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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

REGULAR MEETING
September 21, 2010

The Board of County Commissioners of Leon County, Florida, met in regular session at 3:00
p.m. with Chairman Bob Rackleff presiding. Present were Commissioners John Dailey, Akin
Akinyemi, Cliff Thaell, Bill Proctor, Bryan Desloge, and Jane Sauls. Also present were County
Administrator Parwez Alam, County Attorney Herb Thiele, Finance Director David Reid and
Board Secretary Rebecca Vause.

Chairman Rackleff called the meeting to order.

The Invocation was provided by Commissioner Proctor, who then led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Awards and Presentations

 Ms. Karen Ellis introduced herself as the new Executive Director for Springtime
Tallahassee and informed the Board that Springtime is scheduled for April 2, 2011. In
addition, she thanked the Board for their continued support.

Consent:

Commissioner Sauls moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge to approve the
Consent Agenda. The motion carried 7-0.

1. Adoption of Revision to Leon County Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual
Section VII - Attendance and Leave to Further Accommodate Alternative Work
Schedules

The Board approved Option 1: Adopt revisions to Leon County Personnel Policies and
Procedures Manual Section VII – Attendance and Leave to further accommodate
alternative work arrangements, effective October 1, 2010, unless otherwise noted.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
Executive Summary

September 21, 2010

Title:
Adoption of Revision to Leon County Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual Section VII-
Attendance and Leave to Further Accommodate Alternative Work Schedules

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Lillian Bennett, Director of Human Resources

Issue Briefing:

At the June 22, 2010 Budget Workshop, the Board approved moving forward with amending our
Personnel Policies and Procedures to include compressed and alternative work schedules and to
amend the related personnel policies and procedures.

This agenda item seeks Board adoption of revisions to Leon County Personnel Policies and
Procedures Manual Section VII-Attendance and Leave (Attachment #1).

Fiscal Impact:
This item has no fiscal impact.

Staff Recommendation:
Option #1: Adopt revisions to Leon County Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual

Section VII-Attendance and Leave to further accommodate alternative work
arrangements, effective October 1, 2010, unless otherwise noted.
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Report and Discussion

Background:

Staff presented to the Board, during the Budget Workshop on July 8, 2008, the Board Retreat on
December 7, 2009, and the Budget Workshop on June 22, 2010, options for consideration of a
compressed work week and alternative work schedules. At the June 22, 2010 Budget Workshop,
the Board approved moving forward with amending Leon County Personnel Policies and
Procedures to include compressed and alternative work schedules, and to amend the related
personnel policies and procedures (Attachment #2).

Analysis:

Human Resources staff reviewed various employer policies and procedures on flexible work
schedules and alternative work arrangements. The Board’s current personnel policies authorize
the County Administrator and Department/Division management to determine the hours of
operation and work schedules, in accordance with the needs of the County. Additionally, the
Board’s current policies authorize flextime and staggered work hours.

Staff is recommending revising Section VII-Attendance and Leave policy to further
accommodate employees’ alternative work schedules and the compressed work week

The following are recommended revisions in Section VII of the Attendance and Leave policy:

 Section 7.01.1: Change the title of the section to Alternative Work Schedules and add
that Human Resources will develop guidelines for Divisions to use on Alternative
Work Arrangements

 Section 7.01.2-Procedure: Add section clarifying that alternative work schedules should
not adversely affect operations or increase staffing or overtime.

 Section 7.01.3: Add new section describing types of alternative work arrangements

 Section 7.06-Swing Holiday: Change the title of this section to Personal Days and
change the amount of time available from three days to twenty-four (24) hours
annually. This will allow for the consistent amount of time that a full time
employee is eligible for even though the number of work hours per day may vary
due to alterative work schedules. Notes that Personal Days will not be considered
workdays for overtime calculation purposes. This change will take effect January
1, 2011.

 Section 7.19C-Death in Immediate Family: Clarify that the employee can be granted
three work days of leave for bereavement.
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Staff recommends Board adoption of revisions to the Leon County Personnel Policies Manual
Section VII-Attendance and Leave. The policy will take effect October 1, 2010, unless
otherwise noted.

Options:

1. Adopt revisions to Personnel Policies and Procedures Section VII-Attendance and Leave to
further accommodate alternative work schedules effective October 1, 2010, unless otherwise
noted.

2. Do not adopt revisions to Personnel Policies and Procedures Section VII-Attendance and
Leave to further accommodate alternative work schedules.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.

Attachments:
1. Draft revisions to Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual Section VII-Attendance

and Leave
2. Budget Workshop Item on June 22, 2010-Option for Including a Compressed Work

Week and Alternative Work Schedules in Current Flextime/Staggered Work Hours
Policy

PA/LB/AC
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2. Approval of the Conveyance of a Conservation Easement to the City of
Tallahassee for the Department of Health Roberts and Stevens Clinic - Tobacco
Education Addition

The Board approved Option 1: Approve the conveyance of a Conservation Easement from
Leon County to the City of Tallahassee for the Department of Health Robert and Stevens
Clinic – Tobacco Education Addition

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Title:
Approval of the Conveyance of a Conservation Easement to the City of Tallahassee for the
Department of Health Roberts and Stevens Clinic Tobacco Education Addition

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Alan Rosenzweig, Assistant County Administrator
Tom Brantley, Facilities Management Director

Issue Briefing:

This item requests Board approval of a Conservation Easement to the City of Tallahassee for the
Department of Health (DOH) Roberts and Stevens Clinic - Tobacco Education addition,
consistent with requirements and conditions of Chapter 5 - Environmental Management, of the
City of Tallahassee’s Land Development Code (Attachment #1). The Grantor is Leon County
for DOH Roberts and Stevens Clinic- Tobacco Education addition.

Fiscal Impact:

This item has no fiscal impact to the County.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Approve the conveyance of a Conservation Easement from Leon County to the
City of Tallahassee for the Department of Health Robert and Stevens Clinic –
Tobacco Education Addition.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
On March 25, 2008, the Board approved a project agreement with the State of Florida,
Department of Health, (DOH) authorizing expansion of the Robert and Stevens Clinic using
State funds accrued in the Tobacco Settlement Fund, for purposes constructing a new Tobacco
Education addition.

Leon County as Grantor of this Conservation Easement is preserving natural areas to meet the
requirements of Chapter 5 – Environmental Management of the City of Tallahassee Land
Development Code. A conservation easement is required as part of the City’s site plan process,
for the DOH Robert and Stevens Clinic – Tobacco Education Additional project which is located
on Old Bainbridge Road (Attachment #2). However, insufficient site area exists for conservation
purposes and the City of Tallahassee has allowed off-site mitigation using other County-owned
property (Attachment #3).

Analysis:
Staff has contacted and received advisement from City of Tallahassee, stating that the County
could offer another site that possessed the same environmental attributes as the RS Clinic site
(significant slopes), so long as these were in the same quantity as those upon the RS Clinic site.
The City also advised that the mitigation site could be located anywhere in Leon County (either
in the unincorporated area or within the City). The County GIS unit was used to perform a query
using the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) database, whereupon a total of 35 candidate
sites in the current ownership of Leon County were identified. This list was then reviewed by
management to determine the smallest, most restricted and least re-sellable site within the
County's land inventory. The subject site, which is a tax deed property, and is coincidentally a
“land-locked” parcel (no defined legal access exists to this site), was then selected for further
pursuit since it has little value or other use to the County. An engineer was then employed by
staff to prepare the application package to City, and a land surveyor was retained for
inventorying the site environmental features according to City protocols.

The proposed Conservation Easement places the landowner and all other subsequent landowners
on legal notice that development is prohibited in the restricted area. Although required by City
Code, conveyance of the conservation easement still requires Board approval. The proposed
restricted area does not create any County maintenance responsibility or any other County
responsibility for the area. The property owner will still own and protect the land as appropriate
under conditions of the proposed declaration of covenants and restrictions.
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Options:
1. Approve the conveyance of a Conservation Easement from Leon County to the City of

Tallahassee for the Department of Health Robert and Stevens Clinic – Tobacco Education
Addition.

2. Do not approve a Conservation Easement to the City of Tallahassee for the DOH Robert and
Stevens Clinic – Tobacco Education Addition.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.

Attachments:
1. Conservation Easement, legal description and sketch for the DOH Robert and Stevens

Clinic – Tobacco Education Addition.
2. Specific location map for the DOH Robert and Stevens Clinic – Tobacco Education

Addition.
3. Specific location map for the off-site mitigation parcel.

PA/AR/TB/cb
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3. Approval of the Financial Contract for Local Funds Between Leon County and the
Florida Healthy Kids Corporation

The Board approved Option 1: Approve the Financial Contract for Local Funds between
Leon County and the Florida Healthy Kids Corporation, and authorize the County
Administrator to execute.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
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September 21, 2010

Title:
Approval of the Financial Contract for Local Funds Between Leon County and the Florida
Healthy Kids Corporation

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Vincent S. Long, Deputy County Administrator
Candice M. Wilson, Director, Health and Human Services

Issue Briefing:
This agenda item seeks Board approval of the Financial Contract for Local Funds with the
Florida Healthy Kids Corporation (Attachment #1).

Fiscal Impact:
This item has fiscal impact to the County in the amount of $3,777. Funds have been budgeted in
the FY10/11 Tentative Budget for this contract.

Staff Recommendation:
Option #1: Approve the Financial Contract for Local Funds between Leon County and the

Florida Healthy Kids Corporation, and authorize the County Administrator to
execute.

http://www.leoncountyfl.gov/
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Report and Discussion
Background:
The State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) for Florida is an umbrella organization
known as KidCare. KidCare is comprised of four parts: Medicaid (children), MediKids, Healthy
Kids, and the Children’s Medical Service (CMS) Network. KidCare is administered by the non-
profit Florida Healthy Kids Corporation (FHKC), established by 624.91, F.S. FHKC contracts
with managed care plans throughout the state for the provision of health care coverage for
children who are not Medicaid eligible. KidCare offers health insurance for children from birth
through age 18, based on factors such as household income and family size. Most families pay
$15 or $20 a month, and a full-pay option also is available.

FHKC health insurance program requires local match funds for participation. Chapter 624.91
F.S. permits local match credits for in-kind contributions and other efforts on behalf of children’s
health care. Prior to the year 2000, SCHIP Title XXI federal funds were used in all four
components of KidCare. A 2000 legislative act specified that Title XXI federal funds could not
be used for children of non-OPS state employees and legal immigrant children without five years
of legal residence (non-qualified, non-citizens). These enrollees are ineligible due to their
citizenship status. These enrollees are all legal immigrants who have not lived in the United
States for five years. Once an enrollee has reached the residency mark of five years, they can be
moved from the category of a non-Title XXI enrollee to Title XXI enrollee. Since 2002, the
County has participated in the program and provided funding for non-Title XXI enrollees.

Analysis:
On May 14, 2010, staff received notification from FHKC that the Legislature has not provided
any additional funds to subsidize coverage for those children not eligible for federal Title XXI
funding for FY2010/11(Attachment #2). In order to continue subsidized coverage for Leon
County’s existing non-Title XXI enrollees, commitment of 100% of the estimated costs of
coverage for the fiscal year will be required in addition to the execution of the FY10/11 Financial
Contract for Local funds.

Each year of County participation, enrollment has decreased. In FY08/09 there were seven non-
Title XXI enrollees in Leon County at an estimated cost of $8,854. In FY09/10, the County
allocated $7,514 in funding for six enrollees. FHKC estimates the non-Title XXI enrollment
costs for FY10/11 to be $3,777 for three enrollees. According to FHKC, final costs will be based
upon actual monthly enrollment and the monthly premiums paid for medical and dental coverage
as well as an administrative component.

Since 2004, new enrollment of non-Title XXI children is no longer permitted, therefore, the
enrollment costs to the County continue to decline. As a child that is currently eligible reaches
the age of 18; reaches five years of legal residency; or, moves to another County, they will no
longer be covered through funding by Leon County. Conversely, if a child is currently eligible
and moves into Leon County, they will be covered until the same.

If the Board chooses not to fund the program and no other entity comes forward with the needed
funds, the families may retain coverage at a non-subsidized premium rate of $133 per child per
month or healthcare coverage would otherwise be terminated.
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During the June 22, 2010 FY2010/11 Budget Workshop, the Board approved funding for
continued participation in the program. This is a one-year agreement, expiring on June 30, 2011.

Options:

1. Approve the Financial Contract for Local Funds between Leon County and the Florida
Healthy Kids Corporation, and authorize the County Administrator to execute.

2. Do not approve the Financial Contract for Local Funds between Leon County and the Florida
Healthy Kids Corporation.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.

Attachments:

1. Financial Contract for Local Funds with the Florida Healthy Kids Corporation

2. Healthy Kids Corporation Local Funds Request Letter

PA/VSL/CMW/lya
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4. Acceptance of the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate Report
and Approval of the FY2010/11 Agreements for the Choose Life Specialty License
Plate Program

The Board approved Options 1 & 2: 1) Accept the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life
Specialty License Plate Report, and authorize the County Administrator to sign, and 2)
Approve the FY2010/11 Choose Life License Plate Program Agreements with A Women’s
Pregnancy Center, Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc., Florida Baptist Children’s
Homes, and Pregnancy Help and Information Center, Inc., and authorize the County
Administrator to execute.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
Executive Summary

September 21, 2010

Title:
Acceptance of the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate Report and Approval
of the FY2010/11 Agreements for the Choose Life Specialty License Plate Program

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Vincent S. Long, Deputy County Administrator
Candice M. Wilson, Director, Health and Human Services

Issue Briefing:
This item seeks Board acceptance of the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate
Report (Attachment #1), and approval of the FY2010/11 Agreements for the Choose Life
Specialty License Plate Program with A Women’s Pregnancy Center, Brehon Institute for
Family Services, Inc., Florida Baptist Children’s Homes, and Pregnancy Help and Information
Center, Inc. (Attachments #2, #3, #4, #5).

Fiscal Impact:
This item has no fiscal impact to the County. Funding for this program is from revenue
generated through the Choose Life Specialty License Plate Program.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Accept the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate Report, and
authorize the County Administrator to sign.

Option #2: Approve the FY2010/11 Choose Life License Plate Program Agreements with A
Women’s Pregnancy Center, Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc., Florida
Baptist Children’s Homes, and Pregnancy Help and Information Center, Inc., and
authorize the County Administrator to execute.

http://www.leoncountyfl.gov/
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Report and Discussion

Background:
Florida Statutes 320.08058 (30) mandate that counties distribute funds received from the sale of
Choose Life license plates to non-governmental, not-for-profit agencies that reside within the
boundaries of Leon County and that meet the following criteria:

1. Qualifying agencies must provide services that are limited to counseling and meeting the
physical needs of pregnant women who are committed to placing their children for adoption.

2. The statute dictates that the County may not distribute funds to any agency that is involved or
associated with any pro-abortion activities.

3. Funds may not be allocated to any agency that charges women for services received.
4. Florida Statute 320.08062 requires counties to report their compliance on an annual basis.

The level of reporting is respective of the amount of revenue received.
5. An annual report is due to Leon County within 60 days after the end of the fiscal year.
6. Agencies that receive the funds must use at least 70% of those funds to provide for the

material needs of pregnant women who are committed to placing their children for adoption,
including clothing, housing, medical care, food utilities, and transportation. Such funds may
also be expended on infants awaiting placement with adoptive parents.

7. The remaining funds may be used for adoption, counseling, training, or advertising, but may
not be used for administrative expenses, legal, or capital expenditures.

On June 19, 2001, the Leon County Board of County Commissioners accepted and approved the
administrative procedure requirements associated with the sale of Choose Life license plates,
including a determination that funds are to be distributed evenly to agencies that meet the criteria
established by Florida Statutes.

Analysis:
In FY09/10 the County disbursed a total of $21,712 in Choose Life license plate revenue to
Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc. (Brehon) and Florida Baptist Children’s Homes
(Florida Baptist). Brehon provided services as an Independent Agency. Florida Baptist served
as Lead Agency of a coalition including A Women’s Pregnancy Center (AWPC) and Pregnancy
Help and Information Center (PHIC). Each agency received $5,428.00 and is required to submit
an Annual Report (Attachment #6). All reports have been reviewed by staff and are in
compliance in accordance to referenced statutes.

Of the monies provided to agencies, $10,909 was expended and $9,722.71of the unexpended
funds were returned to the County. Agencies may retain up to10% of unexpended funds, hence a
total of $1,080.29 has been retained by three of the four agencies. Unexpended funds must be
returned to the County and redistributed to qualifying agencies.
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A summary of FY2009/10 funding and expenditures follows:

FY2009/10 Funding

Agency Distributed
to

Agency

Expended
by

Agency

Retained
by

Agency

Returned
to

County
Brehon $5,428.00 $5,428.00 $0.00 $0.00
A Women’s Pregnancy Center $5,428.00 $1,761.58 $366.64 $3,299.78
Florida Baptist Children’s Homes $5,428.00 $2,141.42 $328.65 $2,957.93
Pregnancy Help & Information Center $5,428.00 $1,578.00 $385.00 $3,465.00
Total $21,712.00 $10,909.00 $1,080.29 $9,722.71

For FY10/11, a Notice of Funding Availability was published in the Tallahassee Democrat
April 29-30, 2010 (Attachment #7). Notice was also posted to the County website and through
the general announcement provided by the Public Information Office. Additionally, the
executive directors of each agency who received funding previously were contacted and
provided instructions for accessing the application from the Leon County's website. Staff
received four Choose Life funding request applications by the May 28, 2010 deadline from
A Women’s Pregnancy Center (Attachment #8), Brehon (Attachment #9), Florida Baptist
Children’s Homes (Attachment #10), and Pregnancy Help & Information Center (Attachment
#11). Staff evaluated each application based on the qualifying criteria to ensure compliance with
Florida Statutes. All four agencies meet the criteria set forth by the governing statutes.

In August 2009, the County received $19,133.20 in proceeds from the sale of the Choose Life
license plates during State Fiscal Year 08/09. In addition to the $9,722.71 in unexpended funds
returned this fiscal year, $9,091.90 in unexpended funds were returned to the County in
FY08/09. Therefore, a total of $37,947.81 in revenue is available for distribution in FY2010/11.
The following chart displays the revenue and impending distribution.

FY2010/11 Revenue and Distribution

Funds Amount

FY08/09 Choose Life License Plate Revenue From State $19,133.20
Unexpended Funds Returned FY08/09 $9,091.90
Unexpended Funds Returned FY09/10 $9,722.71
Total Available for Distribution $37,947.81

Agency Amount
Brehon $9,486.96
A Women’s Pregnancy Center $9,486.95
Florida Baptist Children’s Homes $9,486.95
Pregnancy Help & Information Center $9,486.95
Total to Be Distributed to Agencies FY10/11 $37,947.81
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Each agency will receive $9,486, a proportionate share of available revenue. The Agreements
are for a 12-month term and cover expenditures during State Fiscal Year 2010/11, July 1, 2010
through June 30, 2011.

During FY07/08, two disbursements were received from the State for Choose Life license plate
revenue. A disbursement was for FY06/07 and one for FY07/08. Because 06/07 funds were
distributed to agencies and 07/08 were not, there is $18,892.07 in funding available for
distribution. These funds will be distributed to each agency as reimbursement for FY07/08
expenditures after receipt of an annual report for that period in accordance with Florida Statutes.

Options:

1. Accept the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate Report, and authorize the
County Administrator to sign.

2. Approve the FY2010/11 Choose Life License Plate Program Agreements with A Women’s
Pregnancy Center, Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc., Florida Baptist Children’s
Homes, and Pregnancy Help and Information Center, Inc., and authorize the County
Administrator to execute.

3. Do not accept the FY2009/10 Annual Choose Life Specialty License Plate Report.

4. Do not approve the for FY2010/11 Choose Life License Plate Program Agreements with A
Women’s Pregnancy Center, Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc., Florida Baptist
Children’s Homes, and Pregnancy Help and Information Center, Inc.

5. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1 and #2.

Attachments:
1. Choose Life Annual Report
2. A Women’s Pregnancy Center Choose Life Agreement
3. Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc. Choose Life Agreement
4. Florida Baptist Children’s Homes Choose Life Agreement
5. Pregnancy Help and Information Center Choose Life Agreement
6. Agency Reports
7. Notice of Funding Availability
8. A Women’s Pregnancy Center Choose Life Application
9. Brehon Institute for Family Services, Inc. Choose Life Application
10. Florida Baptist Children’s Homes Choose Life Application
11. Pregnancy Help and Information Center Choose Life Application

PA/VSL/CMW/lya
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5. Approval of Payment of Bills and Vouchers Submitted for September 21, 2010,
and Pre-Approval of Payment of Bills and Vouchers for the Period of September 22
through October 11, 2010: $1,744,683

The Board approved Option 1: Approve payment of bills and vouchers submitted for
September 21, 2010 and pre-approve payment of bills and vouchers for the period of
September 22 through October 11, 2010: $1,744,683

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
Executive Summary

September 21, 2010

Title:
Approval of Payment of Bills and Vouchers Submitted for September 21, 2010 and Pre-
Approval of Payment of Bills and Vouchers for the Period of September 22 through
October 11, 2010

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Alan Rosenzweig, Assistant County Administrator
Scott Ross, Director, Office of Management and Budget

Issue Briefing:
This agenda item requests Board approval of the payment of bills and vouchers submitted for
approval for September 21, 2010, and pre-approval of payment of bills and vouchers for the
period of September 22 through October 11, 2010. OMB will review the bills and vouchers
printout, submitted for approval during the September 21, 2010 meeting, the morning of
Monday, September 20, 2010. If for any reason, any of these bills are not recommended for
approval, OMB will notify the Board. Otherwise, it is recommended that the Board approve the
bills and vouchers submitted for September 21, 2010.

Due to the Board not meeting the fourth Tuesday in September and the first Tuesday in
October, it is advisable for the Board to pre-approve payment of the County's bills for
September 22 through October 11, 2010, so that vendors and service providers will not
experience hardship because of delays in payment. The OMB office will continue to review the
printouts prior to payment and if for any reason questions payment, then payment will be
withheld until an inquiry is made and satisfied, or until the next scheduled Board meeting.
Copies of the bills/vouchers printout will be available in OMB for review.

Fiscal Impact:
This item has no fiscal impact.

Options:
1. Approve payment of bills and vouchers submitted for September 21, 2010 and pre-approve

payment of bills and vouchers for the period of September 22 through October 11, 2010.
2. Do not approve payment of bills and vouchers submitted for September 21, 2010 and do not

pre-approve payment of bills and vouchers for the period of September 22 through
October 11, 2010.

3. Board Direction.

Staff Recommendation:
Option #1: Approve payment of bills and vouchers submitted for September 21, 2010 and pre-

approve the payment of bills and vouchers for the period of September 22 through
October 11, 2010.
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6. Approval of the Plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for Recording in the Public
Records

The Board approved Option 1: Approve the plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for
recording in the Public Records

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
Executive Summary

September 21, 2010

Title:
Approval of the Plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for Recording in the Public Records

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Alan Rosenzweig, Assistant County Administrator
Tony Park, P.E., Director of Public Works

Issue Briefing:

This item seeks Board approval of the plat of Greystone Phase I subdivision for recording in the
Public Records of Leon County (Attachment #1).

Greystone Phase I subdivision is a private residential subdivision.

Fiscal Impact:

This item has no fiscal impact to the County.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Approve the plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for recording in the Public
Records.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
Greystone, a private residential subdivision, was approved by the County’s Development Review
Committee (DRC) as a Type B site and development plan on May 10, 2006; subsequently,
Greystone Phase I was approved as a minor modification to the site and development plan on
February 6, 2009 (Attachment #2).

Greystone Phase I development plan being platted consists of 17.63 acres containing six
residential lots.

Analysis:

Greystone Phase I subdivision is located in Sections 9 and 16, Township 2 North, Range 1 East
on the south side of Bannerman Road, approximately 2 miles northwest of the Thomasville
Highway/Bannerman Road intersection (Attachment #3).

The appropriate departments and agencies have reviewed and inspected the plat. The comments
have been reviewed and approval of the plat is recommended (Attachment #4).

Since Greystone Phase I is a private subdivision and all infrastructure is complete no
performance or maintenance agreements/surety devices are required.

Options:

1. Approve the plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for recording in the Public Records.

2. Do not approve the plat of Greystone Phase I Subdivision for recording in the Public Records.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:

Option #1.

Attachments:

1. Reduced copy of the plat

2. Development Review Committee Letter

3. Location Map

4. County Engineer memorandum of recommendation

PA/AR/TP/JB/JP/la

F:\JIMP\Subdivisions\Agenda\GreystonePhaseISubdAgd.doc
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7. Acceptance of Status Report on the Project SEARCH Program

The Board approved Options 1 & 2: 1) Accept the status report on the Leon County
Project SEARCH Program, and 2) Direct staff to provide an update on the Project SEARCH
Program and submit a budget request during the FY 11/12 budget process to continue
funding for the program.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Agenda Item
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September 21, 2010

Title:
Acceptance of Status Report on the Project SEARCH Program

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Lillian Bennett, Director of Human Resources
LaKendra Cunningham, Project SEARCH Coordinator

Issue Briefing:
At the February 9, 2010 meeting, the Board authorized staff to proceed with the development
and implementation of the Project SEARCH Pilot Program, with an August 2010
implementation date (Attachment #1). The Leon County Project SEARCH Program is a
collaborative partnership between Leon County, the Leon County School Board, the Agency for
Persons with Disabilities, Vocational Rehabilitation, and Opportunity Services, outlined in the
Agreement (Attachment #2).

Fiscal Impact:
This item has a fiscal impact. The Board approved FY 09/10 funding from general fund
contingency in the amount of $15,225 to hire a 30-hour a week OPS graduate student to assist in
the development and implementation of the Project SEARCH Pilot Program for the first nine
months. Subsequently, the Board authorized a FY 2010/11 budget request for $38,320 to fund a
full-time OPS Project SEARCH Coordinator position to administer the program. Should the
Board choose to continue the Project Search Program beyond FY 2010/11, the estimated cost to
maintain the program is $138,320 annually.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Accept the status report on the Leon County Project SEARCH Program.

Option #2: Direct staff to provide an update on the Project Search Program and submit a
budget request during the FY 11/12 budget process to continue funding for the
program.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
At the October 27, 2009 meeting, there was a presentation by the Agency for Persons with
Disabilities on the Project SEARCH Pilot Program (Attachment #3). The Board approved the
creation of the Pilot Program, with the following requirements:

1. The Agency for Persons with Disabilities will provide written confirmation from the
Leon County School Board detailing its student participation in the Project SEARCH
program for the 2010/11 school year and their commitment to providing per pupil
funding in the second and future years of the Project SEARCH Program.

2. The Agency for Persons with Disabilities will provide funding in the amount of $100,000
for the first year of the Project SEARCH Pilot program. The first year funding of
$100,000 would cover the cost of providing an instructor, approximately four job coaches
and classroom materials needed to assist 12 students with disabilities in their internships
with various departments within Leon County.

3. Approved budget amendment and funding in the amount of $15,225 from the general
fund for a 30-hour a week OPS position to assist in the development, implementation, and
monitoring of the Project SEARCH Pilot Program for the first year beginning in January
2010. Include a request in the FY 2010/2011 Budget for a full-time Leon County Project
SEARCH Coordinator position to administer the Project SEARCH Program for future
years.

At the February 9, 2010 meeting, the Board authorized staff to proceed with the development
and implementation of the Project SEARCH Pilot Program, with an August 2010
implementation date, hire an OPS graduate student to develop the program, and authorized staff
to submit a budget request for $38,320 to fund a full-time OPS Project SEARCH Coordinator
position to administer the program in the FY 2010/11 budget. In June 2010, County
Administration approved funding in the amount of $4,000 to purchase furnishings and
technology equipment needed for the Project SEARCH classroom.

Analysis:
In March 2010, the position for the Leon County Project SEARCH Coordinator was hired. From
March 2010 through May 2010, the Project SEARCH Coordinator has performed the following
duties:

 Developed marketing collateral for the program to include a Leon County Project
SEARCH brochure and informational PowerPoint Presentation

 Created a Manager Information Packet, a Worksite Request Form, and an
Implementation Process chart (Attachment # 4)

 Developed job descriptions and Project Search Job Description Questionnaires
 Attended Project SEARCH Advisory meetings
 Conducted Project SEARCH departmental information sessions
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Project SEARCH informational sessions were scheduled and presented to the County
departments from May 2010 through June 2010.

Department: Date:
EMS May 3
Facilities May 5
Co-op Extension May 10
Public Works May 10
GEM May 11
TDC May 17
MIS May 21
Library May 26
Human Services June 2
Executive Team June 9
OMB/County
Attorney

May 25

Probation May 17

A presentation was made to the Leon County Executive Team on June 9, 2010 to provide a status
report on the progress of the program, and to discuss additional budgetary needs. County
Administration has approved funding to purchase furniture and the technology needed for the
Project SEARCH classroom.

From June 2010 through August 2010, the Project SEARCH Coordinator has performed the
following duties:

 Secured 12 Project SEARCH work sites in Leon County departments
 Assisted with the Project SEARCH student recruitment process
 Selected and ordered the Project SEARCH classroom furniture and coordinated the

furniture install
 Developed the Project SEARCH classroom terms and conditions
 Coordinated the Project SEARCH Job Coach department training at each work site
 Served on the Project SEARCH instructor selection committee
 Created, coordinated and conducted Project SEARCH intern New Employee Orientation
 Created, coordinated and conducted Project SEARCH Supervisor Orientation
 Developed the Project SEARCH Employee Guidebook which consisted of the employee

handbook, workplace harassment training, and workplace etiquette resources
 Developed the Project SEARCH Supervisor Guidebook which consisted of the

supervisor handbook, disability sensitivity training, disability simulation activities, and
disability etiquette resources.

 Coordinating the Project SEARCH Open House



Title: Acceptance of the Status Report on the Project SEARCH Program
September 21, 2010
Page 4

The Leon County Project Search Program was initiated on August 23, 2010. The students will
report to the classroom for two weeks to learn employability skills, how to access public
transportation, and attend employee orientation. The Project SEARCH Committee has
interviewed and selected eight students with the last set of interviews held on September 2, 2010
to fill the four remaining positions. On September 7, 2010 the students will report to their
designated worksites as listed below in Table #1.

Table #1
Worksite Number of Youth

Animal Control 1
Probation 1
Health & Human Services 1
Growth & Environmental Management 2
Tourist Development 1
Library 2
Management Information Systems 1
County Attorney / Office of Management
& Budget

1

Facilities Management 1
County Administration 1
Total 12

The Board of County Commissioners serves as the first Project SEARCH worksite in Leon
County. The Project SEARCH Coordinator is currently working with the Public Information
Office to coordinate Project SEARCH Open House scheduled for September 23, 2010
from 6:00-7:00 p.m. to showcase the Leon County Project SEARCH Program, participants, and
the Project SEARCH classroom located in the Courthouse Annex - Traffic Court Building on
Thomasville Road.

The Project SEARCH program implementation process will continue to the next phase of
monitoring the program, providing support to the job coaches, worksite managers and instructor,
and serving as a liaison between the collaborative partners and the advisory committee
(Attachment #5).

Should the Board choose to continue the Project SEARCH program beyond FY 10/11, additional
estimated funding in the amount of $138,320 is required in FY 11/12 annually. A regular full-
time staffing position for the program will be required, together with costs associated with
administering and operating the program (orientation supplies, open house supplies, telephone
system, etc.). In addition, funding for three job coaches will be required at an estimated
$100,000. It should be noted that the first full year funding for job coaches in the amount of
$100,000 is to be paid for by the Area Agency for Persons with Disabilities through a State
Grant. Staff will provide a future update on the Project SEARCH program and submit a budget
request during the FY 11/12 budget process to continue funding for the program.
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Options:

1. Accept status report on the Leon County Project SEARCH Program.

2. Direct staff to provide an update on the Project Search Program and submit a budget request
during the FY 11/12 budget process to continue funding for the program.

3. Do not authorize staff to proceed with the Project SEARCH Pilot Program beyond
FY10/11.

4. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1 and #2.

Attachments:

1. February 09, 2010 Project SEARCH Follow-up

2. Agreement for Project SEARCH Program

3. October 27, 2009 Project SEARCH Agenda Item

4. Project SEARCH Manager’s Informational Packet

5. Project SEARCH Timeline

PA/LWB/CD
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8. Acceptance of Status Report on Fiduciary Responsibility of 457 Deferred
Compensation Plan Sponsors and Approval of the Clerk of the Courts Initiative for
a Collaborative Review and Consideration of Board and Constitutional Office
Retirement Plans and Selection of a Single Provider

The Board approved Options 1, 2, & 3: 1) Accept status report on fiduciary responsibility
of plan sponsors for 457 Deferred Compensation retirement plans; 2) Direct staff to
participate with Clerk Inzer and Constitutional Officers in the collaborative review and
consolidation of retirement plans for selection of a single provider. Acknowledge Leon
County Sheriff Office initial funding for consulting in an amount not to exceed $60,000,
and 3) Direct staff to include a future budget request in an amount not to exceed $40,000
for on-going consultant monitoring and review services for the 457(b) and 401(a) Defined
Contribution Programs.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Title:
Acceptance of Status Report on Fiduciary Responsibility of 457 Deferred Compensation Plan
Sponsors and Approval of the Clerk of the Courts Initiative for a Collaborative Review and
Consolidation of Board and Constitutional Office Retirement Plans and Selection of a Single
Provider

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Lillian Bennett, Director of Human Resources

Issue Briefing:

Clerk of Courts, Bob Inzer has approached County Administration and Constitutional Officer’s
regarding participation in a collaborative review and consolidation of Board and Constitutional
Office’s 457 Deferred Compensation Retirement Plans and the selection of a single provider
(Attachment #1). The objective of this initiative is to assist Leon County in meeting its fiduciary
responsibility in providing the management and oversight of its 457 retirement plans for its
employees in accordance with federal and state regulations. The Constitutional Officers have
submitted letters of support for this initiative and request that the Board join this effort
(Attachment #2).

Fiscal Impact:

This item has a fiscal impact. The Leon County Sheriff’s office will provide funding for the
initial consulting services, which is estimated to not to exceed $60,000. Additionally, the
consultant will provide on-going quarterly monitoring and investment review services, which are
estimated at $40,000 annually. Staff will include the on-going consultant review services in a
future budget request.

Staff Recommendation:

1. Accept status report on fiduciary responsibility of plan sponsors for 457 Deferred
Compensation retirement plans.

2. Direct staff to participate with Clerk Inzer and Constitutional Officers in the collaborative
review and consolidation of retirement plans for selection of a single provider. Acknowledge
Leon County Sheriff Office initial funding for consulting services in an amount not to exceed
$60,000.

3. Direct staff to include a future budget request in an amount not to exceed $40,000 for on-
going consultant monitoring and review services for the 457(b) and 401(a) Defined
Contribution Programs.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
Currently, Board employees voluntarily participate in an Internal Revenue Code 457(b) -
Deferred Compensation Plans for state and local governments and tax-exempt organizations.
Plans of deferred compensation described in IRC section 457 are available for certain local and
state government entities tax exempt under IRC 501. Contributions to a 457(b) plan and
earnings on the retirement money are tax deferred. Additionally, Board employees with annual
salaries less than $50,000 can participate in an Internal Revenue Code 401(a) - Qualified
pension, profit sharing and stock bonus plan. Leon County’s plan is a 401(a) Retirement Match
Program. Leon County provides a 50% match up to 3% of an employee’s annual salary. The
retirement match program was implemented in January 2007. The 457 and 401(A) Plans are
serviced by multiple providers (Nationwide, VALIC and ICMA). Leon County has had some
level of consultant review of its 457 retirement plans. In September 2006, the Board approved
Mercer Consulting Services to review the plan documents, fees and services of the current
providers as well as The Hartford in the implementation of the 401(A) retirement match
program. However, Leon County has not provided continuing oversight and monitoring of its
457 retirement plans.

Additionally, the Constitutional Offices contract with multiple plan providers and indicate that
there is not a continuing oversight and monitoring process in place for the 457 retirement plans.
In addition to Nationwide, VALIC and ICMA, Constitutional Offices have various combinations
of providers including ING and The Hartford. The Board and Constitutional Offices currently
utilize a total of five different providers in various combinations to administer the 457 and 401(a)
retirement plans. Each provider has a separate plan document for the respective retirement plan.

Table #1 reflects the 457 providers for the Board and each Constitutional Office:

Table #1
Current 457 and 401(a) Providers by Constitutional Office

457 Plans
Nationwide

(NACO)
VALIC ICMA The Hartford ING

Total
Provider

Combinations
Board/Supervisor of
Elections

X X X 3

Sheriff X X X 3
Clerk X X X X 4
Tax Collector X X X 3
Property Appraiser X X 2

Sub-total 457 Plan
Documents

5 4 3 1 2 15

Sub-total 401(A)
Match Plan
Documents

1 1 1 3

Total Plan
Documents

6 5 4 1 2 18
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As reflected in Table #1, there are a total of 15 separate 457 plan documents currently being
administered throughout Leon County. In addition, the Board has three additional 401(A)
retirement match plan documents. The different providers for the Board and Constitutional
Offices represent a total of 18 separate plan documents that outline the terms and conditions for
contributions, withdrawals, investments offered, fees and services as well as termination
requirements. Currently, these plans do not have on-going plan sponsor review, oversight, and
monitoring.

Analysis:

Clerk of Courts, Bob Inzer has approached County Administration and Constitutional Officer’s
regarding participation in a collaborative review and consolidation of Board and Constitutional
Office’s 457 Deferred Compensation Retirement Plans and the selection of a single provider
(Attachment #1). The objective of this initiative is to assist Leon County in meeting its fiduciary
responsibility in providing the management and oversight of its 457 retirement plans for its
employees in accordance with federal and state regulations. The Constitutional Officers have
submitted letters of support for this initiative and request that the Board join this effort
(Attachment #2).

Clerk Inzer currently serves as a member of the Government Finance Officers Association
(GFOA), Committee on Pension and Benefits Administration. In recent GFOA meetings, a
presentation was made on the fiduciary responsibility of government plan sponsors for their
Defined Contribution Retirement Plans. Leon County’s 457 Deferred Compensation Plans are
considered retirement plans and Leon County is a plan sponsor. Accordingly, this initiative is
designed to ensure that Leon County is meeting its fiduciary responsibility under federal and
state regulations which hold plan sponsors responsible for how their 457 Plans are managed on
behalf of its employees as outlined by the U.S Department of Labor (DOL) Employment and
Benefits Administration (Attachment #3). According to the DOL, fiduciaries have great
responsibilities, because they are acting on behalf of their plan participants and their
beneficiaries. Those fiduciary responsibilities include:

1. Acting solely in the interest of plan participants and their beneficiaries and with the
exclusive purpose of providing benefits to them;

2. Carrying out their duties prudently;
3. Following the plan documents;
4. Diversifying plan investments; and
5. Paying only reasonable expenses.

The National Association of Government Defined Contribution Administrators Inc. (NAGDCA),
outlines the fiduciary responsibilities of governmental plans and states that “While government
plans, both defined benefit and defined contribution plans are not subject to the provisions of the
Employee Retirement Security Act (“ERISA”), the provisions of ERISA are grounded in well
established trust principles and are instructive in guiding most, if not all, government plans
(Attachment #4). A plan administrator must review plan trust documents, State laws and
regulations regarding defined contribution plans, and State trust laws”.
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The Internal Revenue Service Tax Exempt and Government Entities Division has raised
concerns regarding the lack of review of governmental plans (Attachment #5) and the resulting
responses to those concerns noted in a letter dated May 23, 2009 from national organizations
such as the National Association of Counties, National League of Cities, International
City/County Management Association and many others (Attachment #6).

With the consolidation of 15 separate Board and Constitutional retirement plans into a single
plan document with a single provider, Leon County could potentially reduce the cost of
administration, provide better benefits and improve employee services. A 457 Plan Review
Committee has been formed with representatives from Board and Constitutionals Offices.
Clerk Inzer is serving as the Chair of the committee, and Board staff from County
Administration and Human Resources have been requested to provide the necessary staffing and
support.

Clerk Inzer is preparing to enter into a contract for consulting services upon receipt of quotes and
subsequent selection by the 457 Retirement Plan Committee. The cost of consulting services is
estimated at approximately $60,000 and will be funded by the Leon County Sheriff’s Office.
The consultant will evaluate current plan documents, review investment options offered, analyze
fees and services, draft a Request for Proposals (RFP), review proposals requested from current
and new vendors, provide analysis for committee vendor selection process, assist with new plan
and/or vendor implementation and develop employee communications. A draft scope of services
is included as Attachment #7. Additionally, the consultant will provide on-going quarterly
monitoring and investment review services, which are estimated at $40,000 annually. Staff will
submit a future budget request for on-going consultant monitoring and review services for the
457(b) and 401(a) Defined Contribution Programs, not to exceed $40,000.

Options:
1. Accept status report on fiduciary responsibility of plan sponsors for 457 Deferred

Compensation retirement plans.

2. Direct staff to participate with Clerk Inzer and Constitutional Officers in the collaborative
review and consolidation of retirement plans for selection of a single provider. Acknowledge
Leon County Sheriff Office initial funding for consulting services in an amount not to exceed
$60,000.

3. Direct staff to include a future budget request in an amount not to exceed $40,000 for on-
going consultant monitoring and review services for the 457(b) and 401(a) Defined
Contribution Programs.

4. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1, #2, and #3.
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Attachments:

1. Letter dated July 9, 2010 from Clerk Inzer to County Administrator and Constitutional
Officers

2. Letters of Support from Constitutional Officers for Consolidation of 457 Retirement
Plans and Selection of a Single Provider

3. U.S Department of Labor Employment and Benefits Administration Booklet on Meeting
your Fiduciary Responsibilities

4. Article from The National Association of Government Defined Contribution
Administrators Inc. (NAGDCA) on Government Fiduciary Responsibilities

5. The Internal Revenue Service Tax Exempt and Government Entities Division Newsletter
on Government Plans Roundtable Discussion

6. Response to IRS concerns in a letter dated May 23, 2009 from national organizations
such as the National Association of Counties, National League of Cities, International
City/County Management Association and many others

7. Draft Scope of Services for Consultant Review of 457 Retirement Plans

PA/LWB
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Citizens to be Heard on Non-Agendaed Items (3-minute limit per speaker; there will not be any
discussion by the Commission)

 Chairman Rackleff confirmed that there were no speakers on Non-Agendaed Items.

General Business

9. Authorization to Award Insurance Renewals for FY 10/11

County Administrator Alam summarized the agenda item and referred the Board to the
additional information provided on this issue. He informed the Board that the Florida
League of Cities (Florida Municipal Trust) had withdrawn its quote for property
insurance for next year, thus leaving the County with only one quote (Preferred
Governmental Insurance Trust (FGIT), through Brown and Brown, for consideration.
Due to these circumstances, Mr. Alam recommended that the Board reject all bids for
all areas of insurance and, due to time constraints (October 1 is the start of a new fiscal
year), authorize the County Administrator to negotiate quotes with potential insurance
providers “in the best interest of the County”.

Commissioner Thaell moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to reject
all bids and authorize the County Administrator to place the insurance renewals
in the best interest of the County.

Commissioner Desloge stated that he was very comfortable delegating this responsibility
to the County Administrator and viewed this action as most prudent.

Commissioner Dailey expressed a concern that there was not sufficient time to secure
another provider and suggested that the County maintain its current coverages so as
not to place the County at risk of not having a provider. He also noted that this process
should begin earlier next year to ensure that the County is not placed in this position
again.

Mr. Alam opined that the County could secure insurance by October 1, and also
recommended that insurance coverages be sought for 15 months, rather than 12
months.

Speaker:

 Tony Grippa, Brown and Brown of Florida, Inc., provided clarification on the Brown
and Brown process in providing the quotes and recommended that the Board move
forward with the renewal of insurance coverages.

Commissioner Proctor and Mr. Grippa engaged in considerable dialogue on numerous
issues such as, the quote process and the decision by Lexington to not allow the Florida
League of Cities to provide Leon County’s property insurance. Commissioner Proctor
was provided further explanation on the “rebate” to renewing members by League of
Cities and staff’s recommendation to reject all bids. He established with County
Attorney Thiele that the Board could accept the bid from Brown and Brown or reject the
current bids on the table.
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Commissioner Akinyemi also indicated his concern over the possibility of not being able
to secure insurance coverages within the defined time period and thought it prudent to
approve insurance coverage bids that could be accepted.

Commissioner Akinyemi offered a substitute motion to approve Option 1 as
amended.

1. Authorize the award for the following insurance coverages for fiscal year FY
2010/2011:
 Excess workers’ Compensation ($139,493): Florida League of Cities

Municipal Insurance Trust

 General Liability (including Public Official, Employee Practices Liability,
Auto $287,122): Brown and Brown

 As the provider for General Liability, authorize Brown and Brown to place
pollution, accidental death and dismemberment and aviation liability
coverages.

The substitute motion died for lack of a second.

Commissioner Thaell initiated further dialogue with staff on the rationale for
Lexington’s decision to not honor the Florida League of Cities writing of Leon County’s
property insurance, even though circumstances had not changed from last year.

Commissioner Dailey stated for the record that the County expends over $500,000 on
property insurance coverage and opined that the Board, as elected officials, should not
abdicate this responsibility to staff. He voiced apprehension over delegating staff the
responsibility to negotiate the insurance contracts out of the Sunshine, as the public
has a right to know how their tax dollars are being spent.

Commissioner Dailey offered a substitute motion to maintain County’s insurance
coverage in the three areas and begin the insurance renewal process over in the
Sunshine. The substitute motion died for died of a second.

County Administrator Alam clarified that there was not time to engage in a bid process,
he would attempt to obtain a quote with one broker for a period of 15-months.

At the request of the County Administrator, Commissioner Thaell amended his
motion to include scheduling of a Special Meeting on Wednesday, September 29,
2010 at 1:00 p.m. to review the County Administrator’s recommendations for
insurance renewals.

Speaker:

 Sam Bell, 1298 Millstream Rd, Director of Brown and Brown, emphasized that
the quote process was followed by Brown and Brown on behalf of FGIT and
urged reconsideration of the substitute motion made by Commissioner Dailey or
accept the bid that was submitted in response to the process established by the
County.

Commissioner Proctor questioned why the County could not procure insurance on its
own without being required to go through a broker. Mr. Rosenzweig responded that the
County cannot access those markets directly and are obligated to go through a broker
to place coverage.
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Commissioner Desloge moved to Call the Question. The motion carried 6-1
(Commissioner Proctor in opposition).

The original motion as amended carried 5-2 (Commissioners Dailey and Proctor
in opposition).

Commissioner Proctor expressed great concern that the County’s WMBE policy does not
apply to procurement of insurance policies for the County.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Title:
Authorization to Award Insurance Renewals for FY 10/11

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Alan Rosenzweig, Assistant County Administrator
Scott Ross, Director, Office of Management and Budget
Karen Harrell, Risk Manager

Issue Briefing:
This item seeks Board authorization to award insurance renewals for Property and Casualty and
all other lines of insurance for FY 10/11. This item does not address health insurance renewals.

Fiscal Impact:
This item has a direct fiscal impact to the County. The overall cost of insurance premiums for
FY10/11 will be $1,060,615. This is a 10% savings over FY09/10. Funds are included in the
FY10/11 budget.

Staff Recommendation:
Option #1: Authorize the award for the following insurance coverages for fiscal year

FY2010/2011:
 Excess Workers’ Compensation ($139,493): Florida League of Cities

Municipal Insurance Trust
 General Liability (including Public Official, Employee Practices Liability, Auto

$287,122): Brown and Brown
 As the provider for General Liability, authorize Brown and Brown to place

pollution, accidental death and dismemberment and aviation liability coverages.
 Award property insurance to the Florida League of Cities Municipal Insurance

Trust for FY2010/2011 ($634,000).
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Report and Discussion

Background:
Through a selection process administered in FY09/10, the County currently utilizes Brown and
Brown and the Florida Municipal Insurance Trust (Florida League of Cities) to provide the
County’s insurance. The process selected the companies based on their ability to provide the
necessary insurance coverages for the County. Both providers have provided quotes to the
County for FY2010/2011 (Attachments #1, #2, and #3).

Attachment #4 reflects the specifications provided to each entity on providing the quotes. As
noted on page 9 of 14:

The County requests all proposers to provide a premium breakdown for each
policy option and coverage proposed. The County reserves the right to decide, at
its discretion, which options and coverages shall be purchased, and in which
combination, from among those proposed.

The County may benefit if able to combine coverage options from more than one
quote. Each quote should state the extent to which individual coverages being
proposed are separable without a change in premium cost.

In the interest of the County, Leon County reserves the right to further negotiate
final rates and terms with either of the bidders upon review of the bids.

Through subsequent negotiations and discussions, both firms provided additional quotes for the
County to consider.

Analysis:
The County purchases three main lines of insurance (property, general liability, and excess
workers’ compensation) and then a series of smaller coverages. Table 1 provides a history of
premiums and the proposed premiums for next fiscal year. A brief discussion of each line of
insurance is discussed following the table.

Table 1: Historical and Recommended Premiums

Category FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011
Recom.

Change FY10
v. FY11

Property (1) $1,343,955 $754,583 $687,296 $634,000 ($53,296) -8%
General Liability (2) $521,113 $373,990 $346,655 $287,122 ($59,533) -

17%
Workers’
Compensation (3)

$414,141 $284,048 $139,502 $139,493 ($9.00) 0%

Total $2,279,209 $1,412,621 $1,173,453 $1,060,615 ($112,838) -
10%

(1) Named wind storm deductible reduced from 5% to 3%
(2) Includes auto and public official liability
(3) Moves the self insurance retention (SIR) beginning in FY2010 from $350,000 to $500,000
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Property Insurance: The County received competitive quotes from both Brown and Brown and
the Florida Municipal Insurance Trust Fund (Florida League of Cities). As part of the process,
the League of Cities informed the County that if the County had been a renewing property
insurance customer, Leon County would have received a $228,000 return on premium. The
County had property insurance with the League of Cities during FY2008/2009. During
FY2009/2010, the County had Preferred Governmental Insurance Trust (PGIT, through Brown
and Brown) for property insurance. By not being a League of Cities renewing customer, the
County is not eligible for the return on premium next year.

Table 2: Comparison of Property Insurance Quotes

Brown and Brown League of Cities
Premium $597,500 (1) $634,000
Policy Limit $125,000,000 $150,000,000
Named Wind Storm Deductible 3% 3%
Return on Premium Program No Yes (2)

(1) Requires a two year commitment.
(2) Return on Premium Program has been in effect for three consecutive years; future years not

guaranteed.

In discussions with the League of Cities representatives, the Florida Municipal Insurance Trust
has been providing the return on premium to its renewing members for the past three consecutive
years. According to FMIT, the return on premium was $10 million for FY06/07, $8.0 million for
FY07/08 and is scheduled for $10.0 million for FY08/09. As shown in Attachment #1, to secure
the County’s business, the League of Cities has agreed to provide property insurance next year at
a rate of $634,000. In addition, the property insurance will have a reduced named windstorm
deductible (3% down from 5%).

As part of the process, Brown and Brown provided an alternative quote of $605,000
(Attachments #5 and #6). In addition, Brown and Brown offered a premium of $597,500 if the
County committed to two years. Table 3 provides a comparison of possible savings over the
next four years depending upon which provider is selected.

Table 3: Comparison of Possible Cost Savings for Property Insurance

Brown and Brown (1) League of Cities (2)
FY10/11 $36,500 0
FY11/12 $36,500 0
FY12/13 (3) $36,500 $228,000
FY13/14 (3) $36,500 $228,000
Total $146,000 $456,000

(1) Brown and Brown reflects premium differences between PGIT and League of Cities
(2) Reflects potential return on premium.
(3) These years are possible savings; the Brown and Brown estimates are based on the current quotes

and the League of Cities is based on the current return on premium program being continued.
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During the selection process, Brown and Brown (Attachment #7) alleged that “…the League is
going to retain a lot more risk on this account.” The League of Cities (Attachment #8) has
provided assurance that Brown and Brown’s allegations are false and can fulfill the
commitments of its quote.

Staff is recommending that the Board award the Property Insurance to the Florida Municipal
Insurance Trust for FY2010/2011. Over four years, the Brown and Brown quote could save up
to $146,000 while being with the League of Cities could save up to $456,000.

General Liability (includes Public Official Liability, Employment Practices Liability, and
Automobile): The County received three bids in this area. Staff is recommending the low bid
($287,122) be awarded to Brown and Brown for placement with PGIT. As the provider for the
general liability, Brown and Brown will also be responsible for placing the pollution, accidental
death, and dismemberment and aviation liability coverages. These lines of coverage generally
do not exceed $100,000 annually. Brown and Brown provided a quote to remain with Travelers
Insurance; however, the total premium quote was $347,553 or $60,403 more than placement with
PGIT. FMIT provided a total quote of $584,810 which included approximately $60,000 in one-
time costs. In terms of coverage, PGIT and Travelers both have $3 million per occurrence and
$6 million total for the coverage period, while FMIT has a $3 million per occurrence with no cap
for the coverage period.

Excess Workers’ Compensation: The County received three quotes in this area. Staff is
recommending the low bid ($139,502) be awarded to the Florida League of Cities. This quote
maintains the County at the current self insured retention (SIR) of $500,000. This means that the
County will be responsible for the first $500,000 of any claim. A previous review of the past
five year’s indicates that the County has never exceeded the $350,000 threshold. The League of
Cities has agreed to allow the County to continue to use the current County third party
administrator for Workers’ Compensation claims. Brown and Brown provided a quote of
$296,276 for a $350,000 SIR.

Options:
1. Authorize the award for the following insurance coverages for fiscal year FY2010/2011:

 Excess Workers’ Compensation ($139,493): Florida League of Cities Municipal
Insurance Trust

 General Liability (including Public Official, Employee Practices Liability, Auto
$287,122): Brown and Brown

 As the provider for General Liability, authorize Brown and Brown to place pollution,
accidental death, and dismemberment and aviation liability coverages

 Award property insurance to the Florida League of Cities Municipal Insurance Trust
for FY2010/2011 ($634,000).

2. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.
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Attachments:
1. Florida Municipal Insurance Trust Supplemental Letter
2. Florida Municipal Insurance Trust Cost Data Sheet
3. Brown and Brown Cost Data Sheet
4. Insurance Quote Specifications
5. Correspondence with the Brown and Brown
6. Supplemental Information from Brown and Brown
7. Brown and Brown E-mail Regarding League of Cities Reinsurance
8. League of Cities Response Regarding Reinsurance
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10. Approval of the FY 2010/2011 Community Human Service Partnership Funding
for Social Service Agencies and Authorize a One-Time Basic Needs/Emergency
Services Small Grant Process

County Administrator Alam explained that the agenda item requests Board approval of
the recommendations made by the Leon County Human Services Grant Review
Committee (HSGRC) concerning the 2010/2011 allocation of Community Human
Service Partnership (CHSP) funds in the amount of $725,000.

Speakers:

 Kim Galban, 317 E. Call St., Executive Director of United Partners for Human
Services, voiced her support for the process as it is inclusive, competitive and
depoliticized and urged Board approval of the item.

 Marta Harrington, 6745 Crooked Creek Rd., Director, ECHO Ministries, thanked
staff and the Board for its support of the “mini grant” process and appreciated
the $25,000 allocated to agencies that provide basic needs.

Commissioner Desloge thanked Vince Long, Deputy County Administrator and Don
Lanham, Grants Program Coordinator, for their efforts in managing this process. He
also confirmed with Mr. Lanham that the monies are allocated per program, not per
agency.

Commissioner Desloge moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Akinyemi, to
approve Options 1, 2 & 3: 1) Approve the Human Services Grant Review
Committee funding recommendation for FY 2010/2011 in the amount of
$725,000; 2) Authorize the County Administrator to modify the Agreements with
the funded agencies, as necessary, and to execute the Agreements with the
funded agencies, and 3) Authorize the distribution of residual Community
Human Service Partnership funds and additional funding, as made available by
the Board of County Commissioners, through a one-time Basic Needs/Emergency
Services small grant process.

Mr. Lanham shared that an additional $138,000 in combined City and County funds
has been identified to fund basic needs programs utilizing a mini grant process. He
reported that staff recommends that the mini-grants be limited to a maximum of
$25,000 per program.

There was considerable dialogue between the Board and Mr. Lanham on the manner in
which the mini grant process would proceed; with strong encouragement from the
Board that some of these funds be used to support ECHO Ministries, who was “shut
out” of CHSP monies as their CHSP application was submitted after the deadline.

Commissioner Akinyemi discussed his interest in funding services to the homeless.

The motion carried 7-0.
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Title:
Approval of the FY 2010-2011 Community Human Service Partnership Funding for Social
Service Agencies and Authorize a One-Time Basic Needs/Emergency Services Small Grant
Process

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Vincent S. Long, Deputy County Administrator
Don A. Lanham, Grants Program Coordinator

Issue Briefing:
This agenda item seeks Board approval of the recommendations made by the Leon County
Human Services Grant Review Committee (HSGRC) concerning the 2010/2011 allocation of
Community Human Service Partnership (CHSP) funds (Attachment #1). In addition, this item
requests authorization for the County Administrator to amend, as necessary, and execute the
Agreements with the funded agencies (Attachment #2). This item also seeks authority to
distribute residual CHSP funds and additional funding made available by the Commission
through a one-time basic needs small grant process.

Fiscal Impact:
This item has a fiscal impact and has been included in the FY 2010/2011 budget.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Approve the Human Services Grant Review Committee funding recommendation
for FY 2010/2011 in the amount of $725,000.

Option #2: Authorize the County Administrator to modify the Agreements with the funded
agencies, as necessary, and to execute the Agreements with the funded agencies.

Option #3: Authorize the distribution of residual Community Human Service Partnership
funds and additional funding, as made available by the Board of County
Commissioners, through a one time Basic Needs/Emergency Services small grant
process.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
The 2010/2011 CHSP cycle began in December 2009. A public notice of the availability of
funding was advertised in the Tallahassee Democrat and sent to individuals that had requested a
written notification, as well as currently funded CHSP agencies. The available CHSP funds were
$5,225,132. In January 2010, CHSP staff (consisting of County, City, and United Way staff)
conducted mandatory workshops for all agencies seeking to participate in the 2010/2011 CHSP
process.

The grant application period opened immediately after the workshops finished and closed
February 2010. Applications requesting a total of $6,441,261 were received. During the
application period, CHSP staff recruited volunteers needed for the Citizen Review Teams
(CRT’s), created to review the applications and develop funding recommendations.

In March 2010, CHSP staff conducted seven grant review training sessions and trained more
than 100 volunteers for the CRT’s. During April and May 2010, the CRT’s and CHSP staff
conducted site visits to the agencies that requested funding. Upon completion of the visits, each
review team deliberated and developed a recommendation as to the distribution of funding
within its area. Volunteers conducted 78 agency site visits and reviewed 105 programs,
contributing more than 2,700 hours of service to the CHSP process, valued at $48,000.

After the review and recommendation process had occurred, the Board appropriated an
additional $75,000 to CHSP. The recommendations developed by the 11 CRT’s totaled
$5,122,063, leaving $103,069 un-obligated, not including the additional $75,000.

On September 9, 2010, the Leon County HSGRC reviewed the proposed allocation of the Leon
County funding and voted to recommend that the Board approve the proposed allocation.

At their regular meeting of September 14, 2010, the Board, aware of the residual funds,
discussed utilizing the surplus for various social service activities. Staff was directed to bring an
agenda item concerning this issue back to the next regular meeting.

Analysis:
Through funding opportunities and collaborative efforts, the Board supports the development and
delivery of pertinent social services to area residents in the interest of promoting the overall
health and well being of the community. The County has historically provided general revenue
funds to address the needs of low- and moderate-income persons and neighborhoods.
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For the 2010/2011 fiscal year, the CHSP received applications to fund 105 human services
programs, requesting a total of $6,441,261, which exceeded the available amount proposed for
funding ($5,225,132) by $1,216,129. The applications were placed into one of the following 11
human service areas: 1) basic needs, 2) children's services, 3) community support, 4) emergency
services, 5) family support, 6) persons with disabilities, 7) physical health, 8) senior services,
9) substance abuse, 10) youth education, and 11) youth recreation.

For each of these areas, a CRT was organized. The members of the United Way Community
Investment Committee (UWCIC), the City of Tallahassee Community Improvement Advisory
Council (CIAC), and the Leon County Human Services Grant Review Committee (HSGRC),
filled leadership positions on each review team. Extensive efforts were made to ensure that each
CRT was reflective of community. The CRTs reviewed applications, conducted site visits to
hear agency presentations, completed standardized agency/programmatic assessments, and
developed funding recommendations. To assist in the decision-making process, the CRTs
utilized an evaluation tool, which includes the following criteria:

 The needs addressed by the program are clearly documented.

 The program targets high-risk persons and/or communities.

 The program adequately demonstrates that the desired outcomes are being achieved or
are achievable.

 The agency uses appropriate and/or creative collaborative approaches to increase their
effectiveness in providing quality services to address a particular need area and/or target
population.

 Program services are geared toward meeting the needs of diverse populations.

 Access to programs is reasonably available in terms of staffing, transportation, location,
facilities, eligibility criteria and fee structure, and hours of operation.

 Particular services provided under this program are unique and are not unnecessarily
duplicated.

 The program provides specialized services to a particular clientele and/or community.

 Unit costs are reasonable and justifiable based on the type of service provided.

 The program directly relates to the overall mission of the agency (in reference to agency
capacity).

 A balanced budget is presented, clearly demonstrating agency revenues and expenditures.

 The agency demonstrates that internal fiscal controls are incorporated in the
organizational structure with appropriate board oversight.

 The agency’s board of directors is comprised of individual’s representative of its clientele
and the community at-large.
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Previously funded agencies are informed that funding levels are not guaranteed; however, the
volunteers recognize the need to maintain a current program if it is effectively addressing its
target population. Any decreases or increases in funding occur only after serious deliberation.
Generally, reasons for increases include an expansion of a program to meet a growing need, an
increase in the number of clients served, confidence in agency leadership/management to
properly use funds, and documentation of measured program impacts. Reasons for decreases
include:

 unclear budgets,
 program inefficiencies,
 little or no effort to measure program outcomes,
 unnecessary duplication of services,
 poorly prepared or incomplete applications
 programs that are ranked as low priorities in comparison to other programs on the team.

The individual agencies were notified of the recommended funding for their program and the
opportunity to appeal the recommendation. Two agencies appealed the recommended funding:
Catholic Charities and the YMCA. The Appeals Committee met on August 25, 2010 and
recommended no change to the recommended funding of either of the agencies.

Once the CRTs developed a funding recommendation for all of the agencies that applied, CHSP
staff determined which programs will be funded by the County, the City, and the United Way.
This is required since the funds from the three agencies can not be co-mingled. These decisions
are based upon prior funding patterns and any restrictions on the funding. It is important to note
that a CHSP dollar, regardless of its origin, is considered to come from all three funding
agencies.

The next step in the process, prior to submitting an agenda item to the respective Commissions,
was the review of the CHSP budget by the Leon County HSGRC and the City of Tallahassee’s
CIAC. On September 9, 2010, the HSGRC voted to approve the allocations, as presented, and
recommend that the Board ratify the proposed allocations.

The County allocated $750,000 of general revenue to the 2009/2010 CHSP process; the City
allocated $1,112,873 of CDBG grant funding and general revenue; and, the United Way
allocated $3,304,547. A spreadsheet showing all programs and the recommended funding is
attached (Attachment #3).

At the end of the process of developing funding recommendations, it was noted that the total
recommended distribution was $5,122,063 (with $5,225,132 available), resulting in un-obligated
funds of $103,069 (City funds of $38,000, County funds of $25,000, and United Way funds of
$40,069). The CRT’s were aware that they were not completely utilizing the available funding.
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Utilizing the system of ranking that is incorporated in the process, the CRTs recommended the
most efficient agencies receive close to the requested amount, while the less effective agencies
received flat or decreased funding. The CRTs did this with the understanding that these funds
would be utilized in a process to competitively fund social service agencies.

CHSP staff, having participated in the review of all of the social service agencies, noted that
request for basic needs and emergency services, although funded through one of the teams, had
increased tremendously during the current economic slowdown. Many of the providers of these
basic services noted that the funds used to address these needs are usually exhausted by the
second quarter of the fiscal year.

To address this, staff is proposing a small grant process, specifically for CHSP eligible agencies,
that provide basic needs and emergency services. The definition of basic needs, as utilized in the
CHSP process is

“services providing longer-term relief for the most basic needs such as clothing,
food, shelter, and utilities assistance”.

The definition of emergency services as utilized in the CHSP process is

“direct services providing temporary, emergency relief to clients and/or the
community at-large”

A draft grant application, based upon the application utilized by United Way when they have
residual funds, is attached as Attachment #3. The proposed process will allow a CHSP-eligible
agency that provides basic services to apply for a grant. In discussion among CHSP staff, it was
determined that CHSP should explore the option of modernizing the CHSP process, which is
extremely paper intensive, and determined United Way would reserve their remaining funding
($40,069) to do so, pending a recommendation by a process review committee appointed by the
Joint Planning Board, and approval by the United Way Board of Directors. This would result in
the County and City utilizing their residual funds of $63,000 (combined) and the new County
funds of $75,000 to hold a grant cycle with $138,000 available. Staff is recommending these
grants be limited to a maximum of $25,000, resulting in approximately six grants. This process
would be moved forward quickly and utilize a CRT to review the proposed funding. The
recommendations of the CRT will go to the Board for review and final approval. An agreement
would then go to the funded agency immediately.
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Options:

1. Approve the Human Services Grant Review Committee funding recommendations for FY
2010/2011 in the amount of $725,000.

2. Authorize the County Administrator to modify the Agreements with the funded agencies, as
necessary, and to execute the Agreements with the funded agencies.

3. Authorize the distribution of residual Community Human Service Partnership funds and
additional funding, as made available by the Board of County Commissioners, through a one-
time Basic Needs/Emergency Services small grant process.

4. Do not approve the Human Services Grant Review Committee funding recommendations for
FY 2010/2011 in the amount of $725,000.

5. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1, #2, and #3.

Attachments:

1. FY 2010/10 Community Human Services Partnership Leon County recommended
allocations.

2. Draft contract between Leon County and the funded social service agencies.

3. Draft Basic Needs Small Grant Application

PA/VSL/DAL/dal
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11. Acceptance of the Status Report Regarding the County’s Regulation of Mobile
Food Service Operations

County Administrator Alam stated that the agenda item provides the Board requested
information on the regulation of mobile food service operations.

David McDevitt, Growth and Environmental Management Director, provided a summary
of information obtained from similar sized jurisdictions related to the regulation of
mobile food service operations. He noted that staff identified several common
components throughout the reviewed regulations, such as, 1) the definition of what was
temporary; 2) limited to those areas zoned commercial or industrial; 3) prohibited on
vacant property, 4) must have access to adequate public restroom facilities, 5) were not
allowed to operate on right-of-way, and 6) business or occupational license were issued
to help regulate their use. He recommended that staff draft an ordinance to specifically
address mobile food vending operations, to include those common threads that are
appropriate for Leon County.

Speaker:

 Chuck Stensland, 2811 Nepal Dr., representing Chubo’s, presented his
interpretation of “temporary” use and the State’s and City’s regulations that a
mobile food operation be moved once a week. He stated that the property is
leased and is kept clean and maintained in a professional manner for their
customers and asked that the Board review the situation and change the
County’s regulations to coincide with state regulations.

Commissioner Dailey thanked the Board for its patience on this issue. He offered the
County’s criteria may be “too burdensome on the business man” and suggested that
County policy mirror the state requirement. He referenced County criteria #5 and
commented on the need for better definition of “self sufficient”. He also mentioned
criteria #7 as too cumbersome.

Commissioner Dailey moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to accept
staff’s report and bring back language clarifying “self sufficient” mobile food
service operations; in addition, either mirror the State’s requirements that the
mobile food vendor move only once a week to a commissary or delete criteria #7
(The vehicle or trailer is not located on the same site for more than twelve (12)
consecutive hours at a time.)

There was further discussion between Mr. McDevitt and the Board, which included the
County’s land use code. Mr. McDevitt emphasized that staff continued to view the issue
and its implications countywide.

Commissioner Dailey stated that he wanted to focus on how long a mobile food service
operation could remain on-site and did not want those discussions to be slowed down
with a land development regulation discussion.

County Attorney Thiele suggested that the Board accept staff’s recommendation and in
the interim withhold enforcement action against Chubos. Commissioner Dailey
accepted Mr. Thiele’s recommendation.

Commissioner Akinyemi suggested that the motion be amended to address the issues of
Land Development Code regulations and the definition of “self-sufficient” and
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“temporary separately. He also suggested that a workshop be scheduled to address a
countywide ordinance regulating these operations.

Commissioner Dailey amended his motion to strike the County’s language and
allow the Florida Administrative Code language to serve as the regulatory
language and schedule a workshop to address land development code aspects of
this issue.

There was additional discussion regarding the difference between land use regulation
requirements and health and food safety regulations.

Commissioner Dailey pointed out that this was a licensed business that has passed all
health certifications and noted that the City of Tallahassee has had in the past five
years two complaints on mobile food vendors.

The motion carried 6-0 (Commissioner Proctor out of Chambers).

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Title:
Acceptance of the Status Report on the County’s Regulation of Mobile Food Service Operations

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Vincent S. Long, Deputy County Administrator
David McDevitt, Growth and Environmental Management Director

Issue Briefing:

This item requests Board acceptance of the staff report for the regulatory consistency review of
mobile food service operations. Staff has analyzed the regulations of other similar jurisdictions
in order to provide a comparison of Leon County’s approach regarding the regulation of mobile
food service operations. Based on this review, staff is requesting Board approval to proceed with
proposed revisions to the County’s Land Development Code to address these types of operations.

Fiscal Impact:

This item has no fiscal impact to the County.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Accept the status report on the County’s regulation of mobile food service
operations, and direct staff to draft Land Development Code provisions to address
mobile food service operations.
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Report and Discussion

Background:

At the Board’s September 14, 2010 meeting, staff was directed to provide additional information
concerning the County’s regulation of mobile food service operations, also known as mobile
food dispensing vehicles or mobile food vending operations. Additionally, staff was directed to
provide information concerning the regulation of this type of activity in other jurisdictions.

In 1995, the County Attorney’s Office (CAO), at the request of Growth and Environmental
Management (GEM), specifically defined the scope of mobile lunch wagons (a.k.a. “mobile food
service operations” and “mobile food dispensing vehicles”). The approach was to define
“mobile” based on specifically identified criteria, and to conclude that food service operations
that were “mobile” would not be required by the County to demonstrate compliance with the
Land Development Code (LDC). In 2009, the County’s mobile food service criteria and related
definitions were revised and updated by GEM and the CAO. As a result of ongoing inquiries
regarding the County’s regulatory position on mobile food service operations, staff provided the
Board a status report on July 13, 2010 (Attachment #1).

Analysis:

In 1994, the County began receiving several complaints concerning the operation of mobile food
vendors on or near the right-of-way of major roadways in Leon County. At the time, these
mobile food vendors were not regulated or addressed in the County’s LDC. After discussion
between GEM, the CAO, and other potentially affected regulatory agencies including, but not
limited to, County Environmental Health, specific parameters were established to define a
“mobile lunch wagon” (Attachment #1). Nine (9) criteria were established to define a mobile
lunch wagon operation. Provided the mobile food service satisfied the nine criteria, the
operation would not be subject to the land use and zoning regulations and would not require any
development review or permit approvals from the County. However, the referenced mobile food
service operation would not be exempt from any other requirement that would otherwise be
applicable, specifically, state-mandated regulations.

Since 1995, after numerous LDC revisions and updates, and changes in applicable terminology
and technology, staff determined that the previous regulatory approach to mobile food service
operations required further clarification and updating. This review was initiated in 2008 by
GEM and included County Environmental Health and the CAO. The process included a review
of the previous mobile food service definitions and criteria, and determined that an update was
necessary. On July 24, 2009, a new regulatory guidance memorandum was issued by GEM and
the CAO which re-classified the term “mobile lunch wagon” to a “mobile food service
operation” and re-defined and further clarified the parameters applicable to these types of
operations (Attachment #1).



Title: Acceptance of the Status Report on the County’s Regulation of Mobile Food Service
Operations
September 21, 2010
Page 3

The revised guidance established 10 criteria for determining whether the proposed operation
could be considered a mobile food service; otherwise, the use is classified as a “small-scale food
service operation,” which is considered a permanent land use and is subject to a minimal level of
review for compliance with the County’s LDC. The 10 criteria that must be satisfied in order to
be considered a mobile food service operation are as follows:

1) The operation is located within a zoning district that allows a restaurant, retail food
service, or eating and drinking places;

2) The operation is contained within a motor vehicle or a trailer that requires a mobile
vehicle to tow it;

3) The vehicle or trailer is not affixed to the ground with tie-downs, anchors, piers, pilings,
or a foundation;

4) The vehicle or trailer is not affixed to a permanent structure;
5) The operation is entirely self-contained, meaning that it does not utilize the physical

infrastructure of an external utility provider;
6) Hours of operation are between sunrise and sunset;
7) The vehicle or trailer is not located on the same site for more than twelve (12)

consecutive hours at a time;
8) The vehicle or trailer is not located in the right-of-way;
9) The operation only sells produce or food products; and
10) The operation is not located within 500 feet of any other mobile food service operation

on the same parcel of property.

Small scale food service operations are required to comply with the applicable provisions of the
LDC. Small scale food service operations consisting of 300 gross square feet or less typically
will only require review through completion of a Project Status Determination, as established in
the LDC. This determination would be based on the operation’s proposed location (e.g. parking
lot of an existing commercial operation) and availability of required infrastructure, such as
central sewer and potable water. For small scale food service operations consisting of more than
300 gross square feet, but less than 1,000 gross square feet, an Administrative Streamlined
Application (ASAP) is required.

Since mobile food service operations do not require a permit from GEM, the Department does
not have records to indicate how many of these operations are currently in the unincorporated
County. Additionally, the City of Tallahassee does not have specific regulatory criteria, policies,
or code regulating mobile food service operations. The majority of the mobile food vendors
located within the City limits are located on the same parcel as existing businesses which provide
access to public parking, restrooms, potable water and waste disposal facilities. The City of
Tallahassee does require a business license for food service vendors, which appears to allow for
a cursory level of review for such proposals inside the corporate limits.



Title: Acceptance of the Status Report on the County’s Regulation of Mobile Food Service
Operations
September 21, 2010
Page 4

Because the criteria for mobile food service operations were developed in conjunction with other
state agencies that regulate food service operations, modifications to the criteria without their
input and coordination would potentially result in inconsistent or conflicting requirements that
could impact public health and safety. At a minimum, these issues would include appropriate
waste disposal, availability of potable water, and food safety and preparation issues, among
others. Typically, due to the nature of the use, mobile food service operations do not result in a
demand for public infrastructure or other site-specific considerations (improved parking –
including ADA accessible, restrooms, sidewalks, landscaping, storm water management
facilities, etc.).

State Health and Safety Regulation:
According to the Division of Hotels and Restaurants of the Department of Business and
Professional Regulation (DBPR), the State of Florida refers to these food vending operations as
“Mobile Food Dispensing Vehicles, Hot Dog Carts and Commissaries.” Leon County has
experienced the majority of these operations in the form of mobile vehicles or trailers. Hot dog
carts are more likely to be predominant in the more urban areas of the City of Tallahassee.
DBPR provides a guide that defines a Mobile Food Dispensing Vehicle (MFDV) as:

An MFDV is classified as a vehicle-mounted public food service establishment, self-
propelled or otherwise movable from place to place. Such vehicles must be self-sufficient
for utilities (e.g. gas, water, electricity and liquid waste disposal). Each MFDV is
required to have a state-approved commissary that they report to at least once a week.
(Guide to Mobile Food Dispensing Vehicles, Division of Hotels and Restaurants)

Florida Administrative Code (61C-4.0161) provides the basic requirements for mobile food
dispensing vehicles. These state provisions are intended to ensure that MFDVs operate within
the health and safety guidelines for the distribution and consumption of food products. This
includes requirements for the provision of potable water, adequate facilities for disposal of liquid
and solid waste, sanitizing of equipment and utensils, adequate refrigeration and storage
capacity, and full provision of power utilities including electrical, LP gas, or a portable power
generation unit, all of which must be in accordance with Subparts 5-3 and 5-4 of the Food Code.

Additionally, the Florida Administrative Code requires that mobile units report to an approved
commissary at least once a week. A commissary is an approved food service establishment,
which provides the MFDV with food, supplies, sanitation of utensils, disposal of liquids and
solids and the replenishing of potable water. An MFDV is required to report to a commissary
daily if the MFDV is not self-sufficient, basically for disposal of effluents associated with the
operation. The operator of each commissary must maintain a daily registry verifying that the
division has properly licensed each MFDV that receives such services.
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Finally, it is important to note the applicable state regulations previously summarized that are
implemented and enforced by DBPR are solely for the purpose of ensuring that appropriate
health and safety guidelines are maintained during the distribution, preparation, and consumption
of food products. The state mandated requirements for an MFDV do not address applicable land
use and other regulatory requirements under the purview of local governments.

Analysis of Other Jurisdictions:
At the Board’s September 14, 2010 meeting, staff was directed to provide additional information
regarding the regulation of mobile food service vendors. The Board requested that staff provide
an analysis of the regulation of mobile food service vendors from other jurisdictions. Staff has
researched and assembled information from jurisdictions within the State of Florida and other
jurisdictions outside the State of Florida. The following is a synopsis of the regulations for
mobile food vendors for the referenced jurisdictions:*

Florida Jurisdictions:

 Tallahassee, Florida: Does not currently have any land development code requirements
for regulating mobile food service operations. However, the City of Tallahassee does
require the proposed mobile food vendor to secure an occupational license.

 Orange County: Does not allow for mobile food vendors to remain overnight and they
are not permitted on vacant property or property not containing an approved business
(Orange County Code of Ordinances, Section 38-79.87).

 Jacksonville/Duval County: Requires that the mobile food operation be located within 50
feet of a trash receptacle and within 100 feet of a public restroom facility (Jacksonville
Code of Ordinances, Sec. 250.121).

 Hillsborough County: Requires the applicant to secure a conditional/temporary use
permit for the operation of the mobile food service, and if necessary, a building and/or
tent permit (Hillsborough County Conditional Use Application).

 Pinellas County: Requires that the applicant secure a temporary use permit and zoning
clearance; however, no parcel shall be occupied by a temporary use for more than 90
days in any calendar year. The temporary use shall also ensure safe and adequate
ingress/egress to the property (Pinellas County Code of Ordinances, Section 138-1338).

 Charlotte County: Mobile food vendors can only be located in a zoning district that
allows retail food uses, they cannot be located on a vacant parcel, and operator must
obtain a 30 day temporary use permit with only one (1) additional 30 day renewal of the
permit allowed (Charlotte County Code of Ordinances, Section 3-9-95.1).

 Panama City, Florida: Does not allow mobile food service operations.
 St. Lucie County: Categorizes mobile food vendors into two categories: Class I and

Class II. Class I vendors are self-contained and shall move every 2 hours. Class II
vendors are allowed to stay provided there is adequate restroom facilities, parking and the
use is conducted on a commercial site with infrastructure in place.

 Orlando, Florida: Requires the vendor to obtain a peddler’s permit and the operation
cannot be located on any one site for more than 48 hours.
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 Escambia County: Requires an occupational license and the use may only be allowed in
a commercial zoning district.

 Lake City, Florida: Mobile food vendors are only allowed to operate between the hours
of 8 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday through Friday. Requires a permit that is good for one year,
and the proprietor is required to pay an annual fee to compensate the city for public safety
services and must carry liability insurance (Lake City Code of Ordinances, Section 26-
155).

 Marion County: Vendors are only allowed in agricultural, commercial or industrial
zoning districts, and requires adequate restroom facilities when more than two persons
are employed onsite and a parking area suitable for handicap accessibility.

 Collier County: Does not allow mobile food service operations.
 Alachua County: Vendors are limited to a 3-day temporary use permit, once every 60

days on the same site; otherwise, they are not allowed.

Other Jurisdictions:
 Fort Worth, Texas: Ordinance limits the hours of operation from 7 a.m. to 2 a.m.

Merchandisers and mobile vendors are required to remove the mobile vending unit daily
from the property, mobile vendors must park on an improved surface, and no mobile
vendor may be located on a vacant lot.

 Chicago, Illinois: Must be taken to a licensed commissary or other food dispensing
establishment at least once per operating day. Unless serviced by a mobile support unit,
or operating at a community event, a mobile food facility must be taken to a licensed
commissary or other food dispensing establishment on a daily basis for cleaning and
servicing. Also, vendors must have public restroom facilities within 200 feet of the
mobile food service operation.

 Denver, Colorado: Mobile units shall operate from a commissary base and need to report
to it daily for cleaning and servicing. Mobile trucks are restricted to operating in
commercial locations for no more than 4 hours per 24 hour day, and mobile trucks are
prohibited in residential areas.

* Some of the information noted was collected verbally from the referenced jurisdiction’s staff and may not
contain the citation of the Code of Ordinances from their Land Development Code.

Of the jurisdictions that were contacted, almost all appear to regulate mobile food service
operations through their land development regulations. Also, most typically have consistent
requirements in that the mobile food service operations can only be located in a commercial or
industrial zoning district, they are prohibited on vacant parcels, and they must have access to
adequate public restroom facilities. Additionally, most jurisdictions limit the time that a vendor
can be at a specific location. This limitation ranges from two (2) hours to as long as 90 days
with an approved temporary permit, with the average time limitation of the jurisdictions
surveyed generally ranging from approximately four (4) hours to one day.
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Research on this issue has also found that many jurisdictions are experiencing an increase in
mobile food service operations. It appears this trend may be directly related to the current
economic conditions and the relatively lower start-up costs associated with establishing a mobile
food service when compared to a conventional restaurant. Also, the increasing popularity of
such operations appear to be driven by the ability of the operator to utilize emergent social
media, such as Facebook and Twitter, to advertise and promote the service as well as to notify
prospective customers of the current and planned location(s) of the service provider.

The County’s LDC does not include provisions that specifically address mobile food service
operations. As previously noted, currently the County essentially defines a mobile food service
operation, and if the proposed or existing operation does not qualify through definition as a
mobile food service operation, then the use would be subject to the applicable provisions of the
County’s LDC for the establishment of a permanent commercial retail land use at a specific
location.

Subsequent to the review of the referenced jurisdictions, and in view of what appears to be the
potential for an increase in mobile food service operations based on current economic conditions
and emerging social media utilization, staff recommends that the Board consider amending the
County’s LDC to clarify and specifically regulate mobile food service operations. An Ordinance
which regulates mobile food service operations would provide the public with a clear
understanding of the land use requirements, as well as the regulatory framework applicable for
these types of operations, and would also provide the County with the ability to ensure
compliance and mitigate potential adverse impacts to adjacent property owners and the traveling
public. Additionally, such an Ordinance would assist in adequately regulating, and could also
potentially facilitate, what appears to be an emerging trend in the food service industry.

Options:

1. Accept the status report on the County’s regulation of mobile food service operations and
direct staff to draft Land Development Code provisions to address mobile food service
operations.

2. Accept the status report on the County’s regulation of mobile food service operations and
do not direct staff to draft Land Development Code provisions to address mobile food
service operations.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.

Attachment:
1. July 13, 2010 Board of County Commissioner’s agenda item titled “Acceptance of the

Status Report of the County’s Regulation of Mobile Food Service Operations”

PA/VSL/DM/RC
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12. Consideration of Authorizing the Leon County Attorney’s Office to Institute
Litigation Against the Federal Housing and Finance Agency Regarding Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac Issues Concerning the Leon County Energy Improvement District
(“PACE”) Financing Program

County Attorney Thiele recalled that the Board had adopted an ordinance creating the
PACE Financing Program on April 22, 2010, as have other local governments
throughout the Country. He explained that the Federal Housing Authority, who
administers Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac loans have concluded that they will not
participate in the PACE lien program. Mr. Thiele advised that the State of California
and Sonoma County have filed suit to force a legislative fix to the issues that have been
raised and he recommended the County join in this legal challenge. He indicated that
he did not anticipate significant staff time or expense in pursuing this matter.

Commissioner Thaell moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Akinyemi, to
approve Option 1: Authorize the County Attorney’s Office to file the litigation
styled Leon County Energy Improvement District v. Federal Housing Finance
Agency, et al.

Commissioner Dailey inquired of any communications with the local Congressional
delegation. Mr. Thiele acknowledged that only informal discussions had been held;
however, he anticipated that this action by the County would provide sufficient proof of
its interest in the program and further action would not be necessary. Mr. Thiele also
provided that if the rule was not changed, one-half of the participants who have signed
up for the pilot program would be ineligible to participate.

Commissioner Dailey stated that he would respectfully vote against the motion, as he
supported more discussion with the local Congressional delegation and suggested that
a Resolution expressing the Board’s concerns about this issue would be more
appropriate at this time. He stated that he was extremely hesitant to enter into
litigation just to send a message.

Commissioner Thaell asserted that this was an important program that provides
assistance to residents in reducing energy consumption and pollutants/greenhouse
gases and improves property values. He proclaimed his support for the action as other
governmental entities need our support to demonstrate that this is a national
movement which improves quality of life.

Commissioner Desloge voiced agreement with Commissioner Dailey’s suggestion to
communicate either in writing or through Resolution with the local delegation prior to
any legal activity.

Commissioner Akinyemi stated that while he was more supportive of mediation and
dialogue, the proposed action would bring attention to the pending legislation.

Chairman Rackleff voiced his support for the motion as he believed this was a major
initiative to provide weatherization to houses will support the motion.

The motion carried 5-2 (Commissioners Dailey and Desloge in opposition).
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Title:
Board Consideration of Authorizing the Leon County Attorney’s Office to Institute Litigation
Against the Federal Housing and Finance Agency Regarding Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
Issues Concerning the Leon County Energy Improvement District (“PACE”) Financing Program

Staff:
Herbert W.A. Thiele, County Attorney

Issue Briefing:
This item seeks Board consideration to authorize the Leon County Attorney’s Office to institute
litigation against the Federal Housing and Finance Agency regarding Fannie Mae/Freddie Mac
issues concerning the Leon County Energy Improvement District (“PACE”)

Fiscal Impact:
This item has no fiscal impact to Leon County, except as to costs to pursue litigation and expert
witness attorney fees, as needed, with funding to come from the County Attorney’s Office
budget.

Staff Recommendation:
Option #1: Authorize the County Attorney’s Office to file the litigation styled Leon County

Energy Improvement District v. Federal Housing Finance Agency, et al.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
As you know, the Board of County Commissioners of Leon County on April 22, 2010, adopted
an ordinance creating the Leon County Energy Improvement District which, among other things,
provides for property accessed clean energy (“PACE”) and certain energy improvements and
weatherization programs for both homes and businesses in Leon County. On July 21, 2010, the
Board of County Commissioner adopted an amended ordinance making certain technical
changes to comport our ordinance with the recently enacted state legislation.

Other local governments throughout the country have also now initiated programs involving
PACE programs. These include Sonoma County, California; Berkley, California; and, Babylon,
New York.

Analysis:
Recently, concerns have been raised from certain residential mortgage lenders because PACE
financing takes a senior lien position in terms of property-based debt repayment obligations.
This is the same as the Leon Energy Improvement District Program. In fact, there are over
37,000 special assessment districts in the United States, and all of those assessments have the
same senior lien status. However, the Federal Housing and Finance Agency, Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac assert that these assessments make it harder to make repayments of those loans, and
the risk cannot be supported by these entities.

Specifically, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac sent lender “caution notices” in early May to national
lenders. The position of Fannie and Freddie was upheld and supported by the Federal Housing
and Finance Agency and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, in early July. For
various reasons, FHFA directed Fannie/Freddie to take actions that they restrict mortgage
lending opportunities and lower credit lines for homeowners who live in local governments that
offer home energy retrofit program as they “present significant safety and soundness concerns
that must be addressed by the regulated entities.”

Many of the consumer/lender protections that have been raised as necessary to reduce this risk
are already codified in Florida law and are included in the enabling ordinance for the Leon
County program. These include:

• Projects tailored to achieve positive cash flow. The pilot phase, and the full
launch of LEAP, will include the requirements for the participating applicant to
undergo an upfront energy audit and provide 5 years of utility statements of
energy usage on the property after the projects are completed. Energy audit
results must be submitted to the County for review. The LEAP program also
requires the property owner to consent to access to the property for verification of
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the improvements as proposed by the applicant. Finally, the property must apply
any outside rebates toward repayment of the assessments as applicable.

• Only past due assessments due at property transfer. This limits the extent to
which assessments would get paid before a mortgage from the full value of the
assessments for the projects to only the potential for delinquent assessment
payments. The LEAP program further limits the risk through its general program
cap of $7,000, with approval for a higher amount with lender consent and a
demonstrated energy savings.

• Debt to income test. This is a statutory limitation of 20%, but again, given the
construction of the LEAP program it is unlikely this is an issue.

• Truth-In-Lending Disclosures. The LEAP program requires the agreement
between the County and the landowner to disclose the risk associated with
participating in the program. The application must include disclosure regarding
non-ad valorem assessments and the State of Florida Fair Lending Notice as
required.

Legislatively, HR 5766 was introduced in the U. S. House of Representatives with 40 co-
sponsors signing on. The Bill essentially directs Fannie/Freddie to develop underwriting
standards consistent with “Guidelines” that were published by the Department of Energy in May
2010. If a program is created with these assessments consistent with these underwriting
standards, the program will comply with the Uniform Mortgage Instruments used by mortgage
companies and shall not trigger a mortgage default or lender’s remedies. There shall be no
acceleration on a mortgage when a property owner enters into a program and only the unpaid
amount would be subject to lender’s remedies for any delinquency. Finally, Fannie/Freddie
cannot discriminate against property owners entering into the program.

The companion Senate Bill has 3 co-sponsors. The House adjourned for recess in late July and
the Senate is now adjourned so nothing will get passed until the Senate and House are back in
session; however, there may be congressional Bills that may be ripe for addressing the issues that
have been raised. In the near term, it is unlikely that there will be a legislative solution until late
this fall.

Three complaints have been filed in the US District court for the Northern District of CA. The
first, Case No. C10-03084, was filed by the Attorney General of California, the second, Case No.
C10-3270, was filed by Sonoma County and the third case was filed by the Sierra Club, Case No.
CV10-3317. The State Attorney General filed its complaint for Declaratory and Equitable Relief
asserting violations of the National Environmental Policy Act and unfair business practices. The
Sonoma County complaint is also for Declaratory and Equitable Relief but they assert that FHFA
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has exceeded its statutory jurisdiction and authority, there has been a failure to adhere to
rulemaking procedures under Federal Administrative Procedures Act and they request a judicial
declaration to prevent harm to their PACE program, disruption of contractual relationships with
existing participants in program. Sierra Club raised essentially the same arguments as the other
two cases.

The Town of Babylon, NY has a complaint drafted and ready to file in Eastern District of New
York. They allege many of the same claims plus local claims including geographic
discrimination (adjustment of loan to value ratios/threats of redlining by Fannie/Freddie),
tortuous interference and local assessment arguments. As of yet, they have not yet filed their
complaint.

The intent of those filing the complaints has been an attempt to hopefully force a congressional
legislative fix to the issues that have been raised. Because of the House recess, and the unknown
stance by the Senate, some of the issues that need to be resolved may have to be addressed by a
legal proceeding. This is especially true regarding the authority of a local government to levy
these types of assessments, which has been a long-held power with established legal support.

In conclusion, given that the LEAP program has been launched, and that Leon County is the
furthest in the State in developing its program, the Leon County Energy Improvement District
(the dependent special district established by ordinance) may be the only party in the State of
Florida to challenge the FHFA/Fannie/Freddie concerns and lend support to the other complaints
that have already been filed.

Since Leon County continues to be a leader in Florida and nationally with regard to our proposed
program, and because of the refusal of Fannie/Freddie to allow their borrowers to participate in
our program, it is our belief that Leon County again must be a leader by filing a challenge to the
position taken by Fannie/Freddie in federal court. To that end, we are attaching hereto for your
review a proposed Complaint which the County Attorney’s Office recommends be filed in
federal court as soon as possible.

It is our hope, like other litigation which the County Attorney’s Office proposed in the past, to
either push the federal government into changing their regulations or rules with regard to
participation in the PACE programs or to show support before Congress that this is a phenomena
that is not limited to the west coast of the United States and New York, and would harm energy
efficiency programs throughout the country, including Florida and Leon County.

Options:
1. Authorize the County Attorney’s Office to file the litigation styled Leon County Energy

Improvement District v. Federal Housing Finance Agency, et al .
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2. Do not authorize the County Attorney’s Office to file the litigation styled Leon County
Energy Improvement District v. Federal Housing Finance Agency, et al .

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option # 1.

Attachments:
1. Draft Complaint.

HWAT:eal

































Board of County Commissioners Page 16
Regular Meeting
September 21, 2010

The Board concluded its General Business Agenda and moved onto Citizens to be Heard.

Scheduled Public Hearings, 6:00 p.m.

Chairman Rackleff reconvened the Board at 6:00 p.m. to conduct the regularly scheduled
public hearings.

13. Second and Final Public Hearing for Adoption of the Final Millage Rates and the
Final Budgets for FY10/11

Chairman Rackleff called to order the second and final public hearing on adoption of
the Final Millage Rates and the Final Budgets for FY 2010/2011. The legal notice
announcing the public hearing is included in the public record.

Assistant County Administrator Alan Rosenzweig read the following statements into the
record.

 The proposed aggregate Millage rate is 8.35 mills which is 2.59% under the
aggregate rollback Millage rate of 8.5664 mills.

 The proposed Countywide Millage rate is 7.85 mills which is 2.49% under the
countywide rollback millage rate of 8.0458 mills.

 The proposed Emergency Medical Services MSTU Millage rate is .5 mills which is
2.04% under the Emergency Medical Services MSTU rollback Millage rate of
0.5102 mills.

 The proposed Primary Healthcare MSTU Millage rate is 0 mills which is 100%
equal to the Primary Healthcare MSTU rollback Millage rate of 0 mills.

Speaker:

 Michael Rosenthal, 4045 Kilmartin Dr., advocated for the adoption of a taxpayer
rollback rate that was tax neutral so that residents do not have net increases in
County taxes. He also expressed concern about local stimulus spending and
urged the Board to be more prudent in its spending.

The public input portion of the hearing was closed by Chairman Rackleff.

Commissioner Desloge moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Akinyemi, to
approve Option 1: Adopt, via attached Resolution, R10-91, the final FY10/11
countywide millage rate of 7.8500 mills. The motion carried 7-0.

Commissioner Sauls moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to approve
Option 2: Adopt, via attached Resolution, R10-92, the final FY 10/11
Countywide budget. The motion carried 7-0.

Commissioner Akinyemi moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to
approve Option 3: adopt via attached Resolution, R10-93, the final FY 10/11
Emergency Medical Services MSTU millage rate of 0.5000 mills. The motion
carried 7-0.

Commissioner Sauls moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to approve
Option 4: Adopt, via attached Resolution, R10-94, the final FY10/11 Emergency
Medical Services MSTU budget. The motion carried 7-0.
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Commissioner Desloge moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Akinyemi, to
approve Option 5: Adopt, via attached Resolution, R10-95, the final FY 10/11
Primary Healthcare MSTU millage rate of 0.0000 mills. The motion carried 7-0.

Commissioner Sauls moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to approve
Option 6: Adopt, via attached Resolution, R10-96, the final FY10/11 Primary
Healthcare MSTU budget. The motion carried 7-0.

Chairman Rackleff commented that he was very pleased with the manner in which staff
presented the budget to the Board. He also praised the Board on its solutions to
difficult fiscal issues and on its recommitment to high quality of services to the
community.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Title:
Second and Final Public Hearing for Adoption of the Final Millage Rates and the Final Budgets
for FY10/11

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Alan Rosenzweig, Assistant County Administrator
Scott Ross, Director, Office of Management and Budget

Issue Briefing:
Conduct the second and final public hearing for the adoption of the Countywide, Emergency
Medical Services MSTU, and Primary Healthcare MSTU final millage rates and budgets for
FY10/11.

Fiscal Impact:
This item has a fiscal impact. If adopted, the Leon County FY10/11 budget is $244,130,080,
which includes the Emergency Medical Services budget of $15,830,627.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Countywide millage rate of
7.8500 mills.

Option #2: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Countywide budget.

Option #3: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services
MSTU millage rate of 0.5000 mills.

Option #4: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services
MSTU budget.

Option #5: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU
millage rate of 0.0000 mills.

Option #6: Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU
budget.

http://www.leoncountyfl.gov/


Title: Second and Final Public Hearing for Adoption of the Final Millage Rates and the Final
Budgets for FY10/11
September 21, 2010
Page 2

Report and Discussion

Background:
Pursuant to Florida Statutes 129.03 and 200.065, the County Property Appraiser certified to the
County Budget Officer the taxable value against which taxes may be levied in the entire County
and in each district in the County in which taxes are authorized by law to be levied by the Board.
The certification of property values provided this year was $14,455,270,911 or approximately
$227 million less than the previous year. In preparing the tentative budgets, this certified figure
was used as the basis for estimating the millage rates required to be levied.

At the June 22, 2010 meeting, the Board adopted the 7.85 countywide, 0.50 Emergency Medical
Services MSTU, and 0.00 Primary Health Care MSTU millage rates (same as fiscal years 08/09
and 09/10) for the purposes of the statutory Truth-in-Millage (TRIM) public notification process.
This Board action approved a tentative budget of $244,130,080; approximately $3 million less
than the prior fiscal year.

On July 26, 2010, the Board advised the County Property Appraiser and the County Tax
Collector of its proposed millage rates, its rolled-back rates, and the date, time, and place at
which a public hearing would be held to consider the tentative millage rates and the tentative
budgets in accordance with Florida Statute 129.03 and 200.065. Subsequently, the County
Property Appraiser utilized this information in preparing the notice of proposed property taxes
pursuant to Florida Statute 200.069. These notices were then mailed to all respective property
owners in Leon County.

On September 14, 2010, in accordance with Florida Statue 200.069, the Board held a public
hearing on the tentative millage rates and tentative budgets. The Board approved tentative
millage rates: 7.85 countywide, 0.50 Emergency Medical Services MSTU and 0.00 Primary
Health Care MSTU). These rates can not be increased, but only decreased during the final public
hearing.

The tentative budget of $244,130,080 is approximately $3 million or 1.2% less than FY 2010
budget. On Saturday, September 18, 2010, the Board advertised, in a newspaper of general
circulation in the County, its intent to adopt final millage rates and budgets for FY10/11.

Analysis:
In accordance with Florida Statutes 129.03 and 200.065, after discussion and public comment
regarding the final millage rates and budgets, the Board is required to adopt its final millage rates
prior to adopting its final budgets. Since the tentative millage rates were set below the rolled-
back, the statutory voting threshold for adopting the final budget is a simple majority 4-3 vote.

The 7.85 countywide millage rate is 2.49% less than the 8.0458 rolled-back rate. The
countywide rate is also 11.78% less than the 8.7747 majority (4-3) voting threshold allowed by
state statute. The 0.50 EMS MSTU millage rate is 2.04% less than the 0.5102 rolled-back rate.
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The flat millage rates result in a combined direct property tax savings of more than $1.8 million
to Leon County taxpayers for FY 10/11.

Options:

1. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Countywide millage rate of 7.8500 mills
(Attachment #1).

2. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Countywide budget (Attachment #2).

3. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services MSTU
millage rate of 0.5000 mills (Attachment #3).

4. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services MSTU
budget (Attachment #4).

5. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU millage rate of
0.0000 mills (Attachment #5).

6. Adopt, via attached Resolution, the final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU budget
(Attachment #6).

7. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1, #2, #3, #4, #5, and #6.

Attachments:
1. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Countywide millage rate
2. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Countywide budget
3. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services MSTU millage rate
4. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Emergency Medical Services MSTU budget
5. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU millage rate
6. Resolution adopting final FY10/11 Primary Healthcare MSTU budget

Options #1 through #6 need to be voted on separately and in the order presented. Florida
Statutes require the Board to address the millage rates before addressing the associated
budgets.
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14. First and Only Public Hearing on Adoption of the Capital Improvements Schedule
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (ORD10-26)

Chairman Rackleff announced the public hearing and confirmed that there were no
public speakers on this issue. The legal notice announcing the public hearing is
attached as part of the official record.

Commissioner Sauls moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Desloge, to approve
Option 1: Conduct first and only public hearing and adopt the Ordinance
(ORD10-26) regarding the Capital Improvements Schedule Comprehensive Plan
Amendment. The motion carried 7-0.
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Title:
First and Only Public Hearing on Adoption of the Capital Improvements Schedule
Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Staff:
Parwez Alam, County Administrator
Vincent S. Long, Deputy County Administrator
Wayne Tedder, Planning Department Director

Issue Briefing:
This agenda item requests Board authorization to conduct the first and only public hearing on an
Ordinance regarding the adoption of the Capital Improvements Schedule (CIS) Comprehensive
Plan Amendment. This schedule includes the County’s Five-Year Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) Schedule of Capital Improvements adopted during the annual County budget
approval process.

Fiscal Impact:
This item has been budgeted and adequate funding is available. The preparation of the
2010/2011 budget, including the Capital Improvements Schedule, has involved dealing with
constraints caused largely by the current recession economy.

Staff Recommendation:
Option 1: Conduct first and only public hearing and adopt the Ordinance regarding the

Capital Improvements Schedule Comprehensive Plan Amendment.
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Report and Discussion

Background:

The annual update to the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements comes before the Board
for consideration concurrent with the budget hearings for the next fiscal year. In 2008, the Board
adopted revisions to its process for approval of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements
so that the annually required Capital Improvements Element (CIE) update amendment would be
processed as a stand-alone Comprehensive Plan amendment. This procedure was developed as a
consequence of DCA’s “Not in Compliance” finding of the 2007 CIE amendment.

Analysis:

Statutory changes made in 2005 to Ch. 163, F.S. and Rule 9J-5, F.A.C. require additional data
and analysis to ensure financial feasibility of the schedule of capital improvements. These
changes require the Capital Improvements Element to be “financially feasible.” This means that
sufficient revenues are currently available or will be available from committed funding sources
for the first three years, or will be available from committed or planned funding sources for the
fourth and fifth years of a five-year capital improvement schedule for financing capital
improvements. The revenues need to be adequate to fund the projected costs of the capital
improvements identified in the Comprehensive Plan necessary to ensure that adopted level-of-
service standards are achieved and maintained (Rule 9J-5.0055(1)(b), F.A.C.) within the period
covered by the five-year schedule of capital improvements. Pursuant to §163.3164(32), F.S., a
comprehensive plan is deemed financially feasible for transportation and school facilities for the
five-year capital improvements planning period if it can be demonstrated that the level-of-service
standards will be achieved and maintained by the end of the five year planning period. The
proposed 2010 CIE amendment has been compiled in the same format as the 2008 and 2009 CIE
amendments, which were determined financially feasible and found in compliance by DCA.

Pursuant to §163.3187(1)(f), F.S., a comprehensive plan amendment that changes the schedule in
the Capital Improvements Element, and any amendments directly related to the Schedule, may
be made once in a calendar year on a date different from the two times allowed by statute to
coincide with the adoption of the local government’s budget and capital improvements program.
The capital improvements that are required to be included in the Schedule are specified by Rule
9J-5.0055, F.A.C.: 1) sanitary sewer; 2) solid waste; 3) drainage; 4) potable water; 5) parks and
recreation; 6) schools; and 7) transportation facilities, including mass transit. CIE Policy
1.1.5(2) establishes prioritization of capital improvements projects (including transportation).
The initial focus is first to fund projects to redress level of service (LOS) deficiencies, then
projects to meet LOS in the five-year horizon, and finally for projects to achieve or exceed LOS
outside the five-year timeframe.
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In 2008, DCA began requiring that prospective and necessary capital improvement projects that
could not be programmed in the five-year timeframe would have to be prioritized in a 10- to 15-
year schedule (to address the “achieve” in the “achieve and maintain” requirements of Rule 9J-
5.0055(1)(b), F.A.C.). The County’s adopted CIS includes any Significant Benefit projects
funded by proportionate share payments. The CIS therefore includes a list of long-term
improvements that are needed (beyond five years) and the possible strategies that will be used to
fund them. The CIS consists of the County’s (and City’s) adopted CIPs (and five-year capital
plans from CRTPA). The CIS includes the School District’s adopted five-year Work Program,
adopted by reference into the Comprehensive Plan. The CIS also includes additional tentative
capital projects past the five-year horizon. These tentative and prioritized projects are subject to
year-to-year fluctuations and revisions, with the expectation that higher priority projects would
materialize in the five-year CIP.

On December 16, 2009, DCA issued a Statement of Intent finding proposed Amendment PCM
090211 (Mahan Gateway Node) as “Not in Compliance.” DCA objected to that amendment
based on reliance upon the Significant Benefits technique for maintaining transportation level of
service on the Mahan Drive corridor. In response to DCA’s objection, CIE Policy 1.2.2.1.c,
which directs future development pay for costs of needed public facilities, was amended to
require Significant Benefits projects identified in the Memorandum of Agreement also be
identified in the Capital Improvements Schedule. The Statement of Intent found the amended
CIE Policy 1.2.2.1.c inconsistent, because

“…the amendment fails to provide meaningful and predictable guidelines and
standards describing how the ‘significant benefit program’ will be implemented in a
consistent manner to achieve a financially feasible plan.”

As part of the proposed wording of the settlement, DCA is requiring the Significant Benefits
projects be clearly referenced in the adopted Capital Improvements Schedule. The settlement
agreement is pending finalization. The notation of Significant Benefits projects conforms to the
proposed settlement agreement.

As part of the annual CIE amendment, staff also recommends updating CIE Policy 1.2.8 to adopt
by reference Leon County Schools’ 2010-2011 five-year District Facilities Work Program into
the five-year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Pursuant to §163.3177(3)(b)1, F.S., CIE policy
amendments are allowable in the annual update if the policy change deals with achieving and
maintaining level-of-service. This change to CIE Policy 1.2.8 was done last year without DCA
objection:
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CIE Policy 1.2.8

Leon County Schools’ 200910-20101 five-year District Facilities Work Program (as
adopted by Leon County Schools on September 228, 200910) is hereby adopted by
reference into the five-year Schedule of Capital Improvements. The five-year Schedule
of Capital Improvements will be evaluated and updated annually to reflect existing and
future public school facility needs to ensure that the School District’s five-year capital
plan is financially feasible and that the adopted level-of service standard for public
schools is achieved and maintained.

The 2010 CIE update amendment is now before the Board for consideration, concurrently
incorporating the County’s Capital Improvements Program adopted by the Board during the FY
2010/2011 budget hearings. The request has been noticed and advertised in accordance with the
provisions of the Leon County Land Development Code (Attachment #2). Staff recommends
adoption of the Capital Improvements Schedule for transmittal to DCA.

Options:

1. Conduct the first and only public hearing and adopt the Ordinance regarding the Capital
Improvements Schedule Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

2. Conduct the first and only public hearing and do not adopt the Ordinance regarding Capital
Improvements Schedule Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

3. Board Direction.

Recommendation:
Option #1.

Attachments:
1. Proposed Ordinance.
2. Notice of Public Hearing.
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The Board returned to the General Business Agenda, Item #12.

Citizens to be Heard on Non-Agendaed Items (3-minute limit per speaker; Commissioner
may discuss issues that are brought forth by speakers.)

 Mickey Britt, 4407 Millwood Lane, requested that the board reconsider its approval to
place an assessment on Rainbow Acres. He cited that there was no homeowners
association established for the neighborhood and nothing in writing had been
submitted for residents to vote on. Correspondence submitted by Mr. Britt is
included as part of the official record.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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Comments/Discussion Items

County Administrator Alam:

 None

County Attorney Thiele:

 None

Commissioner Discussion Items

Commissioner Proctor:

 Requested a Resolution for Rontel Batie, a FAMU student, who was one of seven chosen
to work on Capitol Hill. His article on clean energy was featured in the 2010 September
issue of EBONY Magazine. Approved without objection.

 Requested a Resolution for Rikkia Rellford, who was crowned Miss Zeta International
2010. Approved without objection.

 Requested a Resolution for Terrance and Terrell Whitehurst, rising tennis stars from
Tallahassee and “A” students. Approved without objection.

 Commissioner Proctor moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Sauls, to expend
$500 from his Commission account to purchase a table at the Bond Community
Health Center Gala. The motion carried 7-0.

Commissioner Desloge:

 None

Commissioner Sauls

 None

Commissioner Akinyemi

 Requested follow-up on the executive director search for Innovation Park and inquired if
the Board’s suggestion that local candidates be considered for the position had been
conveyed to the Search Committee.

 Shington Lamy, Special Projects Coordinator, responded that the Board’s suggestion
had been relayed to the Search Committee and noted that the Committee
considered the position “open” at this time. He stated that a determination would
be made upon conclusion of the interview process on whether to make a
recommendation to the full Innovation Board for consideration. The interviews are
scheduled to conclude on September 28, 2010.

 County Attorney Thiele confirmed that the Board has no role or responsibility in the
hiring of the executive director.
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Commissioner Thaell

 Commissioner Thaell moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Rackleff, to
appropriate $1,000 in support of the Children’s Home Society from his
Commission account. The motion carried 7-0.

 Commissioner Thaell moved, duly seconded by Commissioner Rackleff, to
appropriate $500 for the Oasis Center for Women and Girls from his Commission
account. The motion carried 7-0.

 Requested additional information regarding parental concerns about response times to
two-three incidents of injuries at Apalachee Regional Park. He inquired on the
possibility of stationing EMS personnel at the Park during game times.

 Deputy County Administrator, Vince Long, explained the stationing of EMS mobile
units throughout the County and remarked that deployment models are utilized so
are to maximize resources. He added that charges apply when a unit is stationed at
a dedicated event.

Commissioner Dailey

 None

Chairman Rackleff

 The gavel was passed to Vice Chairman Dailey. Commissioner Rackleff moved,
duly seconded by Commissioner Akinyemi to appropriate $1,000 from his
Commission account to ECHO Ministries. The motion carried 7-0.

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]
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 Articulated that Fallschase, both commercial and residential parcels, are in bankruptcy
proceeding and expressed a concern that the Development Agreement entered into
when the development was allowed have not been fulfilled.

 County Attorney Thiele was requested to review both the Development Agreement
and a side agreement with the City that involved $4 million in infrastructure and
improvements to ensure that the County’s interests are protected. Mr. Thiele
indicated that he would prepare a report for the Board on this issue.

Receipt and File: NONE

Adjourn:
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at. 6:55
p.m.

LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA

ATTEST:

BY: ________________________________
Bob Rackleff, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners

BY: _____________________________
Bob Inzer, Clerk of the Court
Leon County, Florida
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