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Proposed FY2011/12 Budget Follow‐up 

Worksession Follow‐up / Open Items  
 

 
 

 

1. Sheriff:  Public Hearing Adjustment for $2M representing estimated FY2010/11 budget 
savings. 

2. Sheriff:  Public Hearing Adjustment for $1.8M to cover operations of the Juvenile Detention 
Center as proposed and approved by the Board on June 14, 2011. 

3. Clerk of the Court:  Cash Flow Projections – Board staff is working requested improvements 
to quarterly cash flow projections, specifically with regard to the County’s major capital 
programs under Environmental Services and Public Works.     

4. Clerk of the Court:  Line of Credit – The Clerk is setting up documentation for a line of credit 
with the banking services contract that can be activated by the Board in the event it is 
needed for emergencies.  If exercised the line would be backed by a pledge of non‐ad 
valorem revenues.   

5. Tax Collector:  Public Hearing Adjustment to reduce excess fees for FY2011/12 by $3.8M to 
provide for the relocation of the Casselberry branch office to a site capable of 
accommodating a driver license test range and sufficient building space to increase staffing.  
The relocation and spacing requirements is a result of action taken by the Florida 
Legislature that transfers the responsibility to County Tax Collectors for state driver license 
services.   

6. Tax Collector/County Attorney:  Non residential charge or refusal of service for Driver 
Licenses ‐ The County Attorney has reviewed and determined that Florida residents can go 
to any driver license office to obtain a license; they do not need to go to an office in the 
County in which they reside.  The fees are established by state law. 

7. Property Appraiser:  Request to join the County’s Self Insurance Health Coverage Program – 
The County’s Excess (stop loss) insurance carrier has reviewed the Property Appraisers’ 
group claims experience and has indicated it will not have an adverse effect on the County’s 
program.  The Property Appraiser has formally requested inclusion in the County’s Health 
plan effective 2012, the switch will result in $130K savings to the County’s General Fund.  
Board approval is required to finalize the Property Appraiser’s Office re‐entry. 

8. Environmental Services:  Water & Sewer Meter Replacement Plan – Attached is a memo 
recapping the history of the program since inception in 2007, current status and 
methodology for completion.  (See page 7) 
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9. Environmental Services:  Capital Improvement Plan Revalidation – Attached is schedule that 
provides a comparison of the Water & Sewer Capital Program revalidation in 2010 to the 
current validation in 2011.  The scheduled timing of the projects is reflected in the draft 
Capital Improvement Program Document.  (See page 31) 

10. Environmental Services/Fiscal Services, MSBU:  Under the County’s solid waste residential 
hauling program can penalties collected from the haulers be refunded to customers? – 
Since residential service is provided through an assessment based program, a direct fee for 
service to the customer is not charged.  Issuing a refund or credit against the assessment for 
a service issue would not be appropriate.   The Board could set‐up a mechanism for 
addressing service complaints that could offer a form of compensation to the property 
owner for a service issue.  This would require amending the governing ordinance.  Any 
consideration for developing a refund program would need to be approached with 
consideration for negative cost impact to the current program; ultimately effecting the 
assessment levied to all property owners.  Any Memo provided discussing the potential for 
customer service provisions for missed collection.  (See page 35) 

11. Environmental Services/Fiscal Services:  Enterprise Fund Reserve Policy – Staff to provide a 
draft policy to the Board for consideration. – Staff will prepare a recommended policy based 
on industry standards and will seek input from outside professionals.  Staff anticipates 
presenting a draft to the Board in the fall for review and discussion.   

12. Public Safety:  Stats on UCF area runs into Orange County (Station 65) – Station R65 
(Seminole County) receives approximately 250 calls (12% of annual call volume) for UCF 
property. 

13. Public Safety:  Impact to Casselberry fire station access during construction of the flyover – 
Seminole County Public Safety and Public Works met with representatives from Casselberry 
Fire to discuss the potential response issues and impacts during the construction of the Red 
Bug Flyover.  It has been determined that the Red Bug Flyover construction will not 
negatively impact public safety response out of the Casselberry Fire Station.  Any changes to 
existing traffic plans requested by the contractor are required to go through a number of 
approvals and reviews.   

14. Public Safety:  Probation Position Requests – Attached is a staff memo providing 
justification for requested positions.  (See page 37) 

15. Public Safety:  Salvage Value on Air Packs ($650K annually for 2 years = total $1.3M) – 
Vendor has estimated salvage value at approximately $100 per air pack. 
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16. Public Safety:  Incident Command Vehicles (2 @ $77K each) – First Public Hearing 
Adjustment to remove requested vehicles from budget.   

17. Public Safety:  Mobile Data System (FY11 $268K / FY12 $232K = total $500K) – A Power 
point presentation is attached to provide information.  (See page 41) 

18. Public Safety:  Power Load Stretchers (5 a year for $110K for 3 yrs = total $330K) – Power 
loaders allow the facilitated loading of a patient into the transport unit.  It provides for a  
smoother transition of the patient, less jarring, when placing them in the unit and reduces 
the chances of injury. 

19. Growth Management:  E‐Permitting  

a. Fund from FY11 savings in IT Budget to establish project Budget when single source 
contract is brought to Board tentative 9/13) – A Budget Transfer to fund the project 
through unspent IT operating budget will be provided simultaneous with request to 
approve single source contract.  Software is $100,000 and hardware is estimated at 
$15,000 for monitors and video cards. 

b. Project Timeline to Board including costs and integration info – Attached is a memo 
providing status update of the project and applicable timeline, with an estimated go 
live date of February 2012.  It is anticipated that contract will be presented to the 
Board for consideration the first meeting of September.  Staff is reviewing building 
permit interface and has requested County Attorney review of digital sign off for E‐
Plan review.  (See page 49) 

20. Growth Management:  Transit Oriented Development Master Planning Altamonte Station – 
Attached is a narrative and related map provided by the planning consultant firm for the 
17/92 CRA and encompasses the area requested.  (See page 55) 

21. Growth Management/County Attorney:  County Bus Shelter and Bench Contract – review 
termination clause to see if the County can be released, so that LYNX is not constrained on 
building shelters with available ARRA funding.  

County Attorney’s review: 
BUS SHELTER AND BENCH CONTRACT ISSUES: 

a. The contract with the Bus Shelter Company is set to expire in March of 2013. 
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b. It is exclusive with the limited exception that LYNX could place non-adverting 
shelters in single family residential locations or in close proximity to single family 
residential areas where display of advertising would be deemed inappropriate. 

c. Termination prior to March 2013 of the contract by the County can only be initiated 
for non-performance on the part of the contractor. 

d. Growth management has overseen the implementation of the contract. 

e. I asked staff for a determination if the contractor is in compliance with the scope of 
services. I have been informed that the Company is in compliance. 

f. The contract also allows for the company to place benches on right of way. 

g. There is also a separate contract, which is non-exclusive, with a company for the 
construction of benches. This contract can be terminated for convenience. 

22. Leisure Services:  Virtual Library Update – Attached is a memo providing an update.  (See 
page 57) 

23. Leisure Services:  Park Master Plan look to see if it can be funded from FY11 savings – Staff 
has determined the funding is available through unspent operational budget within the 
Leisure Services department, which will be carried forward to fund the master plan project. 

24. Fiscal Services/Community Services:  Medicaid County Responsibility ‐ Public Hearing 
Adjustment to increase Medicaid by $500,000.  Recently, the State implemented a new 
billing system transitioning from a manual process to electronic.  As a result the State is able 
to more accurately re‐bill counties for previously unresolved billings.  Counties were 
notified in January 2011 of the initiation of this process.  As a result Seminole County is now 
receiving re‐billings from the state.  The assessment of the fiscal impact is undeterminable.   
Attached is a memo providing an update on current issues related to the County’s 
responsibility to cost share Medicaid with the State under F. S. 409.915.  (See page 59)   

25. Community Services/County Attorney:  Review of terms and conditions of contract for 
indigent care with Central Florida Regional Hospital. – The contract is continuous with no 
expiration date and a capped billing amount of $372,412 annually.  

26. Fiscal Services:  Save our Homes Differential Table – As discussed during the budget 
overview attached is a table reflecting the breakdown of the average and median SOH 
differential by value of homesteaded property. (See Page 61) 

27. Fiscal Services:  Communication Services Tax Update and Proposed Legislation  
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a. AT&T Mobility Settlement ‐ Memo is attached outlining the settlement.  It was 
determined that the vendor’s practice of charging customers for taxes on internet 
access through certain services was inappropriate.  Based on the discontinued taxing 
of these services by AT&T and other vendors the County’s annual CST revenue has 
dropped approximately $500K.  Additionally, the County potentially will be 
responsible for refunding approximately $1M in FY12 for repayment to AT&T 
Mobility customers for taxes previously paid on these services. (See Page 62) 

b. Proposed Legislation – Memo is attached outlining the 2011 session results and 
anticipated legislation proposal in 2012 reducing the rate by 1%; representing a 
potential loss of revenue to the County of $1.5M. (See Page 63) 

28. Fiscal Services:  Funding Impacts to Homeless Assistance from Legislation 2011 – There was 
no specific legislation impacting homeless funding, however the Governor vetoed $12.5M 
of funding from the budget.  The Governor’s veto included $12M in funding at the state 
level to the National Veteran’s Homeless Support Group and $500K in funding locally to the 
Health Care Center for the Homeless – Osceola, Orange, and Seminole.  A complete copy of 
the Governors correspondence on budget veto decisions was sent via e‐mail to Board 
members. 

29. Fiscal Services/Central Services:  List of Eliminated/Vacant Positions – Attached is a listing of 
outlining the six positions eliminated within the FY2011/12 proposed budget, six positions 
that are on vacant and on hold for recruitment, twenty‐four positions vacant but approved 
for recruitment and two positions vacant but currently being contracted out.  (See page 64) 

30. Central Services:  Facilities Master Plan – Staff is recommending an update to the plan be 
prepared and will provide a presentation to the Board September 23, 2011 for discussion 
and direction.  

31. County Manager/Central Services:  Fleet Policies and Practices – County Manager is 
assembling a Continuous Improvement Team to review fleet policies and practices.  The 
committee will be assigned specific tasks (i.e. replacement policy, standardization, service 
delivery) and make recommendation to the County Manager.  County Manager will bring 
back his recommendation to the Board.  This will be a focus area over the next 3‐6 months. 

32. County Manager:  Evergreen Study – Follow back with Board for final approval in 
September. 

33. County Manager:  Staff Compensation – Board Direction 
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Meter Replacement Program
Final PresentationFinal Presentation

April 17, 2007

Presented By:  Knight’s Consulting
Aaron Bell • Michelle Dailey • Steven Johnson • David Van Nest

Agenda

• Introduction
M t D t• Meter Data

• Recommendations
• Justification
• Questions
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Objectives

• Develop and implement 
a small metera small meter 
replacement program to 
reduce revenue losses

• Create order and 
method to replace 
meters

Approach

Collect meter replacement time st dies to• Collect meter replacement time studies to 
determine estimated cycle time of the 
replacement program

• Determine the order of which the meters will beDetermine the order of which the meters will be 
replaced using the results from the meter 
efficiency test.
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Meter Data

Meter Age

20+ years
7%

1-10 years
53%

10-20 years
40%

Source:  Seminole County Environmental Services Meter Database
Total of Meters = 43,000

Meter Data

Average Gallons Per Day

0 300 GALLONS

600+ GALLONS
18%

0-300 GALLONS
57%300-600 GALLONS

25%

Source:  Seminole County Environmental Services Meter Database
Total of Meters = 43,000
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Meter Testing

• The selection of meters to 
test was determined by 
Seminole County and the y
UCF team. We chose to test 
the 3 primary brands that 
Seminole County has used in 
the past:
– Badger
– Neptune
– Precisionec s o

• Within the brands of the meters, we pulled meters in relation to age and 
consumption.

• 47 meters were taken out of the ground and taken to a test bench to 
determine the reading accuracy at 3 different flow rates.

Meter Testing

A meter passes or fails a 
testing according to AWWAtesting according to AWWA 
guidelines by using flow rates 
of low, medium and high, 
along with accuracy 
tolerances.

Flow Rate Actual Flow Rate Low Tolerance High Tolerance
High 15 GPM 1.6% 1.6%

Medium 1-2 GPM 1.6% 1.6%
Low .25 GPM 5% (Multi-Jet 3%) 1% (Multi-Jet 3%)
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• Tested 47 Meters

Test Results

– 13 Badger
– 22 Precision
– 12 Neptune

Brand Over Reading Under Reading Total Failure Rate
Precision 62% 23% 85%
Badger 3% 31% 34%

Neptune 0% 14% 14%

FAILURES BY BRAND

Test Results

Failures by Age (%)Failures by Age (%)
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Test Results

Failures by Total Estimated Consumption (% )Failures by Total Estimated Consumption (% )
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Meter Testing Summary of Results

• Our tests showed that the percentage of failures is due to older age and 
higher consumption levels. Because total consumption is based onhigher consumption levels. Because total consumption is based on 
age, the main factor in developing our recommendations to the 
replacement will be based primarily on age. 

• Meters that were older than 10 years had an average failure rate of 
87%.

• Meters that had an average lifetime consumption of 1.5 million 
gallons had an average failure rate of 72%.

• According to our research, the efficiency of the meter read begins to 
decline at the age of 10 years old or 1.4 million gallons of 
consumption. 
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Recommendation

Recommendation
• Begin replacing meters as follows:• Begin replacing meters as follows:

– Group routes into the four current maintenance areas
– The maintenance area with the oldest average age will 

be replaced first 
– Within each maintenance area, the oldest route will be 

replaced firstp
• This will allow for AMR to be introduced into 

one area at a time. Once all meters have been 
replaced in that area another crew member will be 
available for more replacements.

Service Area Data

Service Area Approx # of Meters Age GPD
North East 6,948 12.6 835
South East 19,174 12.5 454
North West 8,937 7.8 645
South West 5,304 6.9 359
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Alternative 1

Alternative 1
• Begin replacing meters as follows:Begin replacing meters as follows:  

– Toughest reads, flood levels, and high traffic areas. 
– Group the routes according to the current meter readers
– The meter reader with the oldest average routes will be 

replaced first
– Within each meter reader, the oldest route will be replaced first

• Once all the meters have been replaced for the meter 
reader, he/she will be able to read meters by AMR. 

Alternative 2 Toughest Routes

Toughest Reads to be replaced first:
Cycle Route

1 52
1 56
1 80
1 82
1 83
1 84
1 85
1 86
1 87
1 88
3 14
3 47
3 49
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Cycle Data

Cycle 3 DataCycle 1 Data

637.71

Total Average Gallons Used
2 381 025

Cycle 3 Average Age
10.23

Cycle 3 Average Consumption

Total Average Gallons Used
1 850 632

Cycle 1 Average Age
11.47

Cycle 1 Average Consumption
442.08

2,381,0251,850,632

Cycle Data

Cycle 1
Reader # of Meters Age
R b t 2403 14 1

Cycle 3
Reader # of Meters Age

J ff 2372 13 8Roberto 2403 14.1
Jeff 2307 12.9

Gerry 2310 12.7
Tommy 2534 11.9
Janet 2229 11.4
Dale 1987 10.7
Greg 2511 10.4
Javier 2412 9.6

Marshall 2278 9.4

Jeff 2372 13.8
Javier 2207 12.1
Greg 2536 11.1

Marshall 2499 10.7
Tommy 2240 10.4

Dale 2259 10.2
Roberto 2392 9.0
Gerry 2414 7.9
Janet 2045 7.0
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Reader Information

Roberto
Route Approx # of Meters Age GPD

45 86 16.2 327
17 314 15.7 331
23 215 15.3 273
37 330 14.8 333
44 194 14.4 199
16 291 14.2 48816 291 14.2 488
40 389 13.5 243
39 192 13.5 437
74 181 13.2 409
61 211 10.4 428

Total 2,403 14.1 347

Alternative 2

Alternative 2
• Begin replacing meters as follows:Begin replacing meters as follows:

– Group the routes according to the current meter readers
– The meter reader with the oldest average routes will be 

replaced first
– Within each meter reader, the oldest route will be replaced first

• Once all the meters have been replaced for the meter p
reader, he/she will be able to read meters by AMR. 
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3
Begin replacing oldest age meters to alle iate the• Begin replacing oldest age meters to alleviate the 
losses of inaccurate meter reads. 

• The oldest average age routes will be replaced 
first with no emphasis on location of reader’sfirst with no emphasis on location of reader s 
routes.  

Route Information

Cycle 3
Route Approx # of Meters Age GPD

307 19 43 265 8911 307 19.43 265.89
12 204 17.63 299.44
13 234 17.62 271.50
33 47 17.50 2414.77
6 210 15.74 233.30

20 388 15.51 382.64

Cycle 1
Route Approx # of Meters Age GPD

38 64 17.05 333.38
4 97 16.58 345.47

56 180 16.44 386.02
3 88 16.33 639.07

45 86 16.15 326.95
15 379 15.85 287.86
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Meter Read and Travel Data Analysis 

Note: Residential sample size = 737Note: Residential sample size = 737
Commercial sample size = 86

AMR

• AMR benefits
– Increases number of reads per day

• Two days worth of meter reading for 2000• Two days worth of meter reading for 2000 
meters down to 2 hours – Patti Cheary

– Frees up meter readers to perform other utility 
functions

– Reduces fuel and vehicle maintenance costs
– Leak Detection
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AMR Cost Savings

Time to Read (hrs) Total Cost to 
Read (month)

Total Cost to 
Read (year)

Before AMR 225.5 $3,833 $45,999
After AMR 37.6 $639 $7,670
Savings 187.9 $3,194 $38,329

Note: Meter Reader Hourly Wage is approximately $17.00

Residential End Uses of Water Data

%Indoor Water Uses %
27%
22%
19%
16%
14%

Toilets
Indoor Water Uses

L k
Faucets

Showers and baths
Clothes washers

14%Leaks

From an AWWA Study, Residential End Uses of Water
- 1,188 households sampled
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Residential End Uses of Water Data

146100 GPY
Average Consumption 

146100 GPY
400.27 GPD
0.28 GPM

7993 5 Total gpy per house
Estimated Leak cost

7993.5 Total gpy per house
7.99 Total gpy/1000

17.51$     Cost per house per year
752,748$ Total Utility Loss due to leaks

Revenue Loss Due to Inefficient Readings

Estimated Consumption
146100 GPY

146.10 GPY / THOUSAND 
$319.96 AVERAGE INCOME PER METER

Estimated Consumption

*$2 19 PER THOUSAND GALLONS*$2.19 PER THOUSAND GALLONS
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Revenue Loss Due to Inefficient Readings

3990 Estimated # of Badgers Reading Low
Badger Loss 

Badger Gain

3990 Estimated # of Badgers Reading Low
91% Estimated Accuracy

$291.16 Estimated Average Income Per Meter
$117,463.21 Estimated Revenue Loss

386 Estimated # of Badgers Reading High
101% Estimated Accuracy

$324.12 Estimated Average Income Per Meter
$1,606.26 Estimated Revenue Gain

Badger Gain

Revenue Loss Due to Inefficient Readings

Neptune Loss
602 Estimated # of Neptune Reading Low
73% Estimated Accuracy

$234.75 Estimated Average Income Per Meter
$51,301.42 Estimated Revenue Loss

*There was no tested Neptune Meters that registered a high reading
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Revenue Loss Due to Inefficient Readings

4965 Estimated # of Precision Reading Low

Precision Loss 
4965 Estimated # of Precision Reading Low
52% Estimated Accuracy

$167.77 Estimated Average Income Per Meter
$755,699.99 Estimated Revenue Loss

Precision Gain
13385 Estimated # of Precision Reading High
112% Estimated Accuracy

$357.18 Estimated Average Income Per Meter
$498,243.97 Estimated Revenue Gain

Revenue Loss Due to Inefficient Readings

Estimated Yearly Revenue Loss

Brand Over Charging
Customers

Under Charging
Customers

Total
Revenue Loss

Badger $1,606 $117,463 $115,857

Neptune $0 $51,304 $51,304

Precision $498,244 $755,700 $257,456

Total $499,850 $924,467 $424,617

y
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Estimated Savings

Estimated Savings

$424,617 Inefficient Readings

$38,329 AMR Savings

$462,946.00 Estimated Total Yearly Savings

$752 748 L k D t ti

If Seminole County Decides to Use Neptune Meters

$752,748 Leak Detection

$1,215,694.00 Estimated Savings Per Year

Meter Replacement Data Analysis

• Meter Replacement Comparison
St d d Diffi ltSt d d Diffi ltStandard

Replacement
Difficult

Replacement

Number of meters 20 3

Average Replacement
Time (min) 18 62

Number of
Replacements a day 20 5

Standard
Replacement

Difficult
Replacement

Number of meters 20 3

Average Replacement
Time (min) 18 62

Number of
Replacements a day 20 5

Assumption of 6 hours of meter replacing per day
Data collected November 2006 – March 2007

•According to Patti Cheary:  Melbourne Utility can replace 15 meters a 
day on a “bad day” and 25 meters on a “good day”
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Sensitivity Analysis 

• The following is a break down of the estimated time required to 
replace all 43000 meters, based on a certain percentage of difficult 

tmeters.
– A difficult meter is a meter that must be relocated.

Difficult Standard Total Difficult 
Time (min)

Standard 
Time (min)

Total 
Replacement 

Time (min)
Technicians

Total 
Replacement 
Time (Days)

Max 
Replacements 

per Day

Total 
Replacement 

Time (yr)
430 42570 43000 62 18 792920 2 1101 39 4.2
860 42140 43000 62 18 811840 2 1128 38 4.3

2150 40850 43000 62 18 868600 2 1206 36 4.6
4300 38700 43000 62 18 963200 2 1338 32 5.1
8600 34400 43000 62 18 1152400 2 1601 27 6.2

10%
20%

% Difficult 
Meters

2%
1%

5%

17200 25800 43000 62 18 1530800 2 2126 20 8.2
21500 21500 43000 62 18 1720000 2 2389 18 9.2

40%
50%

Questions

Questions?
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 Previous 
Adjusted Total 
Cost Estimate 

 Current Total 
Cost Estimate 

through FY 
2015/16 

 Change Notes / Status

Environmental Services / Water and Sewer
General System Improvements

00024800 SCADA Master Plan (Parent) -$                     415,000$          415,000$          
00024803 SCADA SYSTEM UPGRADES 1,698,203         1,826,877         128,674           
00201101 Consumptive Use Permit Consolidation 2,825,112         2,662,029         (163,083)          
00203101 Security Improvements/Enhancements 2,933,501         2,914,410         (19,091)            
00255201 UTILITIES MASTER PLAN 3,136,246         2,611,253         (524,993)          
00285101 Northwest Service Area Maintenance Facility 150,000           13,683              (136,317)          Completed

10,743,062       10,443,252       (299,810)          
Iron Bridge Agreement

00216401 Iron Bridge Improvements 1,898,396         1,912,670         14,274             
00216402 Iron Bridge Equipment Replacement 263,395           272,962            9,567               
00216403 Iron Bridge Post Aeration Tank Cover 119,396           (119,396)          Cancelled
00216404 Iron Bridge Flow Equalization 1,381,900         1,381,900         -                       
00216405 Iron Bridge Low Voltage 425,200           425,200            -                       
00216406 Iron Bridge Secondary Clarifier Drives 212,600         212,600          -                       

Seminole County Government

Changes from Adopted CIP FY 2010/11-2014/15 to Current Total Cost Estimate
Changes in Total Budgeted and Forecast Project Costs

Project

Previous Adjusted Total Cost Estimate represents the anticipated total project cost as of late 2010 (including the adopted budget, 
carryforward  I [BAR 11‐01], the 2010 Revalidation [BAR 11‐10], and the Revalidation adjustment [BAR 11‐20]) for all Water and Sewer 
projects included in the Adopted Capital Improvement Program for FY 2010/11 ‐ 2014/15.  Current Total Cost Estimate through FY 
2015/16 reflects the current anticipated total project cost estimate through the five year planning horizon (after the 2011 
Revalidation) for the previously listed projects plus those projects added in the Draft Capital Improvement Program for FY 2011/12 ‐
2015/16.  Notes/Status includes Completed for completed projects, Cancelled for cancelled projects, Closeout for projects which are 
substantially complete, and Deferred for projects with anticipated funding needs beyond the five year planning horizon.

Total anticipated project costs can increase from year to year due to the allocation of engineering and interest costs which were 
originally budgeted and expended as operating expenditures and allocated to the individual projects at year end. 

00216406 Iron Bridge Secondary Clarifier Drives 212,600         212,600                                 
00216407 Iron Bridge Super Critical Water Oxidation 5,633,900         2,444,900         (3,189,000)       
00216408 Iron Bridge - Flume -                       212,600            212,600           
00216409 Iron Bridge - Odor Control Improvements -                       212,600            212,600           
00216410 Iron Bridge - Wetland Pump Station -                       574,020            574,020           
00216490 Iron Bridge - On Going Project 40,000             40,000              -                       

9,974,787         7,689,452         (2,285,335)       
Oversizings and Extensions

00021700 Oversizing and Extension (Parent) 1,000,000         226,109            (773,891)          
00021701 Oversizings and Extensions Family 1,734,956         1,776,042         41,086             
00021704 Lakes Hayes Water Supply Restoration 537,466           556,238            18,772             
00021705 Douglas Grand 172,070           128,020            (44,050)            
00021799 Oversizing/Extensions 250,000           14,850              (235,150)          

3,694,492         2,701,259         (993,233)          
Reclaimed Water System Improvements

00195201 Yankee Lake Water Reclamation Facility 
Improvements

29,641,387       28,470,116       (1,171,271)       

00195202 Yankee Lake Wastewater Regional Facility Permit 
Renewal

-                       57,500              57,500             

00195203 Yankee Lake Wastewater Regional Facility Phase 
2B

-                       500,000            500,000           New

00204001 Tri-Party Optimization Program 1,274,086         249,673            (1,024,413)       Deferred
00217101 Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Main 3,253,568         3,176,408         (77,160)            Closeout
00217201 Residential Reclaimed Water Main Retrofit Phase II 5,313,046         5,393,545         80,499             

00223001 Residential Reclaimed Water Main Retrofit Phase III 796,185           3,450,750         2,654,565         

00223101 Residential Reclaimed Water Main Retrofit Phase IV 5,330,556         2,713,922         (2,616,634)       Deferred

00223201 Residential Reclaimed Water Main Retrofit Phase V 712,268           713,777            1,509               Deferred

00227401 GREENWOOD RECLAIM PLANT RERATE 17,123,749       17,324,231       200,482           
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Seminole County Government

Changes from Adopted CIP FY 2010/11-2014/15 to Current Total Cost Estimate
Changes in Total Budgeted and Forecast Project Costs

Project

Environmental Services / Water and Sewer (cont.) -                       
Reclaimed Water System Improvements (cont.) -                       

00227402 Greenwood Lakes/Lake Mary Pump Station 
Modifications

640,000           12,000              (628,000)          

00227403 NE-NW Reclaimed Pressure Management 675,000           150,000            (525,000)          
00227404 Greenwood Lakes Wastewater Permit Renewal -                       57,500              57,500             
00227405 Greenwood Lakes Rib Site Reclaim Emergency 

Power
-                       474,500            474,500           New

64,759,845       62,743,922       (2,015,923)       
Utility Adjustments

00063601 Chapman Road Utility Relocation 3,229,856         3,262,759         32,903             
00065101 LK EMMA RD UTILITY RELOCATE 1,479,350         1,520,753         41,403             
00065200 Minor Roads Utility Upgrades (Parent) 2,000,000         1,516,129         (483,871)          
00065201 Minor Roads Utility Upgrades 3,141,921         2,802,371         (339,550)          
00065203 Markham Woods Road South of Lake Mary 61,698             59,337              (2,361)              Completed
00065204 Wekiva Springs/SR434 Loop/Interconnect #1 229,137           245,446            16,309             Closeout
00065205 CR 46A & International Parkway 68,642             36,125              (32,517)            Closeout
00065206 Potable Water Main Replace Minor Road Plan 208,336           225,421            17,085             
00065207 SR 436 Flyover Utility Relocate 2,401,986         2,720,350         318,364           
00065209 Dean Road Widening 733,875           1,362,913         629,038           
00065210 Red Bug Lake Road/SR 426 Pedestrain Overpass 450,000           558,656            108,656           
00065211 Lake Mary Blvd Pedestrian Tunnel -                       293,314            293,314           
00065212 Orange Blvd Bridge Water Main Replacement -                       154,764            154,764           New
00065213 Howard Avenue Potable Water Improvements -                       65,386              65,386             New
00065299 Minor Roads Utility Upgrades - FY 11 500,000           (500,000)          Unfunded Parent
00178101 BUNNEL RD UTILITY ADJUSTMENT 245,498           242,823            (2,675)              Closeout
00201301 Main Replacement - Public Works County Surtax 500,000           883,333            383,333           
00254202 I-4/SR 46 Utility Relocate 1,004,369         1,275,937         271,568           
00283001 ALOMA/436 REDBUG FLYOVER FORCE MAIN 

RELOCATION
675,000           (675,000)          Cancelled

RELOCATION
16,929,668       17,225,817       296,149           

Wastewater Collection System Improvements
00083100 Collection System Upgrades (Parent) -                       37,500              37,500             Deferred
00083101 Collection System Enhancements 384,097           384,523            426                  
00083102 Fox Hollow Pump Station/Force Main 222,290           249,673            27,383             
00083103 Econ River Road 24" Force Main 1,940,064         (1,940,064)       Deferred
00083104 Woodcrest 5 Pump Station 520,223           867,845            347,622           
00083105 Hampton Park Master Pump Station Hydraulic 

Improvements
-                       3,314,801         3,314,801         New

00194901 Sand Lake Road Force Main Replacement 266,729           301,611            34,882             
00218301 NWSA COLLECTION SYSTEM UPGRADES 1,718,320         60,615              (1,657,705)       Deferred
00219701 SR 46 Force Main Upgrade 5,616,127         5,379,486         (236,641)          

10,667,850       10,596,054       (71,796)            
Wastewater Pump Station Upgrades

00082900 Wastewater Pump Station Upgrades (Parent) 6,000,000         5,935,429         (64,571)            
00082904 Pump Station Upgrades Family of Projects 5,932,644         5,807,255         (125,389)          
00082908 Pump Station Standards/White Sands/Carillon 711,268           1,122,513         411,245           
00082909 Red Willow Pump Stations Improvements 305,939           326,051            20,112             
00082910 Emergency Generators/DB 74,817             75,107              290                  
00082911 Tuskawilla Forest Lift Station Improvements 448,147           (448,147)          Deferred
00082912 Healthrow Master Pump Station Upgrades 831,732           1,903,932         1,072,200         
00082913 Tuska Ridge Lift Station Improvements 998,049           (998,049)          Deferred
00082999 Pump Station Upgrades 1,500,000         (1,500,000)       Unfunded Parent
00203901 Apple Valley Pump Station Replacement 436,472           422,605            (13,867)            Closeout

17,239,068       15,592,892       (1,646,176)       
Water Distribution Improvements

00064500 Water Distribution Improvements (Parent) 1,000,000         157,037            (842,963)          Deferred
00064501 Water Distribution Upgrades 3,036,278         2,971,991         (64,287)            
00064518 Miscellaneous Interconnects Phase 1 643,540           888,602            245,062           
00064519 Lake Harriet Transmission Main 1,042,600         956,718            (85,882)            
00064520 Northeast-Northwest Interconnect @ RIB Site 277,860           434,692            156,832           
00064522 Miscellaneous Interconnects Phase II 788,157           856,855            68,698             
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Project

Environmental Services / Water and Sewer (cont.)
Water Distribution Improvements (cont.)

00064523 Large Meter Improvement Program 1,682,353         1,474,229         (208,124)          
00064524 Cypress Springs Meter Upgrades 25,554             40,565              15,011             
00064525 Meredith Manor Small Pipe Improvements 451,841           (451,841)          Deferred
00064526 Bear Lake Water Main Loop 151,710           41,394              (110,316)          Deferred
00064527 Well Meter Upgrades 270,000           241,290            (28,710)            
00064528 Fire Hydrants -                       12,000              12,000             
00064529 Sunshadow Apartment Meter -                       25,000              25,000             New
00064599 WATER DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS - REACTI 250,000           (250,000)          Unfunded Parent
00168801 SE/LK HAYES WATER MAIN PHASE II 4,455,198         4,415,727         (39,471)            Completed
00182302 Markham Road Reclaim Main 2,834,773         2,760,893         (73,880)            
00193601 Bear Lake Woods Potable Water Main 655,193           460,664            (194,529)          Deferred
00203201 FWS Water System Upgrades 2,072,074         502,340            (1,569,734)       
00203202 Apple Valley Transmission Main 1,989,360         1,081,618         (907,742)          
00203203 Apple Valley Well Replacement -                       1,387,000         1,387,000         
00203204 Apple Valley Water Treatment Plant Upgrades - 

Phase 1 & 2
-                       1,682,233         1,682,233         

00212901 SW Water Main Improvements 1,908,781         (1,908,781)       Deferred
00214301 Balmy Beach Drive Potable Water Mani 2,430,506         (2,430,506)       Deferred
00214801 Dodd Road Potable Water Main Phase II 1,311,936         (1,311,936)       Deferred
00214901 Grand Road Potable Water Main Replacement 392,991           (392,991)          Deferred
00216501 Elder Road / Orange Boulevard Potable Water Main 1,661,188         1,670,782         9,594               Closeout

29,331,893       22,061,630       (7,270,263)       
Water Plant Improvements

00056601 WATER PLANT REHABILTATIONS 2,245,322         2,255,310         9,988               Completed
00056602 Lake Hayes Conversion to Repump 867,910           207,773            (660,137)          Deferred
00056603 Heathrow Water Treatment Plant Evaluation 12,858             12,914              56                    Completed
00056604 Lynwood Water Treatment Plant Phase 2 Evaluation 3,847             4,133              286                  Completed00056604 Lynwood Water Treatment Plant Phase 2 Evaluation 3,847             4,133              286                  Completed

00056605 Lake Monroe Water Treatment Decommision 348,024           (348,024)          Deferred
00115701 CHEMICAL FEED SYSTEM UPGRADE 752,327           752,402            75                    Closeout
00164301 YANKEE LK ALTERNATIVE WATER 2,246,290         2,296,266         49,976             
00178301 Country Club Water Treatment Plant Improvements 

and Ozone Treatment
20,585,839       21,985,180       1,399,341         

00178302 Country Club Raw Water Main 2,694,959         3,353,998         659,039           
00178303 Country Club Consolidation - Greenwood Lake 

Water Treatment Plant Demolition
749,515           27,000              (722,515)          Deferred

00181601 YANKEE LK SURFACE WATER PLANT 58,506,259       57,317,507       (1,188,752)       
00195700 Water Quality Plant Upgrades (Parent) 263,500           270,000            6,500               
00195701 Southeast Regional Water Treatment Plant 

Improvement and Ozone Treatment
4,687,740         4,115,695         (572,045)          

00195702 Lynwood Water Treatment Facility Upgrade/Ozone 10,600,274       5,490,114         (5,110,160)       

00195703 South East Regional Water Treatment Plant 
Improvements/Ozone

25,387,716       37,290,453       11,902,737       

00195705 Water Quality Master Plan Part II 24,145             26,059              1,914               Completed
00195706 Lynwood Water Treatment Facility Interim Chemical 

Improvements
732,257           963,160            230,903           

00195707 SER Water Treatment Plant Inerim Chemical 
Improvements

249,761           134,693            (115,068)          

00195708 Initial Distribution System Evaluation Completion -                       29,000              29,000             
00195799 Water Quality Plant Upgrades - Reactive 54,500             (54,500)            Unfunded Parent
00200401 MARKHAM AQUIFER STORAGE WELL 887,839           958,730            70,891             
00201500 Potable Well Improvements (Parent) 460,000           530,000            70,000             
00201501 Potable Well Improvements 1,588,584         1,546,056         (42,528)            
00201502 Heathrow Wellfield Modifications 793,179           683,716            (109,463)          
00201503 CUP Required Projects 1,000,869         2,706,428         1,705,559         
00201505 Wellhead Protect Improvements 33,122             115,000            81,878             
00201506 Markham Well #1 Evaluations 3,892               (3,892)              Cancelled
00201507 Indian Hills Well #2 Modifications 10,112             10,112              -                       Closeout
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Environmental Services / Water and Sewer (cont.)
Water Plant Improvements (cont.)

00201508 Miscellaneous Well Projects 15,263             85,554              70,291             
00201509 Potable Well Decommissioning -                       126,500            126,500           New
00201510 Potable Well Evaluations -                       253,000            253,000           New
00201511 Druid Hills Well Improvements -                       391,000            391,000           New
00201512 Deepen Heathrow Well #4 -                       156,000            156,000           New
00201513 Deepen Heathrow Well #6, Phase 2 -                       172,500            172,500           New
00201599 Potable Well Improvements - Reactive 115,000           (115,000)          Unfunded Parent
00203301 FWS Water Plant Upgrades 286,077           286,077            -                       
00203302 Lake Harriet Water Treatment Plant Decomission 291,520           28,339              (263,181)          Deferred
00203303 Druid Hills Water Treatment Plant Yard Pipe 

Upgrades
758,218           1,023,679         265,461           

00203304 Meredith Manor Water Treatment Plant Decomission 482,578           (482,578)          Deferred

00203305 Lake Brantley Water Treatment Plant Decomission 334,235           12,145              (322,090)          Deferred

00203306 Dol Ray Water Treatment Plant Decomission 295,490           11,067              (284,423)          Deferred
00203308 Hanover Water Treatment Plant Decomission 280,719           10,161              (270,558)          Deferred
00216601 MARKHAM PLANT WELLS 3,670,223         3,525,382         (144,841)          Completed
00216602 St. Mary's Park Acquisition -                       50,000              50,000             New
00216701 Markham Water Treatment Plant H2S Improvements 22,340,387       27,954,043       5,613,656         

00216702 Heathrow Well Equipment Improvements 753,936           867,715            113,779           
00216703 Heathrow Wellfield Redirect 2,492,246         4,310,997         1,818,751         
00216704 Heathrow Water Treatment Plant Demolition 1,078,863         (1,078,863)       Deferred
00216705 Markham Wells Property Acquisition / Replacement - 

North
-                       2,734,000         2,734,000         New

00243501 INDIAN HILLS WATER PLANT UPGRADE 2,713,415         2,874,562         161,147           
171,698,810   187,954,420   16,255,610       171,698,810   187,954,420   16,255,610       

Total Environmental Services / Water and Sewer 335,039,475$   337,008,698$   1,969,223$       
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Customer Service Provisions for a Missed Collection 
  
The  unincorporated  countywide  program  for  solid  waste  management  is  funded  via  non‐ad  valorem 
assessment and  is governed by MSBU ordinance provisions. The SW assessment  is  levied on the basis of the 
allocating  annualized  cost  of  providing management  of  residential  solid waste.  The  portion  of  the  annual 
assessment associated with collection  services  is assigned  for  the duration of a  service  (calendar) year;  the 
assessment  is  not  levied  on  a  “per  service  day”  basis.  Uniformity  in  assessment  levy  contributes  to  the 
equitable  and efficient  allocation  and  apportioning of  the  total  cost of managing  residential  solid waste  in 
unincorporated Seminole County. 
 
Based on the nature of “non‐ad valorem assessment”, which  is significantly different than a “fee  for service 
charge”,  there  are  no  provisions  for  issuing  an  assessment  credit  or  refund  to  a  property  for  a missed 
collection on any given day throughout the service year. However, there are service requirements established 
in the collection service contracts that carry financial penalty when services are not provided per contracted 
expectations. The penalty fees are recouped from the services providers and are deposited into the SW MSBU 
operating fund and serve to reduce the total cost on which assessments are calculated. The service contracts 
drive the high expectations and compliance in regards to service standards.  
 
The current process for addressing missed collections is effective and efficient. While no missed collections on 
scheduled collection days would be ideal, there are times when non‐collection is reported. These reports are 
given  focused  attention  and  response;  inclusive  of  customer  interaction,  documenting  of  occurrence, 
notification to the service provider, documented receipt of service provider action taken to correct infraction, 
and tracking/trending occurrences for the purpose of  identifying geographic/route deficiencies and assigning 
non‐compliant  service  infraction  fees.  In most  instances of  reported missed  collection,  the  service provider 
attempts collection within 24 hours of the problem being reported.  
 
The reasons for missed collection vary and the facts are not always clear. Some reports of non‐collection are 
related to contracted service omission; others are related to improper and/or untimely curbside placement of 
the  refuse by  the  customer.  Improper/untimely placement  can be  related  to  conditions  such as  loose  (not 
bagged/canned) refuse, bag/can is not visible due to parked vehicles or other items/debris in same vicinity as 
refuse placed for collection, can is larger than allowed, weight of can exceeds limit, etc..  Untimely placement 
can  be  a matter  of  placement  after  collection  has  occurred,  placed  on  day  not  included  in  service  option 
selected, etc.    If a  collection day  is missed, and a  follow‐up  collection does not occur within 24 hours,  the 
refuse is collected at the next scheduled collection day.  
 
From the perspective of cost management, issuing credit /refund to a specific customer for a specific missed 
collection  would  be  considerably  more  costly  to  operations  ‐‐‐  requiring  additional  processing  services 
(calculating  adjustment,  processing  documentations,  record  management,  and  refund  processing  or 
processing tax bill corrections/adjustments). Remedies may also be required to address situation in which the 
impacted  “customer”  (such  as  an  occupant  of  rental  property)  is  not  the  same  individual  as  the  property 
owner  that  paid  the  assessment.;  and  for  situations  where  a  property  owner  claims  that  costs/hardship 
incurred were in excess of the “credit value” of prepaid service days.  If a refund issuance expectation were to 
be placed on  the contracted service provider, such a provision would necessitate contract amendment and 
may yield a rate cost consequence. 
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Direct routing to an alarm from any location in 
the County and a reduction in response timesthe County and a reduction in response times

Quicker response
more lives saved
less dollar loss
better use of 
resources
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Consistent plans for high-risk locations like 
schools and day care centersschools and day-care centers
Greatly enhances the ability of responders to 
find citizens lost in wilderness areas
All maps and streets are continually updated

Easier to find addresses
Id ifi i  f i k l i   Identification of at-risk populations so 
responders can more effectively treat patients

Closest unit will be dispatched to aid the 
citizenscitizens
Consolidation of hydrant locations for the 
entire County and all Municipalities.

Jurisdiction does not matter – every units can benefit 
every citizen

EMS crews return to service faster – more units EMS crews return to service faster – more units 
available to render aid to citizens
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Will allow location of citizens after a disaster
Wh n tr t ign  r  d n  ll r i  l t d b  GPSWhen street signs are down, caller is located by GPS
After hurricanes, brush fires and tornadoes, street 
signs and landmarks
may be gone.

Panasonic CF-28 and CF-29 laptops
Ob l t  pur h d in 2001 nd 2002Obsolete – purchased in 2001and 2002
Minimal upgrade capability
Limited memory and processor speed
CF28 – do not meet requirements of ViperCAD
CF29 – meets 1 requirement of ViperCAD

Better than the CF28 – but not muchBetter than the CF28 but not much
Several deployed with mixed results
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Three proposed devices
All r  th  l t t in t hn l gAll are the latest in technology
All will provide service well into the future

Approximately $2,600.00  each including mounting, external 
GPS and wi-fi antennas.  Proposed for each ALS (Advanced Life 
Support) unit.  These will be used for EMS charting at the point 
of patient contact., as well as report completion at the receiving 
hospital.
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Approximately $8,000.00  each including mounting, external GPS and wifi
antennas.  Proposed for each Command staff unit.  These will have dual 
monitors and keyboards, and high-capacity external storage for mapping and 
strategic planning.

Approximately $2,500.00  each including mounting, external 
GPS and wi-fi antennas.  Proposed for each unit to be used for 
communication with the Computer Aided Dispatch System as 
well as incident management.
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Mobile CAD – ability to receive dispatch 
information on the mobile deviceinformation on the mobile device

Can also send status changes such as en-route, on-
scene, and others
Can track other units by GPS signal

Pre-Fire Planning – ability to retrieve pre-fire 
plans from a central location.plans from a central location.

Allow crews to pre-plan a fire attack while 
responding
Locations of hazards, water supply, best access 
points

Completion of EMS reports at the bedside
C mpl t d in d ntim  t h pit lCompleted in downtime at hospital
Quicker return to availability for additional 
responses

Status changes – responding, on scene and 
others can all be done digitally

Reduction in radio chatterReduction in radio chatter
Keeps radio channels open for emergency 
transmissions
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Everything the apparatus can do plus:
M bil  M iMobile Mapping

Ability to use Pictometry for high resolution photos 
of buildings
Ability to use GIS mapping to coordinate fire attack 
and evacuations

Streaming VideoStreaming Video
Viewing streaming video from SCSO Alert

Ability to access information from either the 
front seat or the Command Board

Allows high-speed communication from 
apparatus to access pointsapparatus to access points.
Access points will be in all Fire Stations, the 
Public Safety Building , and the Fire Training 
Center
Rockets will be in each 
apparatusapparatus.
Manages access from
mobile devices to the
Internet
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Latest technology
E d h d  ti   i t  f Exceed hardware operating  requirements of 
the CAD software vendor
Allows for the use of consistent pre-plans and 
consistent mapping
Greatly enhances the ability of the Incident 
C d  l  d i   Command to plan during an event
Allows for the rapid completion of EMS reports

Complete  accurate  and up to date Complete  accurate  and up to date Complete, accurate, and up to date Complete, accurate, and up to date 
information to provide the most efficient information to provide the most efficient 

and timely response to calls for aid by the and timely response to calls for aid by the 
Citizens of  Seminole County.Citizens of  Seminole County.

Item #17 page 48



Item #19b page 49



Item #19b page 50



Item #19b page 51



Item #19b page 52



Item #19b page 53



Item #19b page 54



Item #20 page 55



Item #20 page 56



                                               Seminole County Public Library 
24/7 Virtual Services 
Christine Patten,  

Library Services Manager 
Not all of Seminole County's resources are on the shelves – an endless world of information can 
be accessed, anytime from anywhere. As part of our new 24/7 library, customers will be able to 
download e‐books and audio books, access thousands of images and articles, or ask a librarian 
their toughest research questions 24/7. 

Downloadable e‐books and audio books 

• The library started receiving frequent requests for downloadable e‐books and audio 
books about a year ago. We are now receiving over a 200 requests per month.  

• The Library is contracting with OverDrive, the major vendor for downloadable e‐books 
for libraries. It works like a subscription database. The company handles all of the 
copyright issues with the publishers. The company supplies the software to download 
to a large number of devices, including all of the major ones: Nook, Sony Reader, i‐
Pod, i‐phone, Droid phones, and in November 2011, Kindle. 

• The Library Advisory Board on May 2nd recommended that the Library should move 
ahead with the virtual library concept in offering e‐books. Staff surveyed area libraries 
offering or considering offering downloadable e‐books.  

• The Library expects to offer both e‐books and downloadable audio books by October 
2011, through the reallocation of existing funds and the book budget to provide this 
high demand service. 

• It will be easy to use and available 24/7 with a valid Seminole County library card. From 
the library’s website, click on the 24/7 link, browse titles and checkout e‐books from a 
home computer or anywhere with an Internet connection. Titles automatically expire at 
the end of the loan period and there are no late fees. Customers will be able to 
checkout 3 titles at a time, and reserve up to 3 titles.  E‐books and downloadable 
audio books will be checked out for 7 or 14 days. 
 

Articles, research and more‐ 

• From DIY car repair to homework help or business research, our online resources 
provide instant access to thousands of articles, tips, tests and more. Access is currently 
available 24/7 with a valid Seminole County Library card from the Library’s webpage. 
 

Ask a Librarian 
• Seminole County residents will soon receive 24/7 expert assistance from a qualified 

information professional...a librarian!  Whether they need help with a school project or 
just looking for data, they will be able to live chat with a Florida librarian to find the 
answers. Ask a Librarian provides live virtual reference services via local library 
customized web sites. Ask a Librarian is operated currently by 109 public and university 
libraries, 14 hours a day Sunday through Thursday, 7 hours on Friday and Saturday. With 
service roughly 336 hours each month, it is a tremendous return for a small investment 
of time.  All necessary software and training for the service is provided free of charge, 
so there are no out‐of‐pocket costs for libraries to participate. 
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Medicaid – Prior Year Re-Billings 

 
 

Counties are currently being charged for a share of the matching funds required for the 
Medicaid Program, pursuant to F.S. 409.915. The State’s Agency for Health Care 
Administration (AHCA) invoices counties for a portion of the costs monthly. The invoices 
are available as a download through an online portal. Seminole County Community 
Services Department utilizes a software package that facilitates this process. 
 
The billings include new invoices (covering services performed within the last 6 
months), as well as re-billings (invoices rejected by other jurisdictions and now identified 
belonging to Seminole County), and resubmissions (invoices rejected by Seminole 
County due to the lack of valid information). Addresses/zip codes are systematically 
verified through the Property Appraiser’s database to confirm residents’ county location 
prior to payment.  Many invoices are rejected because a post office box is provided 
instead of an address, a certificate of residency may not exist, the residential address 
belongs to a neighboring county, or individual records have blanks or provide incorrect 
coding.   
 
Within the last year, AHCA has implemented a new billing system; transitioning from a 
manual process to electronic. As a result of the new system, AHCA could more 
accurately re-bill counties for past years’ unresolved billings. Counties were notified in 
January 2011 of the initiation of this process.  Prior to Seminole County’s June 2011 
payment, the aged re-bills were minimal.  However, the recent re-billing was for over 
$100K, representing invoices with services dating back to 2007. 
 
The AHCA representative informed staff that the back log should be cleared up within 
the next year or two, but could not confirm the pending costs associated with the prior 
years’ re-billings.  AHCA staff is reviewing and rebilling all of the denied charges from 
prior years, but it is a time consuming process. The representative noted that re-bills in 
general will continue as part of the billing process, due to rejected billings having to be 
researched and resubmitted to the appropriate agency. So they won’t cease completely. 
 
Pursuant to the statute, Counties are required to remit payments within 60 days of 
billing. If payment is denied, the Department of Financial Services has the authority to 
withhold the county’s share of funding from cigarette tax receipts or any other funds 
distributed to the counties. Seminole County does not have any noted issues with 
payment remittance. However, approximately 19 counties were cited by AHCA for not 
paying at least 75% of their total Medicaid billings over the last 4 years. AHCA required 
those agencies to increase payment levels immediately or be subjected to the statutory 
authority of collection by the State. Seminole County’s average payments have been at 
90% over the last 2 years. 
 
Heather Wildermuth is the Senior Legislative Advocate for Florida Association of 
Counties (FAC).  FAC has been involved with the process to assist counties, ensuring 
that AHCA is operating within the statutory guidelines of their authority to collect funds 
and for the re-billing timeframes imposed. An attorney from Broward County researched 
and relayed to AHCA, that the statute of limitations for the re-billing is 4 years (F.S. 
95.11).   
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Medicaid – Prior Year Re-Billings 

 
 

 
Broward County and Hernando County are seeking internal Counsel on whether the 
statute of limitations refers to the invoice date or the service date since the 
hospital/nursing home service dates reference further back than 4 years. Seminole 
County Community Services references the service dates, and so far, the earliest date 
has been 2007. 
 
In speaking with the AHCA representative, county staff was informed that re-billings are 
submitted based on the “last date of action”. If an invoice was rejected in 2007 for 
services rendered in 2006, the invoice could be re-billed to the appropriate county 
through 2011.   Any invoices denied within the last 4 years by any county will be re-
billed.  Also, Providers/Hospitals can request a change in their financial data as far back 
as 7 years, which changes their per diem rates causing a recalculation of their claim 
and a rebilling for services rendered, again changing the “last date of action”.  Re-
billings could potentially cover services rendered as far back as 2004.   
 
To assess the potential fiscal impact of this process for Seminole County cannot be 
adequately quantified at this time. The Department of Community Services will continue 
to review and report on this process as prior year re-billings are submitted.  
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TAXABLE_LEVEL CT AVG_SOH_ADJUSTMENTMED_SOH_ADJUSTMENT
<100K 26,250    16,841$             13,063$               
100K‐200K 10,114    24,026$             17,038$               
200K‐300K 1,976      36,800$             19,172$               
300K‐400K 613          58,819$             28,820$               
400K‐500K 251          62,878$             31,229$               
500K‐600K 109          112,452$           72,843$               
600K‐700K 62            97,310$             51,698$               
700K‐800K 21            166,571$           101,922$            
800K‐900K 11            87,519$             72,240$               
900K‐1M 10            96,303$             52,718$               
>=1M 15            105,483$           67,830$               

Total # properties 39,432                             
Total Value of SOH 833,056,121$        

Average 21,126.4$               

All Homesteaded properties that have a SOH value greater than 0

Save Our Homes Differential Table
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Communication Service Tax 
 
 
AT&T Mobility’s practice of charging customers for taxes, fees and surcharges on internet 
access through certain services resulted in a class action lawsuit alleging violation of the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act between November 2005 and September 2010. These services 
included iPhone data plans, Blackberry data plans, other smart phone data plans, laptop 
connect cards and pay-per-use data services.  Although AT&T Mobility denied any 
wrongdoing, they agreed in June 2010 to settle the lawsuit (finalized in March 2011).  The 
agreement is that AT&T Mobility will stop collecting the taxes it has been collecting and 
paying to states, counties, and cities; at its sole expense, will prepare and process tax 
refund claims for filing with various taxing authorities seeking a refund of more than $956M 
in Internet Taxes collected and paid to taxing jurisdictions during the settlement period; and 
has agreed to pay to the settlement class any vendor’s compensation.  Vendor 
compensation is the amount of money AT&T Mobility was allowed to retain from the tax 
collected as compensation for collecting the taxes for various jurisdictions. 
 
Florida accounts for approximately $158M of the AT&T Mobility settlement, $88M from the 
state and $70M from local governments.  Pursuant to the settlement agreement, AT&T 
Mobility and other communication service providers not included in the lawsuit have 
discontinued taxing certain data plan services which has significantly reduced annual CST 
revenue to local jurisdictions.  In addition, the State Department of Revenue has not 
finalized its estimates as yet but anticipates Seminole County’s share of the settlement 
refund to be approximately $1.0M.  The Department of Revenue has several issues to work 
through with the settlement but anticipates an adjustment in FY 2011/12 CST distributions 
to comply with the court ordered settlement. 
  
FY 2010/11 CST collections are down $1.0M below the adopted revenue estimate due in 
large part to service provider changes in charges for data plan usage; along with reductions 
in land line usage.  Accordingly, FY 2011/12 proposed budget CST revenue was reduced 
for the taxing changes to these services.  No adjustment has been made for refunding DOR 
for repayment to Seminole County taxpayers who are AT&T Mobility customers at this time.  
Once final determination and notification is made an applicable budget amendment will be 
prepared. 
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2011 Session Communications Service Tax 

Communications Service Tax (HB 887)  
Representative Dorworth  
Outcome: Passed.   
The Bill: Clarifies rules for rounding when communications companies remit state and 
local communications services tax.  
Impact to Counties: None FAC fought off amendments that would have reduced local 
communications services tax rates to 4% resulting in a net loss of 20% in local 
revenues.  
 

2012 Session COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES TAX ANTICIPATED LEGISLATIVE 
EFFORT TO DECREASE LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAX RATES 
During the 2011 Legislative Session, amendments to various bills were proposed that 
would have restricted city and county authority to set communications services tax 
rates. Under current law, cities are authorized to impose communications services taxes 
at a rate of up to 5.1% (even higher rates are authorized under various provisions of 
current law), section 202.19, Florida Statutes. The proposed amendments would have 
lowered the maximum rate from 5.1% to 4%. Fortunately, none of these amendments 
were voted on in committee, and cities retain the authority to levy a rate of up to 5.1%. 
However, several legislators expressed an interest in reducing the rate to something 
lower than 5.1%, and stated that they would consider pursuing these proposals during 
the 2012 Legislative Session (which begins in January 2012 because of redistricting). 
 
Communications services taxes are a general revenue source to a city and may be 
used for any public purpose, including being pledged as revenues for the repayment of 
current or future bonded indebtedness. If legislative changes are pursued in 2012, your 
city may be locked into a specific rate. Under section 202.21, Florida Statues, a city may 
change the rate of its communications services tax, but it must take such action and 
provide notice to the Department of Revenue of the changed rate by September 1, 
2011, for the new rate to be effective January 1, 2012. Therefore, any ordinance 
changing the current communications services tax rate must be adopted no later than 
August 31, 2011, with notice to the Department of Revenue of the changed rate no later 
than August 31, 2011. 
 

Potential impact to the County $1.5M (estimated).  

Sources: FAC Final 2011 Report (June 2011) and FL League of Cities Legislative Alert 
(May 2011).  
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