff submitted his budget, and based on the population formula and whether the budget is approved, the Sheriff could operate law enforcement for another year.  Commissioner Fowler commented that he did not believe the Sheriff’s budget would be approved.  Mr. Wooley acknowledged that Commissioner Fowler had already indicated that numerous times.  Further, if neither the Board nor the Sheriff work out an agreement with the City of Live Oak, the Sheriff’s budget request will not change, only the means by which the Board funds the budget.  


	Commissioner Udell asked Mr. Wooley if he is stating that he was not willing to give the Board a figure of what it would take to provide policing services for the City of Live Oak.  Mr. Wooley asserted that is not what he is saying.  He is saying that the Sheriff has already provided a figure with the submission of his budget.  Commissioner Hillhouse clarified that the budget submitted by the Sheriff contains the figures that have been required to provide law enforcement in the past, which is the minimum amount required by the Sheriff to continue providing law enforcement.


	Chairman Roberson suggested allowing the city to go back and reassess their situation in light of the new Legislature.  Mr. Wooley stated that he understands that the Board cannot fund the Sheriff’s budget at the level it has been submitted with the current revenue stream.  What he wants to communicate to the Board is that it is the Sheriff’s responsibility to submit a budget to the Board to operate law enforcement as it presently exists.  There is still potential to have a contract with the city. 


	Commissioner Hillhouse remarked that the Board will need something to go on if they are going to pursue a revenue source or contract for law enforcement for the city.  If the city does not want to pursue the contract, then in his opinion, the revenue should be stricken from the Sheriff’s budget.  Mr. Wooley stated that the Sheriff cannot provide law enforcement to the city for less than $560,000.  Commissioner Fowler clarified that if the Board accepts the $160,000, then the Sheriff would require the Board to pay the balance of the $560,000 out of county taxpayers’ money in order to provide the service to the city.


	Commissioner Grinstead offered his opinion that the Sheriff cannot provide the minimum level of service required under the city’s proposal of $160,000.  Commissioner Udell added that although the $560,000 must come from somewhere, it will come from the city and not from his vote.


	Tim Alcorn wondered how the Sheriff’s Department arrived at the $560,000 figure.  Mr. Wooley responded that the population formula is between 22% and 23%.  The law enforcement budget submitted to the Board is multiplied by the percentage of population that resides within the city limits.  Mr. Alcorn asked if it would be mandatory for the Sheriff to respond to a call in the city if no contract is signed.  Mr. Wooley explained that the Sheriff would have a responsibility as a constitutional officer to respond with availability.  Mr. Alcorn asked if the current formula is sufficient to fund the minimum requirements for the city.  Mr. Wooley stated that based on the current budget submitted, it is.


	Chairman Roberson asked Myron Holmes if he was agreeable to going back to the City Council on this matter for further discussion.  Mr. Holmes responded that he is agreeable to that, although he is not sure it will change anything.  He stated that it is the position of the majority of the City Council that the Sheriff is responsible for providing law enforcement county-wide.  The city has eliminated their police department and accordingly the City Council has nothing to do with law enforcement.  Chairman Roberson pointed out that the City Council has a contract for law enforcement.  Mr. Holmes stated that the city does not have a contract as of October 1, 1995.


	Commissioner Hillhouse stated that it would appear to him that the city’s position is that the city is part of the county and any law enforcement they receive will be from the Sheriff’s Department.  How it will be funded is the problem of the Board of County Commissioners.  Anything the Board can get from the city is just an added advantage.  


	Commissioner Udell wondered why the city entered into a contract in the first place if this was their position.  Mr. Holmes responded that the majority of the City Council is different now than when the city originally entered into the contract.  Commissioner Udell just did not understand how the city expected the Sheriff to run the service in the city and have the county pay for it.  Commissioner Hillhouse suggested that the city advise the Board what they are willing to pay, and the Sheriff accordingly render a service within the realm of that amount of money.  Mr. Wooley again asserted that the Sheriff is not interested in entering into a contract providing less than the minimum level of service mandated by the State.  Commissioner Fowler added that if the Sheriff is forced to bring his level of service in the city down to the level of service that he is able to provide in the outlying areas of the county, things will change drastically.


	Mayor Nott felt that in all fairness he needed to state for the record that the city was not aware the Board would bring this contract up at today’s meeting.  He would prefer that the council be present at the meeting to discuss this further.  In fact, the only reason Mayor Nott and Mr. Holmes happened to be present at this particular meeting was to offer their support for the local option gas tax ordinance.


	Bob Brown suggested that the county simply give the city $160,000 out of the county’s budget to start their own police department.


	Chairman Roberson recessed the meeting for a break.


�
June 22, 1995


Live Oak, Florida


11:40 A.M.





	Chairman Roberson called the meeting back to order and announced that W. Randy Henderson, Clerk of Circuit Court was next on the agenda to discuss the 1995-96 budget.


	Clerk Henderson began by informing the Board that he needs some clarification from the Board in some areas before the Clerk can prepare the tentative budget.  To begin with he reminded the Board of their decision to require from each department head or constitutional officer a breakdown of employees’ salaries and an inventory of vehicles.  To date the Clerk is in receipt of this information from all agencies with the exception of the Sheriff.  


	In addition, there is an increase in the workers’ compensation budget in the fine and forfeiture fund from approximately $68,000 to approximately $150,000.  He explained that he does not have the salaries to justify this increase.  Further, the Sheriff should be accountable to the citizens and the Board for his costs to this county.  In addition, the Clerk stressed that in order to justify the Sheriff’s salary request the Board will need a breakdown of the employees.


	Clerk Henderson explained that he sent a letter to the Sheriff enclosing a copy of a letter from the Board requesting this information and the Sheriff responded that the Board had advised him he would not have to supply this information.  Clerk Henderson asked for direction in this matter.


	Commissioner Udell did not recollect stating that the Sheriff would not need to provide this information.  Commissioner Hillhouse stated that he too had no recollection of this and voiced that in light of the situation with the city, the Board would need this information more than ever.  Commissioner Udell asked if the Clerk sent the budget back as incomplete.  Clerk Henderson explained that he informed the Sheriff in the letter that the budget was incomplete.


	Chairman Roberson offered that the Board can request the information but not require it.  There was a great deal of disagreement on this statement and the Chairman clarified that under the Statute he did not believe it was a requirement.  


	Clerk Henderson reminded Chairman Roberson of the intense scrutiny the Clerk’s budget fell under back when the Clerk first came into office.  Chairman Roberson had indicated to the Clerk at that time that the Board would not fund the Clerk’s budget unless he produced the requested information.  Clerk Henderson did not understand why the Board would require that from one constitutional officer and not another.


	Chairman Roberson stressed that he can request the information but he cannot make the Sheriff produce it.  Commissioners Udell and Hillhouse did not see how, in good conscience, they could approve a budget without it being presented as they requested.  Further, Commissioner Hillhouse pointed out that under Section 119 anybody has a right to request this information, including an employee.  The individual could even file a civil action is they are refused access to the information.


	Commissioner Udell suggested the Clerk require that the Sheriff’s budget be submitted exactly as the Board requested.  Commissioner Fowler stated that it may not be the Clerk’s job to enforce this request and referred it to C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney.


	Mr. Lewis responded that he does not know what the Sheriff submitted.  E. Dianne Herring explained that the Sheriff submitted a departmental breakdown.  Mr. Lewis stated that the Board should officially advise the Sheriff that the budget will not be approved as presented until the additional information is furnished as requested.


	Chairman Roberson offered to go to the Sheriff and advise him that the Board will require that he furnish the requested information before they will approve the budget.


	Commissioner Hillhouse preferred that it be made official.  Accordingly, upon a motion by Commissioner Hillhouse and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously agreed to request the information from the Sheriff as previously requested by the Board regarding the budget, and further, that this request be in the form of a letter from the Board.  If the Sheriff refuses at that point, this matter will then be turned over to counsel to obtain the requested information for the Board.  Motion carried unanimously.


	In an attempt to present the most reasonable budget to the Board on July 10, 1995, E. Dianne Herring, Finance Director had some questions regarding the 1995-96 budget.


	Regarding Department #1410, the General Fund which covers legal services, Ms. Herring directed the Board’s attention to account #4900, settlements and releases.  She explained that this is moneys that are usually set aside under a line called “contingencies”.  In the last two fiscal years, the county has had expenditures of this nature.  This year’s expenditure is $37,500.  Ms. Herring explained that she is proposing in the 1996 budget to have the line there whether they have the figure under it or not, since it has been the trend in the last two years to have this type of expenditure.  She further explained that she reduced that figure to $15,000 because she did not anticipate any future settlement or release expense for the upcoming year.  


	Mr. Lewis agreed that right now the county is in the position of having very little pending litigation.  He did have a question regarding the fees reflected that were payable to his office.  He wondered if there was a breakdown of his out-of-pocket expenses.  Ms. Herring responded that the figure is an anticipated total of the fees and expenses for the year.  She questioned the Board and counsel if the projected fees and expenses of $70,000 for 1995 and $75,000 for 1996 were agreeable.  Mr. Lewis stated that right now it looks okay, however, next week something could come up.


	Clerk Henderson explained that there will be a contingency fund in this department for the county attorney, or attorney services as it should be called, but they hesitate to add more lines to the existing 2,500.  They do, however, want to reflect the charges in a truthful way in the budget.


	Ms. Herring asked the Board and Mr. Lewis if they had any problem with the figure of $15,000 in settlement and releases for 1996.  Mr. Lewis again responded that right now it looks okay.


	Chairman Roberson asked Mr. Lewis for an update of the Amstutz case.  Mr. Lewis stated that he has been advised that the county’s liability carrier is currently negotiating a settlement.


	Ms. Herring had one more change in this department.  The fee that Mr. Lewis receives will be moved up to the 1996 State estimate of what the Board of County Commissioners’ salaries will be.  Commissioner Fowler asked Ms. Herring if she called and obtained these figures, and Ms. Herring responded that she obtained the report from the State.


	Ms. Herring moved on to department #5210, Industrial Development.  She explained that the amount sent to the Development Authority will probably stay the same, however, she has left it blank in order to bring it to her continued attention.  She asked if there were any changes made in the agreement between the Board and the Development Council based on the payoff of the Farmer’s Market note.  It was agreed that Ms. Herring would take that off. 


	Ms. Herring then referenced some letters regarding department #6210.  One being from HRS on the health department.  Ms. Herring wanted to make the Board aware that in that letter they have their regular request for funding, however, their request has gone from $81,400 to $87,900.  Commissioner Fowler pointed out that if the increase is not mandated by Statute, then it is not concrete until the Board votes on it.  Ms. Herring agreed but stated that she would have to research it further.  She felt like funding to county health agencies is based on population, and she would need to determine if this request is a gratuitous increase or a statutory increase.  Chairman Roberson noted that many of HRS’s programs are being cut and they are probably seeking compensation through the county.  Commissioner Fowler agreed.


	The next department is #6410, Regional Health and Welfare.  Under this department the county will meet, if not exceed, the pauper burials this year.  The nursing home requirements may come under what was budgeted but it is hard to say for sure.  Ms. Herring pointed out that the Healthcare Responsibility Act shows an increase over what was budgeted last year.  She explained that last year there was a formula error in the budget figure of $110,000.  The formula is set by Statute and is based on the population of a certain census times $4.00 per.  The census was not available at the time of figuring.  However, the $121,000 figure, which is an actual, is a little over the county’s obligation.  In that figure is included a $6,000 claim from last year that was somewhat cloudy at the time, however, it was decided to pay it out of this year’s books.  The expenditures of record for last year were $87,000 and they should have been in the neighborhood $111,000, so technically that $6,000 is last year’s money.


	Ms. Herring requested clarification on pauper burials.  Pauper burials must be paid by the county, as well as transportation to the medical examiner for investigative reasons.  There is no standard billing for the trips at this time.  The county receives bills ranging from $100 to $400.  Commissioner Fowler suggested going out to bid on the transportation.  Clerk Henderson explained that there is a rotation list of funeral homes and every funeral home has a different price.  He also stated that the county is actually not paying enough to funeral homes for this service or pauper burials.


	Ms. Herring explained to the Board that she is asking the county to take steps to establish standards by which these bills can be audited, still in keeping with the proper services the county is required to provide.


	Commissioner Udell reported that $150 is sufficient to transport the remains to and from the medical examiner in Jacksonville and $500 is sufficient to prepare and dispose of remains by cremation.  


	There was much discussion as to whether or not to contract for the services, or to interview some of the funeral homes for further information.  Commissioner Udell stressed that the rotation list and flat fee were the best way to go.  He felt there was not one funeral director in Live Oak that would jeopardize his license by refusing to respond when a law enforcement official calls with remains.  Ms. Herring pointed out that they could request to be removed from the rotation list.  Commissioner Udell advised that if the funeral home is not on the list but is still called in an emergency, they would have to respond.  


	Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously agreed to set a flat rate of $150 for transportation of the remains to and from the medical examiner in Jacksonville.


	It was clarified that this fee would cover all transportation expenses associated with obtaining an autopsy for one body.


	Moving onto the topic of cremation of pauper remains, Commissioner Udell explained that there are additional expenses incurred besides the $125 for the actual cremation.  There is the cost of chemicals for preparation of the body, a diligent search of relatives must be made and if no relatives are found to sign a cremation permit, the county Judge or possibly the State Attorney must sign.  He stated that he believes $500 is an adequate pauper disposal fee.


	Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Grinstead the Board agreed to a flat pauper disposal fee of $500, without requesting or demanding how the funeral director will dispose of the remains.  In addition, it is required that the funeral director must sign a certificate of a diligent search of all assets of the deceased.


	Prompted by a question by Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator, it was decided that this will come into effect on October 1, 1995.


	Commissioner Udell then asked the Board for clarification as to whether or not he, as a funeral director, would be able to participate in pauper disposal.  Mr. Lewis suggested that if it is the policy of this Board that all funeral directors in this county be placed on a rotating list, and if it is actually the State or a trooper or policeman that makes the calls from the rotating list, leaving no possibility of favoritism in this situation, then in that event, he felt it would be proper for the Board to find that there can be no favoritism.  In this situation, it would not be considered doing business but rather a public service because there are no substantial profits to be earned.  In addition, if Commissioner Udell’s name is on a rotating list, it is beyond his control.  He felt it would be perfectly proper and it would be in order for the Board to authorize that Commissioner Udell’s name be placed on the rotating list.  All of this would have to be subject to an ethics decision, however, he did not think it would be a problem.  The entire Board has set the fees and not Commissioner Udell.


	It was pointed out that Commissioner Udell would need to abstain from voting on these issues and accordingly Commissioner Fowler rescinded his motion to approve a flat fee of $150 for transportation of remains for autopsy.  Commissioner Udell rescinded his second, and the Board carried it unanimously.


	Commissioner Udell rescinded his motion for flat fee of $500 for the pauper burial.  Commissioner Grinstead rescinded his second.  There was no vote taken on the original motion and accordingly, no vote was taken on the motion to rescind.


	Commissioner Udell then announced that being a funeral director in this county he hereby abstains from all voting or decision making pertaining to fees for transportation of human remains to Jacksonville, or any other location.  Further, he abstains from being involved in the decisions being made regarding the fee for pauper disposal.


	Mr. Lewis stated for the record that Commissioner Udell has left the room for the following proceedings.


	Commissioner Hillhouse motioned that the Board approve a flat fee of $150 for transportation of bodies to the medical examiner, per occurrence, and increase the fee for pauper disposal from $375 to a flat fee of $500.  Motion was seconded by Commissioner Grinstead and carried unanimously.


	Commissioner Hillhouse motioned that the Board authorize Commissioner Udell’s funeral home to remain on the State rotation list, subject to the decision of the ethics board.  Motion was seconded by Commissioner Fowler and carried unanimously.


	Commissioner Udell then returned to the Board room.


	The next topic covered by Ms. Herring was department #1610, fine and forfeiture.  She brought to the Board’s attention the worker’s compensation figure paid for the Sheriff’s employees.  The 1995 budget figure of $86,789 will not be sufficient to pay the 1995 bill for worker’s compensation.  She advised the Board that we are presently at $86,300.  Luanne Mixon, Administrative Services Director advised Ms. Herring that they were basing the breakdown of expenditures on the prior year’s worker’s compensation audit.  On that the information given as far as an individual’s breakdown is not totally complete, and in addition, during that period of time the Sheriff went on line with dispatch and increased his employees.  Both Ms. Mixon and Ms. Herring are presently at a loss as to how to determine what the figure would be without an exact salary list from the Sheriff for the 1995 budget year and proposed 1996 budget year.  


	Utilizing the calculation formula handed out to each of the department heads with the Board of County Commissioners, the Sheriff’s payroll clerk furnished a figure of $150,082 for the 1996 budget year.  Again, Ms. Herring explained that she has no way of checking that without the salary list.


	Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator reported that the experience loss is now lower than it has been in previously years, and accordingly, the county could stand to save as much as 59%, or $100,000 which would be applied toward next year’s premium.  He stressed that we will not know for sure until the end of the year, however, at this time it looks very promising.


	Regarding the utility services for the Sheriff, Ms. Herring feels she may have estimated a little high last year, so this year she is estimating $75,600.


	There is $700 in machinery and equipment based on a request by the State Attorney’s office for a television and VCR for the courtroom.  Commissioner Fowler acknowledged that the Board agreed to discuss this matter at budget time but felt that $700 was excessive.


	Chairman Roberson had a question for Ms. Herring regarding department #1610, #3100-01, Conflict Cases, Public Defender.  He wondered why there was $16,000 in 1996 and requested $21,000, even though there was none requested in 1995.  Ms. Herring explained that this fluctuates quite a bit and in addition, it has grown significantly recently, which was confirmed by Mr. Lewis.  She further explained that the reason she placed a new account number in for conflict cases is to assist the Clerk in his reporting process to the State Court System.  The county is reimbursed a small portion of the money paid out in these conflict cases.


	In response to a question by Commissioner Hillhouse, Ms. Herring and Clerk Henderson responded that a conflict case is when the public defender’s office cannot defend a case due to a conflict with a particular defendant and an attorney is appointed by the Court.  The county has to pick up the fee for a conflict case.  Mr. Lewis mentioned that he had previously informed the Board of the recent increase in conflict cases.  He reminded them that when an outside attorney submits a petition for attorney’s fee in a conflict case, it is up to Mr. Lewis to appear on behalf of the county in those cases where he feels the fee is not reasonable.  


	Ms. Herring again explained the process at the end of the year where the Clerk’s office prepares for the State Court’s review of the report of all the conflict cases. At that time the county receives a small refund of some of those expenses, which goes into the Board’s budget.


	Chairman Roberson pointed out that #3300, Court Reporting Services, should be changed in light of recent developments in that area.  Clerk Henderson assured the Chairman that item would reflect the changes in Legislation.


	Clerk Henderson had some questions regarding some expenditures in the fine and forfeiture fund.  He explained that the worker’s compensation expense should be reflected in the Sheriff’s budget, even though it came out of the fine and forfeiture fund.  Commissioner Fowler concurred with Clerk Henderson and asserted that he has been saying that for two years, and in addition, the utilities for the jail should be reflected in the jail’s budget.  


	Commissioner Hillhouse asked what difference this would make in the budget.  Clerk Henderson responded that it would be done in the interest of keeping accurate records.  Mr. Allen agreed with what the Clerk was saying, however, wondered if the Clerk would just reflect it in the appropriate budget but not actually transfer the funds.  Ms. Herring explained that the Clerk is basically handling it that way at this time.


	Commissioner Fowler expressed that if the Clerk is going to break down worker’s compensation in the Sheriff’s budget, he should break it down all the way around, including the jail, 911, and operating.  Commissioner Hillhouse asked if all other departments reflect their own worker’s compensation, and Clerk Henderson responded that they did.  Chairman Roberson agreed that each budget should reflect their own expenses, however, felt it was not necessary to transfer the actual funds.


	Mr. Allen asked for clarification as to whose budget the maintenance and service contracts on the jail, such as pest control and maintenance on the central heating and air conditioning system, should come out of.  He was not clear on whether the bills should be paid out of the jail’s budget or the county’s maintenance budget.  Chairman Roberson felt that those expenses should come out of the jail’s budget.


	Next Ms. Herring brought up the impact on the gas tax revenue and the bond issue disclosure.  She explained that when the county moves into a bond issue, $460,000 per year of the gas tax revenue will be freed up.  She reference the expenditures and revenues of the road and bridge budget submitted by T. Jerry Sikes, Public Works Director.  The budget balances for his revenues and expenditures in the road and bridge fund #140, however, includes the .03( local option gas tax as revenue in the 1996 budget.  This leaves the unresolved issue of the portion of the gas tax that is being assigned to debt service.  Should the $469,000 be applied to reduce the balance forward on the revenue side of the budget or, she continued, increase the local option gas tax by that amount and increase the expenditures to show a reserve for future projects.  	Commissioner Fowler felt like that could not be addressed until the Board has made a decision on the bond issue.  Along the same lines, Chairman Roberson questioned what would replace the 1/2( sales tax if the Board puts it up for collateral in the bond issue.  Ms. Herring informed the Board that she asked the same question of Bill Fray, of Fray Municipal Securities, Inc.:  If the Board chooses to free up unrestricted revenues to pledge toward a loan and then free up a restricted revenue, where will that leave us?  Mr. Fray explained that no matter what money the county uses to pay the debt, whether it is the .01( sales tax or another source, the county will have to show the pledge as being those unrestricted revenues.  


	Ms. Herring stated that in the past, in the interest of keeping the books as self-explanatory as possible, if a pledge was made on a specific revenue, then that revenue showed as a debt service reduction.  With the bond issue, those revenues will be pledged but there will be no way of showing that on the books.  The revenue will show up in general revenue and the .01( sales tax show up as debt service reduction.  The pledge will have no effect on how the money is spent unless, as pointed out by the Commissioners, the payments are not made, at which time the pledge will be taxed to make the payment.


	Chairman Roberson pointed out that the pledge will become a problem at the end of eight years when the .01( sales tax expires, unless it is reinstated.  Commissioner Fowler did not feel it was a problem at all.  The people eight years down the road will inherit the sales tax just as Commissioner Fowler did when he came into office.  


	Ms. Herring just wanted the Board to be aware that this is how the situation is being handled.


	Mr. Allen suggested that the pledges for the debt service be used to pay the debt service and then turn around and use the .01( where the 1/2( had been going.  He reminded the Board that this act would require an ordinance.  In addition, he cautioned that they might also want to check with the auditor on the bookkeeping.


	Back to Ms. Herring’s original question regarding the bond issue scenario:  


	1)  Should she put an expenditure line in the road and bridge fund that says “reserve for future projects” and place that $469,000 in there since Mr. Sikes has presented a balanced budget without using that money; or 


	2)  Should she reduce the dollar amount of the fund balance that Mr. Sikes is projecting he would use.


	She explained that what the Board would be doing with the first option is establishing an intent to hold moneys aside to fund a future project.  The Commissioners felt like it was their original intention to resurface the roads anyway.  Chairman Roberson stressed that they may not want to put all of that money into one fund because some of the other funds may need some of that money for their contingency funds.  Ms. Herring explained that Mr. Sikes’ budget already allows for a $50,000 contingency fund.  If the money is placed in “reserve” the money is still for the Board’s use, but a precedence is being set for this Board and future Boards.  Commissioner Fowler felt that the money should be set aside for the road resurfacing project.


	Mr. Sikes reported that the budget he is presenting will completely deplete the present fund balance in SBA.  Ms. Herring pointed out that will only happen if Mr. Sikes spends every penny he has budgeted this year and next year.  She felt confident that there will still be some reserves because traditionally, Mr. Sikes has not spent everything he projects he will spend.  Mr. Sikes still felt it was important to stress that the Board should not have the impression there will be money set aside and available next year.  Ms. Herring acknowledged that in budget year 1997, if Mr. Sikes spends everything this year and everything next year, there will be only a few thousand dollars in the fund balance.  However, if he does not spend everything he projects he will spend, then there could be a few hundred thousand dollars in the fund balance.  Mr. Sikes reiterated that he wants no one to have the impression that there will be $400,000 to set aside next year.


	It was clarified the money that will be set aside is gas tax that is being saved as a result of the debt reduction.  Mr. Sikes held firm that for that amount of debt reduction is an equal amount of deficit in funding for the operating budget.  Commissioner Hillhouse wondered what Mr. Sikes would have done if not for the debt reduction.  Mr. Sikes responded that he would have been out of business.


	The next item on Ms. Herring’s list involved fund 401, Landfill Management Escrow.  Ms. Herring needed some projections from Mr. Sikes on the funds that must be set aside for the closing of the landfill because the moneys the county is currently putting into the fund will not be sufficient for the task.  Currently, the county is placing $1.50 per ton of waste into the fund and it is not enough.


	Commissioner Fowler asked Ms. Herring where the amount of tonnage being used to figure the amount of moneys to put aside was coming from.  He felt like it was not including the amount of tonnage generated by the county, but only the city, which is why the fund is falling short.  Ms. Herring reported that she receives an amount of tonnage from the road department.  Mr. Sikes clarified that the figure Ms. Herring referenced is based on the bill the county gives to the city.  Mr. Sikes suggested taking the total tonnage of waste buried in the landfill for the entire year times the $1.50 per ton.  Ms. Herring added that an estimate of what that amount would be in 1996 would have to be transferred out of the 403 fund, Solid Waste Disposal.  


	Commissioner Fowler reiterated that in light of the fact that all waste being brought into the landfill is weighed, the correct figure should be easy to calculate.  Mr. Sikes felt confident he had furnished Ms. Herring with an updated figure to use to calculate the escrow amount, however, Ms. Herring did not recall receiving it.  Mr. Sikes stated that he would get that information to her.


	Mr. Sikes continued that now is an ideal time to address the escrow situation because one year’s experience with the new landfill has given the county a good idea of the operating costs.  He acknowledged that the escrow accounts are not funded properly but felt like the money in reserve could be used to bring them in line.  In addition, the county is in a good position to determine if the present tipping fee is going to work.


	Ms. Herring asked the Board for a status report on the money coming back from the State for Helvenston Street.  Mr. Sikes reported that he delivered the check approximately thirty minutes ago.


	Ms. Herring advised that Commissioner Fowler previously brought up some matters regarding the 1995 fund balance as opposed to the 1994 fund balance.  She reminded the Board that last year when the Clerk’s office prepared the budget they did not have final journal entries from Bill Casey.  As a result it has caught up to us in 1995 budget year.  The general fund balance was $254,579, according to the 1993-94 audit of Richard Powell, of Powell & Jones.  The amount budgeted was $564,000.  If everything that is budgeted is used, and it appears that it will be, there will be a deficit of $309,000.  She reminded the Board that in past budget years the county has been taking local government 1/2( sales tax revenue and splitting it between the general fund and fine and forfeiture.  During the last two budget years, all of the local government 1/2( sales tax has been going into fine and forfeiture because of the large budget requirements.  According to Mr. Powell, fine and forfeiture in the 1994 budget had a $1,500,000 projected  and a budgeted $741,000, which left an available fund balance of $767,274, provided the revenue and expenses went as projected.  Ms. Herring suggested moving one-half of the 1/2( sales tax revenue into the general fund out of fine and forfeiture and increase fine and forfeiture fund balance needs for 1995 by that amount, therefore alleviating the deficit.


  �
	Commissioner Fowler wondered if the county had sufficient 1/2( sales tax revenue to carry out Ms. Herring’s suggestion.  Ms. Herring responded that there is enough revenue to move a portion to the general fund and then begin depositing the balance of the checks into the general fund until it is half and half.  She explained that this move would not require a budget amendment, however, the Board may require Board action.


	The next item, Road Improvement Debt Service, will take Board action.  Ms. Herring continued that the moneys set aside for debt service did not get transferred in full to the road improvement debt service because the auditor set up the revenue projections as being due to road and bridge rather than being due to debt service.  This is a budget amendment which will require advertising.


	Ms. Herring thanked the Board for their assistance.


	Clerk Henderson expressed his desire to present the Board with a good budget and asked the Board for any questions they may have concerning the current year budget.


	Chairman Roberson stressed that there is presently a meeting set for July 5, 1995 for this purpose but stated that he would give Clerk Henderson his questions.


	Mr. Sikes pointed out that he did not submit a closure budget for the old landfill closure.  He is in the process of getting all that information together and will submit the budget as soon as possible.  It would appear, he continued, that the county will be receiving funding of 97% to 98% of the entire closure costs associated with the old landfill.


	Bob Brown took the opportunity to thank the Board on behalf of Little River Home Owners Association for their assistance with the situation involving Southridge Farms Subdivision and Little River Airport.  He invited the Board to visit their functions anytime.�
	There being no further business to come before the Board, a motion was made by Commissioner Grinstead and seconded by Commissioner Udell to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.
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