








SHOULD THERE BE PRESENTED FOR VOTER
APPROVAL A CHARTER FOR A CONSOLIDATED
GOVERNMENT EXTENDING THROUGHOUT THE
TERRITORIAL LIMITS OF COLUMBIA COUNTY,
INCLUDING THE CITY OF LAKE CITY BUT
EXCLUDING THE TOWN OF FORT WHITE,
PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 3,
ARTICLE VIII, OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE
STATE OF FLORIDA? THIS IS A NONBINDING
OPINION POLL.

YES (FOR)
NO (AGAINST)
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED by the Board of County Commissioners of
Columbia County, Flonda, at its regular meeting on the day of .
2008,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
COLUMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

By: -
Dewey Weaver, Chairman
ATTEST: _ B -
P. DeWitt Cason, Clerk of Courts
Approved as to form and
legality: (SEAL)

Marlin M. Feagle
County Attorney









Audio Tape and CD Fees

Audio tapes Actual cost to County
Data CD Actual cost to County
Audio CD Actual cost to County

Audro tapes andfor CDs (1f applicable) will take several days to reproduce.

Electronic Reguests

The County will not charge requestors for electronic production of documents providing
the documents are in electronic form and the request does not exceed fifteen (15) minutes
to email. Requests exceeding the fifteen (15) minutes may be assessed staff tme. Any
paper copies of documents from electronic form shall be charged as provided above.

Staff Time
Please note any public records or information requests taking more than fifteen (15)

minutes to complete may be assessed statt time. Requests requiring extensive resources
may require a deposit. Any requestor having an account delinquent more than thicty (30)
days will be required to pay in advance the estimated cost for providing the public
records documents requested.

[f you have any questions about these procedures or fees, please contact the County
office at 386/758-1005.

Date apprﬁved by the Board Authonized Signature
of County Commussioners, Dewey Weaver, Chairman

Columbia County, Flonda



d'b- Columbia County

e Tourist Development Council
Post Office Box 1847 + 263 NW Lake City Avenue
Lake City, Florida 32056-1847
Telephone; 386-758-1312 + Fax: 386-758-1311+Toll Free: 1-877-745-4778

April 21, 2008
MEMORANDUM

To: Dale Williams, County Manager
[From: ¥ Harvey Campbell, Tourist Development Council
Subject: — Development of fifth adull softball field at Southside Recreation Complex

As you are aware, a series of meetings have been held since the first of the year relating to the
development of the adult softball facility at the Southside Recreation Complex.

The complex has been envisioned to include five fields since its inception several years ago.

Unfortunately, the City of Lake City did not submit the appropriate plans which would have allowed
for the building of five fields. Instead, four fields have been built with spacing left available for a fifth

field. Columbia County has since installed lights on the four fields.

Former county commissioner James Montgomery has graciously donated 100,000 for
construction of a pentagon shaped (five-sided) building which will house concessions and restroom
facilities on the ground floor and a five-sided scoring arca on the second Noor, along with dressing
facilities for umpires. We hope to begin construction on that building in the next 45 days.

It is now time to deal with the issues of developing the fifth field at the adult softball complex.
A meeting was held with representatives of the Suwannee River on January 22, Clint Pittman, James
Montgomery, Glenn Hunter and myself were in attendance. We received a favorable response from the

SRWMD personnel as to the potential of developing the fifth field.

In order for the fifth field to be added at the complex it will be necessary to mitigate existing
wetlands, with a strong possibility that can be done on-site at the overall Facility.

We have been advised it will likely cost $10,000 for completing the work to oblain a permil to
miligate existing wetlands to finish the five field complex. That includes $2,500 in general engineering

and 7,500 for environmental

We respectfully request consideration of the Board of County Commissioners (o allocate
funding for the required permitting.

XC:  Chnt Pittman, Landscape and Parks
Board of County Commissioners



WASTE Pﬂﬂ P.O. Box 957 * lLLake Elty. FLL 32056
Phonea: (38E6) 758 7800

"THE WASTE PROFESSIONALS" Fax: (388) 754-8700

Apnl 22, 2008
Mr. Dale Williams

Columbia County Manager

whi, Willi lars,

This letter is to inquire about working on July 4, 2008. Waste Pro will provide fliers and
advertisement regarding our running on that holiday, allowing that it is permitted by your
otfice. Please advise us ol vour decision as soon as possible.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Frank Kramer

Disiget Manager
ﬁ{fﬂr?‘b‘&/ )éﬁfﬂ#ﬂ-ﬂc— e
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FEAGLE & FEAGLE, ATTORNEYS, P A. P
ATTORNEYS AT LAW j%r/ar
153 NE MADISON STREET /%{'ﬁ a
POST OFFICE BOX 1653 ﬁfppg’a =
LAKE CITY. FLORIDA 32056- 1653

13360 7T32.71491
Fax: 13361 758.0930

Marlin M. Feagle Murk E. Feagle
e-mail: leagle @bhellsouth net ; e-mmaul: meleazle@hellsouth.net
April 18, 2008

e MY La 1# s = T
HECEY
Mr. Dale Williams APR 2 1 008 ly/
County Manager g

County Administrative Offices Board ﬁxﬁ:ﬂﬂ:&ﬁ:ﬁﬂﬂ&ﬁ

135 NE Hemando Avenue
Lake City, Florida 32055

Re:  Pinemount Road / SW Deputy Jeff Davis [.ane property

Dear Dale:

When the County realigned Pinemount Road at the intersection ot SW Deputy Jetf
Davis Lane, there resulted abandoned maintained nght-of-way formerly known as
Pueschel Road. At the same time, the County has an interest in acquiring a strip of land
adjacent to the northerly right-of-way line of SW Deputy Jeff Lane in order to increase
the visibility at that intersection for safety purposes. Richard Wright owns approximately
1.95 acres located in the northeast quadrant of this intersection as shown on the enclosed
sketch prepared by the Counly engineer.

| have discussed this situation with Mr. Wright and he has expressed a willingness
to exchange to the County the approximately 4700 square feet adjacent to the north right
of-way of SW Deputy Jetf Davis l.ane for a portion of abandoned right-of-way adjacent
to the east line of Pinemount Road as currently aligned. The proposed exchange is
shown on the attached sketch. Assuming all parties are in agreement as to the actual
exchange, we will ask the property appraiser’s office to value the respective properties in
order to insure exchanges of equal value. The property exchanged to Mr. Wright will
contain certain restrictions against locating permanent structures on that property and
will, therctore, obvicusly reduce the value of the property conveyed to Mr. Wright.

The County engineer has confirmed the C'ounty needs the additional property from
Mr. Wright for visibility and safety purposes and, therefore, this seems to be a win
situation for all parties. As soon as the County engineer provides me with the legal
descriptions, [ will forward the same to Mr. Wright for his review and also obtan



Mr. Dale Williams
Page 2
Apnl 18, 2008

respective values from the property appraiser. [ believe this concept will be acceptable to
Mr. Wright provided we move forward with this immediately. Therefore, I am
requesting that you place this matter on the County agenda for the Board’s review and
consideration on May 1, 2008.

Please do not hesitate to give me a call if you have additional questions.
Very truly yours,

R

Marlin M. Fea

MMF:dse
Enclosure

CC; Mr. John Colson (w/enclosure)
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March 17, 2008

Mr. Scout Reynolds

City Manager

CITY OF LAKE CITY
205 North Marion Avenue
Lake City, Florida 32055

RE:  Your Letter of March 5, 2008 —
Fire Suppression Services —
Request for Additional Information

Scott:

A copy of the above referenced letter has been forwarded to the Board of County
Commissioners. As we went through this exercise less than one year ago, | am certain
that the Board of County Commisstoners will want you to answer the following questions
in order that they may have this information while considering the request of the City

Council.

1.} Will the City of Lake City require that any and/or all of the current Lake City Fire
Department personnel be retained and if so, must they be retained at current rank
and salary?

2.) As a number of the City Fire Department 1s covered by a private pension plan and
as the County Fire Department is covered by the Florida Retirement System, who
will be responsible for future private pension plan contributions should the private
pension plan become underfunded?

3.) Who will be responsible for unemployment payments should any of the current
City Fire Department personnel become unemployed as a result of the county
providing fire services within the City of Lake City?
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City of Lake City &
205 N. MARION AVE. S
LAKE CITY, FLORIDA 32055

TELEPHONE: (386) 752-2031
FAX: (3B6) T52-4894

T

Mayor-Councilman
STEPHEM M WIT]

Vet My A - ey Pl

SOHMN RGBERATSOr

Council Mempbears

EUGENME JEFFERSO

March 5, 2008

Mr. Dale Williams
County Manager

Post Office Drawer 1529
Lake City, FL 32056

Dear Dale:

[t is hard to believe that it is time for us to start prepaning for the upcoming budget and
part of this process will include fire services. [ have once again been asked by Council to
submit a letter of inquiry to the County Commission regarding the County providing fire
service inside the city limits of Lake City.

Last year in a letter dated July 18, 2007 addressed to you and the Board of County
Commissioners from former City Manager, David Kraus, it stated that based on
projections provided by GSG that the City felt at that time maintaining the services
ourselves was the correct option. It is my understanding, there was really not enough
time for either the City or County to review and discuss all of their options thoroughly,
and would like to begin this process as soon as possible to ensure that this does not

happen this year.
Also, according to a letter dated July 5, 2007 from you to Mr, Kraus, the County had

contracted with Skip Starling, National Fire Services Office, to develop a plan and cost
for meeting the desired need. I would appreciate you sending me a copy of his plan at

your earliest convenience.

4. MICHAEL LEE
GEORGE waARD

City Anaminy
HERBERT F DARRBY

C'y Managars
SCOTT REYNOLDS

City Cherk
AUDREY E. SIKES






District No. 1 - Ronald Williams { I I 0] & L
District No. 2 - Dewey Weaver ff
District No. 3 - George Skinner
Districl No. 4 - Stephen E. Bailey -
District No. 5 - Elizabeth Porter

1Zosvien or Couvnvry Comvissioneies * Conovnny Country
ol
April 17, 2008

MEMO

TO:  Board of County Commissioners

FR:  Dale Williams, County Manager

RE:  Insurance Denial Appeal - Phyllis Skinner

Please find attached a letter received from Phyllis Skinner requesting that the Board of
County Commissioners review her claim that was filed with the county's liability carrier,
Florida Association of Counties Trust (FACT) and reverse their determination that the
claim should be denied. Mrs. Skinner states her reasons for reversing the insurance
determination ic in her letter. Also, Mrs. Skinner has indicated that she would be

available to discuss this request with you at your convenience.

This request will be scheduled in the near future on an agenda of the Board. Please
review and advise if you have any questions.

DW/pds

XC:  Phyllis Skinner
Phyllis Skinner Claim File
Marlin Feagle, County Attorney
QOutgoing Correspondence

RS T8y B v | AKE CITY. FLOPIDA 3205 137y v bR 438k A5
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April 6, 2008

To: Dale Williams, County Manager
Board of County Commissioners

Due to the ruling that part of Old Mill Drive was private |1 had to remove
part of my driveway that entered and exited onto a private road. It was my
understanding and Mr. Dale Williams that the private section started at the
large oak tree about thirty feet south of my driveway.

When the property was purchased there was no mention about where the
driveway could be put. As a matter of fact Mrs. Blalock with Daniel Crapp’s
Agency made the comment that we already had a driveway started. She was
referring to a small dirt road that was once the original Old Mill Road that
came off of Lake Jeffery and onto what is now referred to OOld Mill Drive. It
was my assumption that since there was already and existing paved road
there and had been maintained by the county (pot holes being filled) that
section was public. The entire time my home was under construction all
vehicles entered onto the property where the drive was to be. There was no
mistaken of the location of the drive due to a fence being constructed
around the three acres the home was being built on.

To make a long story short Mr. Dale Williams said there was no problem
putting my driveway in because this section of the road was county
maintained. Several county employees stated that they had done
maintenance on Old Mill Drive, which they have since recanted. | put my
driveway in after being issued a culvert permit and then was sued by the
Ravndal Road Association. [ have since put in another driveway at the cost
of $12,500.00. I feel that the county should incur this cost. [ have incurred
the cost of tree removal, lost of concrete and labor of original drive,
removal and repair of fence, sod, plants, irrigation, electrical, reconstruction
of light columns and mailbox and the cost of a lawsuit.

I would appreciate your help in this matter.

Sincerely,
A

~ P - |
) ' -
v '.k,u!\"\ e S
Phyllis Skinner
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YUL-ES-207 @9 35 From: JUDGE DOUGLAS. JBE 7501108 To:I7T582182

— -

10. The Court reserves and retains |urisdiction of this mather to enter hurthar

ordara as may be raquired 1o effectuals this Final Judgment.

11, Naithar limited prior usege (during housé constfuction), nol usage by

othars givas Defendant the ongoing right to usalencroach upan the private

road/propeny.
12 Even if tha most convenient travel route to Defendant's praperty ls over

Plgintifs privale roadipioperty, that fact does not ghe Defsndant tha rght to
vse/encroach upon Plaintiffs private roadiproperty. Cthenwias, any land buyer could
buy tand with poorfesser (yel legal) sccess and then demand betterfmora convanient
acceas from privata propanty ownara/associations; thareby aimultanesusly increasing
the vaiue of the property with poorflasasr access while decreaalng the vaiue of adjoining
private propery/private roads.

13.  Though the evidence e not lotally consistent, thare is not sdequate
evidanca to prove thel part of the privats road Defendant seeks Lo use /s public.

14, Bhould the panies resch agresmeant aliowing Defendant to Joln tha
Plaintiffs sssocletion prior lo the removal of the encroachments, tha Cour should ba
Informad In writing.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambate in Loke Clty, Calumbla County, Flodda, thia

2™ dayol _ hay 2007,

Paul 6. Aryan, Circuil

Coples to; This cerliflea coplag were
Jeel F. Foreman, Esq, lutnished on. Le:g5-0]

Phylis Skinner By. gz Iy 9« { iu—._

Paga B of 6 LA Ly ?h-uiu






July 27, 2007
To: Dale Williams, County Manager

Due to the recent ruling that part of Old Mill Drive was private [ had to remove part of my
driveway that was on this private section of road. It was my understanding and yours that this
section of road was county property and | was given a culvert permit. Also due to past work
being done on that section of road by the County one would think it was County maintained.

But due to poor record keeping and some county employees recanting that actual work had been
done the County could not prove that this section of road was public.

[ feel that the County should incur the cost of the removal of drive that was on private property
($1800.00) and the cost of putting in 2 new drive ($14,988). I have incurred court cost and the
lost of part of my driveway. [ will be incurring the cost of removal of irmgation, sod, fence and

the cost of new light columns and wiring,

[ hope that in the future the Board will adopt an ordinance that prohibits a road being private
unless the person owns the land surrounding the road

Mr. Williams you have been very helpful to me in the past and hope that you can continue to help
in this matter of expense.

Thank You

P%Lw (LS nsd

Skinner









JUL-39-2887 B9:34 From: JUDGE DOUGLAS. 3867581188 Te:979B218E

COMMENCE at the Naortheast cormar of Section 26, Township 3 Soulh,
Range 18 East, Columbla County, Florida and run § 88°35'05"W along
the North line of sald Section 28 a distance of 1176.67 fest to a point
on the Westerly line of a 80 foot roadway and the POINT OF
BEGINNING; said point baing on the arc of a curve concave to the
Woast having a radius of 1446.84 and a cenlral of 08°20'10" said curve
alao having a Chord bearing ard distance of § 15*37'56"E 158,03 feet;
thente Scuthery along the arc of sald turve, being also sald Weaterly
ine of & 80 fool roadway 160.01 feel to its interseclion with the
Northweetedy line of a 80 feot roadway; thence S 28"18'50"W along
geid Northweslery line of a 80 foot roadway 38.14 feet; thence 5
883548V still along said Northweslerly line of a 60 foot roadway
368,14 feet to the Point of curve of & curve concave lo the Southeast
having a radius of 230.00 feet and a central angke of 63°38'54" said
turve also having a chord bearing and dmstance of S 16°46'18"W
242.57 feet; thence Southwesterly along the arc of sald curve being
dlso said Northwesterly iine of a 80 fool roadway 255.50 feet o the
Point of Tangancy of sald curve, lhence S 04°58'52"W slill along eald
Northwesterly line of a 80 foot roadway 5.76 feat to the POINT OF
BEGINNING of hersin describad line: thancea S5 86°4720'W 102.82
faat; thence N 70"3041"W 200.05 faat to the TERMIMAL POINT of

hargin describad line.

Parcel 3:

A parcel of land constituting the “laland” lying South of the right-of-way
of SR 250 in the canter of Old Mill Roed and Bhown on the plat of Lake
Jaffery, a subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 5, Pages 38-30A of the
public records of Columbia County, Florida as "Not A Part”, an |sland
In the center of Old Mill Road lying Northeasterly of Lat 28 and shown
on the plal of Lake Jeffery as "Not A Part”, and an island in the center
of Lake Jaflary Drive at its intersection with Old Mill Road lying
h;tn'ean Lot 1 and Lot 28 and shown on the plat of Lake Jeffery as
“Not A Part”.

4. Defendant constructed a driveway and brick mailbox near the northem
boundary of the Plaintiffs property, both of which now encroach on Plaintiffs lands
described above, See survoy and testimany of Timothy Deibene.

4. Plaintiff shall recover from Defendant possession of the property
described above, for which let writ of poasession lssue. Dafendant will be allowed ten

{10) days fram the date of this order to remove the encroachments, failing which Plaintif

Page Jof &
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From:

Phyllis Skinner

287 NW Old Mill Drive
Lake City, F1 32055

lo:

Joel F. Foreman

253 NW Main Blvd.

Post Otfice Drawer 2349
Lake City, FI 32056-2349

RE: Case No: 07-50-CA

l'o Ravndal Road Owners’ Association:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to the law suit filled against
me by the Ravndal Road Owners’ Association, INC. 1 have followed all the
legal routes for obtaining the proper permits and authorization from the
County for the placement of my driveway. After the Ravndal Road
Owners’ Association requested that the work on the driveway be stopped the
County Manager Dale Williams once again gave approval to continue the
work on the driveway. If error has been made it is the responsibility of
Columbia County to correct the error and pay any monies that may be do.

It is my understanding that not all members of the Ravndal Road
Owners’ Association, INC are aware of this law suit and if this be the case
they should be notified in the event of a counter suit.

~ e \ <7 %
‘:‘Fﬁ%}h_fd G : “"ﬁlmﬂ %

Phyllis A. Skinner
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Mistrict Mo, 4 - Stephen E. Bailey
District Mo, Elizateth Portar

November 5, 2007

M EM O

TO:  Mr. William Whitley, Attorney
FR:  [Dale Williams. County Manager
RE: FACT Denial — Phyllis Skinner Claim

Please find attached a copy of the denial letter from the county’s liability carrier, Florida
Association of Counties Trust (FACT) regarding the Phyllis Skinner claim. As you may
recall, | discussed the issues pertaining to this claim with you prior to it being filed.

[ am requesting that you review the findings of FACT and comment as to whether you
believe FACT is correct in denving the claim or if yvou believe the county should seek a
seltlement with Ms. Skinner in order to receive a Satisfaction against future claims.

DW/cnb

XC: Marhn Feagle, County Attorney
FACT File
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QOctober 30, 2007

Ms. Phyllis Skinner
287 NW Old Mill Drive
[Lake City, FI. 32024

Re:  Member: Columbia County
Date ot Oceurrence: April 1, 2007 (arbitrarily chosen)
Clatim No,; FAC2318ML-10-1

Dear Mz, Skinner:
We represent the Florida Association of Counties Trust (FACT) of which Columbia County is a member.

[ have conducted an investigation into the allegations set forth in your correspondence to the C'ounty dated
July 27, 2007, in which you seek approximately $16,000 in damages.

Our investigation reveals the following:

You were aware that the portion of Old Mill Drive in front of your residence was, in
fact, owned by Ravndal Road Owners’ Association, Inc. and considered a private drive.

The contractor you hired to construct your driveway was different from the one who
built your residence.

At the bottom of Columbia County Building Permit No. 000024403 it clearly states the
following: “The Issuance of this Permit Does Not Waive Compliance by Permitee with
Deed Restrictions.”

Based upon the above, we find ne breach of any public duty liability or imputed liability on behalfof our
insured. We must respect fully deny vour ¢laim and trust you understand our position in this matter.

Sincerely,

FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES TRUST
By:  FACT Risk Services Corporation

fan independenily cnaned wad dperaied comganv)

its Service Company

By.  Robbin Pecken
Claims Examiner

RPtmv

bee:  Mr. Dale Williams; Columbia County Manager; PO Drawer 1529: Lake City. FL 32036-1529
L'_.—'
(109) 6631193« (BO0) 322-3391 « Fax (309) 663-1 196

AR01 Fasy Evpmme o PO Box 157« BloosisGEoOsN = liiwons &1702-0157  «



phY

Q“’/’pﬂ“

i

e

r?.m ember 14, 2007

Mr. Peeken:

After reviewing your letter of denial in the claim for damages [ find that
your information is false.

| - T was not aware of what exact portion of Old Mill Drive was private
versus public. | contacted Dale Williams, County Manager for verification.
One would assume that the county would know the boundaries of Old Mill
Drive since potholes were filled and a drainage pipe put in to prevent
flooding on the road. So since that portion is considered private (depending
on what survey or map you look at ) why would the county take it upon
themselves to do this work at tax payers expense if it is a private road.

2- The contractor that constructed my driveway was a subcontractor of the
contractor that built my residence. Mr. Donnie Williams (contractor) used

Mr. Jordan (subcontractor) to put in the driveway which I paid extra for the
drive to be extended to the road.

3 - As for Columbia County Building Permit No. 000024403 stating ** The
Issuance of this Permit Does Not Waive Compliance by Permitee with Deed
Restrictions.” Well if’ a deed restriction does exist how would that be over
looked by the County Manager, my contractor, and myself? Did [ mention I
also spoke to the County Planner Brian Kepner, which could not give me
answers about Old Mill Drive.

So Mr. Pecken in summary I would like to know who you spoke with to get
this information. 1 am requesting a copy of your full report with the names
of those with whom you spoke with. Since your investigation is complete |
will expect a copy as soon as possible. You can fax the report to 386-755-

0339,

Thank you in this matter

‘)\(aﬂ U& :u ) Lluuu J

Phyllis Al Skinner



William E. Whitley, P.A. T e DN

Attorney at Law
294 SW CR 18, High Springs, FI. 12641 : i /
Telephone 386 755-6743 i .

November 13, 2007
Memo
To: Dale Williams, Columbia County Manager

CC: Marlin Feagle, County Attorney
RE: FACT denial - claim of Phyllis Skinner

SUMMARY: [t is my opinion that the FACT finding is correct and the Columbia County
BOCC has no liability with respect to the claim of Mrs. Phyllis Skinner regarding the
placement of her driveway and the County should not seck a settlement of the matter by
offering any sort of payment to her to settle the claim.

DISCUSSION: Thank you for your memo of November 5, 2007, requesting that [ review
the findings of the County's liability carnier, Florida Association of Counties Trust (FACT)
regarding the claim of Mrs. Phyllis Skinner. As you will recall, I had earlier consulted with
you on the problem of her driveway. I have reviewed the letter of claims examiner Robbin
Pecken dated October 30, 2007, My notes from the earlier work, the Land Use Planning
office file and discussed the matter with Mr. Kepner.

T'he facts are as follows. Mrs. Phyllis Skinner owns a lot 3 in Hickory Ridge Subdivision.
On April 5, 2006, Donny Williams Construction LLC filed a building permit application
with the County Building Department on behalf of Mrs. Skinner. The application sought a
building permit for construction of a residence at 287 NW old Mill Drive. The application
included a request for a culvert permit to provide access from Mrs. Skinner's lot onto NW
Old Mill Drive. Mrs. Skinner has access to her property from other roads.

The Ravndal Road Owner's Association claims ownership of the road at the point where
Mrs Skinner placed her culvert In a lawsuit against Mrs Skinner, the Association
prevailed in its claim. Now Mrs. Skinner makes claim against the BOCC for issuing the

permig.

The BOCC is a political subdivision of the government of the State of Florida. As such, it
enjoys immunity from civil law suit for tort damages under the doctrine of sovereign
immunity. This immunity has been given a limited waiver for some types of claims by the
provisions of Florida Statute 768.28. Waiver of sovereign immunity in tort actions,
recovery limits; limitation on attorney's fees; statute of limitations; exclusions,
indemnification; risk management programs. In order to make a viable claim within this
waiver of sovereign immunity, the claimant must have a tort action which at common-law
there was liability if done by a private individual. That is, a tort claim is not created by the
waiver of sovereign immunity statute, there must be an underlying legal cause of action

Memo to Dale William RE Claim of Phyllis Skinner 11/12/07

Page |
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OVERTON, Justice.

This 1s a petition to review Trianon Park
Condommum Association v. City of Hialcah,
123 S0.2d Y11 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982), in which the
district court held the City of Hialeah hable to
condominium  owners  for damage to
condominium umits caused by severe roof
leakage and other huilding defects on the basis
that the city building inspectors were negligent
in their inspections during the construction of
the condominiums. The distnet court cortified
the following question:

L
fast ave

Whether under section 768 28, Flonda Statutes
{1975), as construed in Commercial Carrier
Corp. v. Indian River Courty, 371 S0 2d 1010
(Fla 1979), a municipality relains its sovercign
immunity from a suit predicating hability solely
upon the allegedly negligent inspection of a
building, where that municipality played no parnt
in the actual construction of the building.

[d. at 914-15 We have junsdiction. At V,
§ 3(b)(4), Fla. Const.

We restate the certified question as follows:

tort to individual property owners for tﬂe'

n¢g_hgeut acnc-ns of its building inspectors n
enforcing provisions Df a building code Lna;cte-d

pursuant to the | Pﬂr ce powers vested in_that

gnvemm:nlai C[IHI}'

We answer the restated question in_ the
negative and quash the decision of the district
court of appeal.

[n summary, we first cmphasize that scclion
768 28, Flonda Statutes (1975), which waived
sovercign immunity, created no new causes of
action, but merely climinated the immunity
which prevented recovery for existing common
law torts committed by the government. We
hold that there has

Page 915



Trianon Park Condominium Ass'n, Inc. v. City of Hialeah. 468 S0 20 912. 10 Fla L Weekly 210 |Fia . i285)

never been a common law duty to individual
citizens for the enforcement of police power
functions, Further, we find that no statutory duty
tor the benerit of individual citizens was created
bv the citv's adoption of the building code, and,
therefore, there is no tort liability on the part of
the city to the condominium owners for the
allegedly negligent exercise of the police power
function of cnforcing compliance with the
bumlding code. To hold a2 governmental cntity
liable for carrying out this type of enforcement
activity would make the taxpayers of the
cnforcing governmental cntity insurers of all
building construction within the junsdiction of
the entity. We conclude that such a result was
never intended by cither the legislature or the
city in vnacting the building code provisions.
Owur decision, as explained below, 18 consistent
with the decisions of the majonty of states and
the recent decision of the United States Supreme
Court in United States v. SA. Empresa de
Viacao Aerea Rio Grandense (Vanig Aurlines),
467 US. 797, 104 S.Ct. 2755, 81 L Ed 2d 660

(1984)

Ihe record reflects that Trianon Park
Condominium Association, consisting of 65
unit-owners, brought suit against the developer
for breach of warranty, negligence, and strict
liability, and against the City of Hialeah for its
negligent performance in  inspecting  the
condominium building and certifying it for
occupancy. Trianon asscried that there was
improper construction of the roof membrane,
flashing, and drainage system on the main roofs,
and other flaws in the construction which
resulied in lcaks and water damage 1o 49 of the
65 condominium units, The action against the
developzr was settled and the jury retumed a
verdict against the city in the amount of
$291.000. The award was reduced by the
amount of the scttlement with the developer and
was limited to the maximum amount provided
under scction 768 28(5). On appeal, the district
court Mfirmed and held that the enforcement of
a building code “is a purcly ministerial action
which docs not nse to the status of basic policy
cvaluation since the majorty of the inspectors'
acts  imvolve  simple  measurcment and
vnforcement of the building code as written

L
lasteiso

rather than the exercise of discretion and
vxpertise,” and that "[o|nce the City undertook
to inspect, review and certify construction, it
was obligated fo do so rcasonably and
responsibly in accordance with acceptable
standards of care.” 423 So.2d at 913. The court
concluded that "the City's inspection and
certificanion of buildings within its borders is an
opcrational level activity, for which it may be
subject to tort liability under section 768 2%,
Flonida Starutes ™ 4.

Trianon, although it prevailed in the district
court, petitioned this Court for review of the
question cerfified by the district court of appeal
In support of the district court of appeal
decision, Trnanon contends that building
inspections performed by a governmental ennity
under an adopted building code are "operational-
level” activities. Tranon argucs that the
operational-planning analysis  developed n
Evangelical United Brethren Church v, State, 67
Wash.2d 246, 407 P.2d 440 (1965), and adopted
by this Court in Commercial Camer Corp. v
Indian River County, 371 So2d 1010
(Fla.1979), 15 the sole means to determine
liability; that we clearly stated in Commercial
Carrier that the operational-planning test has
replaced the special duty/general duty analysis
contained in Modlin v. City of Miami Beach,
201 So.2d 70 (Fla.1967). and that the second
and third clements of the Evangelical Brethren
test have not been satisfied in this case because
building inspections themselves do not change
the dirgction or policy of the building inspection
program of the city but are purely mimistenal in
mature. Tranon acknowledges, however, that
law enforcement and fire suppression activities
should not subject the city to tort liability. It
distinguishes  building inspections  from those
types of activitics on the ground that the
legislature  has imposed broad regulatory
requirements on municipalitics in the area of
building code ¢nforcement under chapter 353,
Florida Statutes (1979), and asscris that, unlike
law enforcement or Fire
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suppression, there are mandatory duties to be
followed dunng buillding inspections.

Trianon argues that we should follow the
four states that have determined that government
butlding inspections can be a basis  for
governmental liability, and that we should adopt
the views expressed in Adams v State, 555 P 2d
235 (Alaska 1976), Wilson v. Nepsiad, 282
N.W.2d 664 (lowa [979), Stewart v. Schmieder,
386 So 2d 1351 (La. 1980); and Coffey v. City of
Milwaukee, 74 Wis.2d 526, 247 NW.2d 132
{1976). In addition, while acknowledging that
decisions interpreting the Federal Tort Claims
Act may not be applicable because of certain
exemptions contained in the Act, Trianon asseris
that decisions by the federal courts in Caban v
United Statcs, 671 F.2d 1230 (2d Cir.1982),
Neal v. Bergland, 646 F 2d 1178 (6th Cir. 1981);
Delta Air Lines, Inc. v. United States, 561 F.2d
381 (st Cir. 1977), cert, denied, 434 US. 1064,
98 5.C 1238, 55 L.Ed.2d 764 (1978), and Scott
v. Fastern Aur Lines, Inc, 399 F2d 14 (3d
Cir. 1967), cert. demed, 393 US. 979, 89 5.Ct.
d46, 2| L.Ed.2d 439 (1968), are consistent with
a finding of liability for the governmental entity
in making such inspections.

In response, the City of Hialeah contends
that since there is no analogous cause of action
against private parties for the negligent
enforcement of building codes, there can be no
liability for the city. The city argues that the
waiver of sovereign immumity did not ¢reare any
duty and that no such duty was created by either
the statute cstablishing the building code or the
common law. The city rcasons that this Court, in
Commercial  Carrier, recognized that an
underlying cause of action was required before a
governmental entity could be held hable. It
distinguishes between governmental hability for
damages causcd by the operation or maintenance
of capital improvements owned and controlled
by the government and governmental Liability in
those circumstances where the government is
regulating activitics and cnforcing compliance
with the law through its police power function.

The city and the other governmental
cntitics that have appeared in this action pownt

P
Last: Aue

out that the majonty of federal junsdictions
which have addrgssed the issue have held that
fedcral regulatory cnforcement activities, such
as those performed by the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Umited States Food and
Drug Admimstraton, and the Federal Aviation
Authonity, do oot give rnise to actionable tort
duties owed by the United States to individual
citizens. See¢ Sellfors v. United States, 697 F.2d
1362 (llth Cir. 1983), cert. denied. 468 US,
1204, 104 SCt. 3571, 82 L.Ed 2d 870 {1984}
Raymer v. United States, 660 F.2d 1136 (6th
Cir 1981), cert. demed, 456 US, 944, 102 5.Ct
2009, 72 LEd.2d 466 (1982, Gelley v. Astra
Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 510 F.2d 558 (8th
Cir.1979); Zabala Clemente v. United States,
567 F.2d 1140 (lst Cir.1977), cert. denied, 435
US 1006, 98 SCt. 1876, 56 L Ed2d 388
(1978); Baer v. Umited States, 511 F Supp. 94
(N.D.Ohio 1980), affd, 703 F.2d 558 (6th
Cir. 1982); Carroll v. United States, -188 F Supp.
757 (D.Idaho 1980); Mercer v. Unitcd States,
460 F.Supp. 329 (SDOhio 1978). The
governmental entities also direct our attention o
the fact that thirtcen states have held that no
liability may anse from building inspections.
Rich v. City of Mobile, 410 So2d 385
(Ala 1982); Duran v. City of Tucson, 20
Anz.App. 22, 509 P.2d 1059 (1973), Sugler v.
City of Chicago, 48 Ill.2d 20, 268 NE2d 26
{1971); Grogan v. Commonwealth, 577 S.W.2d
4 (Ky.), cert. denied, 444 U S, 835, 100 S.Ct. 69,
62 L.Ed 2d 46 (1979); E. Eyning & Sons Co. v
City of Baltimore, 253 Md. 380, 252 A 2d 824
(1969); Dinsky v. Town of Framingham, 386
Mass. 301, 438 N.E2d 51 (1982); Stemen v,
Coffman, 92 Mich. App. 395, 285 N.W.2d 305
(1979). Hoffert v. Owatonna Inn Towne Motcl,
In¢., 293 Minn. 220, 199 N'W 2d 158 (1972),
Fiduceia v. Summit Hill Construction Co., 109
N J.Super. 249, 262 A 2d 920 (1970); O'Connor
v. City of New York, 38 NY 2d 184, 460
N.Y.S 2d 485, 447 N E. 2d 33 {1983); Shelton v.
[ndustrial Commission, 31 Ohio App.2d 125,
a7 N.E2d 51 (1978). City of Denton v
Woeems, 436 5. W 2d 207 (Tex. Civ. App. 1970).
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and Georges v. Tudor, 16 Wash App. 407, 556
P 2d 364 {1976). Further, the city asserts that the
decisions from the states of New York, Ohio,
and Minnesota, which we ¢ited in Commercial
Camer, | are all consistent with the view that no
liability can anse from the enforcement of a
building code. In addition, the city cites section
315 of the Restatement of Torts, which
cxpresses the general common law rule that
there is no duty to prevent the misconduct of a
third person, 2 and section 288 of the
Rustatement, which relates in its commentary
that legislative cnactments for the protection of
the interests of the community as a whole, rather
than for the protection of any individual or class,
create no duty or liability. 3 The city claims tha?
Flornda law has developed in a way similar to
the law of Minnesota, New York, and Ohio, and
notes that this Court, in Rupp v. Bryant, 417
S50.2d 63% (Fla.1982), recently recognized the
principle that before liability could be imposed a
duty must first exist. Finally, the city argues that
law enforcement is not the kind of activity for
which the state intended to waive its immunity
since it is not the type of activity engaged in by
private individuals. We find persuasive the
arguments of the city.

It 15 apparent from the decisions of the
distnet courts of appeal that the courts and the
bar ar¢ having difficulty imterpreting the purpose
of section 76828 and applying the principles set
forth in Commercial Carnier. A discussion of the
evolving history of sovereign immunity,
particularly as applied to municipalities, and the
intent and purpose of section 768 28 is set forth
in Cauley v. City of Jacksonville, 403 S0.2d 379
(Fla.1981). In order to clanfy the law regarding
governmzntal tort hability, it is importamt to first
set forth certaun basic principles.

First, for there to be governmental tort
liability, there must be cither an underlying
common law or statutory duty of care with
respect to the alleged negligent conduct. For
certain  basic  judgmental or discretionary
governmental functions, there has never becn an
applicable duty of care. Commercial Camer.
Further, lemslative enactments for the benefit of
the general public do not automatically create an

i
fast: -

independent duty to cither individual citizens or
a specific class of otizens.  Restatement
{Sccond) of Torts § 288 comment b { 1964)

Second, it is umportant to recognize that the
cnactment of the statute waiving sovereign
immunity did not establish any new duty of care
for governmental entitics. The statute’s sole
purpose was to waive that immunity which
prevented recovery for breaches of existing
common law duties of care. Sechon 768 2%
provides that governmental cntities “"shall be
liable for tort claims in the same manner and to
the same extent as a private individual under hke
circumstances.” This ¢tfectively means that the
identical existing duties for private persons
apply to governmental entities.
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Third, there 13 not now, nor has there ever
been, any common law duty for eitber a private
person or a govemmental entity to enforce the
law for the benefit of an individual or a specific
group of individuals. In addition, there is no
common law duly to prevent the misconduct of
third persons. See Restatement (Second) of Torts

§ 315 (1964).

Fourth, under the constitutional doctrine of
separation of powers, the judicial branch must
not interfere with the discretionary functions of
the legislative or executive branches of
government absent a violation of constitutional
or statutory nights. See Commercial Carmer,
Askew v. Schuster, 331 So 2d 297 (Fla.1976),
art. II, § 3, Fla. Const. Judicial intervention
through private tort suits into the realm of
discretionary  decisions relating to  basic
governmental  functions  would  require  the
judicial branch to second guess the political and
police power decisions of the other branches of
gsovemment and would violate the separation of
powers doctrine.

Fifth, certain discretionary  functions of
government are mmhcerent in the act of governing
and are immune from suit. Commercial Carner,
It is "the nature of the conduct, rather than the

4
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status of the actor,” that determunes whether the
function is the tvpe of discretionary function
which 1s, by its nature, immune from tort
hability, Vang Airlines. 104 § Cr. at 2765,

In addition to these Ave basic principles, a
review of our decision in Commercial Carrier is
necessary. It 1s important to note at the outset
that this Court’s decision in Commercial Camer,
in rejecting  the general duty/special  duty
dichotomy contaned in Modlin v. City of Mianmi
Beach, did not discuss or consider conduct for
which there would have been no underlving
common law duty upon which to cstablish tort
liability in the absence of sovereign immunity.
Rather, we were dealing with a narrow factual
situation iti which there was a clear common law
duty absent sovereign immunity. We expressly
recognized that there were areas of
governmenial activity where “orthodox  tort
liability stops and the act of governing begins,”
371 So.2d at 1018, citing Evangelical Brethren,
67 Wash.2d at 253, 407 P 2d at 444, as well as
the "distinct principle of law ... which makes not
actionable in tort certain judgmental decisions of
governmental authorities which are inherent in
the act of governing." 371 So.2d at 1020. We
concluded by holding that "certain 'discretionary’
governmental finctions remain immune from
tort liahty .. because certain functions of
coordinate branches of government may not be
subjected to scrutiny by judge or jury as to the
wisdom of their performance.” Id. at 1022 We
proceeded to adopt the distinction berween the
planning and opcrational levels of decision-
making sct torth in Johnson v, State, 69 Cal 2d
TR, 447 P.1d 352, 73 Cal Rptr. 240 (1968). We
also commended, for use on a case-by-case
method. the test set forth in  Evangelical
Brethren which utilized the following critena for
determining the line of demarcation between
dis¢retionary . and  other  cxccutive  or
administrative processes, specifically:

(1) Docs the challenged act, omission, or
decision  nccessarily involve  a basic
governmental policy, program, or objective? {2)
Is the questioned act, omission, or decision
vssential o the realization or accomplishment of
that policy, pragram, or vhjective as opposed to

¥

tast: iz

one which would not change the course or
dircction of the policy. program, or objective?
{3} Does the act, omission, or decision requirg
the exercise of basic policy e¢valuation,
Judgment, and c¢xpertisc on the part of the
governmental agency involved? (4) Docs the
governmental agency wnvolved possess the
rcquisite  constitutional, statutory, or lawful
authority and duty to do or make the challenged
act, omission, or decision?

371 So0.2d at 1019, quoting 67 Wash.2d at
255, 407 P 2d at #45. In applying this (csi to a
particular set of circumstances, f all the
questions can be answered in the affirmative,
then the governmental conduct is discretionary
and “"nontortious." If one or more guestions call
for a negative answer, then further inquiry 13

NECCSSary,
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depending wpon the facts and circumstances
involved. 67 Wash 2d at 255, 407 P.2d at 445.
Our adoption of the Evangelical Brethren test
was intended to assist in distinguishing betwecn
the discretionary planning or judgment phase,
and the operational phase of government. In
order to subject the government to tort liability
for operational phase activities, there must first
be cither an underlying common law or statutory
duty of care in the absence of sovereign
immunity. [n addition, although the Evangelical
Brethren test works properly in instances where
a common law or statutory duty exists, it need
not be applicd in situations where no common
law or statutory duty of care exists for a private
person because there clearly is no govermmental
liability under those circumstances.

To better  clanfy  the concept  of
govemmental tort liabality, it 1s appropriate to
place govemmental functions and activitics into
the following four catcgories: (I} legislative,
permitting, licensing, and cxecutive officer
functions; (I} enforcement of laws and the
protection of the public safety; (III) captal
improvements und properly control operations,
and (IV) providing professional, cducational,

5.
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and general services for the bealth and welfare
of the citizens.

| Legislanve, Permitting, Licensing, and
Execunive Officer Functions.

Clearly, the legislature, commissions,
boards, city vouncils, and e¢xecutive officers, by
their enactment of, or faillure to enact, laws or
regulations, or by their issuance of, or rcfusal to
issue, licenscs, permits, variances, or directives,
functions performed by the legislative or
¢xeeutive branches of govermnment. The judicial
branch has no authority to interfere with the
conduct of those functions unless they violate a
constitutional or statutory provision. There has
never been a common law duty establishing a
duty of care with regard to how these varous
zovernmental bodies or officials should carry
out these functions. These actions are inherent in
the act of governing. See Commercial Carner;
City of Tampa v. Islands Four, Inc., 364 So.2d
738 (Fla. 2d DCA 1978) (refusal to renew
license), Hensley v. Seminole County, 26K
So02d 452 (Fla. 4th DCA 1972) (vehicle
inspection); Central Advertising Co. v. City of
MNovi, 91 Mich App. 303, 283 N.W.2d 730
(1979) (cnactment of zoning ordinance),
Bidinger v. City of Circleville, 177 N.E.2d 408
{(Ohic  App.1961} (cnactmeot of cnomunal
ordinance); ] S K Enterprises, Inc. v. City of
Lacey, 6 Wash App. 433, 493 P 2d 1015 (1972)
{cnactment of ordinance).

I. Enforcement of Laws and Protection of the
Public Safcty.

How a governmental entity, through its
officials and  cmplovees,  exercises s
discretionary power to enforce compliance with
the laws duly cnacted by a governmental body is
a matter of governance, for which there never
has bcen a common law duty of carc. This
diseretionary power to ¢nforce compliance with
the law, as well as the authonity to protect the
public safety, is most notably reflected in the
discretionary  power  given  to judges,
prosccutors, arresting officers, and other law
cnforcement  officials, as  well as  the

F
1ase: e

discretionary  authority given fire protection
agencies lo  suppress  fircs.  This  same
discretionary power to enforce compliance with
the law is given to regulatory oftficials such as
building inspectors, fire department inspectors,
health  department  inspectors,  clevator
inspectors, hotel inspectors, cnvironmental
inspectors, and marine patrol officers. A
"discretionary function exception,” within which
these nypes of activities fall, was expressly
recognized in the Federal Tort Claims Act 4 and
has also
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been recognized as inherent in the act of
governing by this Court and a majornity of the
other jurisdictions that have addressed this 1ssue
See, ¢ g, Commercial Carrer; Morris v. County
of Marin, I8 Cal.3d 901, 559 P2d 606, 136
Cal Rptr. 251 (1977); Cairl v_ State, 323 N'W 2d
20 (Minn. 1982), Swartz v. Masloff, 62
PaCommw. 522, 437 Al2d 472 (1981,
Mawnard v. Cuty of Madison, 101 Wis.2d 273,
304 NW.2d 163 (1981). Sec also Note, The
Discretionary Exception and Municipal Tort
Liability: A Reappraisal, 52 Minn L Rev. 1047
{1968), Comment, The Discretionary Function
Exception to Government Tort Liability, 61
Marg L. Rev. 163 (1977). The necessity for this
discretionary function exccption was recently
discussed by the United States Supreme Court in
Varig Airlines, 104 S.Ct. at 2762-65. There have
been a number of recent cases dealing with
police power discretionary function activitics for
which no hability was found. Sce Rodriguez v
City of Cape Coral, 168 So 2d 963 (Fla |483)
(decision to take person into protective custody),
City of Daytona Beach v. Huhn, 468 So.2d 963
(Fla.1985) (dccision to make armest);, Ciy of
Daytona Beach v. Palmer, 469 So.2d 121
(Fla.1985) (dcciswons of  fire-fighters  n
combatting fire); Carter v. City of Stuart, 468
So2d 955 (Fla.1985) {cnforccment of
dogcatcher ordinance), Reddish v Smuth, 468
So.2d 927 (Fla.1985) (prisoncr classification);
Duvall v. City of Cape Coral, 468 S0.2d 961
(Fla. 1985) d{enforcement of  drunk  drving
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statute}, Everton v. Willard, 468 So.2d 936
{Fla 1985) (decision to make arrest); Wong v.
City of Miamu, 237 So.2d 132 (Fla.1970)
(provision of police protection), Jones v. City of
Longwood, 404 So2d 1083 (Fla Sth DCA
198 1), review denied, 412 So.2d 467 (Fla. [Y82)
(building inspection and condemnation), Berry
v. State, 400 So.2d B0 (Fla. 4th DCA), review
denied, 411 So.2d 380 (Fla.1981) (acts of
judges, state attorneys, and parole and probation
commission), Ellmer v. City of St. Petersburg,
378 So.2d 825 (Fla. 2d DCA 1979) (failure to
provide adequate police protection), Weston v
State, 373 So.2d 701 (Fla. 1st DCA (979) (state
attorney action); and Shoner v. Concord Flonda,
Inc.. 307 So 2d 505 (Fla. 3d DCA), cert. denied,
317 So.2d 767 (Fla. 1975) (enforcement of ciry

ordinance).

The lack of a common law duty for
exorcising a discretionary police power function
must, however, be distinguished from existing
common law dutics of care applicable to the
same officials or employees in the operation of
motor vehicles or the handling of firearms
dunng the course of their employment to enforce
compliance with the law. In these latter
circumstances there always has been a common
law duty of care and the waiver of sovereign
immunity nmow allows actions against all
governmental entities for violations of those
duties of care. See, ¢.g., Crawford v. Department
of Military Affairs, 412 So.2d 449 (Fla. 5th
DCA), weview denied, 419 So2d 1196
{Fla.1982) (ncgligent operation of vehicle),

1. Capital Improvement and Property Control
Functions.

As thus Court has made clear in prior cascs,
there 18 no lability for the Fulure of a
governmental  entity 0 build, expand, or
modernize capital improvements  such  as
buildings and roads. Sce Perez v Department of
Transportation, 435 So.2d 830 (Fla.19%3); City
of St. Petersburg v. Collom, 419 So.2d 1082
(Fla 1982), Ingham v Department of
Transportation, 419 So.2d 1081 (Fla. 1952):
Department of Transporation v Nedlson, 419
So.2d 1071 (Fla I982). A governmental cntity's

f
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decision not to build or modermze a particular
improvement 15 a  discrehionary  judgmental
function with which we have hcld the courts
cannot interfere. Se¢  Neilson (decision  to
upgrade roadway). Sce also Rumbough v. City
of Tampa, 403 S0 2d 1139 (Fla. 2d DCA 1981)
(operation of sanitary landfill); Romine v
Metropolitan Dade County. 401 50.2d 382 (Fla,
3d DCA 1981), review denied, 412 So 2d 469
{Fla.1982) (traffic control decisions), On the
other
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hand, once a governmentzl eatity builds or takes
control of propesty or an improvement, it has the
same¢ common law duty as a private person to
properly maintain and operate the propenty. Scc
Commercial Carmier (maintcnance of traffic
control devices). Department of Transportation
v. Webb, 438 So2d 780 (Fla.l¥83)
(maintenance of railroad crossing); Hodges v.
City of Winter Park, 433 So.2d 1257 (Fla. 5th
DCA 1983), review denied, 444 So.2d 416
(Fla.1984) {maintcnance of road), Town of
Belleair v. Taylor, 425 S0.2d 669 (Fla. 2d DCA
|983) {maintenance of foliage on median); City
of Tallahassee v. Elliott, 326 50.2d 256 (Fla. st
DCA 1975), cert. denied, 344 So2d 324
(Fla. 1977) (maintcnance of drainage system).

IV. Providing Professional, Educational, and
General Services.

Providing professional, cducational, and
gencral services for the health and welfare of
citizens is distinguishable from the discretionary
power to enforce compliance with laws passed
undcr the police power of this state. These
scrvice  activitics, such as  medical and
cducational services, are performed by private
persons as well as governmental entitics, and
common law dutics of care clearly exist
Whether there are sufficient doctors provided to
a state medical facility may be a discretionary
judgmental decision for which the governmental
entity would not be subject to tort Labality.
Malpractice in the rendering of specific medical
services. however, would clearly breach exasting

r
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common law dutics and would render the
governmental entity liable in tort. A discussion
of immunity  for  the sovernment amd s
vmployees is contained in our recent decision in
Rupp v. Brnyant, 417 So2d 658 (Fla 1982)
{supervision of public schoaol students held not
to be a discretionary function}.

In considening governmental tort hability
under these four categorics, we find that there is
no governmental tort habilicy for thﬂ action or
inaction of governmental officials or employees
in carrying out the dlsm_tlanarg governmental
functions descnbed in categories | and Il
because there has never been a common law
duty of care with respect to these legislative,
éxecutive, and police c_power functions, and the

statutory waiver of sovereign immunity did not

create a new duty of care. On the other hand,
there may be substantial governmental liability
under categories Il and IV. This result follows
becavse there is a common law duty of care
regarding how property 15 maintained and
operated and how professional and general
services are performed. It 13 in these latter two
categornies that the Evangelical Brethren test 15
most appropnately utihzed to determine what
conduct constitutes a discretionary planning or
judgmental function and what conduct s
operational for which the governmental entity
may be liable. Prior to the enactment of section
76828, sovereign  immunity for  all
governmental entities, including the state and all
of its agencies and subdivisions, remained in full
force except for the proprictary and special duty
exceptions carved out by this Court. Section
768 28 waived governmental immunity for most
government activities where there had been an
underlying common law duty of care. The
waiver was intended to be broad in its coverage,
but clearly was not intended to create causes of
action for activities that are inherently
govemmental in nature.

The Instant Casc:
In the instant case, Trianon attempts to
cstablish hability based upon an alleged general

duty to enforee the building code. It contcnds
that the legislature, by cnacting chapter 553,

o
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vstablished a statutory duty oo the part of
governmental entities to Inspect construction
projecis for the protection of individual citizens
as well as the gencral public. Trianon asserts that
this duty to inspect was intended by the
legislature to benefit and protect individual
property owners. Further, Tnanon cmphatically
contends that the issue presented involves the
nght of the public to the enforcement of
minimum standards affecting health and safcty
and the general protection of human hfe and
property. The time has come, argues Trianon,
for the judicial branch to make sure the public
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receives the minimum protection that the
legislature has mandated 1t receive  from
governmental entities. Trianon asserts that this
protection will be realized only when the
counties and municipalities are held financially
accountable for the negligent enforcement of
building codes. We reject the contention that
there was any such legislative intent to establish
this individual nght for property owners and the
assertion that the judiciary should interfere with
how another branch of govemment chooses to
enforce the law.

Nothing contained m chapter 553 evinces
an wtcnt to give individual citizens a statutory
right of recovery for the government's negligent
inspection of their property. The act itself states
that its purpose and intent is to “allow
reasonable protection for public safety, health,
and gencral welfare for all the people of Florida
at the most reasonable cost to the consumer”
Scction 553 72, FlaStat. (1983) (emphasis
added). This Jaw 13 no ditferent than other acts
of the legislature which seck to protect by
regulation the welfare of society To give effect
to Tranon's position would make the taxpavers
of cach governmental entity liable to individual
property owners for the fallure of governmental
inspectors o wse due care in cnforcing the
construction requirements of the building code
It would make the governmental cntity and its
taxpayers insurers for all building construction
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defects. If we approved this pnnciple for
building inspections, we would also necessarily
have to find governmental cntities and their
taxpayers fiscallv responsible for the failure to
use dug¢ care m carrywng out their power to
vnforce compliance with laws rcgarding fire
department inspections, clevator inspections,
hotel and restaurant inspections, water and sewer
plant inspections, swimming pool inspections,
and multiple other governmental inspection
programs designed to protect the public. We
choose instcad to join the majority of
Junsdictions in rejecting governmental labihty
in these types of situations.

We find that the enactment of a statute
giving a governmental entity the power fo
cnforce compliance with the law does not, in and
of itself, give individuals a new night of action
that previously never existed. There is no
question that the legislature has the power to
create such a cause of action, but we find no
such intent in the particular act which provided
for the establishment of building codes in this
state. We find no indication that chapter 353 was
intended as a means to guarantee the quality of
bwidings for individual property owners or
developers. We find that the enforcement of
building codes and ordinances is for the purpose
of protecting the health and safety of the public,
not the personal or property interests of
indivicdual citizens. The discretionary power
¢nforce compliance with the building code flows
from the police power of the state. In that regard,
thus power is no different from the discretionary
power cxercised by the police officer on the
street in enforcing a crniminal statute, the
discretionary power exercised by a prosecutor in
deciding  whether  to  prosccute, or  the
discretionary power cxercised by a judge o
making the determination as to whether to
incarcerate a defendant or place him on
probation. Stwatutes and regulations  cnacted
under the police power to protect the public and
enhance the public safety do not create duties
owed by the government to citizens as
individuals without the specific legisiative intent
to do so. The cnforcement of statutes or
regulations s clearly distinguishable from the
legal responsibilitics owed by the government as
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the owner and operator of buildings. roadways,
or other Facilitics under s control and ats
responsibilities  in providing  general  or
profcssional services As previously mentioned,
in the latter instances the government has the
same duty as that imposed upon private citizens.

Governments must be able to cnact and
enforce laws without creating new duties of care
and corresponding tort liabilities that would, in
cffect, make the governments and their
taxpayers virtual insurers of the activitics
regulated. To hold otherwise would result in a
substantial fiscal impact on governmental
cntitics which was never intended by the

legislature. Such a
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holding would inevitably  restnict  the
development of new programs, projects, and
policies and would decrease governmental
regulation intended to protect the public and
enhance the public welfare. Further, such a
holding would represent an unconstitutional
intrusion by the judiciary into the discretionary
Judgmental functions of both the legislative and
execubive branches of govermment.

The government clearly has no
rcsponsibility to protect personal property
interests or ensure the quality of buildings that
individuals erect or purchase. The proper
remedy for faulty construction lies in an action
against the contractor, developer, or seller.

We caution tnal and appellate courts who
apply thus decision that our holding does not
have the broad ramifications characterized by
the dissents, nor does it recede from Commercial
Carrier. This decision addresses only the narrow
issue of exereising basic discretionary judgment
in the ¢nforcement of the police power, public
safety functions by a state, county, or municipal
governmental entity.

For the reasons expressed, the certificd
question, as restated, i1s answered m the negative
and the decision of the district court is quashed.



It 15 so ordered.

BOYD, CJ, and ALDERMAN and
McDONALD, 1, concur,

McDONMALD, 1., concurs with an opinion,

EHRLICH, J, dissents with an opinion, in
which ADEKINS, J, concurs.,

SHAW, 1., dissents with an opinion, 1n
which ADKINS, J.. concurs.

McDONALD, Justice, concurring,

To rule differently from what we do in this
case would expect (00 much from govermment; it
would likely lend to government’s cessation of
building inspections. Government should not
have to pay for the wrongs caused by others
because they fail 1o discover or prevent them
through its Ffaillure to enforce  statutes,
ordinances, rules or regulations. | don't think the
legislature cither inmtended or covisioned
governmental liability i such circumstances
when it enacted the waiver of sovereign
immunity statute It is quite another thing when
the government's activity directly causes an
injury.  Liability may attach in such
circumstances and | would have no hesitancy in
saving s0.

EHRLICH, lustice, dissenting.
[ dissent.

The majonty today has further croded the
legislature's unequivocal waiver of sovercign
immunity and further reduced the rights of
citizens of this state to be recompensed for
injury caused by negligent performance of
statutorily mandated duties.

Before this Court's decision in Hargrove v,
Fown of Cocoa Beach, 96 So.2d 130 (Fla.1957),
municipalities could not be sued for damages
arising out of the neglgent performance of
govemmental acts, but were hable just as
ordinary citizens for the ncgligent acts of their
cmployces arsing out of their proprictary
functions, such as the provision of municipal

£
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utihtics. 'n Hargrove, this Count for the first time
recognized the anachromsm of sovercign
inmunity,  particularly  as  appled to
municipalitics, and held that a municipahty was
liable for the ncgligence of is employees in its
police department on the theory of respondeat
supcrior. In Modlin v. City of Miam Beach, this
Court, in ectfect, receded from the broad,
sweeping changes ushered i by Hargrove and
held that a municipal cmployee, and hence the
municipality, was not liable in damages to
someone who was injured as a result of his
negligent conduet unless there was a one-on-one
relationship between the mumicipal employee
and the injured party, i.e. where a2 municipality
“undertook the manual operation of a railroad
crogsiog signal toward a motorist attempting to
negotiate that crossing,” id. at 76, or "plac|ed|
on police officers a duty not to deprive those
with whom they come in contact of their
constitutional rights of privacy, integrity of
person, and so forth.” 1d. The law was thus clear
that where there
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was that onc-on-on¢ relanonship that both the
negligent  municipal  employee  and  the
municipality were jointly and severally hable to
the injured person.

The law remained thus until the legislature
cnacted section 768 28 in 1973, purporting to
waive sovercign immunity of all governmental
bodies except under stated circumstances, but at .
the same time immunizing the negligent
cmployee from all hability. | In Commercial
Carner, this Court construed that stamie for the
first time. In that case the governmental unit was
claimed to be negligent in the maintenance of
the wraffic light at an intersection and negligent
in faling (o maintain a stop sign at an
interscction and negligent in failing to paint the
word "stop” at an intersection. The trial courts
and the distnet count of appeal held thar no
causes of action were stated. According to this
Court, the rationale for the district court of
appeal's holding was "that no cause of action

- 10 =
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cxisted for the alleged wrong and, therefore,
section 768 28 had no applicability because it
was not intcnded to create a cause of action
where none cxisted in common law prior to its
cnactment.” 371 So2d at 1014 (cmphasis
supplicd). In quashing the opinion of the district
courts, this Court smd, "Consequently, we
congluded that Modlin and its ancestry and
progeny have no continuing vitality subsequent
to the cffective date of 768 28." Id. at 1016. In
Commercial Camer, the respondent argued “that
since private individuals do not  perform
government functions, there 1s no warver where
any governmental function is involved.” Id. This
argument was summarily rejected by this Court.
This aspect of the Court's holding was perhaps
best highlighted by the dissemting opinion of
Justice Overton when he said, "Common sense
dictates that the maintenance of thousands of
miles of public roadways is not the kind of
activity which private individuals engage in, but
1S uniquely governmental in pature” 2 Id. at
1023, The Court did however read into 768 18
the concept that “certain 'discretionany'
governmental functions remain immune from
tort hability. This is so because certain functions
of coordinate branches of government may not
be subjected to scrutiny by judge or jury as to
the wisdom of their performance.” Id. at 1022,
Thus the distinction between "planning” and
"operational™ levels of decision-making by
governmental agencies was adopted; planning-
level decisions were immune and operational
decisions were not immune.

Today the majority embraces the very
analysis cxplicitly quashed in Commercial
Camier. The majority focuses on whether, at
common law, a dJuty cxisted running from a
povermmental agency to a member of the public.
In so doing the majority begs the question and
reinstates  the old governmental-proprictanal
distinction the legislature clearly tended to
abolish in waiving sovercign immunity .

At common law, the sovereign was immune
from sun, thus the question of whether or not
duty cxisted was moot, and never litigated. The
waiver of sovercign immunily rang in a new era
in which that ssue 15 of utmost importance. To

£, .
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answer the question by reference to pre-waiver
common law i offect repeals the statute and
usurps legislative function.
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It is well settled at common law that a
statute creates a duty running from one whose
behavior is the subject of the statute to an
individual if that individual is in the class
designed to be protected by the statute and the
injury suffercd is the harm the statute is intended
to prevent. All private citizens are liable for
breaches of statutorily imposed duties. A
governmental agency, through its cmployees,
then, should be liable for breaches of statutonly
imposed dutics under precisely the same
analysis,

The majonty recogmzes that (o subject the
government to {ort liability for operational phase
negligence, therc must be either an underlying
common law or a statutory duty of care in the
absence of sovereign immunity. The statute in
the casc at hand clearly mandated that no
building permit be issued and that no certificate
of occupancy be issued unless the statutory code
was complied with, This is the statutory duty,
the breach of which gives nse to the cause of
action being asserted against the governmental

cntity.

The city adopted a building code. Whether
it should adopt a building code, and if so what
the code should contain, is a planning-level
decision and the city has immunity in this area.
The code prohibits the construction of a building
until and unless a building permit is obtained,
and in order to gct one, the builder has to
vstablish that the building plans conform to the
code. The city cmployee who makes this
determination of compliance or its absence is not
making policy. That has alrcady been done with
the adoption of the code. This 15 a classic
operational-level decision--to determime whether
the plans comply with the code. If s0, the permit
must be 1ssucd. If not, a permit must not be
issued. No discretion 15 vested in the emplovee,
[he code also requires on-site inspections to be

-
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performed to insure the building is being
constructed in accordance with the plans Here
again the city inspector is not making policy. He
15 simply performing a ministerial task, another
classic  operational-level  decision. If  the
construction is in accordance with the plans, a
certificate of occupancy has to be issued. To
issue one when construction 1s not in accordance
with the plans is a violation of the code. The
inspector's duty is prescribed by law. He has no
discretion to breach that duty,

The majority says that to hold a
governmental entity Liable for making certamn
that the bwlding code 18 carned out makes the
governmental entity insurors of all building
construction within the jurisdiction of the eniity.
Nothing could be further from the truth. An
insuror 15 a guarantor and 1s liable without fault,
Here the imjured party must still prove
negligence and proximate cause.

The statute is relatively simple. If a private
person would be liable to the injured party in
accordance with the general laws of the state,
then the governmental entity is liable. If an
architect is negligent in his supervision of
construction of a building and such negligence is
the proximate cause of another's injury or
damage, he is clearly liable, whether there be
privity or not. [f the manufacturer of a building
elevator is negligent in ats inspection of the
clevator and someone is injured or damaged
thereby, he is clearly liable, In my opinion, the
legislature intended to impose liability on a
government cntity for comparable negligent
conduct by an inspector emploved by a
governmental canty.

It cannot be argued that the purchasers of
these substandard condomimum amits were not
within the class sought to be protected. While
certification of housing as complying with a
minimum building code does redound to the
general good, its particular effect is to ensure
that those who inhabit such housing arc
protected  from  the  irresponsibility  and
carclessness of builder/entreprencurs whose goal
to maximize profits would, as here, mimimize
habitability. The harm, defective housing which

£
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threatens the health and welfare of its occupants,
15 as obviously that which the statute was

designed Lo prevent.

The majority says "Finally, the city argues
that law enforeement is not the kind of activity
for which the state intended to waive its
immunity singe it 15 not the type
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of activity engaged in by private individuals. We
find persuasive the arguments of the city.” This
is precisely the argument urged in Commercial
Carrier and finally rejected by this Court. As |
sce it, the majonty is clearly receding from
Commercial Camrier and adopting the Modlin
doctrine and the old governmental/proprietary
test. Only those actions which are commonly
performed by private individuals will henceforth
give rise (o suits against the state. | believe we
open ourseives to charges of judicial legislation
when, six years after construing a statute based
on legislative intent, this Court reverses its
reading of that statute in spite of the fact that the
legislature has given no indication that the
original construction was erroneous.

I would answer the certified question in the
affirmative and approve the decision of the
district court.

ADKINS, J, concurs.
SHAW, Justice, dissenting.

The district court was correct in holding
that building inspections are operational level
activities under Commercial Camer Corp. v,
Indian River County, 371 So2d 1010
(Fla.1979). If we were to answer the certified
question as it was prescnted, Commercial
Camer would dictate a negative answer. The
majority opinion recasts the question into one
involving traditional tort principles which 1
paraphrase as, "Does a government centity have a
duty to mdividual property owners  under
traditional tort law to cnforce building code
ordinanees? The majonty then answers its own
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question by  holding that the county s
sovereignly immune because there s no duty.
However, just as a waver of sovereign
immuinty does not crcate a duty. an absence of
duty does not create sovereign immunity

The majority opinion commuingles the
scparate issucs of sovercign immumty and duty
under traditional tort law. If a government entity
15 sovercignly immune from suit because of the
scparation of powers doctrine, there is no
junisdiction over the person (party) and the
courts may not hear or address the mernits of the
case Thus, any discussion of duty can only
mean one of two things: the city is not
sovereignly immune from suit and the courts
have jurisdiction to decide the case on the merits
using traditional tort principles, or, the city s
immune and the court's analysis of the merits 1s
dicta. | maintan, of course, that it s the former.
govermment entitics are not sovereignly immune
from suit on discretionary, planning or police
power activities. They may or may not be liable
on the merits, but they are not immune.

The majority rejects the argument that the
city's general duty to inspect under the building
code created a special or actionable duty to
individual citizens whe suffer injury from the
city's negligence in performing building
inspections. Careful readers will recognize,
abscnt the labeling, the substance of the Modlin
doctrine | which we condemned in Commercial
Carmier. Whatever label may be placed on it, the
doctrine is routinely used in both private and
governmental tort law  because duty is a
fundamental clement 1n  proving actionable
negligence.

In Modlin, the complaimt against the city
alleged neghigent performance of an inspection
of coostruction in progress with the resulting
falure to discoser the defect that vventually
causcd the collapse of a mezzanine which killed
plaintiff/petitioner’s wife. In the first part of our
opinion we analyzed the issuc of sovercign
immunity. The acteal analysis is now imelevant
because it was based on a theorv of municipal
sovercign immunity which has been superseded
by the coactment of section 758 28, Flornda
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Statutes (1973), abolishing the distnctions
berween  municipal  and  state sovercign
immunity. Sce Commercial Camer, 371 So 2d at
1016. Nevertheless, our conclusion is pertinent:
“it follows that if the respondent city is to cscape
liability, it will have to be other than by the path
of municipal
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tort immunity.” Modlin, 201 So.2d at M. In
other words, there was no sovercign immunity
from swit but it still had to be determined
whether there was liability under traditional tort

pnnciples.

It is a well recognized principle of tort law
that a fundamental element of acunonable
negligence is the exastence of a duty owed by the
person charged with negligence to the person
injured. However, there 1s also a doctrine of
respectable lineage and compelling logic that
holds that this duty must be something more
than the duty that a public officer owes 1o the

public generally,

[d. at 75 {citations omitted). The second
quoted sentence 15 the Modlin doctrine which
can be restated as, "A geoeral duty to all docs
not, without more, costablish a special
(actionable} duty to a paricular person”
Governments have a general duty to all to
preserve the peace by cenforcing the law and
rcgulating anti-social behavior, If viclation of
thus general  duty constituted actionable
negligence, the govermment would be potentially
liable in every tort swit  between  private
individuals. The situation would be the same as
that which existed in carly English law before
the courts began to  differcntiate  between
absolute standards of conduct owed to the world
at large and legally recognizable standards owed
to particular persons. See gencrally, Prosser and
Keeton, The Law of Torts § 53 (5th ed. [984) 2
Violation of the general duty to do unto others as
voun would have them do unto you, without
more, 15 not actionable neghgence i a sccular
court of law. Thus. pnvate tort law and the
Modlin Joctring are congruunt.

3.
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In Commercial Camer, we addressed the
general dutyv--special duty dichotomy of the
Modlin doctrine. We stated the doctnine as, “no
causc of action ¢xists for .. the state or s
political subdivisions where the duty breached is
said to be owed to the public at large but not to
any particular person.” Commercial Camer, 371
S0.2d at 1015, This statement highlights the first
prong of the doctnne that a general duty does
not create a special duty but obscures the equally
important prong that the presence of a general
duty does not preclude the prescnce of a special
duty. Plaintit¥s must be given the opportunity to
present the "more” which may establish a special
duty. 3 We concluded:

Regardless, it is clear that the Modlin doctring is
a function of municipal sovereign immunity and
not a traditional negligence concept which has
meaning apart from the governmental setting.
Accordingly, its efficacy is dependent on the
continuing vitality of the doctrine of sovereign
immunity. [f this be so, does the Modlin doctrine
survive nolwithstanding the enactment of section
768 187 We think not.

Id. It is clear to me that the Modlin doctrine
did survive the waiver of sovereign immunity.
The doctrine is grounded on the traditional tort
principle of duty, not sovereign immunity, as the
Modlin court itself recognized. The legislature,
in seetion T6R 28, waived sovercign immumity,
not the traditional principle that duty 13 an
essential  element of actionable negligence.
Section 768.28 not only did not abolish the
doctnne, it affirmatively adopted the substance
of the doctrine by providing that the government
would be liable only "if a private person, would
be lizble to the claimant, in accordance with the
peneral laws of this state]. |” Section T68.28(1).

Tuming to the case at hand, | agree with
that portion of Justice Ehrlich's dissent
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wherein he concludes that the govemment's
assumption of the responsibility to ingpect and
certify buildings in accordance with the building

5
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code created a duty toward the purchasers of the
certificd buildings. 4 To my mmnd, this is the
type of special duty which the Modlin doctrine
recognizes as actionable.

I more fully discuss my disagreement with
the Court's approach lo sovereign immunity
issues in.my dissents in Everton v. Willard, 468
So.2d 936 (Fla. 1985), Canter v. City of Stuart,
468 So.2d 955 (Fla.l985), Reddish v. Smth,
468 So0.2d 929 (Fla. 1985), and Duvall v. City of
Cape Coral, 468 So.2d 961 (Fla.1985). | add
only that the four new categorics of govermment
functions and activities which the majonty
creates here can ooly add confusion 1o an
already confused area of the law. The four
categories are: (I) legislative, permitting,
licensing, and exccutive officer functions; (I1)
enforcement of laws and the protection of the
public safety, (Ill) capital improvements and
property control operations; and (IV) providing
professional, educational, and general services
for the health and welfare of the citizens. The
majority concludes there is no common law duty
of care with respect to categonics I and Il and the
statutory waiver of sovereign tmmumty did not
create a new duty of care but that there is a
common law duty of care with respect to
categories 111 and IV, See majonty op at 919 -
921 If the state cannot be liable in the first two
categories because of an absence of common
law duty, but may be liable in the last two
categories because of the presence of a common
law duty, then it logically follows that there is
no sovereign immunity for any of the four
catcgories. Duty or lack of duty appears to be
the disunguishing feature. This mises  the
question of whether Commercial Carrier and its
progeny survive. Are the first two catcgones
exclusively discretionary and planning  level
activitics and the last two categones exclusively
nondiscretionary  and operational level
activities? Obviously not. Is Commercial Carricr
grounded on the scparation of powers doctrine
and sovcreign immunity or has the majonty
abandoned it and (ransferred the question to onc
of traditional tort law duty? So far as [ can tell,
the categories are simply added on to the
Evangelical Brethren, 5 discretionary,
opcrational, planning, and police power tests. |
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note rhat all four categorics are exercises of the
police power, that all four are diseretionary. that
all four might be vither operational or planning,
and that the separation of powers doctrine is
used as the test in all four for determunming
whether there exists a common law duty on the
part of government to its tort victims. We have
truly created a formidable mountain of tests and
case law under which the government is
sovereignly immune and/or nonliable in all but
the rarest of cases. Duspite the constitutional and
statutory provisions which uncgquivocally waive
sovergign immunity, the majonity insists this is
not 30 1 respectfully dissent.

ADKINS, J., concurs,

1 Weiss v. Fote, 7 N.Y 2d 579, 200 N.Y §.2d
409, 167 N.E.2d 63 (1960); Harris v. State, 48
Ohio Misc. 27, 358 N.E 2d 639 (1976); Silver v.
City of Minncapolis, 284 M, 266, 170
N.W 2d 206 (1969)

2 The section reads as follows:

§ 315, General Pnnciple

There 18 no duty so to control the conduct of a
third person as to prevent him from causing
physical harm to another unless (a) a special
relation exists between the actor and the third
person which imposes a duty upon the actor to
control the third person’s conduct, or (b) a
special relation exists between the actor and the
other which gives to the other a right to
protection.

Rustatement (Sccond) of Torts § 313 (1Y6d),

3 The comment on clause (a) of section 28%
reads as follows:

b. Many lcgislative enactments and regulations
are intcnded only for the protection of the
interests of the community as such, or of the
public at large, rather than for the protection of
any individual or class of porsons.  Such
provisions create an obligation only to the state,
or [0 some subdiviston of the state, such as a

.I":

municipal corporation. The standard of conduct
required by such legislation or regularion wall
therefore not be adopted by the court as the
standard of a rcasonable man in a neghgence
action brought by the individual.

Restatement (Second) of Torts § 288 comment b
(1964).

4 The exceptions from tort liability under the
Federal Tort Claims Act are listed in 28 US C. §
2680 (1982). Subsection (a) provides:

Any claim based upon an act or omission of an
cmployee of the Government, excrcising due
care, in the execution of a statute or regulation,
whether or mot such statute or regulation be
valid, or based upon the exercise or performance
or the failure to exercise or perform a
discretionary function or duty on the part of a
federal agency or an employee of the
Government, whether or not the diseretion
involved be abused,

| 1 query whether, having now cloaked the
governmental entity with sovereign immunity,
the Court has not now called into question the
constitutionality of section 768 238{(9) which
prevents swis against officers, emplovees or
agents of the state. Such suits were avanlable, at
common law, See, ¢.g. F. Mechem, A Treatise
on The Law of Public Offices and Officers,
Chapter VI--Of the Liability of Ministenal
Officers to Private  Action --(1890). The
combmmed e¢ffect of the statue and today's
holding may well be a violation of article I,
gection 2 |, Florida Constitution.

2 The majority mischaracterizes Commercial
Carmer when it says that the Court was "dealing
with a narrow factual situation in which there
was a clear common law duty absent sovereign
immunity." Significantly, the majority fails to
cite a single case which holds that there was a
common law duty on a government entify to put
up and maintain traffic control devices. There
are pon¢ because there could be no suits because
of sovercign immunity.

I Modlin v. City of Miami Beach, 201 So.2d 70
(Fla. 1967).
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Trianon Park Condaminium Assn, Inc. v. City of Hialeah, <68 S0.2d 912, 10 Fla. L Weekly 210 (Fia . 1885)

2 Prosser descnibes the cffect of the absolute
standard of conduct thusly, "[t]he defendant's
obligation to bchave properly apparently was
owed to all the world, and he wag hable to any
person whom he might mjure by lis
misconduct.” Prosser at 357,

3 Sce cases cited in Modlin for the proposition
that the presence of a general duty does not
preclude a finding of hability based on a
concurrent special duty. First Mational Bank of
Kev West v, Filer, 107 Fla. 526, 145 So. 204
(1933);, Thompson v. City of Jacksonville, 130
So.2d 105 (Fla. tst DCA 1961); Hewitt v
Venable, 109 So.2d 185 (Fla. 3d DCA 1959); et
al. See also Irwin v. Town of Ware, 392 Mass.
745, 167 NE2d 1292 (1984), for a cogent
examination of the substance of the doctnine as
apphed in Massachusctts,

4 | differ from him in two basic respects. First, |
am persuaded that the legislabve waiver of
sovereign immunity 15 comprehensive: neither
operational nor planning functions are immune
from suit. Government entities are subject to suit
on planning level functions just as private
persons are. The separation of powers doctrine
can only bar suit on nonjusticiable political
questions. To hold otherwise is to frustrate the
constitufional and statutory provisions walving
SOVETCIgN immunity Second, the
opurational/planming test 15 a failed instrument
as demonstrated by the progeny of Commercial
Camer. The simple truth is that planning alone
will very rarely if ever injure anyone and for that
rcason is cxtremely unlikely to become the
subject of a tort suit. However, when the
planning becomes operahional, it is properly the
subject of a sut if the clements of a tort can be
proven. The attempts to distinguish between
planning and opcratopal functions 15 an
claborate but irrelevant artifact when the
lcgislature has completely waived sovercign
immunty. If a governmental entity "plans” a tort
and carrics it out, thus injuring someone, the
entity should be subject to suit just as a private
persan would be under the same circumstances.

5 Evangelical United Brethren Church v, State,
67 Wash 2d 246, 407 P 2d 440 ( [965).

o
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Juan Luis GARCIA, Sr., Appellant,

Cristobal REYES and The City of Fort Lauderdale, Appellees.
No. 96-1924.
District Court of Appeal of Florida,
Fourth District.
July 9, 1997.
Certification of Questions
Denied Aug. 19, 1997,

Steven Wisotsky, Miami, for appellant.

Rawl G. Cantero, [II and Jonathan D.
Colan of Adomo & Zeder, P A., Miami, for

appellees.
PER CURIAM.

Juan Luis Garcia, Sr. (Garcia) appeals from
the dismissal with prejudice of s thrd
amended complaint in which he sought a
declaratory judgment and damages for thirty
months of wrongful imprisonment resulting
from police misconduct. We affirm, finding
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that there is no cause of action for money
damages against the state, its agencies or
employees acting in their official capacities for
police misconduct anising directly under the due
process clause, article I section 9, of the Florida
Constitution. We further find that if any such
action exigted, a lawsuit against the City of Fort
Lauderdale and us police officer, Cristobal
Reyes, would be barred by sovereign immunity.
See generally § 768.28, Fla. Stat (1995).

In his third amended complaint, Garcia
does not allege violations of 42 US.C. § 1983,
nor does he assert any causes of action for
traditional common {aw torts such as false arrest.
Instead, Garcia claims that our bolding in Garcia
v. State, 382 So.2d 38 (Fla. #th DCA 199D),
where this court reverscd his conviction for

5
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attemnpted armed trafficking and conspiracy on
due process grounds, carries with it presumptive
Liability for civil damages, Our bolding in Garcia
was based on our finding in Londono v. State,
565 So.2d 1365 (Fla. 4th DCA 1990), that
Garcia's codefendant was  "objectively”
entrapped as a matter of law in a reverse-shing
operation by the police.

Garcia argues that police misconduct
violated his state duc process rights constituting
a wrongful act within the meaning of section
768 28. However, our supreme court has
announced that " § 768.28, when viewed alone,
was intended to render the state and its agencies
liable for damages for traditional torts under
state law, but to exclude such liability for
‘constitutional torts.' " Hill v, Department of
Corrections, 513 So.2d 129, 133 (Fla.1987)
(citation omitted) (emphasis supplied). The
United States Supreme Court later overruled Hill
's prohibition against bringing federal civil rights
actions ansing vuder § 1983 in Florida courts.
See Howlett v. Rose, 496 US. 356, 110 SCt
2430, 110 LEd2d 332 {1990). It did not,
however, Jisturb Hill 's broader statcment that
the waiver of sovercign immunity pursuant to
section 768.28 extended to traditional torts but
not to "constitutional torts."

I'_f]lr. creation of section 76828, waiving
sOvereign immunity in cerfain circumsiances,
created no new causes of ar.'!lm against a
govcmmmul cthth did not previously
exist.” Fluff v. Goldcoast Jet Ski Rentals, Inc,
515 So.2d 1349, 1350 (Fla. 4h DCA [987)
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{citaion  omitted), =see  also Traon Park
Condomininm Ass'n v. City of Hialeah 468
502 912 (Fla |985). As our supeme cour
explained in Trnanon;

[1]t i fcnportant to recognize that the cnactmemt
of e statule wasvimy soverdign immunity did
not establish any new dmty of cwe for
goverunsntal cvities. The statuie's sole purpose
was o waive thal mmunity which prevemnted
recovery for breachexs of exisbing common [aw
dutica of care. Section 76228 provides that
governmental cofities "shail be liable for tont
claima in the same manner aod t0 the same
extent a5 & poivate individual under ke
circuwmstances ® This effcctively means that the
wemtical costing Jutics for prvate posony
apply to governmental crdines,

68 So.2d at 917-14,

Tu aliow Gargig to bring a cavse of action
bazed on a veoliion of our stile’s comsnbubon,
where no concomitamt duty anses for privats
cifizens, would extend the waiver of sovereiyon
immunity beyond the stated ment of the statute.
It would also create s duty of core arming from
the grate constimbon where aone has previously

It 15 valy "when a duty of rare ousts does
the essential inquiry twm t0 the question of
soversiga  amimiputy.”  George v Hiek
Community Contral Corp., 839 50.2d 661, 663
{Flzg, &th DCA [994), There has aever bem a
common law duty of care with regard o:

|hlew a povernmental entity, through its
uificials  and  cmployees,  oxercises ita
discretionzry power to ¢nforce compliance with
the laws duly ¢nacted by a governmental body..
This discretionary power to enforce compliance
with the law, as wnell 23 the authority to protect
the public safcty, iz most notably reflected in e
discretionary power  givem  to judges,
prosccutors, amesting officers, and other law
vnforcement otficiala

Trianon, 468 Sald u 919 {zmphasis
supphed) (citations omettcd). This reasoning

I
Eastoise

extends fo the type of police conduct that ia the
subject of this lawsuit—the decigion to nuitute
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& reversc-sling operation as a meansa of enfivcing
complance with the laws. See also DeMarco v
Publix Super Mkis, Inc., 360 S0.2d 134, 114
(Fla. 3d DCA 1978) {no civil cause of action for
interference with cxoreise of one's nght under
article L section 2! of Flonda Congirirhion 1),
aff'd, 384 Sold 1252 (Fla.1980). But sce
Shuttleworth v. Broward County, 639 F Supp.
654 (8.D,Flg, 1986) (plaintiff may bring claim
directly under article [ section 2 of the Florida
Constitytion 2},

Although Garcia agsents chal Flonds courts
have recogrized due process cunses of action in
refated contexts, the cases he relies on—
Mcetropolitan Dade County v, Sckolowski, 439
So.2d 932 (Fla. 3d DCA 1983), and City of
Riviera Beach v. Fitxgerald, 492 So.2d 1342
(Fla. 4tk DCA 1986)--involve federal civil rights
actions brought in sate court. As the cloventh
outurlt ecognized in 30 achon by recowver just
compensation through inverse condemmation for
injurics  sustained a3 rhe resekt of  an
unreascnable zoming ordimance, thers 13 “mo
support for the availability of an action for
moncy damages, based eithcr on bfespass ar
viclaign of the nght of due process, as
guaraniesd by the Flornida Congtriwnon,” Com v.
City of Lauderdale Lakes, 516 F.2d 1514, 1518
(11th Cir. 1987) {emphasia supplied), rejscted on
other grounds, Cresnbroar, L. v City of
Alabaster, 881 F.24 1570, 1574 (L1th Cir. 198%).

Accordingly, we affirm the decision of the
trial court. '

CGLICESTER, ELEIN and PARIENTE,
H ., comcoe

PARIENTE, I, concurs specially with

apinian,

PARIENTE, Indye, concumng specially.,



Garcis v. Reyes, 897 So.2d 540 (Fin.App. 4 Diel., 1987)

[ concur with the majorty opinion, but
write to address additional arcas of concern
under the facts of this case. Garcia assexts that
his third amended complaint states a cause of
action for a "state constitutional tort" under
section 768 28(5) that closely pamallels the type
of constitutional tort under 42 U.5.C. § 1983 for
police misconduct.

If Garcia secks to rely on federal precedent
in civil rights claims, it is noteworthy that no
federal court has found a due process violation
even where it held that entrapment had been
cstablished as a matter of law. See, eg.
Gunderson v. Schlueter, 904 F.2d 407, 411 (8th
Cir.1990); Schicb v. Humane Soc'y of Huron
Valley, 382 F.Supp. 717, 725 (E.D.Mich.1934)
("there is no federal constitutional nght to be
free from entrapment”).

Carcia correctly points out that the cighth
circuit in Gunderson recognized that outrageous
condut by law cnforcement authorities that
“shocks the conscience™ might violate
substantive due process. ¥4 F2d at 410
However, the cighth circuit rgjected finding a
due process violation giving rise to a federal
civil rights action under the facts of that case. To
do so would have brought the court "too close to
converling every successful entrapment defense
into a section 1983 action for damages.” Id at
411. Similarly, finding a due process violation
based on the facts surrounding Garcia's
ecatrapment  would likewise convert every
successfisl entrapment defense into a claim for
damages under the due process clause of the
state constitution.

Even assuming that a set of facts rould be
sufficiently egregious to give rise to a state-
based constitutional tort, the actions of the
police giving nse to Garcia's entrapment
defense, as detaled in Londono v. State, 565
So.2d 1365 (Fla. ith DCA 1990), are not
sufficiently cgregious so as to shock the judicial
conscience. In fact, | have secrious doubts
whether the facts as set forth in Londono would

constitute objective entrapment

5.
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of Garcia as a matter of current law in light of
our supreme court's decision in State v. Hunter,
586 S0.2d 319 (F1a.1991), 3

In Hunter, our supreme court found that the
appellant, who had been approached by his co-
defendant and had "minimal telephone contacts™
with an informant, could not heneftt from his co-
defendant’s successful entrapment defense.
Hunter, 586 S0.2d at 322, "When a middleman,
not a state agent, induced another person to
engage in a crime, entrapment is nol an available
defense.” Id. A defendant "cannot raise 'due
process violations allegedly suffered by third
parties.’ " Id (citabons omitted). Here, Garcia's
involvement in criminal activity was mduced by
his co-defendant, who was not a state agent. In
fact, the co-defendant, Londono, attempted to
shield Garcia from direct contact with the state's
agent and from knowledge that illegal drugs

were involved.

I additionally write to clarify my views on
whether Garcia's children have a separate and
independent cause of action ansing under §
1983, This issuc was addressed in Garcia v.
Reyes, 677 So.2d 1293 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996),
review granted, 592 So.2d 682 (Fla.1991),
where this court affirmed a fimal order
dismissing with prejudice Count T of Garcia's
first amended complaint. Count [II asserted a
claim under § 1983 for loss of the due process
nght of familial association and companionship.

At the ime the appeal in Garcia v. Reyes
was filed, Garcia's first amended complaint set
forth an independent count under § 1983 based
on police misconduct in the rcverse sting
operation. Unlike the § 1983 claim in Count I[I,
this additional § 1983-based claim was oot
dismissed by the trial court. Subseguent to the
appeal being filed in Garcia v. Reyes, Garcia
voluntarily dismissed this § 1983 count. We
were not made aware of the dismissal of Garcia's
independent § 1983 claim.

While I do not suggest that cither party had
an obliganton to brng this subsequent
development to our attention, my dissent in

.



Garcia v. Reyes, 657 50.2d 548 (Fia. App. 4 Dist., 1997) - B

Garcia v. Reyes, 677 So0.2d at 1294-95, was
premised on the existence of an independent §
1983 action arising from the alleged police
misconduct. By my dissent, | inlended only to
express my opinion that the children of a parent
claiming a violation of § 1983 as the result of a
substantial wrongful imprisonment should be
able to claim damages under § 1983 arising from
the loss of their parent's companionship. I realize
in hindsight that neither the parties at the time of
the appeal nor I in my dissent addressed whether
the children's claim would be denivative to or
independent of their father's separate § 1983
claim. Because Garcia had a separate § 1983
claim pending in the first amended complaint at
the time of the appeal, my assumption was that
his children's claim would be derivative.

Because it is now clear that Garcia has no
state or federal cause of action for civil damages
for violation of his substantive due process
rights arising from the reversal of his criminal
conviction, | do not agree that Garcia's children
should have a scparate and independent claim
for the loas of their father's companionship.

The intent of my dissent was (o allow an
expansion of damages m cases where the police
could otherwise be held liable for their aciions
under § [983—-not to expand the circumstances
in which police could be held liable. To hold
that the children's claim for loss of familial
companionship could exist independent of
Garcia's independent § 1983 claim would tum
virtually every case where a conviction was
vvertumed based on police misconduct into a
separate § 1983 action. This would be an
unreasonable and unacceptable expansion of
federal civil nghts law that I do not ¢ndorse,

rrmEm . E——n——

| Article [, section 21 of the Flonda Constitution
provides:

Access to courts.—~The courts shall be open to
every person for redress of any injury, and
justice shall be administered without sale, denial

or delay.
2 Amcle I, secnon 2 provides:

5
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Basic rights.—All natural persons arc equal
before the law and have inalicnable nghts,
among which are the nght to enjoy and defend
life and hberty, to pursuc happiness, to be
rewarded for industry, and to acquire, possess
and protect property; except that the ownership,
inheritance, disposition and possession of rcal
property by aliens ineligible for citizenship may
be regulated or prohibited by law. No person
shall be deprived of amy right because of race,
religion or physical handicap.

3 In Garcia v. State, 582 So.2d 88 (Fla. 4th DCA
1991), we cited Hemdon v. State, 591 So.2d 205
{Fla. 4th DCA 1991), as authority for reversal.
Herndon was subsequently quashed by our
supreme court in State v. Hermdem, 593 50.2d
184 (Fla_1991), which found that case controlled
by its recent decision in State v. Hunter, 586
So.2d 319 (Fla.1991).
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Ms. Phyllis Skinner . Sty e ATBSIHTS
287 NW Old Mill Drive NRPRAE T
Lake City, FL. 32024

Re: Member: Columbia County
Date of Occurrence: April 1, 2007 (arbitrarily chosen)
Claim No.: FAC2318ML-10-1

Dear Ms. Skinner:

I have received and reviewed your facsimile directed to me in response to my denial letter.

In the claims handling process the gathering of information is necessary to determine liability, Our
investigative file materals are considered work product. This information is confidential and
privileged; thus, we will not be sharing the investigative file with you,

I have again reviewed the file, and | must stand on my denial letter dated October 30, 2007.

Sincerely,

FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES TRUST
By:  FACT Risk Services Corporation
fan independenily owned and operated company)

Its Service Company

By:  Robbin Peeken
Claims Examiner

RP/itmv
bee: . Columbia County Board of County Commissioners; PO Drawer 1529; Lake City, FL. 32056-1529

2800 East Emmge = PO Box 157+ BioosMiscron = [LUNIS G1702.0157  « (309 6h3-1493  + (B00} 322-3391  +  Fax (309) 663-119%
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TROM COLME A CO BUILDIMG + ZOMING Frx MO, :396-7S0-2160 e
Dwtrict No. 1 - Agnald Williams

- - WL{
f
,Ellf [43
Distric! No. 2 - Dewsy Weaver )

Dirict No. 3 - Gearge Skinner Pk'l *“l E'l i i l.'lﬂ
__‘_,.f"'
v

District No. 4 - Staphen E. Bailay
District No. 5 - Eliabeth Porter

Boarp or Counery Covmmissionens * Corommmma Couvnry

or
4 March 2008
Phyllis Skinner TRANSMITIED VLA FACSIMLIE
287 Northwest 0ld Mill Road 755.0339
I.eke Cily, FL 32055

RE:  Division of Lot 3, Block A, Hickory Ridge Subdivision

Dear Ms. Skinner:

Your property is a lot within a County approved and legally recorded subdivision, Ulnder 5taic
Starues and County regulations in order for you to subdivide or split it into two (2) parcels, the lot
would have to be replatied.  To replat the lot, a plat must be submitted for approval by the County
and all the lots must meet County requirements. The County’s Land Development Regulations
(L.DR’8) require that all lots must have a minimum of one hundred (100) feet in width on a publicly
paved road. [f a plat is submitted and il is determined that the County's requirements cannot be

met, an applicant can applv for a variance.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at
386.758.1007.

Sincerely,

Brian I.. Kepner
[.and Devclopment Regulation Administrator,

County Planner

xc:  Marlin M. Feagle, County Attomey
Dale Williams, County Manager

ANAR Y MEE [ & SIRET THUFSOAT AT 700 4
Ak THIRD TH RGNAY AT T A0 P A

PO BOX 529 r LAKE CITY. FLORIDA 120561524 v PHOME (284, 7254100
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The Wheeler Agency

kﬁ 622 SW Main Bivd.
; . Lake City, FL 32025
Trusted Choice’ 186-752-8660
JEs Fax 386-752-9802
whealeragency@comcast.net

Fax
DAL= JVI L, fALS

To:
faxs S5 8 A 82 Date S T OF

From &P WHEELEA

RE: Y P SK/ ARE=- - -
MESSAGE:

DALE - T sPeke WITH FoB88N PEEALEN This Ardlninss
ppovT pPRVLISS FEQVEST ST FUNTHER. Conlst e tiyod
0 Hon Qb ME BEGVETG RS Yoo L
PLERSE JPVE Kot pre frir bstind fos fhHoares
/5 | -860 392337/ ERT 35, JEL NS
ReFer 70 Ciapr % e 2313 ML~ o . EXI%ass
NE BoBAIN s [T 27 f9-Fe-07 Fja-jdeor
BEGoroms Mo MM G TEE 5
HEEC. | TS

——

This FAX is intended only for the use of the individnal or entity o whom it is addressed, and may contain information
thal is privileged, confidenmal and exempt from disclosnre ynder applicable lawv. If you are not the intended recipient, any
dissenmination, distrbntion or copying of 1his commumicarion is stricily prohibited.

Total Number of Pages (including cover) ___ Pages









EARTH TECH
CONSULTING, INC. DATE: 07-Apr-08
B57 SW Main Bivd., Suite 115 INVOICE ETJOB NO.. 103666
Lake City, Florida 32025 INVOQICE NO.: 442282
! P 1/
Vi, o 's.lr [ HES—
A s B
Board of County Commissioners r . .l'-" [ i /
Columbia County ol LA2
P 0. Box 1529 PLEASE REMIT PAYMENT TO:
Lake City, Florida 32056-1529 Earth Tech, Inc,
Mellon Bank

Attn: John Colson

Lockbox # 40154
Dept. At 40164
Atlanta, Ga. 31182-0164

Columbia County Stormwater Enhancement Projects

FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES RENDERED FOR THE PERIOD
FEBRUARY 1 THROUGH MARCH 28, 2008 (Two Months)

Hourly Current Perlod Prior Period Total Project
bor Classification Hourg Rate to D to Date to Date
Five Points Basin Study
Principal 10 § 18000 3§ 180 .00 ] - 3 190.00
Chief Engineer (PE} 255 § 17700 $ 451350 $ - £ 451350
Senior Orainage Eng. 55 % 16500 3§ 80750 $ - § 90750
Junior Drainage Eng. BO % 110,00 $ 66000 5 - $ 66000
Senior Designer 30 % 9200 $ 27600 5 - § 27600
Designer 460 % 8000 % 23.,680.00 $ - $ 388000
Inspector 51.0 % 7200 5 367200 3 $ 367200
Administration 4.0 % 6000 % 24000 3 - 5 240,00
Total Labor 142.0 5 14.139.00 5 5 14,139.00
Expenses ] 169.10 i 5 169,10
Totals for Five Points Basin Study £ 14,308.10 5 - % 14,308.10
Melrose Park Basin Study
Principai 00 3 190.00 % - 3 - 5 .
Chief Engineer (PE) 185 § 177.00 § 2,74350 $ g § 274350
Senior Drainage Eng. 0% 185.00 % - 3 - 3 -
Junior Drainage Eng 00 % 110.00 % - L4 - $ -
Senior Designer 30 % 8200 % 276.00 ] § 27600
Designer 240 % 80.00 § 192000 5
inspector 860 % 7200 § 6,192.00 3 - § 619200
Administration 40 % 6000 % 240.00 3 - 3 240.00
Total Labor 1325 $ 1137150 8 - $ 945150
Expeniss $ 97.01 $ - $ 182000
Totals for Melrose Park Basin Study $ 11.488.51 5 $ 11.371.50
. TOTALfAMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 5 IEE'.-"?E.E‘I
v
# d ¥
Project Manager A VR £/ L%
PLZ o el Date

e %L

I
I

e

THYS MWWORCE 15 DUE AND PAYABLE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF INVOICE DATE
PAST DUE AMOUNTS ARE SUBJECT TQ INTEREST CHARGES AT ARATE OF 1TW P A
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April 10, 2008

MEMO

TO: Cathy Collins, Budget Supervisor
FR: Dale Williams, County Manager
RE: Property Appraiser Budget Amendment

The Columbia County Property Appraiser’s office has made a request for a budget
amendment. This request is for a position re-classification which justifies a rate change. The
property appraiser, J. Doyle Crews, has previously discussed this matter with me. This
amendment meets with my approval; therefore, I will recommend approval to the Board of
County Commissioners. Final approval is required by the Board of County Commissioners.

If you have any questions, or if [ can be of any further assistance, please contact me.

DW/pds

XC: Board of County Commissioners
J. Doyle Crews, Property Appraiser
Judy Lewis, Internal Auditor
FY (8-09 Budget File



District No. 1 - Ronald Williams
District No. 2 - Dewey Weavear
District No. 3 - George Skinner
District No. 4 - Stephen E. Bailey
District No. 5 - Elizabeth Porter

BUDGET AMENDMENT

20072008

NUMBER * BA O7-22

FUND: GENERAL FUND

FROM TO
0ol. 66,2000 Denation 001.7100.571.6066

001.7110.571.6066

104, 166.2000 Donation 104.7120.371.6U66
00l . 337.7000 Donatlon 001.7100.571,6066
ool . 369, 9000 Donation 001,7110.571.304%9
0ol . 369.9000 Donation 001.7100.571.6066

DESCRIPTION: Donations for book purchases

REFERENCE:

PO BOX 1529 v LAKE 1Ty FLORAIDA 32056 1530

AMOUNT
100,00
25.00
25.00
50.00

200.00
110.00

¥ FRICAMIE o aBbe S5 1)



Date: January 24, 2008

To: Mary Sue George, County Finance

| | I,

From: Deborah |. Paulson, Director {7,
~H

Re: Revenue

Please deposil the foellowing to Account No. __—

001-7100-571.60-66

Checks
No. &  From Suwannee Valley Hemerocallis Society Amt. 31000
Foi Donation
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BOX 1523

Date: January 17, 2008

To: Mary Sue George, County Finance

. E : 3
From: Deborah I. Paulson, Director }119,7
Re: Revenue

001.7110 571 30-49

Please deposit the following to Account No.

Checks
No. _ 2817 From Fort White Community Thrift Shop Inc¢ Amt $200.00
For Donation

63-4/630 FL
1168

TOTAL
ITEMS
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Date: February 18, 2008
To: Mary Sue George, County Finance

From: Deborah J. Paulson, Director %f?

Re: Revenue

Please deposit the following to Account No. _ 337.7000

Checks

No. 5822  From _ Women ofthe Moose Ami $50.00
For Donation




Date: March 14, 2008

To: Mary Sue George, County Finance
From: Deborah ]. Paulson, Director ’%f
Re: Revenue

Please deposit the following to Revenue Acct No. 001-0000-366200

Checks

No. 1503 Fro Lady of the Lake Quilters Ami, $150.00
o Donation {See below)

Accounts:

001-7100-571.60-66 -—— $100.00
001-7110-571.60-66 — $25.00
104-7150-571.60-66 — $25.00
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a5 X 7 Columbia County
e B _

L)
[ g Sherilt’s Oftice
[
April 21, 2008 1A
G r,‘/"l 2
Honorable Dewey Weaver, Chairman A | )

P. Q. Drawer 1529
Lake City, FL 32056-1529

Board of County Commissioners (}_)\)‘
}

RE:  FY07-08 Budget Amendment #5

Diear Mr. Weaver,

Enclosed you will find Budget Amendment #5 for the fiscal year 2007-2008, in the amount

of $3,109.30, (checks attached) which represents payment of subsistence costs generated at
the County Jail for the period of time from January 1, 2008 to March 31, 2008. These prisoner
subsistence costs were collected under Florida Statute 951 033

As approved by the Board, this will be placed in our operating line items to offset some costs
within the corrections budget.

Your full consideration to this request would be greatly appreciated!

Thanking you in advance.

Bill Gootee
Sheriff, Columbia County

!

oo fF )
By: § A I
Kelly Crews, Complroiter

cc. Dale Williams, County Coordinator
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COLUMBIA COUNTY
SHERIFF'S OFFICE

FY: 2007-2008
TO COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

NOTE: Jail Subsistence Fees collected
from January - March 2008

CRIGINAL BUDGET OR
LAST AMENDMENT

BUDGET ACCOUNTS

LAW ENFORCEMENT:

| $4,782 293 00

$1.087,300.00

5161,355.38

PERSONAL SERVICES

OPERATING EXPENSES |

CAPITAL OUTLAY |

CONTINGENCY | $10.000.00

SUBTOTAL |

COMMUNICATIONS/911:

PERSONAL SERVICES |

$6.040 948 38

0 D B

$862 067 .00

$206,865.00

OPERATING EXPENSES |

SUBTOTAL | $1.068,932 00
JUD[CIAL' |

$1.106,242 00

3186.904 .00

PERSOMNAL SERVIFEE |

OPERATING EXFPENEES [

CAPITAL QUTLAY

I $0.00

| $£1,293,146 00

SUBTOTAL

CORRECTIONS: |

$2.825,191.00

PERSONAL SERVICES |

OPERATING EXPENSES | $750,713.07

MEDICAL EXPENSES |

| $30.000.00

-------

CAPITAL OUTLAY

e B R 0 6 -

CONTINGENCY I $10,000.00
SUBTOTAL | $4,046 063 07

£12,449.088 45

TOTAL BUDGET: |

BUDGET ACCOUNT AMENDMENT

$430,155.00 |

DATE REQUESTED
Nao 5§ 04-21-08

| HEREBY REQUEST APPROVAL FOR A BUDGET
AMENDMENT OF 5310930 AS SET FORTH BELOW

V¥ ,-J‘_éf e~

SHERIP‘F LOLUMEM‘EGC}UNTY

BUDGET W/AMENDMERNT.
REQUESTED

AMENDMENTS
REQUESTED

54,782.293 00

$'I_EIB? 300.00

I $0. I‘JL'I[

| $0.00 |

I £0 00

! $161,355.38

I $0.00 |

I $0.00 |

$10,000.00

$5.040 948 38

I $0.00 | SR62 067 00

| $0.00 | $206,865.00

I $0.00 | $1.068,932.00
| $0.00 | £1.106242 00

$186,904 Q0

5000

£1,293 148 00

i $0.00 |

I $0.00 |

r $0.00 |

| E0.00 | $2,825.191.00

£753.822 37

F430 15900

$3.109.30 |

000 |

| 3000 | $30,00000
| $0 00 | $10.000.00

5410459 17237

| 51245219875

| $3,105.30 |

I £3.109.30



COLUMBIA COUNTY JAIL 1483.
INMATE TRUST FUND BA-E4082

309 NW CHIMTEN ST, PH. 3BE-T55-7000
LAKE CITY, FL 32058
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District No. 1 - Ronald Williams
District No. 2 - Deway Weaver
District No. 3 - George Skinner
District No. 4 - Stephen E. Bailey
District No. 5 - Elizabath Porter
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BUDGET AMENDMENT

2007-2008

NUMBER: 07-25

FUND: Landfill Contingency

FROM TO AMDUNT
Landfil1l Contiogency Contractual Services
401.8400.534.90.99 for Litter Removal

401.5340.534.30.34 $50,000.00

DESCRIPTION: [pcrease to litter control contract. Two additional debris
removals per year were added by the Board. Scheduled in
REFERENCE: December and February.
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HEALTH
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Crpsmmine Lrae Surpgeon Dot

Apnl 21, 2008

Mr Mewey Weaver, Chairman

Colambia County Board of Conimissioners
POy Dhawer 1529

Lake (Titv, FL. 32036

Thear Mr. Weaver:

Attackod is the secomd report of 1he actrvities amd expemalitures of the Colembia County
Health Depariment (CHD for the period emibing 303108, This report is regoned by
Chapter 154, Flomds Statutes. and the contrsa! between the Department of Heallh and
Comnmbia County, The report s mede of the Tollowing sub-reports produced by [he CHD

Conrrget Managemenl.
[, T 3R5-OTID Coutract Management Varnanes™ Which compaes the actoal
services and expendilures with the contract plan o e report
preriodl.

2. [E 5%G- "Analvsis of Fund Equities": YWhich shows revenus for the cepart
perind by source and the halance in the CHIRY trust Tuml.

i Clolumbia CHY Pragram Service Yanance Analwsiz; Which explains
warlances 0 achual expenditures thal 15 grealer or less than 25%
ol planned expemliture levels and exceeding 224 of total planned
cxpendilures for ils level of service

Thz fellowing 12 & summary of actual activilies and cxpenditures comparcd 1o the
contract plag for the theee major levels communucable discase, primary care and

e ironmental healdd.

Zolnma Coanly Fealch Deparrreens
1T A Prenkhr =treet e Lake iy, FLOPZDSS






COLUMBIA CHD PROGRAM SERVICE AREA VARIANCE ANALYSIS

PERIOD DATE:  OQcl. 2007  2/31/2008
PREFARED BY: Hugh Giebeig
PROGRAM SE RVJ{]E VARIANCE EXPLANATION ACTWITIES TO COMPLETION DATE
AREA +/- 26% ACHIEVE PLANNED
VARIAMCE Yo AMOUNT EXPENDITURE LEVEL
Immunizations 79.32 38,140 Flu Shots

Dental Health

132.71 33,176

More expense than anticipated

Continue to monitor and
adjust if necessary

Will update contract to reflect
this increase

6/30/2008

4/30/2008































Dhstrict Mo, 1 - Ronald Willhams
District No. 2 - Dewey Weaver
District No. 3 - George Skinner
District No. 4 - Stephen E. Bailay
District Mo. § - Elizabath Porter
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April 7. 2008

MEMO

TO:  Kelly Crews, Finance Drrector, CCSD

FR: Dale Williams, County Manager

RE:  Department of Revenue Conlract -
Service of Process/Writ of Bodily Attachments

Please find attached a proposed new agreement with the Department of Revenue for the
services referenced above. In addition to you, [ am not sure who should receive a copy of
the new agreement for review. [f you would advise as to others who should receive a
copy | will be happy to forward one to them.

As tor the pages that need 1o be completed, please provide the information requested. If
you are nol the person to complete the information, please advise. Thank you.

DW/enb

XC:  Marlin Feagle, County Attorney
Judy Lewis, Internal Auditor
May I, 2008 Agenda
Contract File
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Dale Williams -

=rreC—

From: Martin Ehien [EHLENM@dor state.fl.us]

Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2008 2.11 PM

To: Dale Williams, Penny Stanley

Ce: Martin Ehlen; Steve Wharton

Subject: FDOR-Columbia County Board of County Commissioners agreementattached for signatures
prior to 5/31/08

Attachments: FDOR Columbia BCC 2008-2011 SOP Writ Contract C5P12 dog; Invoice Form revised
072707 xls; Monthly Itemized Invoice Sheet and Documentation Exhibit 3 and 4 2008 doc

To: The HonorableColumbia County Board of County Commissioners

Attached for your review and signature is the new agreement with the Florida Department of Revenue
pertaining to Service of Process and Writ of Bodily Attachments, covering State Fiscal Years 2008 through

2011, performed through the Sheriff's Office.

For quick reference the pages that require your completion are pages: 10, 11, 12, 13, 22, 23, 24, 25, Please
also note the Department requires that no changes be made to the attached agreement other than what is

necessary on the pages referenced above.

Please also note that the contract amount shown on page 9 in Section Il (A) has been increased by 10% for the
first year of performance compared to the previous annual invoice expenditure that has been paid to you, and,
the contract amount also contains an additional approximate 3% escalation in funding specific to the second

and the third year for increased performance.

Prior to May 31, 2008 please mail two (2) original signed and dated copies of the agreement to:

Florida Department of Revenue
Child Support Enforcement
Contract Management, Martin Ehlen

4070 Esplanade Way 280G
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-3150

Attachedfor your electronic file folder and billing is the automated e-Invoice Form along with Exhibits |- 4
that are referenced in the agreement on pages |8 through 21.

If there are any questions please contact me promptly so that the agreement can be put into effect timely prior
to the expiration of our existing agreement. Please inform me that you have received this communication with

three attachments. Thank you on behalf of the children we serve,

Respectfully,

Martin Ehlen

Contract Manager

Florida Department of Revenue
Child Support Enforcement Program
850/487-6790




































The name, address, and lelephone number of the representalive of the contractor responsible tor administration
of the program under this contract is

The name, address, and lelephone number of the cantract manager far the Department for this contract is:

Martin Ehlen

Florida Department of Revenue
Child Support Enforcement Program
Contract Management

4070 Esplanade Way

Tallahassee, FL 32399-3150
ehlenm@dor state flus

B50/487-6750

Fax: 850/921-1344

Upon change of representatives (names, addresses, lelephone numbers) by either party, nctice shall be
provided in writing to the other party and the notification attached to the originals of this contract.

H. All Terms and Conditions Included

This contract and ils attachmenls, and any exhibits referenced in said altachments, together with any documents
incorporated by reference, contain all the terms and conditions agreed upon by the parlies. There are no provisions,
terms, condilions, or abligations other than those conlained herein, and this contract shall supersede all previous
communications, representations, or agreements, either verbal or written between the parhies. If any term or
provision of this contract is legally determined unlawful or unenforceable, the remainder of the contract shall remain in
tull force and efect and such term or provigion shall be stricken, Attachmants and exhibils to this conlract which
apply, and therefore are incorporated by reference include (those indicated with a checked box ()

Contractor: (] Indicates the
attachmant applies to this
contract. Initial below where Attachment # Attachment Title
checked to varify
acknowledgment. |
Conlractin [ Dapartment [ |I
L initial imitlal
X r Attachment A Scope of Work/Additional Provisions
X l Attachment B Order of Precedence (and Contract Contant)
= |
X [ I Attachment C(1) Required Certifications (Non-Attorney)
[ |
| | Attachment C(2) Required Certifications (Attorney) ]
X r Attachment D | Additional Provisions for Federally Funded Contracts
X | [ il Attachmant E Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspensions
| e e g o
X ! l Attachment F Certification Regarding Lobbying
Attachment G Individual Contractor Security Agreement Form
| Attachmeant H Criminal Background Check Reguirements
- — — | —— S Ee—

Femplate Rewcd 17200008



Contract Number: CSP12

Compliance with the Florida S_anlﬂ.;ﬂuudlt Act

‘ ] | | Attechmont| (Property Appraiser)
| | Access to Department Information Resources and 1
O } I Attachment J Eacilities
I ] e =
] ! Attachment K Other - See attachment for details
| ) ]
|l f | Attachment L Other - Sea attachment for details
| g -
O | Attachment M Othaer - Sea attachment for details

Fermplate Fewted i 2000


















Contract Number: CSP12

Attachment A, Exhibit 1

Invoice
To: DORICSE Date:
Contract Management Office
Invoice Sectlion
P.C. Box 8030
Tallahassee, Florida
32314-8030
County Payment Address:
Contract Number
Month/Year of Service MM/YY
Total # Service of ] Rate [ Gross Reimbursement | Reimbursement
Process l Amount Rate 66% Amount
f $2000 | $0.00 66% $0.00
Fhrvl:n of Process -
Adjustments
T
{$20.00) $0.00 66% | $0.00
Service of Process Subtotal [ $0.00
- Rate Gross I Reimbursement | Reimbursement
| e
Tofal #ot.Wrks Amount Rate 66% |  Amount |
$7000 | $0.00 66% | $0.00
| Writ Adjustments
($70.00) |  $0.00 66% $0.00
Writ Subtotal $0.00
‘ Invoice Total Reimbursement i $0.00
| certify the information above is true and correct,
Certifying Official -
Date

Signature

To : Operational Accounting

The above charges have been reviewed and are approved for
payment.

Amount approved. b

Date approved.

Approval Certification. .
An electronic version of this spreadsheet in Excel was sent by e-mail and can be provided again upon request.

Femplate Rewred 101 27008 :3






Attachment A, Exhibit 3

Contract Number; CSP12

Monthly Itemized Invoice Sheet
County
Contract #
# of SOP's
# of Writs
Defendant Information (Required) Plaintiff Information (Required) WRITS Service of Process
‘ Date Date Date Date
First Name M Last Name CSE Case # First Name Mi Last Name Received | Executed | Received | Perfected
||
— - — —
bl casnazs =
5 |
| | T |
s ! — i
- 1 (RSP,
|
.- 9 1 | '
- = l_
! '.
- ] e o ——
———— 1 e ——————————— — e T ] e ———
- ' i I e Jl — | —
- | 1 . |
| | _ N
- - | 'T_
-] - | —— - - :
= I | || _ | |

Tomgoase Revwsl 0 251









Contract Number: CSP12

Attachment D

Femphaie Bovived 102 20 0000E

Additional Provisions for Federally Funded Contracts

The contractor shall comply with the provisions of 45 C.F.R., Parts 74 and 76, and/or 45 C.F R, Part 92, and olher
applicable regulations as specified in this contract,

If this contract is valued at greater than $100,000, the contracior shall comply with all applicable standards, orders, or
reguiations issued under Seclion 306 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1857(h), et seq.), Section 508 of the
Clean Water Acl, as amended (33 U.5.C. 1368, et seq.), Executive Order 11738, and Environmental Prolection Agency
regulations (40 C.F.R., Part 15). The contractor shall reporl any violations of the above to the contract manager,

If this contract contains federal funding in excess of $100,000, the contractor must, prior to contract execution, complete
the Cerification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and Voluniary Exclusion Contracts/Subconiracts

(Attachmani E) and the Cerlification Regarding Lobbying form (Attachment F). If a Disclosure of Lobbying Activities
form, Standard Form LLL, is required, it may be obtained from the contract manager. All disclosure forms as required

by the Certification Regarding Lobbying form must be completed and returned to the contract manager

The CFDA number(s) is 93.563.

Pursuant to Federal regulations at 45 CFR 95.817, the Department shall “have all ownership rights in software or
madifications thereof and associated documentation designed, developed or installed with Federal financial

participation.”
The Federal Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, “reserves a royalty-
free. non-exclusive, and irrevocable license to reproduce, publish, or otherwise use and to authorize others fo use for

Federal Government purposes, such software, modifications, and documentation.

At all reasonable times for as long as records are maintained, persons duly authorized by the Department and Federal
auditors, pursuant to 45 CFR, Section 92 36(i)(10), shall be allowed full access to and the right to examine any of the

contractor's contracts and related records and documents, regardless of the form in which kept.

The State of Florida's performance and obligation to pay under this contract is contingent upon an annual
appropration by the Florida Legislature with matching funds made available by the Federal government

. L If checked, the following also applies:

1. The contractor shall be considered a sub-recipient of federal program funds under all requirements of this Conlract.
The contractor will be subject to audit requirements under Federal OMB Circular A-133 and other slate and federal laws

and regulations.

2. An annual audit of the contractor shall be performed by a certified public accounting firm. Said audit shall be provided
to the department within fifteen {15) business days after receipt of the report from the auditing

Dale;

Signature









Attachment A

Invoice
To: DORICSE Darte: -
Contract Management Cffica
Invoice Section
P.O. Box 8030
Tallahassee, Florida
32314-8030
County Paymant Address:
Contract Number " iz '
Month/Year of Servica MM/YY
Total # Service of Rate Gross Reimbursemant Reimbursemant
Process Amount Rate 66% Amount
$20 00 $0.00 BEY% £0.00
Servico of PFrocess
Adjustmants
{320.00) $0.00 66% $0.00
Sarvice of Process Subtotal $0.00
| Rate Gross Relmbursemeont Reimbursement
Total # of Wrilts I Rate 66% Kiining
$70.00 $0.00 86% $0.00
|Writ Adjustments
B (370.00) $0.00 B86% $0.00
Writ Subtotal $0.00
I_ Invoice Total Reimbursemant $0.00
| certify the informalion above is true and correct.
Vendor Certifing Official
Date

Signature
Contact Mumber:

Contact Person Mame:

To : Operational Accounting

The abova charges have been reviewed and are approved for payment,

Amount approved. b
Cate approved. ’

-
Approval Cerification,

C Wsers\dale_wiliams\AppData\LocalWicrosoft\Windows\Temporary Intemet Files\Content Qutlook\QP8VQFFN\Invoice
S0P Rate Agreement Form revised 072707



Attachment A, Exhibit 3

Monthly itemized Invoice Sheet
County
Contract #
# of SOP's
# of Writs
Defendant Information (Required) Plaintiff Information (Required) WRITS Service of Process
First Name Ml Last Name CSE Case # First Name Mi Last Name Rngz::ed E D‘t‘m Rnuc::n i Pe?f:? tod
o | 1 I I
| | | |
L e 1 |
I |
: —
u _ i o=
- | | | ]
_________ 1 | B il
s | aesans e g | - —
- s = i = e
- | . s SR
- |- ] - '
' I
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I i B i : |







REQUEST FOR ROADSIDE MEMORIAL MARKERS 1 '

Date: -"If‘:” i Et‘;

LOCATION:

COUNTYROADNAME 5 b (1) o = 4

AT INTERSECTION (IF APPLICABLE)

MILES FROM CLOSEST INTERSECTION

Vil ST RN O |

NEAREST LANDMARK _+3 18! vy 8 o0 o1y
DIRECTION (N,S,E. W)

REQUESTOR; DECEASED:

NAME £ GUTAR L Zasdags ZOLTRMN STEEVE =230

[F REQUESTED, NAME WANTED

ADDRESS jh{ HW' [ ¢ CRT.
WANTED ON MARKER:

CITYLAKE CUrrd £ rRimn. 52035,

;o

DATE OF ACCIDENT |- 4 J-

PHONE ~ - . 7.

RELATIONSHIP TO DECEASED /AT H I E T

.
—

MARKER CURRENTLY EXISTS = _ . . =

DISPOSITION: it STORE AT MAINTENANCE YARD

B DISPOSE OF AT FAMILY'S REQUEST

—



REQUEST FOR ROADSIDE MEMORIAIL MARKERS

----ONE YEAR RENEWAL----

Daie:  HAPRIL =00 #0000 =

LOCATION:

COUNTY ROADNAME: " 0T ¢ 136, v o e faf
REQUESTOR; DECEASED:

NAME ZL. LT <, 2 ytmi sy il S 00 .1 &) O
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Recommended for Approval:
Signature: ..f'r/;;?if Lt lan—

Title /o bl _fteks gk

Date : o JoF 7
B i

Approval by Board of County Comnussioners, Columbia County Florida
YES ( ) NO({ )

Date Approved:

Chairman’s Signature:
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COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMISSIONERS
LUTILITY PERMIT

Date: 416708 _ PermitNo, County Road SW Melon Ct seclionMo.

Fermitize Comeast Cabie

Address 3934 Richard Rd, Jacksonville, FL 32216 Felephone Mumber 904-380.6420 _

Requesting permission from Columbia County, Flonida, hereinafier called the County, to contracl, operale and
Maintain Propused CATV facilities at 151 SW Melon Ct. 587 underground, Lake City

Leoas S _ B L
FROM: TR | 3 - o = ,

= 5 !
Submitted for the Litility Owner by: -Biliie Lentes/Agent for {‘Umca:.;----l—-n’-‘-:-{-'-ui_-i‘{'_.f'.& {—.LJ ...... 1) —

Typed Name & Title Signature Lhate
1. Permittee declares that prior to filing this application it has determined the location of all existing utilitics, both acrial
and underground and the accurate locations are shown on the plans antached hereto and made a part of this application,
Proposed work is within corporate limits of Municipality: YES { JNO (X ) [FYES: LAKE CITY
{ JFORT WHITE { ). A letier of notification was matled on 4/1608 ___tothe following ulility
owners Bell South, FPL R B e -

2. The Columbia County Public Works Direcior shall be notified rwenty-four (24) hours prior to starting work and

again immediately upon completion of wark. The Public Waorks Dirgctor 15
located at Telephone Mumber

The PERMITTEE'S cmplo};: rc;nn;bh:: for Maintenance of Traffic is
__Telephone Mumber - - i -
at the time of the 24 hour natice to starting work .}

{ This mame may be provided

1. This PERMITTEE shall commence actual construction in good faith within _30_ days afler issvance of permit.

and shall be completed within 20 _ days after permitted work has bepun. If the beginning date i< more than 60 days from
date of permit approval, then 'ERMITTEE must review the permit with the Calumbia County Public Works Director 1o
miake sure no changes have occurred in the transportation facility that would affect the permitted construction.

4, The construction and maintenance of such uiility shall net interfere with the property and rights of a prior
PERMITTEE.

5. [t is expressly stipulated that this permit is a license for permissive use only and that the placing of utilities upon public
property pursuant to this permit shall not aperate o cregte or vest any property right in said holder.

&, Pursvant to Section 3137-403( 1), Florida Statutes, whenever necessary tor the construction, repair, Improvement,
maintenance, safe and efficient operation, aleraton or relocation of all, or any portion of said transportation facility as
determined by the Columbia County Public Wisrks Director andfor Caunty Fngineer, Ay of dll utilities and
appurtenances authorized hereunder, shall be immedistely removed from Sad transparation Gwility of résel or

\



Liilities Permit
Page Two
Revised: 8177

relocated thereon as required by the Columbia County Public Works Director and/or County Engineer and at the
expense ofthe PERMITTEE,

7. In case of non-compliance with the County's requirements in effect a5 of the approval date of thig permit, this permit
void and the facility will have o be brought into compliance or removed from the nght of way at no cost 1o the County,

E. Inis understood and agreed that the rights and privileges herein set out are granted only 1o the extent of the County's
right, title and interest in the land to b entered upon and used by the PERMITTEE, and the PERMITTEE will, at all
times, and to the extent permitied by law, assume all risk of and indemnify, defend, and save harmless Columbia
County, Florida feom any and all loss, damage, cost or expense arising in any manner on account of the exercise ar
attempted exercise by said PERMITTEE ofthe aforesaid right and privileges.

8, During construction, all safety regulations of the County shall be obsérved and the PERMITTEE mus! take measures,

including pacing and the display of safety devices that may be necessary in order to safely conduct the public through
the project area in aceordance with the Federal Manual on Umiform Tratfie Control Devices, as amended for highways

1. Should the PERMITTEE be desirous of keeping its utilities in place and owt of service, the PERMITTEE, by
execution ol this permit acknowledges its present and continuing ownership of its utilities located between
and " —c N

Ej‘nunl:‘}"g_rig]-'lt of way as sei forth above, PERMITTEE, as its sole tx;:cm;c_ shall pramptly remave said out af serice
utilities whenever Columbia County Public Works Director and‘or County Engineer determines said removal is in the

public inerest,

within the

I 1. Special instructions: Minimum cover ofthirty inches (30") will be required at all locations. Columbia County will not
be financially responsible for any damage (o facilities with less than thirty inches (30) cover. Cables shall not be

loeated within driveway ditches,

12, Additional Stipulationg:---- i 5 e e

It is understand and agreed that commencement by the PERMITTEE is acknowledgment and acceptance ofthe
hinding nature of these specialist insiructions.

Submitted By: Billie Lentes/Agent for Comcast o e Place Corporate Seal
Permittec

ngl}a‘:‘zrf and Title Altested
il fenba 4116 fcs

e el l'%ﬂyznh T



L'titities Fermit
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Rewvised: 817001

Recommended for Approval:

H o
Signature: o T e
Title: /{v hi.c Le)-FAS AﬂL’]:"L:'
'.._nl‘l—\.ﬂ!-‘—hﬁum — .._..1-_|-.._ -7 — mr — —J—-- o —

Duate: _ T“; /’-2 ?‘/‘?-"}
i IIF' ) {r
Approval by Board of County Commissioners, Columbsa County. Florida:

YFES1) NOY )

[Datz Approved:

Chairman's Signature:
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COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMISSIONERS
UTILITY PERMIT

Dae: 422008 Permit No. = County Road NW Mueadowlark v Section Mo sarmt e

Femutiee Comeast Cable

Address 5954 Richard Rd, Jacksonville, FL. 32216 __ Telephone Mumber 904-380-6420

Requesting permission from Columbia County, Florida, hereinafter called the Counly, 1o contracl. operate and
Maintain Proposed CATV facilities at NW fMeadow lark Dl Sunset Meadows SUBDY 3 O, 240017 underground, Lake City

LCOO08 = R i e

FROM: . T cor - To: e 5 2

Submitted for the Utility Owner by: -Billie Lentes/Agent for Comcastesassss Bollbddedn . P Tk | S—
© Typed Nume & Title Signature Date

I. Permittee declares that prior (o filing this application it has determined the location of all existing utilities, both acrial
and underground amd the accurate locations are shown an the plans anmached hereto and made a pan of this application
I"rnpm-{r.d work 15 within corporate himits of Mumerpahity: YES { ) MO(X ) If YES: LAKE CITY
{YFORT WHITE { ). A lenter of notification was mailed on 4/16/08 Lo the following utility
owners Bell South, FPLL

2 The Columbia County Public Works [irector shall be noiified twenty-four (24) hours prior to starting work and
again immediately upon completion of work. The Public Works Direclor is
located at
The PERMITTEE's employee responsible for Mainténance of TrafTic is

Telephone Mumber _ o o
at the lime of the 24 hour notice to slarting work.)

Telephone Mumber P =

(This name may be pmh-idrd.

3. This PERMITTEE shall commence actual construction in good faith within _30_ days afler issuance of permul,

and shall be completed within W) days after permitted work has begun. IF the beginning date is more than 60 days from
date of perrmt approval, then PERMITTEE must review the permit with the Columbia County Public Works Director to
make sure no changes have occurred in the transportation Facility that would affect the permined construction,

4. The construction and maintenance of such utility shall not interiere with the property and rights ol a prior
PERMITTEE.

5, I 15 expressly stipulated that thix permil is a license for permissive use only and that the placing of wtilities spon public
property pursuand o this permit shall not aperate o create or vest any propeny right in said halder,

& Pursuant 1o Section 337-403¢ 1), Florida Statutes. whenever necessary for the construction, repair. improvement,
maintenance. safe and efMicient operation, alteration or relocation of all, or any portion of said ranspornation facility as
determined by the Columbia County Public Works Director andior County Engincer. any or all utilities and
appurtenances autharized hereunder. shall be immediately removed from suid transporiation facility or reset or



Litelities Permit
Page Two
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relovated thereon as required by the Columbia County Public Works Director and-or County Engineer and at the
expense ofthe PERMITTEE.

7. In case of non-vompliance with the County's requirements in efTecl as of the approval date of this permil. this permit
vod and the Facility will have to be brought into compliance ar removed from the riht of way at no cost o the Counlty.

8. ltas understood and agreed that the rights and privileges herein set oul are granted only to the extent of the Coumly's
right, litle and interest in the land to b entered upon and used by the PERMITTEE, and the PERMITTEE will, at all
times, and to the extent perminmed hy law, assume all risk of and indemnily, defend, and save harmless Columbia
County, Florida from any and all loss, damage, cost or expense arising in any manner on account ol the excrcise or
attenepted exercise by said PERMITTEE ofihe eforesaid right and privileges.

9. During construction, all safety regulations of the County shall be observed and the PERMITTEE must 1ake measures,
including pacing and the display of safety devices that may be necessary in arder to salely conduct the public through
the project area in accordance with the Federal Manual on Uniform Tratfic Control Devices, as amended for highways

10. Should the PERMITTEE be desirous of keeping its utilities in place and out of service, the PERMITTEE, by
execution of this permit gcknowledges its present and continuing ownership of its utilities located between
N and ] — within the
County's right of way as set forth above, PERMITTEE. as its sole expense, shall promptly remove said oul of service
uiilities whenever Columbia County Publhic Works Dhrector and/or County Er}glnﬂ:r determines said removal 15 in the

public interest,

11. Special instructions: Minimum cover ofthifly inches (30" ) will be required at all locations. Columbia County will not
be financially responsibile for any damape to facdities with less than thirty inches (3" cover. Cables shall not he
located within driveway ditches

[t i5 understand and agreed that commencement by the PERMITTEE is acknowledgment and acceptance ofthe
binding nature of these specialist instructions.

Submired By. Billie Lentes/Agent for Comgast e Place Corporate Seal

Permitlee

Signagpre Title Attested
AL Lok, R
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Recommended for .-\Ppmva!:

Signature. "J\J/" "_"J-({ C/ i-E_-n L= é’:"_—u o

] ey
Tile: . . .’l;f.c b= ¥ kb

Dane: "J';_Krf*?"_!/f 3

Approval by Board of County Commissioners, Columbias County, Florida:

YES{) NO )

Date Approved:

{Chairman's Sipnaure:
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Dale Williams

From: Hoyle Crowder
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 10:19 AM

To: Dale Williams
Subject: Intersection of Bascom MNaorris & Lake Jeftery

| have inspected the intersection of Bascom Norris Drive and Lake Jeffery in regards to the underbrush on the left corner if
you are traveling into Lake City on Lake Jeffery. The underbrush is located on private property and | would need Board
approval and owner's permission in order to trim underbrush. With this stated and with the concerns relating to safety at
this intersection, the County might need to consider the installation of rumble strips on Bascom Norris as you approach
this intersection. There is a stop ahead warning sign as you go into the curve on Bascom Norris, traveling west, just prior
to this intersection. Let me know if you support the installation of rumple strips at this location. Waiting to head from you -
























Columbia County Fire Department

Request to purchase TNT extrication demonstration equipment from Capitol Qutlay in
the amount of $55,000. The is a savings of approximately $27,600.

MOTION by Commissioner Williams to approve. Second by Commissioner Porter. The

motion carried unanimously.

Commissioners — Items not on the agenda
Commissioner Williams referred to an article in the Lake City Reporter that addressed

the county being “homeless.” Commissioner Williams said the newspaper article was not true.
The commissioner said the county did have a2 meeting room in the late 80°s and early 90's, but
the building being older did not meet the ADA requirements. An agreement was then entered
into with the Columbia County School Board to use the School Board Administration Office
until renovations were complete on the courthouse. The oniginal design of the courthouse had a
meeting room for the Board of County Commissioners, but due to the rapid growth of the county
a decision was made to relinquish the space to be used as a courtroom.

Public Input

Citizen Karl Burkhardt asked why the one acre parcel of property on Tumer Road is so
valuable, Commissioner Bailey said that it is his understanding from County Manager Williams

that the property is zoned commercial.

Citizen Stewart [ilker was happy to report that Chief Judge E. Vernon Douglas has
agreed to reinstate a law library. He told the Board that he met earlier in the day to discuss the
law library with Chief Judge E. Vernon Douglas. Attending that meeting was Clerk of Courts
DeWitt Cason, Court Administrator Sondra Williams, Attorney Ed Brown, and Deputy Clerk
Sandy Markham. The history and future of the law library was discussed, Mr. Lilker advised
that he requested that the law library be put in the downtown library, and that there be a kiosk
with some of the needed books (i.e. Southern Second, Supreme Court Reporter, etc.). Mr. Lilker
said that the law library will provide access to Florida Statutes, Federal Statutes, and Federal
Supreme Court. Mr. Lilker said that the city officials are in favor of the library and are in favor
of working with the County to renovate the library and work on the parking issue.

Mr. Lilker briefly discussed the fees collected for the law library and encouraged the Board to
use any excess monies to further enhance the law library,

Citizen Wayne Sapp asked if there is a timeframe where subdivision roadways are
resurfaced, and if there is any amount of money tax payers are paying that goes into a road repair
fund. Commissioner Williams responded that there is not a resurfacing timetable, but the County
does plan to do something along those lines in the near future. Commissioner Williams said
responded that all of the gas 1ax money goes into a road fund, but no ad valorem taxes. Mr, Sapp
said the roads inside of the County Club, with exception to Commerce Road, are in very, very
poor shape. He encouraged the Board to put a road resurfacing program in place.

Lance McDonald asked the status of the bypass road. Commissioner Williams satd there
are negotiations taking place with a land owner regarding boring test. The unidentified person
askued 1 there are any plans to expand the [-75/1-90 interchange. The response was that
according to DOT, that project is not “on the radar”. He asked if the county has a person on staff
that applies for grants. The response was that the county constantly receives information on
available grants and applies, but there is not a person hired for that alone.



Citizen Ron Buckler asked if there is anyone in the county who inspects the road work
the developers are doing within the subdivisions, and if a compaction test is conducted. The
response to both questions was “ves.” He noted that the roads in Emerald and Cypress Lakes are
buckling. Commissioner Williams replied it could have been that those roads were developed
prior to inspections being required.

There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjouned at 9:00
p.m.

Board of County Commissioners
ATTEST:

P. DeWitt Cason
Clerk of Circuit Court
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Gateway~Forest Lawn Funerval Home

P.0. Box 2263~3596 South Highway 441

Lake Ciry, Tlorida 32056
386-752-1954 28l 7591 Gs4

General Price List »f & 7522237 Fen

H#- |8

INVOICE
April 24, 2008
Board of County Commissioner
Lake City, Florida *REIMBURSEMENT FROM LAKE SHORE
HOSPITAL AUTHORITY*

RE: Thomas Hudson Waorsley

DOD: April 18, 2008
Indigent Burial $500.00

To Whom It May Concern:
This invoice if for Mr. Thomas Hudson Worsley for indigent burial.
If you have any questions, please contact James Curry, L.F.D.

Thank vou for your help in this,

Gateway-Forest Lawn Funera! Home

“Cocally Owned and Operated

Brad Wheeler, L.F.D, Ted L. Guerry, Sr., LF.D. Chris Starling, L.F.D.
Amy Guerry, F.S.C, Owner James M. Curry, 11, L.F.D.
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Charlie C'rist
Governor

Ana M. Viamonte Ros, MDD, M.P H
Stawe Surgeon Ceneral
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April 28, 2008

Mr. Dewey Weaver, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners
PO Box 1529

Lake City, FL 32056

RE: FY 2007-08 Contract between the Columbia Board of County Commissioners and the
Department of Health for the operation of the Columbia County Health Department.

Dear Chairman Weaver:

As specified in paragraph 4 section d., of the above referenced contract, either party may
increase or decrease funds to the contract upon written notification to the other party.
Accordingly, please find enclosed the following:

+  Amended Page 2 reflecting change in state contribution
= An updated summary of revisions
+ [Revised Attachment I, Part |, Il & Ill, incorporating the changes indicated in the
summary and covering the period subsequent to the contract amendment.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 758-1037.

Sincerely,

oY 2
Hugh Giebeig ‘>J/

Administrator

Enc.

CC: Beth Benton, Bureau of Budget Management

Columbia County Health Department
217 NE Franklin St., Lake City, FL 32055
Administration (386) 758-1068/ Fax (386) 758-3900












I. GENERAL REVENUE - STATE

] S0 ALG/CESSPOOL IDENTIFICATION AND ELIMIMATION
0 3040 ALGHOONTR TO CHDS-AIDS PATIENT CARE
15040 ALGCONTR TO CHDS-AIDS PREY & SURY & FIELD STAFF
013040 ALGHCONTR TOCHDS-DENTAL PROGRAM
Ol 5040 ALGCONTR TO CHDS-MIGRANT LABOR CAMP SAMITATION
Q15040 ALGICONTR, TO CHOS-IMMUMIZATION OUTREACH TEAMS
Q15040 ALGICONTR. TO CHDS-INDOOR AlR ASSIST PROG
B15040 ALGICONTR TO CHDS-MCH HEALTH - FIELD STAFF COST
Ol 5040 ALGICONTR. TO CHDS-SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY
015040 ALGICONTRIBUTION TO CHDS-PRIMARY CARE
15040 ALGFAMILY PLANNMNG
1 3040 ALGAPO - OUTREACH SOCIAL WORKERS CAT. 050707
01504l ALGIPO HEALTHY STARTAPD CAT 0507407
015040 ALGIPO-INFANT MORTALITY PROJECT CAT. 050707
L1a0a0 ALGTMCH-INFANT MORTALITY PROJECT CAT, 050870
015040 ALGMCH-OUTREACH SOCIAL WORKERS CAT 050870
D3040 ALG/PRIMARY CARE
05040 ALGSCHOOL HEALTHSUPPLEMENTAL
(FL 5040 CATE - ESCAMBIA
013040 CLOSING THE GAP PROGRAM
015040 COMMUNITY TB PROGRAM
0153040 DENTAL SPECIAL MNITIATIVE PROJECTS
15040 DUVAL TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION
Q15040 EMNHANCED DENTAL SERVICES
015040 FL CLPPP SCREENING & CASE MANAGEMENT
015040 FL HEPATITIS & LIVER FAILURE PREVEMTIOMACONTROL
015040 HEALTH PROMOTION &amp; EDUCATION INITIATIVES
015040 HEALTHY REACHES MONITORIMG
015040 MDIGENT DENTAL CARE - ESCAMBIA
Q13040 LA LiGaA COMTRA EL CANCER
013040 MEDIVAN PROJECT - BROWARD
015040 METRO ORLANDO URBAN LEAGUE TEENAGE PREG PREY
(15040 PEMALYER CLINIC « MIAMI-DADE
[ELEH PRIMARY CARE SPECIAL DENTAL PROJECTS
015040 PRIMARY CARE SPECIAL PROIECTS
013040 SPECIAL MEEDS SHELTER PROGRAM
QiA0d0 STATEWIDE DENTISTRY NETWORK - ESCAMBIA
015040 ST GENERAL REVENUE
015040 VOLUNTEER SCHOOL HEALTH NURSE GRANT
(1 3050 ALGICONTR TO CHDS
GENERAL REVENUE TOTAL

2. MON GENERAL REVENUE - STATE

013010
015010
01500
0130100
015010

ALG/CONTR TO CHDS-REBASING TOBACCO TF

BASIC SCHOOL HEALTH « TOBACCOD TF

CHD PROGRAM SUPPORT

FLHEPATITIS & LIVER FAILURE PREVENTION/CONTROL
FULL SERVICE SCHOOLS - TORACCO TF
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2. NON GENERAL REVENUE - STATE

G15000
015000
05000
Q15010
d15000
s
015018
a15020
015020
o500
01500y

OMSITE SEWAGE RESEARCH PROGRAM

YOUTH SCHOOL AND AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAM

PLIBLIC SWIMMMNG POOL PROGRAM
SUPPLEMENTAL/COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL HEALTH - TOR TF
TORACCO PREVENTION & CESSATION PROGRAM

VARICELLA IMMUNIZATION REQUIREMENT TOBACCO TF
Summer Food Program

TRANSFER AGENCY DIRECT

ALGICONTR TO CHDS-SAFE DRINKING WATER PRG/DEP ADM
FOOD AND WATERBORNE DISEASE PROGRAM ADM TF/DACS
TITLEXXUSCHOOL HEALTH/SUPPLEMENTAL

NON GENERAL REVENUE TOTAL

J. FEDERAL FUNDS - State

DOTO00
(17000
(07000
007000
Q07000
Q07000
Q07000
07000
07000
007000
007000
GO7000
(07000
(07000
(0 000
07000
(K700
[CrElHH
007000
007000
LR
I TO00
(7000

007000
007000
O0T000
QL7000
0700
Q07000
007600

Q07000
07000

AJDS PREVENTION

AIDS SEROPREVALENCE

AIDS SURVEILLANCE

BIOTERE SURVEILLANCE & EPFIDEMIOLOGY
BIOTERRORISM PLANNMNG &amp, READINESS
CHILDHOOD LEAD POISONMG PREVENTION
COASTAL BEACH MONITORING PROGRAM
COMPREHENSIVE CARDIOYASCULAR PROGRAM
DIABETES CONTROL PROGRAM

FGTFAIDS MORBIDITY

FGTF/BREAST & CERVICAL CANCER-ADMMNAC ASE MAN
FGTFFAMILY PLANNKING TITLE X SPECIAL TNITIATIVES
FGTEFAMILY PLANNMNG-TITLE X
FGTFAMMUNIZATION ACTION PLAN

FGTFAWIC ADMINISTRATION

FLORIDA PANDEMIC INFLUENZA

HEALTH PROGRAM FOR REFUGEES
IMMUNIZATION FIELD STAFF EXPENSE
IMMUNIZATION SPECIAL PROJECT
IMMUMIZATION SUPPLEMENTAL

IMMUNIZ ATION WIC-LINKAGES
IMMUNIZATION-WIC LINKAGES

MCH BGTF-GADSDEN SCHOOL CLINIC

MCH BGTF-HEALTHY START PO

MOH BGTF-INFANT MORTALITY PROVECT

MCH RGTF-MCHACHILD HEALTH

MCH BGTF-MCH/DENTAL PROJECTS

MCH BGTF-OUTREACH SOCIAL WORKERS
PHHSROUSTEP UP FLORIDA! HEALTHY COMMMUNITIES
PHE-CITIES RESPOMSE INITIATIVE

PHPCITIES RESPONSE INITIATIVE 20082007
RAFE PREVENTION & EDUCATION GRANT 2007
RAPE PREVENTION & EDUCATION GRANT 2008
RISK COMMUMICATIONS

353,236

108,523

68,759

= — N — IO — I - I - I |

INEL

6,764
13,475
13,356

2 2 9 O 0 o oD S
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3. FEDERAL FUNDS - State

(W TR RY AN WHITE
(W 70040 RYAN WHITE - EMERGING COMMUMNITIES
(WM RY AN WHITE-AJDS DRUG ASSIST PROG-ADMIMN
7000 RY AN WHITE-CONSORTIA
007600 SCHOOL HEALTH BASIC - MCH BLOCK GRAMNT
07000 STD FEDERAL GRAN| - C5P5
07000 STD PROGRAM - PHYSICLAN TRAINING CENTER
Q0T STL PROGRAM INFERTILITY PREVENTHIN PROJECT (IPP)
(07000 STD PROGRAM-INFERTILITY PREVENTION PROJECT (IFF)
GO7000 STEP UP FLORIDA! HEALTHY COMMUNITIES
(I 7000 SYPHILIS ELIMINATION
007000 TESTRNG HIV SERONEGATIVE HEADQUARTERS
07000 TUBERCULOSIS CONTROL - FEDERAL GRANT
007000 WIC BREASTFEEDMG PEER COUNSELMNG 2007
007000 WIC BREASTFEEDING PEER COUNSELMNG PROG FEY 2005
007000 WIC INFRASTRUCTURE 2006
13004 MEDIPASS WAIVER-HLTHY STRT CLIENT SERVICES
015009 MEDIPASS WAIVER-SOBRA
015009 SCHOOL HEALTH-SUFPLEMEMT-TAMF
015075 Refugee Screening
FEDERAL FUNDS TOTAL

4, FEES ASSESSED BY STATE OR FEDERAL RULES - STATE

001020
001020
00120
001020
1020
(1020
o020
L] [ipd]
00020
001020
001020
ooo2n
001092
1092
0010wz
QoI2
001092
Di0e2
[ [ieed
001092
aali7o
ooL0
01170
QO304

TANNING FACILITIES

BODY PIERCING

MIGRANT HOUSMNG PERMIT
MOBILE HOME AND PARKS
FOOD HYGIENE PERMIT
BIOHAZARD WASTE PERMIT
SWIMMMNG POOLS

PRIVATE WATER COMSTR PERMIT
PUBLIC WATER ANNUAL OPER PERMIT
PUBLIC WATER COMSTR PERMIT
MNOM-5DWaA SYSTEM PERMIT
SAFE DRINKING WATER

NON SDWA LAB SAMPLE

OSDS VARIAMNCE FEE
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH FEES
(505 REPAIR PERMIT

0SDS PERMIT FEE

[ & M ZONED OPERATING PERMIT
AEROBIC OPERATING PERMIT
SEPTIC TANK SITE EVALUATION
LAR FEE CHEMICAL ANALYSIS
MONPOTABLE WATER AMALYSIS
WATER ANALYSIS-POTARLE
MOQA INSPECTION FEE
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FEES ASSESSED BY STATE OR FEDERAL RULES TOTAL 238,353
5. OTHER CASH CONTHRIBUTIONS - STATE
010304 STATIONARY POLLUTANT STORAGE TANKS 322,700
050001 DRAW DOWN FROM PUBLIC HEALTH UNIT 61617
OTHER CASH CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL 184317

o, MEDICAID - STATE/COUNTY

001056 MEDICAID PHARMALY 0
o01074 MEDICAID TR H
01074 MERICAID ADMINISTRATION OF VACCINE 0
DT [ MERICAIN CASE MANAGEMENT o
001080  MEDICAID OTHER 14434
nolosl MEDICAID CHILD HEALTH CHECK UF 0
001082 MEDICAID DEMNTAL 18,146
01083 MEDICAID FAMILY PLAMNING 1,200
001087 MEDICAIDSTD o
001049 MEDICAID AIDS o
001147 MEDICAIND HMO RATE 0
001191 MEDICAID MATERNITY 0
Do e MEDICAID COMPREHENSIVE CHILD 0
001193 MEDICAID COMPREHENSIVE ADULT 0
001194 MEMCAID LARORATORY ]
001208 MEDIPASS 53.00 ADM. FEE 4,951
MEDICAID TOTAL 38,961
7. ALLOCABLE REVENUE - STATE
1 GO0 REFUNDS o
037000 PRICR YEAR WARRANI o
Q38000 12 MONTH QLD WaRBEANT i
ALLOCABLE REVENUE TOTAL 1]
& OTHER STATE CONTRIBUTIONS NOT IN CHD TRUST FUND - STATE
PHARMACY SERVICES 0
LARORATORY SERVICES v}
TB SERVICES i
IMMUNIZATION SERVICES 0
STD SERVICES f
COMSTRUCTION/RENOVATION 0
WIC OO0 [t
ADAP i)
DENTAL SERVICES 0
OTHER (SPECIFY) 0
OTHER (SPECIFY) 0
OTHER STATE CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL 0
9. DIRECT COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS - COUNTY
OR030 BCC Contrtbutron feom Health Care Tax 0

o o

L= = = =]

20,566

0
25,854
10,800

L= = = N - - A - -

4981

62,201

=S 8 o o

o o000 o e o0 oD
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322,700
61617

3g4. 317
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=
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o o2 o

43,320
66,736

38,065

0

0
1,318.2586
41.880

0

0

{

1,528.257

138,353

322,700
G161T

Jga 317

43,320
Oy, T3

58,065

(1]

1]
1,318,236
41,880

0

0

0
1528257
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9. DIRECT COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS - COUNTY

008034

ACC Contribution from General Fund

DIRECT COUNTY CONTRIBUTION TOTAL

10. FEES AUTHORIZED BY COUNTY ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION - COUNTY

00160
onioTT
anioT?
001077
00i077
0010894
00 0%
[y B
Bo1I1s
o01EaT

VITAL STATISTICS FEES OTHER
RARIES VACCINE

CHILD CAR SEAT PROG
PERSONAL HEALTH FEES

AIDS CO-PAYS

LOCAL ORDINANCE FEES

ADULT ENTER. PERMIT FEES
MEW BIRTH CERTIFICATES
DEATH CERTIFICATES

VITAL STATS-ADM. FEE 50 CENTS

FEES AUTHORIZED BY COUNTY TOTAL

1. OTHER CASH AND LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS - COUNTY

001009
001029
Mn2e
01054
M1937
001050
001190
(05040
005041
an7oLn
00E010
Q08020
008050
010300
010301
010405
Q10409
0] 1000
01 1000
0] 1000
01 1000
01 1000
011060
01000
011000
IR
0] 07
012020
012021
02820

RETURNED CHECE ITEM

THIRD PARTY REIMBURSEMENT

HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGAN. {HMO)
MEDICARE PART I

RYAN WHITE TITLE Il

MEDICARE PART B

Health Maintenange Orgamization

INTEREST EARNED

INTEREST EARNED-STATE INVESTMENT ACCOUNT
LS. GRANTS DIRECT

Contribution from City Government

Contribution from Health Care Tax ool thiu BCC
School Board Contribulion

SALE OF GOIDS AND SERVICES TO STATE AGENCIES
EXP WITNESS FEE CONSULTNT CHARGES

SALE OOF PHARMACEUTICALS

SALE OF GOODS OUTSIDE STATE GOVERNMMENT
GRAMT-DIRECT RY AN WHITE

HOSPITAL AUTHORITY

DEP

GRANT-DHRECT

GRANT-DIRECT

GRANT-DMRECT

GRANT-DIRECT

GRANT-DIRECT

HEALTHY START COALITION CONTRIBUTIONS
CASH DONATIONS PRIVATE

FINES AND FORFEITURES

RETLIRM CHECK CHARGE

INSURANCE RECOVERIES-OTHER

]
il

o S S o o o oD o Do
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1. OTHER CASH AND LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS - COUNTY

18,306
005060 Special Propect Contribution ] ] 0 0 i

(=3
=1

QSN2 DRAW DOWN FROM PUBLIC HEALTH UMIT 15,406 18,404

OTHER CASH AND LOCAL CONTHRIBUTIONS TOTAL 0 324,250 324,259 0 124,259
12, ALLOCABLE REVENUE - COUNTY

018000 REFUNDS i o 0 0 ()

G37000 PRIOR YEAR WARRAMT 1] ] 0 o 0

O38000 12 MONTH OLD WARRANT (1] ] 0 0 o

COUNTY ALLOCABLE REVENUE TOTAL 0 ] 0 1] ]

13. BUILDINGS - COUNTY

ANNUAL RENTAL EQUIVALENT VALUE 0 o o 164,700 164,700

BUILDING MAINTENANCE i ] o 0 (]

INSURANCE (i o 0 0 o

UTILITIES o o 0 0 ]

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE ] 1] n Q 0

OTHER (SPECIFY) a g 0 o o

OTHER (SPECIFY) o 0 ] 0 a

BUILDINGS TOTAL 0 0 0 164,700 164,700
14, OTHER COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS NOT IN CHD TRUST FUND - COUNTY

EQUIPMENT/VEHICLE PURCHASES i ot ] ] ]

VEHICLE INSURANCE (1] o 0 ] ]

WEHICLE MAINTENANCE ] i} 0 0 o

OTHER COUNTY CONTRIBUTION (SPECIFY) 1 0 i} H 0

OTHER COUNTY CONTRIBUTION (SPECIEY) 0 ] 0 0 o

OTHER COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL H ] o 0 0

GRAND TOTAL CHD PROGRAM 2376036 08,013 1,084,049 1,692,957 4,777,006

18



A

VITAL STATISTICS (180)
IMMUNIZATEON (101)

STD(102)

ALDS (103)

TB CONTROL SERVICES (104)

COMM. CHSEASE SURY (106)
HEPATITIS PREVENTICN (109)

PUBLIC HEALTH PREP AND RESP {1 16}

COMMUNICABLE DISEASE SUBTOTAL
B. PRIMARY CARE:
CHRONIC DISEASE SERVICES (2100
TORACCO PREVENTION (212)
HOME HEALTH (215)
W.ILC (221)
FAMILY PLANNING (223)
IMPROVED PREGNANCY OUTCOME (225)
HEALTHY START PRENATAL (227)
COMPREHENSIVE CHILD HEALTH (229)
HEALTHY START INFANT (231)
SCHOOL HEALTH (234)
COMPREHENSIVE ADULT HEALTH (237)
DENTAL HEALTH (240)
Healthy Start Inierconcepuion Woman (232}
PRIMARY CARE SUBTOTAL
C. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
Water and Onsite Sewage Programs
COASTAL REACH MONITORING (347)

LIMITED USE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS (35T)

PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM (358)
PRIVATE WATER SYSTEM {359)
INDCHVIDUAL SEWAGE DISP. (361)
Group Total
Facility Programs
FOOD HYGIEME (348)
BODY ART (349)
GROUP CARE FACILITY [351)
MIGRANT LAROR CAMP (352)

COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL:

I 20
224
238
37
014
08
0 06

I3
1086

114
114
0.0Q
050
568
0.07
L6
0.05
I.70
000
3.29
1.00
004
1877

000
1.30
069
0.17
462
678

02k
.00
042
000

HOUSING PUBLIC BLDG SAFETY SANITATION (358000

MOBILE HOME AND FARKS SERVICES (354)

SWIMMING POOLS/EATHING (360)
BIOMEDICAL WASTE SERVICES (364)

009
016
0.00

4107
1471
220
L
36

59

6,128

1,193

3468
12
26
ik
100
1TH

iz
400

kD
7412

152

D6l
1113

133

[

8413
3,005
925
560
6%

0

1312

0
13214

1493
i}

o
13,004
32
a0
4613
00
2,624
57,760
2371
00

bl
85,935

3,194
3734
57
2,785
10,534

11650
41,188
6502
35346
3,361
5.576
563
23,452
147,638

19,421
24,641
0
7,309
75,459
5,520
25,430
4,830
22,045
28,368
81,256
11,500
520
310,739

0
16,324
9,186
2,288
62,762
90,560

1654
0
5346
o
0
1.832
2,285
0

13,677
45034
e
41,459
1,946
5,025
it
27.531
168,480

22,79
28,927
o
8,213
RR.629
480
34,549
5,670
25,478
33,301
95,388
46,676
1,080
397,610

0
19,164
10,783

2,687
73,677
106,311

4,337
il
6.276
0
(1]
2,150
2.683
0

11.650
22,118
26,502
35,346
3,361
2,576
563
31452

136,568

19,421
87,141
0
5,309
75,499
5,520
29,430
4,830
22,045
28368
B1.2%6
RH.454
G20
448, 152

0
17,324
10,186

2,288
06,522
126320

159
i
3,346
1]
0
1,832
2,285
0

13,677
25,964
3113
41,494
3,947
3,025
662
2753
147413

12,198
24,928
0
6,234
RE.629
480
34,549
5,670
25879
33,300
95,389
Ti,004
1.081
419,941

1]
19,164
10,783

2,687
714677
106,311

4337
0
6.276
1
(]
2,150
2683
0

1]
111,872
103,685
139,351

14,615
13,065
1,763
103,798
AR%. 18D

77,267
162,174
V]
24,394
277,517
24,000
18,487
19,850
18,247
123,337
293,577
144,672
0
1,203,522

30,758
o

o
240,152
270,210

13.85%
0
16,736
1]

0
7964
B.842
1]

50,654
22432
11,544
14,289
0

3137
686
9,168
1,910

7172
7,463

i

2,691
50,739
o
89471
1,150
77,600
o
59,712
72,962
4,001
372,961

0
41,218
40,938

9,950
&h 486
158,592

0
0
6,508

30,654
134,304
115,229
53 680

14,615

16.202

2449
1125346
GO0,059

B4,439
169,637
o
27,085
328,256
24,000
127,958
21,000
95,847
123,337
153,289
217,634
4,001
1,576,463

0
71,976
40,938

9,950

306,638

429,502

L6062
0
23,244
0

0
7964
9.936
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C.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH:
Facility Programs
TANMNING FACILITY SERVICES (369) anl
Group Todal 096
Groundwater Contamination
STORAGE TANKE COMPLIANCE (355) 125
SUPER ACT SCRVICE (356) 001
Group Total 1.2e
Community Hygiene
RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH (372) 0.00
TOXIC SUBSTANCES (373) .00
QCCUPATIONAL HEALTH (344) 003
CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY (343) 0,00
MIURY PREVEMTICN (346) {0
LEAD MOMITORING SERVICES (350) 000
FUBLIC SEWAGE (362) o0
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL (361) 400
SANITARY NUISANCE (365) 014

RABIES SURVEILLANCE/CONTROL SERVICES (364813

ARBOYVIRUS SURVEILLANCE (367) 0.00
RODENT/ARTHROPOD CONTROL (368) .00
WATER POLLUTION (370) 0.00
AR POLLUTION (371) .00
Group Total 0,30
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SUBTOTAL 130
D. SPECIAL CONTRACTS:
SPECIAL CONTRACTS (399) L
SPECIAL CONTRACTS SUBTOTAL Ll
TOTAL CONTRACT 4093

349

228

240

S = oo & s e o s o

15.346

7
g4

133

~

Wi
L
wn

'5":":!!:?':131:!#

216

ioh

n?
13,020

RERTSY

a9
13,806

45, 168

182
43,350

3,005
154,721

613,008

762 649
16,208 13,804
§3.023 197,040

4 152
§3,237 197222

0 0

0 0

557 a7
0 ]

0 0

o o

o o

b} [}
2m 1.798
4,033 1,733
0 0

0 0

0 0

0 o
6703 4,005
182,459 341,353
0 0

i 1}

748,549 926,114

763 2,823
16,209 50,220
101,497 361,140
213 £70
101,710 361,710
0 ]

o a

337 I 485

0 0

0 [

] 0

o 0

0 0

PR Y 0
2,035 ]
] ]

1] ]

o o

i i

4,704 1.485
218934 884325
(Y i

0 0

TO6,288 2,376,038

0
ER LY

35,588
221

35,800

51t

=D e s o

ER AL
10,536
o

o

1]

0
18,932
223,142

H
0

TOR.013

396,728
Ta1
397,519

0
0
2,062

]
0
0
9
]

7819
10,536
0

0

0

i
20417
907,467

3,084,049
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April 4, 2008

To: Dale Williams: Columbia County Manager

)
\lf¢
From: Jim Poole: Columbia County IDA Executive Director f) .IC’
Subject: Mayo Fertilizer Tax Rebate

I have reviewed the taxes pald by Mayo Fertilizer. They are eligible for a rebate of 56130.07 based on
our job creation agreement with them.

| am including a copy of their tax bill and the check to Ronnie Brannon paying the 2007 Ad Valorem
taxes.



HOTICE OF AD VALOREM TAXES AND NON-AD VALOREM ASSESSMENTS
*Reminder* REAL ESTATE 2007  122391.0000

ASSESSED VALUE TAXABLE VALUE
768,468 | 768,468

RONNIE ERANNON

COLUMBIA COUNTY TAX COLLECTOR

ACCOUNT NUMBER
RO7463-002

MILLEGE CCDE

¢
a

1000 49 100" Z9p0LL & 1

—

Boog/

MAYO FERTILLZER INC

100 K41 NOMNNYHE 3IMKOH

IN] H3TITE1434 DAGM tRE

F O BOX 357 36-35-17 4100/4100 2410 Acres
MAYO FL 32066 COMM NW CD% Rl Eé 7573 F1
TO E R/W RD FOR POB_ CONTE = -
1888.5 FT TO NE COR OF N'W /4 ‘-L_\. &
TAXES PAID AFTER MAY 5,'08 OF THENE1/4, RUNS 50211 FT = =
WILL BE ADVERTISED See Tax Roll For Extra L.egal ~ o

AL VALOREM TAXES e
TAXING AUTHORITY MILLAGE RATE EXEMPTION AMOUNT TAXABLE VALUE TAXES LEVIED

LEVYING AUTHORITY

AMOUNT

FFIR FIRE ASSESSMENTS 266.51
NON-AD VALOREM ASSESSMENTS | 966.51
(COMBINED TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS | 1478272 See reverse side for important information }
‘IF PAID BY Mar 31 2008 ;‘?r 30 2008 May 23 2008 1
PLEASE PAY 14,782.72 15,226.20 15,243.70

L

Coo1 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISS 7.8530 768,468 6,034.78
S002 COLUMBIA COUNTY SCHOOL 768,468
DISCRETIONARY 0.7600 768,468 584.03
LOCAL 4. 7800 768,468 367328
CAPITAL OUTLAY 2.0000 TH8 468 1,536.94
WSR SUWANNEE RIVER WATER M 0.4399 THE 468 338.05
HILSH LAKE SHORE HOSPITAL AUT 2.0220 768,468 1,553.84
MDA COLUMBIA COUNTY INDUS 0.1240 768,468 95.29
: T
/130 ¢ R
P ~ M
- AT A ol
\ we Y° D) | L e
- IF £X l
JEot I/
| B TOTAL MILLAGE 17.9789 AD VALOREM TAXES | 13.816.21 J

Please
Rewnn
thas
Ponion
for your
Records
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MAYO FERTILIZER, INC. ' 2050

P.O BOX 357 63-551631

I*.t.ci‘r'FD. FL 32066 [
86.794.2024 - &ﬂ} 2
Efngggkﬁm‘ﬂﬁﬂubﬁaﬁ AR Collechoe. H"i %9-1 |
an._.ﬂng&n&\, 0400 xlncls.o_o\_méébhu ‘D_ZZGQ gk @:«m;ﬂ

k¥ A ) LR
S P RTTLT G b R A D

"t 'Ii‘

MEMO
00 050 0OB3MO0S55L5N 00 ¢ &B 2830 b

RONNIE BRANNON, CFC 2007 REAL ESTATE 01223910000
COLUMBIA COUNTY TAX COLLECTOR NOTICE OF AD VALOREM TAXES AND NON-AD VALOREM ASSESSMENTS

TAX ACCOUNT NUMBER ESCROW CD| ASSESSED VALUE EXEMPTIONS TAXABLE VALUE | RMILLAGE CODE
L@yg_a-uuz P B 768,468 | 0 | ~ 7es,4a68 | 002
E ATOOZISM R
i MAYO FERTILIZER INC
- P O BOX 357 36-35-17 4100/4100 24.1 acres
MAYO FL 32066-0357 COMM NW COR, RUN E 1675.73 FT

- TO E R/W RD FOR FOB, CONT E
: 1888.5 FT TO NE COR OF NW1/4
i OF THE NE1/4, RUN S 502.11 FT
' See Tax Roll for extra legal.

PAY N US. _FUNDS TO RONNIE BAANNON TAx COLLECTOR . 135 NE HERNANDO AVE, SUITE 125, LAKE CITY, AL 320654006 « www columbigtacolector.com
——— L frean ol
IF PAID BY

Feb 29 Mar 31
LPLEAEE PAY 14,634.89 14.7&2.?2J

Nov 30 | Dec 31 L Jan 31

14,191,411 14,339.24 14,487.07




il

D. ale Williams

—
From: Jim Stevenson [florida_springs@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 §:25 AM

To: Dale Williams

Subject: Agquifer Vulnerability Assessment
Attachments: CAVA letter doc, Map-LAVA png
Dale:

Thank you for agreeing to send a letter to DEP and to David 5iill in support of the proposed CAVA
project. Sample text is attached along with the LAVA map.

Jim

Flease send the DEF letter to:

Rick Hicks

Groundwater Section

Depariment of Environmental Protection
2600 Blairstone Rd. MS 3575

Taliaghassee, FL 32399-2400

Copyto:

Connie Bersok

springs Initictive Section

Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blairstone Rd, MS 3512
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400






Relative Vulnerability
I Most Vulnerable
| More Vulnerable
[ Vulnerable

I Less Vulnerable

et i it i PR Y O
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City of Lake City

Purchasing & Contracting

205 N. Marion Avenue
Lake City, FL 32055
PH: (386) 719-5816/5818

Fax: (386) 755-6112
E-mail: purchasing@lcfla.com

p
"//;-\pril 24,2008

Dewey Weaver, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners
135 NE Hermando Avenue
Courthouse Annex

Lake City, FL 32055

HAND DELIVERED
Re: 2008-025 Revised Employment Agreement

Enclosed are three (3) copies of the Revised Employment Agreement between Columbia County
and the City of Lake City that was approved by City Council Resolution 2008-025 on Monday,

Aprl 21, 2008.

Please execute these documents: retain one stamped “duplicate™ for your files: and return the other
two 1o my attention at your earliest convenience.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (386) 719-5816.

Respectﬁj{ ly,

v,

i : \
et Bashas

Laurette Burks
Purchasing Coordinator

Enc (3)
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C-08-891 °
4/17/08

CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2008-025

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF LAKE CITY, FLORIDA,
("CITY") TO AMEND THE EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT WITH COLUMBIA
COUNTY, FLORIDA ("COUNTY™) RELATING TO ASSIGNING CITY
EMPLOYEE, MARIO COPPOCK, TO COUNTY FOR A PERIOD OF TIME, AS
PREVIOUSLY AUTHORIZED BY CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2008-

017.

WHEREAS, by City Council Resolution No. 2008-017, City authorized and
approved an Employment Agreement with the County to assign Mario Coppock, a City
employee, to the County to wark with and assist the County with promoting and
directing County's recreational program and activities for a period of time and in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the Employment Agreement; and

WHEREAS, County and Employee have requested the Employment Agreement
to be amended to provide an additional provision; and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that it is proper and in the interest of the
City, County and Employee that the additional provision be approved and included in
the Revised Employment Agreement, copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"
(herein the "Revised Employment Agreement").

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LAKE CITY, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City is hereby authorized to enter into the Revised Employment
Agreement and the Mayor is authorized to execute the Revised Employment

Agreement for and on behalf of the City.



PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the City Council this QEI day of

‘M,Mﬂ\_ , 2008.

’ Ma%r-ﬂouncilman

ATTEST:

Ny &bt

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALI

Wizl

HERBERT F. DARBY
City Attorney







4, Employee shall be "loaned” to Contractuai Employer by Current Employer and will be
responsible for promoting, assisting with, and directing recreational programs and activilies in
Columbia County during the term of this agreement,

5. Current Employer will surplus Ford F-150 pickup lruck vehicle idenlification number#
1IFTRF12VBENB22170 then transfer title of vehicle to Contractual Employer for use as needed
by loaned employee.

6. Contractual Employer shall reimburse Current Employer once annually at the beginning of the
fiscal year and upon the execution of this contract for all expenses incurred by Employee for
payment of salary and benefits as outlined in section 2 above during the term of this
agreement. Current Empioyer shall provide Contractual Employer with a detailed billing of
these expenses at least monthly.

7. The term of this agreement shall commence February 1, 2008 and end February 28, 2009.

8. This agreement may be terminated with a notice of (30) days or modified as to its terms and
conditions within thirty (30) days of its execution.

9. No waiver or modification of this agreement or of any covenant, condition or limitation herain
contained shall be valid uniess in writing and duly executed by the party to be charged
therewith,

10. This document contains the entire agreement between the parties concerning the employment
arrangement of Employee between the Current Employer and the Contractual Employer and
supersedes any prior agreements.

11. This agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and any
successors to the Board of County Commissioners of the County. The interpretation of this
agreement shall be governed by the iaws of the State of Florida.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement this _day of

, 2008,
Signed, sealed and delivered BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
in the presence of: COLUMBIA COUNTY FLORIDA
B . - By:
Dewey Weaver, Chairman
"Contractual Employer”
Signed, sealed and delivered CITY OF LAKE
in the presence of: LAKE CITY.F
A, ) Wi,
_ Scott Reynolds, City Manager
Pt hea Ko {;}i "Current Employer”

[

.
DUPLICATE



Signed, sealed and delivered
In the presence of: Approved and consented to:

Cloge brino o Ao Aol
}}/ 7 t\?\/‘i Aé }’) MaritL A. Coppock /4 Lfi/ Z cf/ of
£ {{.ﬂdif_ PR e ' KRRy B

"Employee”

APRPOVED AS %onm AND LEGALITY;
By: / it zﬂ
HERBERT F. DARBY
City Attorney

DUPLICATE



The Board of County Commissioners met in a regularly scheduled meeting on

March 20, 2008 in the School Board Administration Building at 7:00 p.m.

Commissioners in Attendance: Others in Attendance:

Ronald Williams  District 1 County Manager Dale Williams
Dewey Weaver District 2 Marlin Feagle, County Attorney
George Skinner District 3 Sandy Markham, Deputy Clerk
Stephen Bailey District 4 Penny Stanley, BCC Secretary

Elizabeth Porter District 5

Chairman Weaver called the meeting to order. The invocation and Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America followed.

BUILDING & ZONING
The County Planner submitted the foregoing for Board consideration. Everyone
giving testimony was sworn in by the Clerk.

Small Scale Land Use Amendments — Public Hearings

(1) CPA 0176 — Bullard and Denune Investments — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of the fellowing parcel from RESIDENTIAL
VERY LOW DENSITY (I dwelling unit per acre) to RESIDENTIAL, LOW DENSITY (less
than or equal to 2 dwelling unit per acre) on land lying within Section 14, Township 4
South, Range 16 East, Columbia County, Florida; Containing 9.99 acres, more or less.
The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval.

The public hearing opened. Mr. Chris Bullard spoke in favor. There being no
additional input, the public hearing closed,

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.

(2) CPA 0177 — Jessie and Julia Ann Byrd — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of the following parcel from RESIDENTIAL,
ILOW DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to COMMERCIAL on
property lying within Section 25, Township 4 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County,
Florida. Containing 2.88 acres, more or less. The Planning and Zoning Board
recommended approval. The public hearing opened and closed without opposition.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Williams.
The motion carried unanimously.

(3) CPA 0178 - Phillip and Shamima Hardcastle — District 3
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An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of the following parcel from RESIDENTIAL,
LOW DENSITY (Less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to RESIDENTIAL,
MEDIUM DENSITY (less than or equal to 8 dwelling units per acre) on property lying within
Section 25, Township 3 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County, Florida. Containing 5.90
acres, more or less. The Planning and Zoning Board recommended denial since this
change would adversely affect drainage and property values, and will increase traffic
congestion.

County Planner Brian Kepner reported that he received an email from Mr. & Mrs.
Hardcastle advising they have had a family emergency and could not be in attendance.
They have also requested this matter be continued as they are outside of the United

States.
Commissioner Williams said that regardless of whether the Hardcastle’s are in

attendance, he did not personally intend to vote in favor of their application. The
Commissioner suggested the matter not be continued and noted that the Hardcastles can
re-apply in one year. Commissioner Skinner's said that in his opinion, the Hardcastles
should be present if they are making a request [The commissioner did not elaborate]. At
the advise of Attorney Feagle the public hearing was declared opened.

Speaking in opposition: Citizen Randy Cox advised that he was speaking on behalf
of 17 (out of 23) property owners who reside on Brady Circle and who oppose this
application for the following reasons: The change is not in keeping with the use of the
land, it will lower property values, the needed sewage and drainage is not and will not be
available any time in the near future, and the increased traffic flow will create safety issues.
On behalf of a Brady Circle group of citizens, Mr. Cox asked that the request be denied.

There was no one to speak in favor. The public hearing closed.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to uphold Planning and Zoning's
recommendation to deny based on the findings and the consensus of the Board. Second
by Commissioner Williams. The motion carried unanimously.

(4) CPA 0179 — John and Barbara Albright — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of certain properties from RESIDENTIAL,
VERY LOW DENSITY (less than or equal to | dwelling unit per acre) to COMMERCIAL
property lying within Section I, Township 4 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County,
Florida. Containing 1.01 acre, more or less.

AND

A parcel of land lying within Section 11, Township 4 South, Range 16 East,
Columbia County, Florida. Containing .79 acre, more or less. All said lands containing
1.80 acre, more or less.

The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing
opened. There was no one to speak in opposition. Attorney Todd Doss spoke in favor.
The public hearing closed.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.
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(5) CPA 0182 — HUD Properties, LLC — Dist. 5

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of certain property from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to RESIDENTIAL, MEDIUM
DENSITY (less than or equal to 8 dwelling units per acre) for property lying within Section

6, Township 4 South, Range 17 East, Columbia County, Florida. Containing 0.96 acre,
more or less. OiNANGSNGIZ00EEN

The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing
opened. There was no one to speak in opposition. Mr. Marvin Peavy, owner of Sugar Mill
Apartments, spoke in favor. The public hearing closed.

MOTION by Commissioner Porter to approve. Second by Commissioner Williams.

The motion carried unanimously.

(6) CPA 0183 -- Maston Crapps, as agent for Delta Omega Properties, Inc. — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of certain property from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to INDUSTRIAL on property

lying within Section 24, Township 4 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County, Florida.
Containing 9.09 acres, more or less. h
The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing

opened. Mo one spoke in opposition. Speaking in favor was Maston Crapps  The public
hearing closed.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Porter.
The motion carried unanimously.

(7) CPA 0185 — Columbia Developers LLC, as agent for Duane & Karen Thomas —
Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of certain lands from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to RESIDENTIAL, MEDIUM
DENSITY (less than or equail to 8 dwelling units per acre) on property lying within Section
10, Township 4 Snuth Rane 15 East Columbia County, Florida. Containing 8.07 acres,
more or less. Qrdinance No. 200

The Planning and Zumng Bnard recommended approval. The public hearing
opened and closed without input.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.

(8) CPA 0186 — Ray Logan/Rajan Holdings, Inc. — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of certain lands from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to INDUSTRIAL on property
lying within Section 10, Township 4 South, Rane 16 East Columbia County, Florida.

Containing 4.41 acres, more or less. | o -
The Planning and Zoning Board remmmended appmual The pubiic hearing
opened and closed without input.
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MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to deny the application and overiurn the
Planning and Zoning Board's recommendation based on the fact that the this application is
inconsistent with the southern side of the road, which is residential. The commissioner
also believes approval would reduce property values on the southern side of the road. The
motion died for a lack of a second.

Commissioners Bailey and Williams voiced the property across the street is
industrial and has operating businesses, including a crematorium and a cabinet shop.
They believe the application is consistent with the area.

Attorney Feagle said that there are two categories that fall under “industrial”.
Comments made at the Planning and Zoning meeting indicated the applicant’s plans are to
build a warehouse that will produce ice machines, which is light industnal,

MOTION by Commissioner Williams to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried 4-1 with Commissioner Skinner voting in opposition.

(9) CPA 0187 — Arlene Alford — Dist. 5

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of property from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) toa COMMERCIAL on property
I ing WIthm Sectlun ? annshlp 4 South, Range 17 East, Columbia County, Florida.

The Plannlng and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing
opened and closed without input.

MOTION by Commissioner Porter to approve. Second by Commissioner Williams.
The motion carried unanimously.

(10) CPA 0188 — J.L. Dicks — Dist. 3

An application to amend the Future Land Use Plan Map of the Comprehensive Plan
by changing the future land use classification of lands from RESIDENTIAL, LOW
DENSITY (less than or equal to 2 dwelling units per acre) to COMMERCIAL on property
located within Section 25, Township 4 South, Rane ‘IE East Columbia County, Florida.
Containing 3.01 acres, more or less. Crdinane 0. 2

The Planning and Zoning Board recnmmended apprmial The public hearing
opened and closed without opposition.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.

Zoning Amendments:

(1) £ 0451 — Jay Davis — Dist. 1

An application to amend the Official Zoning Atlas of the Land Development
Regulations by changing the zoning district of certain lands from RESIDENTIAL, SINGLE
FAMILY-2 (RSF-2) to RESIDENTIAL, (MIXED) SINGLE FAMILY MOBILE HOME-2
(RSF/MH-2) for property lying within Section 33, Township 3 South Rane 17 East,
Columbia County, Florida. Containing .50 acre, more or less. Ordinance No

The public hearing opened and closed without opposrtlon_

MOTION by Commissioner Williams to approve. Second by Commissioner Skinner.
The motion carried unanimously.
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(2) Z 0492 — Columbia Developers LLC, as agent for Thomas - Dist. 3

An application to amend the Official Zoning Atlas of the Land Development
Regulations by changing the zoning district of certain lands from RURAL RESIDENTIAL
(RR) to RESIDENTIAL, MULTIPLE FAMILY (RMF-I) for property lying within Section 10,

Township 4 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County, Florida. Containing 8.07 acres, more
or less, ﬂ

The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing
opened. Mr. Duane Thomas spoke in favor. The public hearing closed.

MOTION by Commissioner Skinner to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.

(3) £ 0493 — James Turner — Dist. 5

An application to amend the Qfficial Zoning Atlas of the Land Development
Regulations by changing the zoning district of certain lands from COMMERCIAL,
GENERAL (CG) te COMMERCIAL INTENSIVE (Cl) for property lying within Section 13,

Township 4 South, Range 16 East, Columbia County, Florida. Containing 1.02 acres, more
ot less. ORAAGENGNZ0085TE

The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval. The public hearing
opened. Mr. Charles Peeler spoke in favor of the change and advised that Mr. Turner
would like to open an automotive parts house and repair shop.

MOTION by Commissioner Porter to deny based on the fact that there is no other
commercial intensive businesses in the area. Second by Commissioner Skinner. The
motion failed 3-2 with Commissioners Williams, Bailey and Weaver voting against the
motion.

MOTION by Commissioner Williams to uphold the recommendation of the Planning
and Zoning Board. Second by Commissioner Bailey. The motion carried 3-2 with
Commissioners Porter and Skinner voting against the motion.

CONSENT AGENDA
Motion by Commissioner Williams to approve the Consent Agenda. Second by
Commissioner Skinner. The motion carried unanimously.

PRIVATE PRISON TAX DEED SALE
Tax Certificate #1831 (Year 1998)

There has been an ongoing saga regarding the taxation of Lake City Correctional
Facility, a CCA Corporation located in Columbia County. Due to delinquent taxes, the
prison was placed on the tax roll and a tax certificate was issued. It has since been
determined by the courts that the private prison was not subject to and is exempt from
property taxes, Based on the ruling of the court, the tax certificate must be canceled, and
the certificate holders [Ottingers et al] are due the amount paid for the certificate and a
reasonable amount of interest. It will cost approximately $105,894.53 for the Property
Appraiser to cancel the certificate. The Tax Collector will then withhold those proceeds
from a future tax distribution. The County Manager suggested the Board acknowledge the
cost of canceling the certificate.

In the past two legislative sessions the state has provided Payment in Lieu of Tax
Money (“PILT") to counties who have private facilities located within them. Because
Columbia County held the outstanding certificate, the state held the PILT money in
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abeyance until the issue was resolved. If fully resolved prior to June 01, 2008 the county
will still be eligible to receive this past year's PILT allocation of $90,000.

MOTION by Commissioner Bailey to accept staff recommendation. Second by
Commissioner Porter. The maotion carried unanimously.

Special Projects

Commissioner Porter (District 5) has requested that $5,000 be allocated from
Special Project balances to assist with renovation of the Fort White Train Depot Caboose.

Commissioner Bailey (District 4) has requested that $5000 be allocated from
Special Project balances to assist with the renovation of the Fort White Train Depot
Caboose.

MOTION by Commissioner Porter to approve. Second by Commissioner Bailey.
The motion carried unanimously.

Special Projects (Not on agenda)

Commissioner Williams (District 1) has requested that $500 be allocated from
Special Project balances to assist Five Points Elementary School with the Garden
Beautification Project.

Mation by Commissioner Williams to approve. Second by Commissioner Porter.
The motion carried unanimously.

Parking Lot (South of U.S. 90)

The First Baptist Church has sold their parking lot located on the southern side of
U.S. Hwy. 90 to Attorney Teresa Morgan. The County currently parks most of the vehicles
used by the Courthouse Annex employees. All previous agreements between the county
and First Baptist Church have now expired. Mrs. Morgan is seeking rent in return for the
county's continued use of this parking lot. This would require the county justifying the rent
amount and considering other options. This matter will be rescheduled on a future
agenda.

Toolbox for Tornade Recovery

The County Manager said that |ast Friday that he, city officials, representatives from
the S.H.I.P. Program, representatives of the CDBG Program, the State Emergency
Response Team and others met to discuss what assistance could be rendered to those
tornado victims who sustained property damage and are in need of help. Collectively, a
“toolbox” has been put together where an applicant will first meet with the United Way
regarding their specific needs. United Way will then determine which program(s) best fit
the victim's needs and will direct them from that point on how to receive assistance. One
of the programs the county is interested in including in this recovery “toolbox” is the
assistance through S.H.I.P. funds. The State Housing Initiative Program ("S.H.IL.P.") is
funded through documentary stamps. On the state level, $5,000,000 was set aside this
year for catastrophic relief.

The County Manager said the City is in the process of compiling infermation and
numbers to identify a cost amount to be requested from S.H.I.P. Once received it must be
disbursed in accordance with the Local Housing Assistance Plan ("LHAP"). The County
will need to amend its LHAP to accommodate these new monies, which will need to be
done by resolution.
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The County Manager explained that a Strategy 4 will need to be added to the
County LHAP, to address disaster mitigation and recovery. The summary of the strategy
is that it will provide assistance to households following a natural disaster as declared by
the executive order of the president of the United States or the governor of the Florida.
The strategy would only be implemented in the event of a natural disaster using any funds
that have not yet been encumbered or additional disaster funds issued b Hﬂnda Hﬂus:n

Finance Cnrﬁcratlnn the parent agency of S H.I.P.

MOTION by Commissioner Williams to adopt Resoclution No. 2008R-7. Second by
Commissioner Skinner. The motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Weaver announced that the county received a disaster relief donation
from Region #2 Department of Corrections' (Columbia) Business Office today. The Board
expressed thanks.

Tornado Recovery Update

Commissioner Williams gave an update on the tornado recovery efforts. It has
been almost two weeks since the tornado. He expressed appreciation to the public, local
businesses, the county and city workers and the many other entities who have assisted
with the recovery process. It will take approximately two weeks to complete the tree
removal process and approximately two and one half years to complete the recovery
process. Well over 100 homes have been damaged to some degree. Commissioner
Williams said that he and the County Manager met with City Councilman Mike Lee and the
City Manager and agreed that the city and county would work together to find an efficient
means by which the homes damaged beyond repair can be demolished.

Public Input

Citizen Barbara Lemley said regarding the church parking lot that another option
may be to park the vehicles on some of the properties recently purchased by Lake Shore
Hospital. She learned this is already being considered.

Citizen Wayne Sapp said regarding the church parking lot that he is against paying
the law firm a fee to park the vehicles as it will only be a means by which the owner can
make the loan payments. He suggested the Board consider the extra property beside the
Sheriff Department on Highway 90 East.

Adjournment
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned
at 8:20 p.m.

Board of County Commissioners

ATTEST:

P. DeWitt Cason
Clerk of Circuit Court



