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July 18, 1995

Live Oak, Florida


6:00 P.M.


The Suwannee County Board of County Commissioners met in a regular 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.


The meeting was opened with prayer by Edward L. Allen, and the pledge of allegiance to the American flag.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously approved the minutes of the June 22, 1995 Board meeting, subject to the following change:  on page 318, paragraph three, $115 should read $114.


Chairman Roberson opened the public hearings to consider adoption of ordinances approving an application submitted by the Public Works Director of Suwannee County to amend the future land use map of the comprehensive plan to public use.  He explained that the hearing would be conducted as a quasi-judicial proceeding as mandated by the Florida Supreme Court.  The Chairman then set forth the rules of basic fairness for the quasi-judicial hearing:  a) each party will be afforded the opportunity to be heard; b) each party will be able to present evidence; c) each party will be able to cross-examine each witness; and d) all testimony will be given under oath.  The petitioner must show:  a) the request is consistent with the comprehensive plan; and b) the request will accomplish a legitimate public purpose.  The petitioner must substantiate his petition with competent, substantial evidence.  Each witness must show his position, education and experience insofar as the same relates to the issue at hand.  The decision of the judicial board must be exercised on the basis of facts established at the hearing and not on the basis of non-expert opinion.  He advised those present that they have the right to cross-examination of the witnesses for petitioner.  Any party opposed to any petition will be permitted to present testimony in support of his position, and each of his witnesses will be subject to cross-examination.  Members of the public will be given the opportunity to present such evidence in support or opposition of the petition.


C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney stated for the record that the courts in Florida have recently concluded that a county attorney should not present a petition on behalf of the county in a quasi-judicial proceeding, and at the same time, advise the Board of County Commissioners in their deliberations.  He reminded the Board that at an earlier meeting the Board instructed him to present the petition on behalf of the county with the understanding that he would not be able to advise the Board in their deliberations on the pending petitions.  He continued that the Regional Planning Council is assisting the county in connection with zoning matters and Mr. Lowell Garrett is present to assist the county in their deliberations if they need assistance.


Mr. Lewis respectfully suggested that the staff reports and the concurrency assessments be given under oath.  He further suggested that any exhibits presented in these hearings be marked for identification by the Deputy Clerk, and be retained in the office of the Land Development Regulations Administrator for such future use as may be required.


Chairman Roberson placed Edward L. Allen, Land Development Regulations Administrator under oath and Mr. Allen proceeded to present the staff report for Comprehensive Plan Amendment 95-1.  He stated that this is a small scale amendment since it is less than ten acres.  He further advised that proper notice of this hearing was published, and the proofs of publication are being submitted as part of the record.  The Zoning Board recommended approval to the Board of County Commissioners and adopted Resolution Number PZLPA-CPA 95-1 in support of this amendment.  Mr. Allen informed the Board that if they choose to approve this amendment, they should adopt the ordinance that has been prepared for their consideration.  If the map amendments are approved, application must then be made to the Zoning Board of Adjustments for a special exception for any development that the county plans to construct on these properties.  A public hearing would be conducted to determine if the special exception should be granted.  He added that policy I-1.6 and I-2.2 of the Comprehensive Plan list the land uses that are consistent with both rural and urban areas, and in both cases, public lands are listed as a consistent land use.


Mr. Lewis then moved the entire file 95-1 into the record and remarked that the file includes the proof of publication.  (See Exhibit 1, Collection Centers)


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Allen if, in his opinion, the future land use plan map of the County Comprehensive Plan, as requested, would be consistent with the Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Allen stated that it would.  


Chairman Roberson then placed Lowell Garrett, Senior Planner with the North Central Florida Regional Planning Counsel under oath.  He announced that he is present at the hearing to assist the county with the concurrency management review of the three sites in consideration, together with the natural resource impact review.


Mr. Garrett directed the Board’s attention to the concurrency assessment for application CPA 95-1, which calls for a change to the future land use classification from agriculture-1 to public.  He pointed out that there are two concurrency reviews:  one for the property at it’s most intensive use, which would be a government office building; and for it’s intended use, which is for a solid waste transfer station.  The reason both scenarios are covered in the report is because the application is for a change to public use, rather than a specific request for specific use.  Based upon that, the most intensive public use would have to be examined along with the intended use.


Beginning with the potable water impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s potable water facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for potable water facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the potable water demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Moving on to the sanitary sewer impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s sanitary sewer facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for sanitary sewer facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the sanitary sewer demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


At this point Mr. Garrett mentioned that policy 171 of the County’s Comprehensive Plan states that the county shall protect the community potable water supply wells by prohibiting new land uses which require involved storage, use or manufacture of regulated materials, as defined by Chapter 38(f)41, Florida Administrative Code, in effect upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan with 300 feet of the designated well field protection area.  Also, policy 522 prohibits the installation of septic tanks located within soils that do not meet the installation requirements of Chapter 10(d)6.  In addition, policy 524 limits the use of package waste water treatment facilities serving development of five years after a centralized, sanitary sewer system which serves the site is scheduled within the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Mr. Garrett stated that the solid waste facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for solid waste facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the solid waste demand generated by the use of a solid waste transfer station or a government office building on the amendment site.


The next impact analysis covered by Mr. Garrett was drainage impact.  He reported that drainage facilities will be provided on site for the management of stormwater.  As stormwater is required to be retained on site, there are no additional impacts to drainage systems as a result of the proposed amendment.  The retention of stormwater will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards established with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Regarding recreation impact, Mr. Garrett reported that the level of service established in the County’s Comprehensive Plan for the provision of recreation facilities is currently being met or exceeded.  As no additional population will be generated by a solid waste transfer station, there will be no need for additional recreation facilities as a result of the proposed amendment.  The County’s user-based and resource-based facilities are anticipated to continue to operate at a level of service which meets or exceeds the level of service established within the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the use of a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Mr. Garrett moved on to the traffic impact of the proposed amendment.  He referenced a table containing information concerning the assessment of the traffic impact on the surrounding road network by the potential use of a government office building on the amendment site.  He explained that the level of service with the government office building would be “E”.  Based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “C”, the roadway serving a government office building will not meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.


He did state that the concurrency assessment is non-binding, which means that the approval is not subject to concurrency being met.


However, with the roadway serving a solid waster transfer station, a level of service standard of “C” will be obtained, which will meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.


Mr. Garrett stated that the amendment will have no impact on affordable housing.


He continued that the existing land use on the amendment site is agricultural-forest.


Mr. Garrett further explained that according to the Florida Division of Historic Resources, there are no historic resources on the amendment site, it is not within a flood prone area nor a wetland area.


He continued that the amendment site is within an area of phosphate deposits.


The soil survey for the county dated March 1965 shows that the soil on the amendment site is comprised of Blanton fine sand soil, and the terrain is nearly level to gradually sloping according to the United States Department of Interior Geological Survey 7.5 Minute Series Topographical Maps.


Mr. Garrett concluded by informing the Board that the amendment site is within a pine flatwood vegetative community according to the County’s Data and Analysis Report.  In that report the following species are associated with a pine flatwood vegetative community:  bear, black racer, bobcat, brown headed nuthatcher, cotton rat, cottontail rabbit, deer, fox squirrel, gray fox and raccoon.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Garrett to state his present place of employment and it’s function.  Mr. Garrett stated that he works for the North Florida Regional Planning Council, which is established by the Florida Legislature.  It’s membership is comprised of elected officials of the counties within each of the eleven regions in the State of Florida as well as gubernatorial appointees.  The Council provides assistance in preparation of strategic regional comprehensive plan, metropolitan transportation planning organization, JPTA administration assistance and local government comprehensive planning assistance and grant administration assistance.


Mr. Garrett further responded to Mr. Lewis’s questions by stating that he has been with the North Florida Regional Planning Council for eleven years.  His prior experience includes Assistant Planning Director for the City of Coral Gables, Florida from 1978 to 1984.  Prior to that he was Assistant Administrator for the City of Alachua, Florida.  Prior to that he worked in a private sector in industrial planning for Burger King Corporation.  He continued that his undergraduate degree is in public administration government and urban studies and his master’s of science is in educational geography.


Mr. Lewis handed Mr. Garrett a two page document which Mr. Garrett identified as his resume.  Mr. Lewis entered Mr. Garrett’s resume into the record at that time.  (See Exhibit 2, Collection Centers)


Mr. Lewis requested that the Chairman recognize Lowell Garrett as an expert witness qualified to render an opinion regarding planning and zoning matters.  Chairman Roberson asked at that time if anyone present would like to cross-examine Mr. Garrett as to his qualifications.  There being no one present at that time wishing to cross-examine Mr. Garrett, Chairman Roberson recognized him as an expert in his field.


Mr. Lewis then asked Mr. Garrett if he had any participation in the development and drafting in the Regional Comprehensive Plan for Suwannee County, the local Comprehensive Plan, and the Land Development Regulations.  Mr. Garrett responded that he participated in the drafting of the County’s Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Regulations.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Garrett if, in his expert opinion, the amendment of the future land use map of the County’s Comprehensive Plan as requested in petition 95-1 is consistent with the Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan, if adopted.  Mr. Garrett responded that he believed it is.


Chairman Roberson asked if anyone would like to cross-examine Mr. Garrett.  There was no one wishing to cross-examine Mr. Garrett at that time and Chairman Roberson accordingly asked Mr. Allen to proceed with the next petition.


Mr. Allen proceeded to present the staff report for Comprehensive Plan Amendment 95-2.  He again stated that this is a small scale amendment since it is less than ten acres.  He further advised that proper notice of this hearing was published, and the proofs of publication are being submitted as part of the record.  The Zoning Board recommended approval to the Board of County Commissioners and adopted Resolution Number PZLPA-CPA 95-2 in support of this amendment.  Mr. Allen informed the Board that if they choose to approve this amendment, they should adopt the ordinance that has been prepared for their consideration.  If the map amendment is approved, application must then be made to the Zoning Board of Adjustments for a special exception for any development that the county plans to construct on these properties.  A public hearing would be conducted to determine if the special exception should be granted.  He added that policy I-1.6 and I-2.2 of the Comprehensive Plan list the land uses that are consistent with both rural and urban areas, and in both cases, public lands are listed as a consistent land use.


Mr. Lewis then moved the entire file 95-2 into the record, which includes the resolution and proof of publication.  (Exhibit 3, Collection Centers)


Mr. Garrett began his review of the concurrency assessment for application number 95-2 which calls for a change in the future land use classification from industrial to public.


Beginning with the potable water impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s potable water facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for potable water facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the potable water demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


As to the sanitary sewer impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s sanitary sewer facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for sanitary sewer facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the sanitary sewer demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Again, Mr. Garrett reminded the Board that policy 171 of the County’s Comprehensive Plan states that the county shall protect the community potable water supply wells by prohibiting new land uses which require involved storage, use or manufacture of regulated materials, as defined by Chapter 38(f)41, Florida Administrative Code, in effect upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan with 300 feet of the designated well field protection area.  Also, policy 522 prohibits the installation of septic tanks located within soils that do not meet the installation requirements of Chapter 10(d)6.  In addition, policy 524 limits the use of package waste water treatment facilities serving development of five years after a centralized, sanitary sewer system which serves the site is scheduled within the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Mr. Garrett stated that the solid waste facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for solid waste facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the solid waste demand generated by the use of a solid waste transfer station or a government office building on the amendment site.


Mr. Garrett reported next on drainage impact.  He stated the drainage facilities will be provided on site for the management of stormwater.  As stormwater is required to be retained on site, there are no additional impacts to drainage systems as a result of the proposed amendment.  The retention of stormwater will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards established with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Regarding recreation impact, Mr. Garrett reported that the level of service established in the County’s Comprehensive Plan for the provision of recreation facilities is currently being met or exceeded.  As no additional population will be generated by a solid waste transfer station, there will be no need for additional recreation facilities as a result of the proposed amendment.  The County’s user-based and resource-based facilities are anticipated to continue to operate at a level of service which meets or exceeds the level of service established within the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the use of a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Mr. Garrett again explained the two tables containing information concerning the assessment of the traffic impact on the surrounding road network by the potential use of a government office building or solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.  There are two sections of road involved with this amendment site, section 7 and section 25.


The level of service with the government office building for both sections would be “D”.  Based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “C”, the roadway serving a government office building in section 7 will not meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.  However, based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “D”, the roadway serving a government office building in section 25 will meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.


He then reviewed a table containing information concerning the assessment of the traffic impact on the surrounding road network by the potential use of a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.  He explained that the level of service with the solid waste transfer station would be “B” in section 7 and “C” in section 25.  Based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “C” in section 7 and “D” in section 25, the roadways serving a solid waste transfer station will meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.


Mr. Garrett stated that the amendment will have no impact on affordable housing.


The existing land use on the amendment site is agricultural-forest.


Mr. Garrett further explained that according to the Florida Division of Historic Resources, there are no historic resources on the amendment site, it is not within a flood prone area nor a wetland area.


He went on to describe the amendment site as being within an area of phosphate deposits, according to the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


The soil survey for the county dated March 1965 shows that the soil on the amendment site is comprised of Blanton fine sand soil, and the terrain is nearly level to gradually sloping according to the United States Department of Interior Geological Survey 7.5 Minute Series Topographical Maps.


Mr. Garrett concluded by informing the Board that the amendment site is a nonvegetative and agricultural community according to the County’s Data and Analysis Report.  There are no known vegetative communities or wildlife habitats associated with a nonvegetative and agricultural community.


Chairman Roberson asked if anyone would like to cross-examine Mr. Garrett.  In response to a question by Commissioner Udell, Mr. Garrett stated that he did assist with the drafting of the concurrency assessment documents and that it is a normal function of his office.  Commissioner Udell asked if he would also assist a private citizen in the preparation of such documents.  Mr. Garrett explained that he only assists government bodies in these matters.  He added that a private citizen would go to a government office, such as Mr. Allen’s, for assistance in these matters.  There was no one else at that time wishing to cross-examine Mr. Garrett and Chairman Roberson accordingly asked Mr. Allen to proceed with the next petition.


Mr. Allen proceeded to present the staff report for Comprehensive Plan Amendment 95-4.  He again stated that this is a small scale amendment since it is less than ten acres.  He further advised that proper notice of this hearing was published, and the proofs of publication are being submitted as part of the record.  The Zoning Board recommended approval to the Board of County Commissioners and adopted Resolution Number PZLPA-CPA 95-4 in support of this amendment.  Mr. Allen informed the Board that if they choose to approve this amendment, they should adopt the ordinance that has been prepared for their consideration.  If the map amendment is approved, application must then be made to the Zoning Board of Adjustments for a special exception for any development that the county plans to construct on these properties.  A public hearing would be conducted to determine if the special exception should be granted.  He added that policy I-1.6 and I-2.2 of the Comprehensive Plan list the land uses that are consistent with both rural and urban areas, and in both cases, public lands are listed as a consistent land use.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Allen if, in his opinion, the amendment of the future land use map of the County’s Comprehensive Plan as requested in petition 95-4 is consistent with the Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan, if adopted.  Mr. Allen responded that it is.


Mr. Lewis then moved the entire file 95-4 into the record, which includes the resolution and proof of publication.  (Exhibit 4, Collection Centers)


Mr. Garrett began his review of the concurrency assessment for application number 95-4 which calls for a change in the future land use classification from environmentally sensitive area-1 to public.


Beginning with the potable water impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s potable water facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for potable water facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the potable water demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


As to the sanitary sewer impact, Mr. Garrett reported that based upon the analysis, in both the government building scenario and the County’s intended use of a solid waste transfer site, the County’s sanitary sewer facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for sanitary sewer facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the sanitary sewer demand generated by the use of either a government building or a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Again, Mr. Garrett reminded the Board that policy 171 of the County’s Comprehensive Plan states that the county shall protect the community potable water supply wells by prohibiting new land uses which require involved storage, use or manufacture of regulated materials, as defined by Chapter 38(f)41, Florida Administrative Code, in effect upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan with 300 feet of the designated well field protection area.  Also, policy 522 prohibits the installation of septic tanks located within soils that do not meet the installation requirements of Chapter 10(d)6.  In addition, policy 524 limits the use of package waste water treatment facilities serving development of five years after a centralized, sanitary sewer system which serves the site is scheduled within the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Mr. Garrett stated that the solid waste facilities will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards for solid waste facilities, as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, after adding the solid waste demand generated by the use of a solid waste transfer station or a government office building on the amendment site.


Mr. Garrett next stated that the drainage facilities will be provided on site for the management of stormwater.  As stormwater is required to be retained on site, there are no additional impacts to drainage systems as a result of the proposed amendment.  The retention of stormwater will meet or exceed the adopted level of service standards established with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


Mr. Garrett reported that the level of service established in the County’s Comprehensive Plan for the provision of recreation facilities is currently being met or exceeded.  As no additional population will be generated by a solid waste transfer station, there will be no need for additional recreation facilities as a result of the proposed amendment.  The County’s user-based and resource-based facilities are anticipated to continue to operate at a level of service which meets or exceeds the level of service established within the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the use of a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


Mr. Garrett again brought to the Board’s attention two tables containing information concerning the assessment of the traffic impact on the surrounding road network by the potential use of a government office building or solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.


The level of service with the government office building would be “E”.  Based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “C”, the roadway serving a government office building will not meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.  


Once again, Mr. Garrett advised that the concurrency assessment is non-binding, which means that the approval is not subject to concurrency being met.


He then reviewed a table containing information concerning the assessment of the traffic impact on the surrounding road network by the potential use of a solid waste transfer station on the amendment site.  He explained that the level of service with the solid waste transfer station would be “C”.  Based upon the analysis and an adopted level of service standard “C”, the roadways serving a solid waste transfer station will meet or exceed the level of service standards required for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the County’s Comprehensive Plan after adding the potential development’s projected number of trips.


Mr. Garrett stated that the amendment will have no impact on affordable housing.


The existing land use on the amendment site is agricultural-forest.


Mr. Garrett further explained that according to the Florida Division of Historic Resources, there are no historic resources on the amendment site, it is not within a flood prone area nor a wetland area.


He informed the Board that the amendment site is within an area of no known economic resources according to the County’s Comprehensive Plan.


The soil survey for the county dated March 1965 shows that the soil on the amendment site is comprised of Blanton-Bowie-Susquehanna complex soils in the northeast and southwest portion of the site and Susquehanna fine sand soil in the remainder of the amendment site.  


The site’s topography is nearly level to gradually sloping according to the United States Department of Interior Geological Survey 7.5 Minute Series Topographical Maps.


Mr. Garrett concluded by informing the Board that the amendment site is a nonvegetative and agricultural community according to the County’s Data and Analysis Report.  There are no known vegetative communities or wildlife habitats associated with a nonvegetative and agricultural community.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Garrett if, in his expert opinion, the future land use plan map of the county Comprehensive Plan, as requested, would be consistent with the Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Garrett stated that it would.


Mr. Lewis announced that the petitioner now tenders Mr. Garrett for cross-examination on his direct testimony.


Chairman Roberson asked if anyone would like to cross-examine Mr. Garrett.  There was no one else present at that time wishing to cross-examine Mr. Garrett.


Mr. Lewis then announced that the petitioner now tenders Mr. Allen for cross-examination on his direct testimony.


Chairman Roberson asked if anyone would like to cross-examine Mr. Allen.  There was no one else present at that time wishing to cross-examine Mr. Allen0.


Chairman Roberson recessed the meeting for a break.

July 18, 1995

Live Oak, Florida

7:15 P.M.


Chairman Roberson called the meeting back to order and announced that the public will have the opportunity at the end of the proceedings to offer comments regarding the petitions, however, at this time direct testimony is being taken.


Mr. Lewis called the next witness, who, in response to questions by Mr. Lewis, responded that he is Thomas Jerry Sikes, employed by the Suwannee County Board of County Commissioners as Public Works Director for the last ten years.  Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes if he is in charge of the Suwannee County Landfill and the Suwannee County Solid Waste Collection System, and for how long.  Mr. Sikes responded that he is, and has been for approximately ten years.  Mr. Sikes further responded by stating that he has sixty-three employees working under him.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes how the solid waste is now collected and disposed of in Suwannee County.  Mr. Sikes responded that the county is currently using the greenbox system and has for the last twenty years or so.  Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes how many greenboxes are in the county at this time and where are they located.  Mr. Sikes responded that the county currently has approximately 400 greenboxes located along the roadways throughout the county in approximately 150 locations.


Mr. Sikes responded to Mr. Lewis’s next question by stating that the county presently has almost no control over the waste being deposited into the greenboxes.  He continued by confirming that the waste being deposited into the greenboxes consists of household hazardous waste, biological waste, petroleum products, construction and demolition debris, furniture and appliances, and paints and thinners.  In further response to Mr. Lewis’s question, Mr. Sikes reported that there is a fly and odor problem associated with the greenboxes.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes if he has any control over out-of-county residents depositing waste into Suwannee County’s greenboxes.  Mr. Sikes responded that again, he has almost no control.  At Mr. Lewis’s request, Mr. Sikes estimated that approximately 25% of the total waste brought into the county was being brought in by out-of-county residents.  He stressed that he has no exact way of measuring the waste being brought in by out-of-county residents, however, he felt that 25% was a conservative figure.


He asked Mr. Sikes if the county has adopted a new greenbox system.  Mr. Sikes stated that they have.  Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes to describe the new greenbox system, and Mr. Sikes explained that there will be fourteen manned, regional solid waste collection centers located strategically throughout the county.


Mr. Lewis asked if the three petitions presently being considered were part of the collection system.  Mr. Sikes responded that there were and further responded that he did participate in the selection of the proposed sites.  He described the main criteria used in the selection of the proposed sites as geographical location.  Also considered was availability of property.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes if the Board has retained the services of an engineer to design and implement this project.  Mr. Sikes responded that they did and his name is Frank Darabi of Darabi and Associates.  Mr. Lewis asked if all the collection centers will basically be the same in design and layout.  Mr. Sikes responded that basically they will.


Pursuant to Mr. Lewis’s request, Mr. Sikes identified a drawing as a computer generated drawing that Mr. Darabi had prepared for the county based on the County’s input.  In further response to Mr. Lewis’s request, Mr. Sikes explained the layout of the collection centers.  He stated that all centers will be on or close to a major road and will have paved entrances.  In addition, the entire operating area will be paved with the exception of the buffer area and water retention area.  The greenboxes will be placed inside the centers for the purpose of depositing household garbage together with concrete bins for the collection of yard trash, white goods, and furniture and such.  Outside the entrance will be an attendant’s building.  An attendant will be on site at all times during operating areas.  An area light will be used during early morning and late evening.  He stressed that if there is a problem with the area light it can be turned off at night.  The operating portion of the centers will be enclosed in a chain link fence.  There will be a natural or planted vegetation buffer around the entire center, with the exception of the entrance.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes if the centers will be fenced and locked when not in operation.  Mr. Sikes explained that they will be fenced and locked, except during operating hours.


Mr. Lewis then asked Mr. Sikes about the frequency of transfers of solid waste from the site to the Suwannee County Landfill.  Mr. Sikes responded that the waste should be removed within twenty-four hours from the time it is deposited.  In further response, Mr. Sikes explained that the methods used to control odors and flies will include removal of waste on a timely basis, spraying for flies and rodents, and deodorizing the bins.


Mr. Lewis wondered how Mr. Sikes will control the deposit of solid waste by out-of-county residents.  Mr. Sikes explained that the special assessments office is presently preparing an identification card for each person on the special assessment roll which entitles the holder of the card to use the collection centers.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes to describe the general location of the three sites presently being considered.  Mr. Sikes explained that the Humphries parcel, 95-1, which is five acres, is located one-quarter of a mile east of U.S. Highway 129 on Smith Market Road.  The Boy’s Ranch parcel, 95-2 is located just east of the city limits on U.S. Highway 90.  The third parcel, 95-4 is on Falmouth Road one-quarter of a mile south of U.S. Highway 90 West.


Mr. Lewis informed the Chairman that he has no further questions.  Chairman Roberson asked if anyone wished to cross-examine Mr. Sikes.


Bob Brown asked if only one cards would be issued per household.  Mr. Sikes responded that two card would be issued per assessment.  Mr. Brown wondered if the attendant would be able to see any illegal dumping that might be occurring toward the back of the center.  Mr. Sikes pointed out that the layout is such that the attendant will be able to keep eye contact with anyone using the facility.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Sikes if the county has an option to purchase on each of the three sites being considered.  Mr. Sikes answered affirmatively.


Garry Ferrell expressed concern over tenants that pay assessments to their landlords.  Their names would not appear on the assessment roll but they pay assessments.  Mr. Sikes advised that he and Mr. Allen are currently working on that situation.  Mr. Allen stressed that the assessment office has no way of knowing who is paying assessments to their landlord.  The assessment office would mail the cards to the landlord.  Accordingly Mr. Allen felt that the responsibility would then be on the landlord to distribute cards to the tenants.


Mr. Ferrell also asked Mr. Sikes to elaborate on the Branford site.  Mr. Sikes explained that the retention pond is in the center of that site with a circular drive around the retention pond.  The reason for this is for simplicity and economy of construction.


Bob Brown wondered if there would be any other separation of garbage, such as recyclables.  Mr. Sikes responded that there will be receptacles on site at the centers, and while it will not be mandatory participation, the county will certainly encourage it.  Margorie Dowdy wondered if the county would supply a list of recyclables for the public.  Mr. Sikes stated that Mr. Allen, in his foresight, has incorporated a brief description of recyclable products on the identification card.


Steve Brannen asked about the operating hours of the centers.  Mr. Sikes reported that the centers will open under a proposed schedule, however, the county will work closely with the public in order to establish the most convenient operating hours.  The operating hours will start out as follows:  8 hours on Saturday; 3-4 hours on Sunday; and 6 hours on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. for a total of thirty hours per week.


Mr. Lewis then called Frank Darabi and Chairman Roberson administered an oath. Mr. Darabi responded to Mr. Lewis’s questions by stating his name:  Frank A. Darabi and reported that he is employed by Darabi and Associates, 730 North Waldo Road, Gainesville, Florida.  He has a bachelor’s of science degree in chemical engineering and a master’s of science degree in environmental engineering.  Mr. Lewis asked if he has attended any seminars or schools in the field of solid waste.  Mr. Darabi responded that he has attended and conducted seminars in that field.  He further responded that he has designed and supervised the construction of solid waste landfills and solid waste collection facilities in the State of Florida, including collection centers in Bradford, Baker, Union, Dixie, and Jefferson Counties.  He has engineered landfills in fourteen counties and closed landfills in ten counties.  In addition, he has also worked on some private landfills.  


Mr. Lewis handed Mr. Darabi a four-page document which Mr. Darabi identified as his resume, which contains a full background of Mr. Darabi’s education and experience.  Mr. Lewis moved the resume of Frank A. Darabi into the record.  (See Exhibit 5, Collection Centers)


Mr. Lewis directed Mr. Darabi’s attention to the prototype drawing.  Mr. Darabi identified it as a computer generated, hypothetical site developed to show what the sites will look like and what function they will serve.  He described it as a transfer station that will cover recyclables in addition to solid waste.  The intent is to use the existing greenboxes without compaction, but as the greenboxes wear out they will be replaced with compaction units.  He stressed that the sites may vary from the prototype depending on the individual topography, but they will all serve the same function.


Mr. Lewis moved the prototype into the record at that time.  (See Exhibit 6, Collection Centers)


Chairman Roberson asked if there was anyone wishing to cross-examine Mr. Darabi.  There was no one present at that time wishing to cross-examine Mr. Darabi.


Mr. Lewis asked the Chairman to recognize Mr. Darabi as an expert qualified to render opinions in the field of solid waste.  The Chairman so directed.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Darabi to explain the function of the facility as depicted in the prototype.  Mr. Darabi stressed the convenience and security of the site, together with the ability to monitor what comes into the site, such as recyclables.


Mr. Darabi confirmed that he will design a stormwater management system for each site.  Again, at Mr. Lewis’s request, Mr. Darabi explained that all greenboxes will be located on asphalt pavement.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Darabi, in his professional opinion, what impact the facilities will have on the quality of air, soil and groundwater.  Mr. Darabi responded that there should be little or no impact if operated properly.  In fact, the impact would be substantially less than what is caused by the system currently being utilized in the county.  Mr. Darabi further responded that there would be no danger of pollution of groundwater as a result of these facilities because there will be no disposal on these sites.


Chairman Roberson asked Mr. Darabi if the sites are being designed for expansion.  Mr. Darabi predicted that the next expansion would be in the equipment; to be able to compact the waste.


Commissioner Udell had some questions regarding the facilities for the attendants.  Mr. Darabi explained that he is not involved with that design.  Mr. Sikes described the facility a small pre-fab building with a restroom, air and heat, drinking water, a place to do a minimum amount of paperwork and be in out of the weather.


Bob Williams from the audience wondered if concrete pavement would be better than asphalt.  Mr. Darabi indicated that in his opinion the asphalt will work just as well as concrete because the concrete can be damaged just as easily as the asphalt if the compactor operator is not careful.


Bob Brown wondered if all the sites will contain the same number of greenboxes.  Mr. Darabi explained that it will vary according to population in the area.  Mr. Sikes added that approximately fifteen to twenty boxes will be located at each site to begin with.


Chairman Roberson instructed Mr. Darabi to leave the podium as there were no other questions for him.


Mr. Lewis stated that he has concluded his presentation with these three petitions and moved the Board to adopt the ordinances granting the amendment to the land use map on each petition.  He suggested there might be others in the audience that want to present testimony.


Chairman Roberson, after having established that no other member of the audience wished to present testimony, closed the public hearing.


Commissioner Hillhouse read aloud the title to the ordinance pertaining to application CPA 95-1.  Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously adopted the ordinance approving application number CPA 95-1 by Public Works Director T. Jerry Sikes, as agent for Curtis Humphries, Jr. and Helen Humphries, to change the future land use classification of property from agriculture-1 to public.  (See Ordinance No. 95-07)


Chairman Roberson read aloud the title to the ordinance pertaining to application CPA 95-2.  Upon a motion by Commissioner Grinstead and second by Commissioner Hillhouse, the Board unanimously adopted the ordinance approving application number CPA 95-2 by Public Works Director T. Jerry Sikes, as agent for the Florida Sheriff’s Youth Ranches, Inc., to change the future land use classification of property from industrial to public.  (See Ordinance No. 95-08)


Chairman Roberson read aloud the title to the ordinance pertaining to application CPA 95-4.  Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Grinstead, the Board unanimously adopted the ordinance approving application number CPA 95-4 by Public Works Director T. Jerry Sikes, as agent for Suwannee River Water Management District, to change the future land use classification of property from environmentally sensitive to public.  (See Ordinance No. 95-08)


Chairman Roberson announced a public hearing on an application by Alltel Mobile to consider granting a special permit to locate a telephone communication facility and tower on property zoned agriculture-1 and owned by Berry International Detective Services, Inc.


Mr. Allen reported that application for special permit SP-95-07-01 by Alltel Mobile to be granted a special permit to locate a telephone communication facility and related 250-foot communications tower on property owned by Berry International Detective Services, Inc. and zoned agriculture-1.  He explained that Section 14.11 of the Suwannee County Land Development Regulations provides for essential services and requires these essential services be granted a special permit by the Board.  He covered the criteria set forth in the LDRs for the granting of special permits for essential services.  He further explained that no essential service shall be sited within 500 feet of any single or multiple-family residence, group living facility, school or hospital and shall maintain the rated self-collapsing distance from any of these listed uses.  Before the application can be granted, he continued, the Board must find that these requirements have been satisfied.


Mr. Allen informed the Board that public notice has been published and property owners have been notified by mail.  Proofs of publication and a certificate of mailing is in the file.  He further advised that a sign notifying the public of a zoning hearing was placed in front of the property.


The file also contains an application from Berry International Detective Services, Inc. and an affidavit signed by Jackson P. Berry, President of Berry International Detective Services, Inc. authorizing Alltel Mobile Communication and it’s representative, Telesight Services to proceed with applying for this special permit on this behalf.  In addition, there is a letter from Telesight Services, who will act as agent for Alltel Mobile with this request. 


At this time, Mr. Allen offered the file into the record.  (See Exhibit 1, Alltel)


Chairman Roberson announced that the public hearing would begin.


Jett Ricks of Telesight Services approached the podium on behalf of Alltel Mobile to request a special permit for the construction of a cellular telephone communications facility and related 250-foot communications tower on a 5.755-acre site located near Wellborn off Hogan Road.  He informed the Board that the site is currently under option for purchase by Alltel Mobile from Mr. Berry.  He submitted a letter into evidence from a surveyor verifying that the requirement of a 500-foot distance from any structures has been maintained.  (See Exhibit 2, Alltel)  He further advised the Board that they have maintained the rated self-collapsing distance of two-thirds of the tower height:  166.67 feet.  The minimum distance to any property line on this site, he continued, is 175 feet.


Commissioner Udell wondered if there was any requirement for Alltel or Mr. Berry to notify the armed forces of the construction of the tower.  Mr. Ricks indicated that Alltel operates within the confines of the FCC and FAA.  Chairman Roberson had a question regarding the lighting on the tower.  Mr. Ricks again indicated that the lighting is regulated by the FAA.  Commissioner Udell asked Mr. Ricks if he had any verification of this.  Mr. Ricks assured the Board that he would provide the necessary documents.  Commissioner Udell felt that the Board could not grant Alltel’s application without that verification.


Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Ricks for clarification of the documents submitted into evidence, which Mr. Ricks provided.


Mr. Allen commented on Commissioner Udell’s concern.  Before a building permit is issued, the building department would ascertain that the applicant has the proper permits to construct a tower.


Mr. Lewis clarified that Alltel’s request was for a special permit and not a zoning change.


Mr. Jackson Berry pointed out that the construction of the communication center and tower would enhance the cellular telephone service in the area because that particular area is a “dead spot”.


Chairman Roberson closed the public hearing at that time.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Grinstead, the Board unanimously granted a special permit to locate a telephone communication facility and tower on property zoned agriculture-1 and owned by Berry International Detective Services, Inc.


Next on the agenda was consideration of interlocal agreement #84-09 between the City of Live Oak and the county creating the Live Oak-Suwannee County Recreation Board. 


Mr. Lewis had a few suggestions regarding the city’s redraft of the agreement.  He began with paragraph five, wherein the city added the following sentence at the end of their draft:  “Any other property or possessions of the Recreation Board shall be declared surplus and disposed of in accordance with the Board rules of procedure.”  Mr. Lewis felt that this sentence was somewhat open-ended and suggested the Board give some thought to eliminating it from the agreement.


Chairman Roberson voiced his agreement with the change in paragraph six of the agreement.  The new draft calls for the Live Oak City Council and Suwannee County Board of County Commissioners to appoint new members to the Recreation Board, rather than the Mayor and the Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners, as they have in the past.  


Also, on page three at the top it states that, “If any member appointed by the City Council shall change their residence from the City of Live Oak the position shall immediately become vacant.”  He stated that he spoke with Mayor Buddy Nott and they decided that the individual would be permitted to serve out their term under those circumstances.   


In addition, on page ten where it states “Should the issue remain unresolved because of the non-action of the direction of the Board, the City Administrator or County Coordinator shall notify the Chairperson of the Board of City Commissioners...”  Chairman Roberson pointed out that it should read “Board of County Commissioners”.


Mr. Lewis had another suggestion.  The second paragraph under ten provides that “The City Administrator and the County Coordinator shall have the authority to halt or delay any action of the Recreation Director or the Board of Directors that is perceived to be in violation of any State or local laws and procedures of any part of this local agreement.”.  Then it goes on to say, “...the City Administrator or the County Coordinator shall halt or delay...”.  He pointed out that the two provisions are not consistent.


Further, Mr. Lewis expressed concern over the City Administrator or County Coordinator having the authority to halt any action of the Recreation Board, such as entering into a contract, without holding a hearing first.


Chairman Roberson had a change on page four where it states, “A member of the Board may serve as a paid employee of the Board but shall not be paid more than $2,500 annually.”  He reminded the Board that the old agreement stated that no employees will be paid.


On page five, he continued, under “Dissolution” it states that “In the event the Board shall be dissolved by County and City at any future date, then and in such event, the assets remaining, after payment of all legally enforceable obligations and debts of the Board, shall be distributed one-half to County and one-half to City.”.  He stated that it was agreeable with Mayor Nott to use the same formula for distributions that is being utilized for contributions, rather than one-half and one-half.


It was decided that the agreement would be tabled until such time as a meeting with the City Council and the Recreation Board can be arranged.


Next on the agenda was Murel McDonald, Emergency Services Director and Debra Sapp, EMS Accounts Manager to present an update on EMS collections.


Mr. McDonald reminded the Board that they voted to send the 1994 delinquent accounts to the Credit Bureau of Valdosta for collection procedures.  The agreement was that the county would only be charged a percentage of the collected dollars.  Since April, the Credit Bureau of Valdosta has collected $4,561.08, which is only 3% of the debt.  He stressed that in light of his department’s collection rate of between 55% to 60%, the county’s collection process appears to be very efficient.


He requested the Board’s approval to write off the 1991 accounts totaling $110,279.60 and advised them that in the future he will be requesting permission to write off the 1992 and 1993 accounts as well.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously authorized Murel McDonald, Emergency Services Director to write off the 1991 accounts totaling $110,279.60 as a bad debt.

Ms. Sapp was commended for doing an excellent job in collections.  There was further discussion from both the Board and the audience regarding the probability that these outstanding debts will increase over the upcoming years because of the increase in indigent residents in our county and the rising cost of health insurance.  Mr. Allen added that the service is provided on an emergency basis and there is no way to check a patient’s credit history before providing the service.  Mr. McDonald explained that patients will not be transported unless he or she has a physician waiting at the facility to accept them.  


Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator initiated a discussion on establishing a policy regarding an ex parte communications with local public officials based on the new Statute.


He explained that if the Board wants to be in the position to be able to have communication with constituents on issues in pending quasi-judicial procedures, such as zoning issues, then a procedure would have to be written that follows the procedures outlined in the Bill.  For example, the subject of the communication and the identity of the person, group or entity with whom the communication took place would have to be disclosed and made a part of the record.  Also, if a Board member receives written communication on a topic, it too would have to be made a part of the public record.  If a Board member makes an onsight visit, investigates on his or her own, or talks to an expert, all of this will have to be made part of the record.  The written policy would need to deal with these issues.  He added that this policy would also need to apply to Zoning Board members because they are considered public officials.


Mr. Lewis commented that although he can appreciate the fact that the Commissioners would want to talk with their constituents on certain matters, he felt that this bill is subject to attack.  He further commented that the Board would need to adopt an ordinance dealing with this as well.


Mr. Allen added that the burden would be on the elected official to make full disclosure.  The elected official would need to keep a record of the individual to whom they spoke and what was said.


Garry Ferrell voiced that quite often many people, such as the media, would like to know the Commissioners’ opinions on certain matters, or those people would like to let the Commissioners know their opinion.  Mr. Lewis stressed that the Commissioners should not have an opinion prior to a quasi-judicial proceeding; they must form an opinion after the presentation of the evidence.  Nor should they make a decision in a quasi-judicial proceeding based on how the constituents feel rather than based on the evidence presented at that proceeding.


Several Commissioners felt that they should have open communication with their constituents.  They saw in their position as an elected official the responsibility to speak for their constituents.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Hillhouse and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously authorized C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney to draft an ordinance setting forth the procedures for ex-parte communication.


Mr. Allen next presented the Board with letters of interest from three architects and engineers for the renovation projects on existing county buildings:  Keen Engineering and Surveying, Inc. of Live Oak, Florida; Karl Thorne Associates, Inc. of Gainesville, Florida; and Hunter McKellips Associates of Gainesville, Florida.  He recommended that the Board try to negotiate a contract with the local firm, Keen Engineering and Surveying, Inc.  He explained that under these circumstances, the firms do not submit an actual bid.  However, the Board can “rank” the firms, beginning with Keen Engineering, if they are not satisfied with what Keen Engineering has to offer, they can negotiate their way down the list.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Hillhouse and second by Commissioner Grinstead, the Board unanimously agreed to begin negotiations with Keen Engineering and Surveying, Inc. of Live Oak, Florida for the renovation projects on existing county buildings.


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


Mr. Allen passed out a sample of the proposed Suwannee County Solid Waste System Disposal Permit and read the front of the permit aloud.  He explained that the permit will contain the name, address and parcel identification number of each resident paying non-ad valorem assessments.  This will eliminate the need to stuff envelopes and apply mailing labels.  In addition, the permits will be printed in colored ink, making them difficult to duplicate.


In response to a question by Commissioner Grinstead, Lester Baxter explained that a copy of the rules and regulations for using the collection centers will be available to the public by way of the attendant.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Grinstead and second by Commissioner Hillhouse, the Board unanimously authorized Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator to proceed with printing the Suwannee County Solid Waste System Disposal Permit.


Next Mr. Allen brought up the topic of building the fire/rescue station at the airport.  He referenced a letter from the Department of Transportation stating that they have reviewed the 100% construction plan and specifications for the project and have approved the county going out for bids.  Based on the architect’s estimate of $77 per square foot, the total cost of the project being $796,575.  The Department of Transportation has agreed to pay 90% of the site work, 55% of the building, the contingency depends on whether it is associated with the site work or the building, and 55% of the general conditions and bonds.  The maximum contribution by D.O.T. on this project would be approximately $517,000.  The county’s portion would be $278,000.


Mr. Allen stated that, in his opinion, a more realistic range would be $65 per square foot.  Based on this, D.O.T.’s share would be $457,000 and the county’s share would be $230,000.


Mr. Allen suggested looking into constructing a metal building.  He reported that Columbia County constructed a similar building and the cost was $100,000 approximately five years ago.  Today, he estimated, that cost would be closer to $200,000.  He reminded the Board that if they decide to go with the metal building, they will be required to refund approximately $40,000 to D.O.T. for architect’s fees, in addition to paying the architect to come up with the new drawings for the metal building.  He would need to determine with D.O.T. whether or not they would cost share with the new plans.  If they do, it would probably be approximately 55% of the cost.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Hillhouse and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously authorized Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator to investigate the possibility of constructing a metal building out at the airport for a fire/rescue station, and in addition, ascertain whether the Florida Department of Transportation would help fund it.


T. Jerry Sikes, Public Works Director was next at the podium.  He reminded the Board that they authorized Frank Darabi of Darabi and Associates to do some preliminary testing on the gasoline leak out at the road department facility.  He introduced Mr. Darabi, who was present to bring the Board up to date on his evaluation.


Mr. Darabi reported to the Board that there was some indication of gasoline odor in the wells on the site.  Testing revealed a constituent representing gasoline.  As a result of those tests, monitoring wells were installed.  Substantial contamination was found, and in fact, one foot of free product was standing on top of the water in one of the wells.  Excavation of the site revealed a leak in one of the pipes.  The leak was corrected immediately, however, there is substantial contamination of the soils and groundwater.  


He continued that he sent a preliminary report of the situation to the Department of Environmental Protection.  While the county is not qualified for funding, there is an indigent program for which the county might qualify.  There are some reserve funds and such in the county’s financial statement that will need explanation, however.


Mr. Darabi reported that he does not know of any off-site contamination at this time.  The direction of groundwater is north-northeast, and the first impacted area would be Wayne Frier’s Mobile Home Park.  He will be testing their well next week.


He explained that the county’s site will rank very high in priority as far as payment.  He estimated that the county’s situation will rank 70 points, which is well over the minimum requirement of 50 points.


The vertical extent of the leak is at the level of the aquifer, approximately 60 feet, however, the horizontal extent has not yet been determined.  The county does have some exposure at this point.  He stressed that investigating the horizontal extent of the leak will involve the placement of several monitoring wells but it is necessary in order to qualify for assistance.  He estimated the clean up cost to run in excess of the average clean up cost of $100,000 but cautioned the Board that the cost of inaction is worse that the cost of repair.


He informed the Board that even if they do qualify for the indigent program, the money may need to be placed up front by the county and then reimbursed by the program.


Mr. Darabi asserted that this is a serious problem, and requested authorization to proceed.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Hillhouse, the Board unanimously authorized Frank Darabi of Darabi and Associates to proceed with his investigation of the gasoline leak at the road department facility.


Mr. Sikes presented some bids for construction of the solid waste collection centers.  For concrete reinforcement steel, O’Neal Steel is the low bidder at $3,292, followed by W. B. Howland Company at $3,483.76, Nomasco Steel at $3,626.80 and Jeffrey Steel at $4,213.  For ready mix concrete only one bid was received from Columbia Ready Mix at $8,190 (for approximately 156 cubic yards).  For fencing and supplies, Panhandle Fence and Deck Company submitted the lowest bid at $32,024.19, Farmer’s Cooperative of Live Oak at $33,566.76, Suwannee Fence Company at $35,866.95, and W. B. Howland Company at $46,391.76.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously accepted the following low bids: O’Neal Steel at $3,292, and Columbia Ready Mix at $8,190 Panhandle Fence and Deck Company at $32,024.19.


Mr. Sikes next reported that a mistake was made on the mailing list for the advertisement for bids for rental on a roller/compactor wherein the advertisement was only mailed to two bidders, neither of whom submitted a bid.  In the essence of time, he requested approval to consider the lowest of the three quotes received after telephoning the individuals on the list that should have received a mailing.  The bids received via facsimile are as follows:  Industrial Tractor Company, Ring Power, and Pilot Equipment.  The quote from Industrial Tractor Company did not comply with the specifications.  Of the two remaining quotes, the lowest was from Pilot Equipment at $2,200 per month.


In an effort to avoid legal ramifications, Mr. Lewis suggested that the Board could declare an emergency in this situation, and go with the lowest bid.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Hillhouse, the Board unanimously declared this situation an emergency and awarded the bid to Pilot Equipment at $2,200 per month.


Mr. Sikes then informed the Board that to the best of his knowledge, there is only one manufacturer that can come up with the sign making machine for street addressing signs that he is looking for, at a cost of approximately $4,168.  Although there are other manufacturers who have sign machines available for approximately $22,000 to $28,000, they offer a little more than what the county requires.  Mr. Sikes explained that the cost of the bidding process would be saved by declaring this machine a sole source item, in addition to the savings on the product.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously declared the sign making machine a sole source bid, and authorized T. Jerry Sikes, Public Works Director to purchase the machine from ADC of Amelia Island, Florida for $4,168.  Mr. Sikes agreed to produce a letter from himself and the vendor verifying that this sign making machine is a sole source item.


Mr. Sikes then informed the Board that the hydraulic excavator will need to be replaced.  A new excavator will run the county approximately $195,000, however, Mr. Sikes has located a used excavator in Marion County in good condition for $35,000.  He sent an employee and shop supervisor down to Marion County to look at the machine and they were very impressed.  He added that the machine does not have many hours on it, and recommended that the Board consider purchasing the excavator from Marion County.


As for the county’s current excavator, he advised the Board that Pilot Equipment has offered $5,000.  He stated that the excavator could go for more than $5,000 at auction, however, it is hard to say because you never know who is going to show up to bid.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously authorized T. Jerry Sikes, Public Works Director to purchase the used excavator from Marion County for $35,000.  The Board further authorized Mr. Sikes to negotiate at his own discretion on the current excavator.

Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously approved payment of invoice batch numbers 950284 through 950291 totaling $505,190.54.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Udell and second by Commissioner Fowler, the Board unanimously agreed to reduce the quarterly reports of the S.H.I.P. Program, the Chamber of Commerce, the Tourist Development Authority and the Suwannee County Development Authority to every six months.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Hillhouse and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously agreed to forego participation in the Small County Coalition.


Upon a motion by Commissioner Fowler and second by Commissioner Udell, the Board unanimously approved the survey of the Live Oak Women’s Club prepared by Tim Alcorn, and agreed to present it to them.


There being no further business to come before the Board, Chairman Roberson recessed the meeting until Wednesday, July 19, 1995 at 9:00 a.m.

SUWANNEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DISBURSEMENT WARRANTS

JULY 18, 1995

FUND









    AMOUNT

GENERAL FUND 7-14-95






  $152,749.62

GENERAL FUND 7-7-95






    114,440.33

FINE AND FORFEITURE FUND





      29,639.03

STATE ATTORNEY’S OFFICE





        4,945.57

MUNICIPAL SERVICES FUND





      11,109.03

NARCOTICS CONTROL GRANT





      27,655.44

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT FUND




        3,277.76

LAW EDUCATION







           298.73

LAW ENFORCEMENT TRUST 7-7-95




        6,500.00

TOURIST DEVELOPMENT FUND





           563.00

ROAD AND BRIDGE






      53,060.85

LIBRARY FUND







      22,482.28

RECREATION FUND






      12,217.03

SPORTS COMPLEX GRANT





           719.77

LOCAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM



      10,250.00

AIRPORT PROJECT







      11,650.00

STATE GRANT, LIBRARY CONSTRUCTION



      16,320.00

FIRE PROTECTION FUND






        7,444.31

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION





        8,914.60

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL






      10,280.13

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT FUND




           673.06





TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS                       $   505,190.54
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