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July 11, 1995

Live Oak, Florida


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 called the meeting back to order.  He then voiced his concern over the Board’s prior decision to hire Richard Powell, County Auditor to assist W. Randy Henderson, Clerk of Circuit Court with the budget.  He felt there would be a conflict of interest if Mr. Powell participated in any management decisions regarding the county’s budget.


Clerk Henderson offered that at this particular time in the county’s financial situation, it would not only be appropriate to have Mr. Powell’s assistance in setting up the fund structures and answer any questions, but most advantageous for the county.


Mr. Powell assured the Board that he and his firm are quite happy in their position as external auditor for Suwannee County.  However, a large part of his practice consists of consulting on the budgets for government entities.  He is very much aware of the ethics involved in this work and follows strict guidelines that would never lead him into that gray area.  He stressed that he would never participate in any decision making or management, and certainly does not want to hinder the county’s budget process.


The Board seemed satisfied with Mr. Powell’s position and welcomed him aboard to assist Clerk Henderson and his staff with the budget.


The next item on the agenda was approval of a Removal of Restrictions Agreement pertaining to the hospital property.  C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney reminded the Board that when the new hospital was built it was agreed to release the restrictions on the old hospital and transfer them to the new hospital.  He read the pertinent portion of the restrictions and explained that they are identical to the old restrictions with the exception that the provision regarding non-profit has been stricken.  He did not feel this would make a substantial difference, and added that if they do become a profit-making institution sometime in the future they may be in a position to provide even better service to the community.  He assured the Board that the facility would still provide emergency room service and service to indigent patients.


Commissioner Fowler was of the opinion that the hospital would not be asking to remove the non-profit restriction if it was not going to make a difference.  He added that the original agreement provided for all the restrictions to be transferred to the new facility and that is what he feels should be done.


Commissioner Udell motioned that the Board approve the transfer of the restrictions on the old hospital to the new hospital as stated in the Removal of Restrictions Agreement, with the exception that the non-profit restriction be removed.  Motion was seconded by Commissioner Grinstead and carried in a four to one vote with Commissioner Fowler opposed.  (See Agreement No. 95-24)


For the record Mr. Lewis clarified that the Board has just approved the draft of the Suwannee County Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions on the new hospital facility and approved the execution of the document entitled “Removal of Restrictions Agreement” on the old hospital facility.


Chairman Roberson announced that Robert Leonard, Suwannee County Sheriff would begin his budget presentation.


Sheriff Leonard went over his proposed budget, beginning with law enforcement. The Commissioners had several questions regarding the various line items which the Sheriff answered to their satisfaction.


Commissioner Fowler questioned whether the Sheriff would need all that he had budgeted in machinery and equipment in light of the situation with the City of Live Oak.  The Sheriff responded that he has reflected what the Sheriff’s Department would require for the year to provide law enforcement.  He continued that if the city starts their own department, the Sheriff would be required to return six vehicles to them.  It would be much easier, however, to plan his budget for the extra expense and then return those funds if not needed rather than the opposite scenario.


Clerk Henderson disagreed with the Sheriff because of the county’s current shortage of finances.  Commissioner Hillhouse concurred with Clerk Henderson that the city’s contract should not be included in the Sheriff’s budget.  Commissioner Fowler felt that the city had already made their position clear and the Sheriff should prepare his budget accordingly.  


Clerk Henderson cautioned that if those funds from the city are included in the Sheriff’s budget and then not received from the city, the Board would have to make serious cuts elsewhere in order to make up for the shortage, including salaries and services.


There was much discussion regarding negotiation with the city.  The Board felt it was the Sheriff’s responsibility to work out a contract with the city and then bring it before the Board for approval.  The Sheriff maintained that he has no authority to appear before the City Council to negotiate a contract.


It was the general consensus of the Board that the Sheriff’s budget be presented without the revenue from the contract with the city; it can be added at a later date if necessary.


Commissioner Hillhouse established with the Clerk that the law enforcement budget as presented does not reflect workers’ compensation.  The workers’ compensation for the jail, law enforcement and dispatch is located in fine and forfeiture.  The Sheriff’s budget also does not include some of the utilities, pest control and maintenance.


The Sheriff then moved on to the jail budget.  Commissioner Fowler noted a rate increase for the insurance from $20,000 to $30,000.  Sheriff Leonard explained that his employees have increased and accordingly, so has his insurance.


Clerk Henderson wondered if the Sheriff’s budget reflected the contract with the State for housing juveniles.  Sheriff Leonard responded that it does not, however, if the contract does come through, he will not require more money to operate.  He further clarified that he answers to the Board and not the Clerk.  The Clerk explained that he is only following the Board’s instructions by asking questions during budget preparation.


Clerk Henderson further wanted to know if the Sheriff paid for the laundering of his employees’ uniforms.  Sheriff Leonard explained that he does, and it actually saves money because the uniforms are better cared for and thus last longer.  Clerk Henderson asked for a breakdown of those costs. The Sheriff responded that he would provide that if the Board requires it.


Commissioner Hillhouse noted nine vacant employment slots.  The Sheriff explained that those slots are covered in the budget.  


In response to a question by Chairman Roberson, Sheriff Leonard explained that the contract to house juveniles in Suwannee County is still in it’s talking stages, and a meeting with Secretary (Calvin) Ross is scheduled for August 19, 1995 to further discuss the contract.  The money has been allotted for forty beds and it is now a matter of obtaining the signature of Secretary Ross.


Commissioner Hillhouse wondered if Columbia County was in the process of building a juvenile facility.  Sheriff Leonard did not know.


Chairman Roberson offered the Board’s assistance if needed, however, Sheriff Leonard preferred to wait until after his meeting with Secretary Ross.


There were several questions regarding the new jail.  Sheriff Leonard responded that there are currently twenty-six inmates in the jail and the current staff would be able to handle approximately 120 inmates.  He would, however, have to add a nurse to the staff at that time, due to regulations of the Department of Corrections.  


Commissioner Hillhouse established that the jail budget does not reflect workers’ compensation, utilities or pest control and stressed that he would like to see each expense in it’s appropriate budget in order to get a clear picture of what each department requires.  Commissioner Fowler pointed out that the City of Live Oak has not been paying their share of the workers’ compensation since it is not reflected in the Sheriff’s budget.


The Sheriff moved on to the budget referred to as dispatch.  There were a few questions for the Sheriff regarding this budget which the Sheriff answered.  This concluded the Sheriff’s presentation of his budget.


E. Dianne Herring had a request for the Board.  Often times, she explained, the constitutional officers’ salary figures are not provided by the State until after the budgets have been approved.  Accordingly she requested permission to adjust the constitutional officers’ salary lines to the actuals when they come in.  


Chairman Roberson recommended approving the budgets subject to the figures provided by the State.


Chairman Roberson recessed for a break.

July 11, 1995

Live Oak, Florida

11:00 A.M.


Chairman Roberson called the meeting back to order and introduced Murel McDonald, Emergency Services Director.


Mr. McDonald began his presentation on his budget for Emergency Medical Services by explaining that the EMS match grant will not be in next year’s budget, so it has therefore been zeroed out.


He moved on to his EMS county awards budget.  The Board did not have any questions regarding this budget.


Mr. McDonald then went over the next budget, Emergency Management.  There was a substantial increase in repairs and maintenance due to the purchase of some new generators that may require some repairs and maintenance in the future.  The increase in motor fuels and lubricants was due to actual cost.


In response to a question by Chairman Roberson, Mr. McDonald advised that he purchases uniforms for two employees in emergency management.  The total amount of grant money for emergency management is $72,000 from the State and $14,000 from the Federal Government.  In addition, he receives “hazmat” grant funds for the cost of contract services, however, by law the county must contribute approximately $3,000.  Chairman Roberson reminded Mr. McDonald that the original intention of the Board was to stay within the budget that the State and Federal government provided.  Mr. McDonald explained that if the county discontinues the $3,000, the grants will discontinue as well.


Commissioner Fowler noted the insurance figures did not appear to add up.  Mr. McDonald advised that he charges the insurance half and half between two budgets.  Mr. Fowler maintained that the figures still do not add up.  Mr. McDonald advised that he would reduce that line to reflect the correct figure.


Clerk Henderson had a question regarding his salary and wage request.  He pointed out that he requested more than his salary breakdown requires.  Mr. McDonald explained that the salary request reflects anticipated overtime.  Mr. McDonald offered to break down the salary line for Clerk Henderson.


Mr. McDonald then went into the Emergency Medical Services budget.  He explained that the difference between the actual and projected salary figures is due to pay classification adjustments.


Mr. McDonald touched on the workers’ compensation.  He explained that he did not have updated figures when the proposed budget was being prepared, but has since calculated that line item to be approximately $30,000 as opposed to the budgeted $26,000.  He is not overly concerned over the increase at this point in light of the anticipated rebate from the insurance carrier.


The second communication service line should be “other”, he explained, which covers such expenses as the fax machines and copy machines.


Chairman Roberson wondered if the repairs on the EMS fleet were completed by the road department mechanics.  Mr. McDonald responded that they are, and in addition, the road department absorbs all the labor costs for those repairs.  Mr. McDonald offered to plug that cost into the EMS budget if Mr. Sikes could provide a figure.  Mr. Sikes agreed that he could.  Mr. McDonald remarked that the service he receives from the road department has always been prompt and exceptional.


Clerk Henderson reminded Mr. McDonald that Mr. Sikes would need to be able to charge those services out.  Mr. Sikes suggested that Mr. McDonald’s department fund one-half of an average of all the mechanics’ salaries.  It was the general consensus of the Board that Mr. Sikes’s suggestion was the best concept because it would be too difficult to track each repair, each vehicle, each mechanic, etc.


Chairman Roberson wondered why the 1995 actual for dues and memberships is $2,000 compared to the 1996 budgeted $300.  Mr. McDonald responded that the 1995 actual includes license renewals.


Mr. McDonald briefed the Board on the condition of the EMS fleet and advised that he will be replacing one of the vehicles.  Usually, he continued, the vehicles are given to the road department to use but he has not yet decided what he will do with the vehicle he is replacing.


Mr. McDonald moved on to the 911 addressing budget.  The function of 911 addressing, he explained, is primarily to build and maintain an addressing database.  


He reported to the Board that while this workers’ compensation line may also be low, again he did not seem concerned due to the anticipated refund.  Commissioner Fowler pointed out the discrepancy in life and health insurance in this department as well and Mr. McDonald agreed that he would correct that line item.


When Mr. McDonald reached the “Alltel circuits” line item, Clerk Henderson pointed out that the Sheriff’s 911 budget covers more than just personnel and he wondered if it was possible some expenses were being duplicated between the two budgets.  Mr. McDonald responded that he cannot speak for the Sheriff, but clarified that his line item covers all 911 circuit charges and fax modem charges.  Commissioner Hillhouse also remarked on the line item in the Sheriff’s 911 dispatch budget for phone and hook-ups in the amount of $22,500.  Mr. McDonald pointed out that his next line item, “911 phone circuits” should read “phone circuit ALI updates”.  What 911 addressing pays for, he continued, is all 911 circuit charges, the charges for ALI updates, and all equipment involving 911.  Mr. McDonald explained that when an individual dials 911, the cost should be reflected in the 911 addressing budget.  The Board suggested that Mr. McDonald get together with the Sheriff to verify that the charges involved are being reflected in the proper budgets, without duplication.


Mr. McDonald referenced the overall reduction in the budget but cautioned the Board that this is a relatively new budget.  He suggested using the remaining funds to augment 911 operations in the Sheriff’s budget later in the year.


He advised the Board that once the State has certified the county’s 911 system as a “type five” system, his department will have to keep track of all the 911 calls.  The reason being at the end of each year the State will come in and perform a usage survey to determine how much time the dispatchers spent engaged in 911 calls, which in turn determines what percentage of the dispatchers’ salary is eligible to come out of the fifty-cent surcharge.  He informed the Board that he cannot predict at this time how much that will be.  In addition, he cautioned that part of the funding could be lost if it cannot be justified, although he did not think that would be a problem.  


Mr. McDonald advised the Board that the postal service is very close to utilizing the 911 addresses.  


Commissioner Hillhouse wondered why the Sheriff includes part of the 911 costs in a separate 911 budget.  Mr. McDonald explained that it was decided the Sheriff could operate more economically than the county.  Commissioner Hillhouse pointed out that the Board is not getting a true reflection of the cost of 911, which is going to be mandatory once the 911 system is certified as a “type five” system.  Mr. McDonald explained that five of the dispatchers were added to handle EMS, fire services, and 911.  It would then need to be determined what percentage of the calls received by five dispatchers are 911 calls.  
He asserted that the current dispatchers are doing a good job.


That was the conclusion of Mr. McDonald’s presentation.  Chairman Roberson then recessed the meeting until 1:30 P.M.

July 11, 1995

Live Oak, Florida

1:30 P.M.


Chairman Roberson called the meeting back to order.


Commissioner Fowler motioned that the Board cut the $560,000 out of the Sheriff’s budget that was supposed to come from the law enforcement contract with the City of Live Oak.  Motion was seconded by Commissioner Hillhouse and carried unanimously.


For the record, Clerk Henderson asked for clarification as to how this meeting was advertised.  Chairman Roberson and Commissioner Fowler advised that the meeting is a recessed meeting from the meeting of July 5, 1995.  He wondered how the next budget meeting would be advertised.  Chairman Roberson explained that if a meeting is held during the week of a regular meeting, it can be a recessed meeting.  If a meeting is a public hearing or a special meeting, it would need to be advertised.  Clerk Henderson wanted to further state for the record that the Board has taken the responsibility of advertising away from the Clerk.  


T. Jerry Sikes, Public Works Director was next on the agenda to present his budgets, beginning with road and bridge.


Some points of interest included a 100% increase in fleet insurance.  This is due to the fact that it is a new line item.


The increase in the workers’ compensation claim line item is based on last year’s actual.  


The increase in office supplies is attributed to a new computer system, which will require additional supplies.


The increase in road materials-paving is in the hopes that the road department can accomplish more road maintenance and repair next year than they were able to do this year.


The increase in the principal and interest payment to Ring Power is due to the purchase of additional equipment from Ring Power.


Mr. Sikes took this opportunity to broach the topic of  a recurring audit gig due to the inaccuracy of the county gas pumps meters.  Each employee is required to sign out when they use the gas pumps.  However, it is very difficult to reconcile that sign-out log with the meter.  Mr. Sikes described a computerized key system that would alleviate this problem but would cost approximately $50,000; $25,000 in Branford and $25,000 in Live Oak.


The Board felt that $50,000 could not be justified in light of the fact that the loss of fuel causing the last audit gig was only 900 gallons.  At approximately $1.00 per gallon the monetary loss is only $900 per year.


Although he could not say for sure that an employee did not steal the gas, Mr. Sikes stressed that the numbers indicate he has an honest staff and is confident that particular incident at Branford was a one-time incident.  He did stress that he is left with the responsibility of a fuel system over which he has very little control.


The Board did not feel they could justify the expense of a new fuel system.  They did encourage Mr. Sikes to investigate the following possibilities for the lost fuel:  evaporation, an inaccurate meter, and the severity of the leak.  Mr. Powell also suggested that Mr. Sikes include a written explanation for the discrepancy indicating that he spoke to all parties involved and attempted to find a reason for the discrepancy.


Mr. Sikes began his presentation with the landfill closure budget.  He informed the Board that it would appear the entire closure cost of $2,916,209 (pursuant to the latest estimate) would be covered by the State through their grant program.  Even though the county was initially obligated to match $22 per capita, the State allowed the county to use moneys invested in the gas vent system toward that match.  He stressed that a contract has not been signed yet, but the State has verbally committed to this.  Even though the State is funding the closure, Mr. Sikes explained, he is still requesting $200,000 for the landfill closure because he anticipates that the project could very well exceed the estimate.


Moving on to the collection sites, Mr. Sikes referenced two budgets:  the construction budget and operations budget.  He advised that the original construction was budgeted at $880,900 and he feels it is still a sound figure.  Since some of those projects will not be completed by the end of this budget year, he has carried $470,900 over to the 1996 budget request.


Mr. Sikes advised that $139,345 was originally budgeted in the operations budget.  However, after further discussion it was decided that the number of operating hours would be increased to thirty hours per week, causing an increase of $18,856 in salaries and the accompanying match, for a total 1996 budget request of $158,201.


There was a brief discussion regarding the job descriptions out at the new collection sites.  Mr. Sikes explained that the idea is to hire senior citizens and retirees, however, they would have to do minor physical work and be able to deal firmly with the public at times.  


There was further discussion involving the methods of identifying county residents when they attempt to deposit waste at the collection sites.  Mr. Sikes pointed out that the cost of printing and mailing identification cards for individuals that have paid their special assessment may run into several thousand dollars per year.  It was suggested that the cards could be sent out with the assessment bill.  Or the tax collector could distribute the identification cards when the individuals come in to pay their assessment.  Mr. Sikes cautioned against basing the distribution of cards on whether or not the individual has paid the assessment.  Not only would it further burden our system, he continued, but those individuals could just as easily end up discarding the trash on the side of the road or in the woods if they are not able use the collection site.


The Board decided to further discuss this matter at a later date.  


Accordingly, Mr. Sikes moved on to solid waste disposal.  He explained that the funds in professional engineering services cover Frank Darabi’s services at the landfill.  Mr. Sikes explained that the cost of leachate treatment will drop after a few years because it takes that long for the landfill to build up to the point that the leachate is more manageable.


Mr. Sikes advised the Board that the increase in repairs and maintenance is due to the cost of maintaining the landfill compactor.


Mr. Sikes asked Ms. Herring to explain the depreciation expense line item.  Ms. Herring explained that the depreciation expense is an enterprise fund.  For bookkeeping purposes, depreciation must be shown as a loss because the value of the equipment is lessening.  Mr. Sikes wondered if that money in the depreciation expense line item is actual money or just a figure on paper.  Ms. Herring explained that the $58,782 set aside for depreciation will wind up in the ending fund balance.  The main difference in an enterprise fund as opposed to the other funds is that in this fund all of the assets of the fund, including the land on which the asset sits, is in the balance sheet.


Mr. Sikes wondered if he will have a $58,782 in revenue left in the fund balance if he spends every penny of every line item in his budget, except the depreciation expense, for the upcoming year.  Ms. Herring responded that Mr. Sikes was confusing two separate principals, but technically the money will still be there.


The transfer out administrative line item covers the cost of funding the special assessment coordinator’s office.  He stressed that he has no control over that figure as solid waste is charged that figure to administer the special assessment program.


Mr. Sikes indicated that the transfer out debt service of $406,001 is the annual debt service for the landfill loan for construction.


The transfer out landfill management line item covers the annual escrow required by the Department of Environmental Protection to cover the cost of closing the landfill, including paying the post-closure expenses.  He informed the Board that there is currently approximately $191,000 in escrow, which is not enough.  That figure should be at least $390,000.  The requested amount for 1996 would bring that current balance up to date and fund the escrow account for next year.


Mr. Sikes reported that he requested $25,000 for reserve contingency.  The additional moneys placed in that line, explained Ms. Herring, is additional revenue as a result of the reduced insurance rates.  Mr. Sikes felt like those funds should be left in contingency until after the escrow accounts are properly funded.  At that time, any extra funds can be rolled over into escrow for Phase II of the landfill construction.


Chairman Roberson recessed for a break.

July 11, 1995

Live Oak, Florida

3:30 P.M.


Chairman Roberson called the meeting back to order.  


Mr. Sikes picked up with the solid waste collection budget.  He predicted that he can reduce both the overtime expense and the repair and maintenance cost on the collection trucks once the collection sites are on line.


Mr. Sikes asked Ms. Herring if it was possible to leave the $131,600 in the collection budget because he feels there might be a problem using moneys for the purpose of disposal that were collected by special assessment for the purpose of collection.  Ms. Herring explained that some of the money has already been spent, however, she could put the money back into fund 402 and take it out of fund 403 for the 1995 budget year.  Mr. Sikes felt like that would be the better option if the figures work out.


In the closed landfill operating budget, Mr. Sikes had a question for Ms. Herring regarding escrow reserve.  He expressed that there are no escrow requirements for a closed landfill and was of the opinion that those funds were in the wrong place.  Ms. Herring explained that the $252,535 reflected in escrow reserve will be transferred to an escrow account for the new landfill.  Mr. Sikes wondered if a budget could be created for landfill closure and post-closure escrow because he feels those accounts should be identified as a budgeted item in order to ensure that the county is maintaining the escrow requirements.  Ms. Herring stated that there is such a fund, and it is called “landfill management escrow”.  Mr. Sikes was not clear on this because the moneys are in the department for operating the closed landfill.  Ms. Herring responded that this is where the funds were set up before she became Director of Finance for the county.  


In response to questions by the Board regarding the escrow accounts, Ms. Herring explained that she transferred $390,285 from the solid waste disposal fund into fund 401.  Of that $390,285, $252,535 will be placed into escrow.  The remaining balance will be used to fund operation of the closed landfill and contamination evaluation.


Mr. Sikes suggested setting up three escrow accounts, two of which are required by the State.  One escrow account would be for closure of the new landfill, one for post-closure of the new landfill, and a voluntary escrow account for construction of the new landfill.  A portion of the tipping fee and the reserve funds could be used to fund the accounts.  Ms. Herring indicated to Mr. Sikes that this is what is currently being done.


Mr. Sikes had some suggestions regarding the tipping fee as well.  He is not sure the tipping fee is adequate because he has no way to track those funds.  The county needs to set aside a certain amount for every ton of waste being brought into the landfill.  He further reminded the Board that the tipping fee was to be utilized for six functions at the landfill and needs to be set up to serve those functions.  Ms. Herring offered to get together and further discuss this matter with Mr. Sikes at a later date.


Mr. Sikes explained the contamination evaluation department to the Board.  He pointed out that the City of Live Oak accounts for up to 42% of the waste that goes into the landfill, and therefore is responsible for 42% of the groundwater contamination.  This, he continued, is just another reason to take a hard look at the tipping fee.


Mr. Sikes moved on to the solid waste management grants budget.  Regarding the recycling grant, Mr. Sikes reported to the Board that the county has purchased just about as much eligible recycling equipment as needed at this time.  While he has no firm plans for future use of the remaining grant funds, he is looking at using the $95,216 toward construction of recycling centers.  However, he would need to investigate further to determine if construction would be considered an eligible expense for these grant funds.  


Mr. Sikes informed the Board that there is remaining in the hazardous waste grant $20,000 out of the original $30,000.  He stated that the county will probably end up with approximately $10,000 of those funds that we will not use because we have already received what we needed out of the grant.  However, the grant is good through December, 1995 and it was decided to keep the funds in the budget for the time being.


There being no further business to come before the Board, Chairman Roberson recessed the meeting until Thursday, July 13, 1995 at 9:00 a.m..
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