
PALM BEACH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: December 18, 2012 [X] Consent 
[ ] Ordinance 

Department: Facilities Development & Operations 

I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Motion and Title: Staff recommends motion to: 

[ ] Regular 
[ ] Public Hearing 

A) Adopt Resolution rescinding and replacing R2002-0192 supporting the allocation of ad valorem funds 
for the benefit of municipal efforts to maintain interoperability with and participate in the County's 
Intergovernmental Communications Program (ICP); 

B) Adopt Resolution rescinding and replacing R2000-0407 providing for the procedures for allocation of 
funds collected pursuant to Section 318.21(9) FS specifically clarifying the distribution of reports 
prepared by the Clerk & Comptroller; 

C) Approve a Budget Amendment of $600,400 in the Intergovernmental Radio Communication Fund to 
close out the fund and transfer all remaining balances to the 800 MHz R&R Fund 

D) Approve a Budget Amendment of $999,400 in the Intergovernmental Radio Communication 
Countywide Fund to close out the fund and transfer all remaining balances to the 800 MHz R&R fund; 

E) Approve a Budget Transfer of $1,704,942 in the General Fund establishing a Municipal expense 
budget by redirecting eligible expenses to the 800 MHz R&R Fund. 

F) Approve a Budget Amendment of $1,726,563 in the 800 MHz R&R Fund recognizing the changes in 
the $12.50 moving traffic violation procedures. 

Summary: In an effort to recognize municipal efforts to become, maintain or enhance municipal participation 
in the ICP, the Board directed Staff on August 21, 2012 to restructure the $12.50 Program from one using 
$12.50 Funds to one using ad valorem funds. The replacement resolutions provide for the municipalities to; 1) 
seek annual reimbursement for expenses associated with their public safety radio systems and/or equipment in 
an amount not to exceed the funds collected from moving violations written by municipal police officers, and 2) 
streamlines the reimbursement procedures. The budget amendments and transfers to the FY 13 budget will 
implement the new Resolutions ensuring a financially neutral position in the general fund. The League of Cities 
and Municipal Public Safety Communications Consortium reviewed and support the replacement resolutions. 
(FDO Admin) Countywide (JM) 

Background & Policy Issues: 

Two items presented on August 21, 2012 and attached as back-up to this item contain the history of this 
program. 

Attachments: 

1. Resolution rescinding and replacing Resolution 2002-0192 
2. Resolution rescinding and replacing Resolution 2000-0407 
3. Budget Amendment Fund 1262 Intergovernmental Radio Communications Fund 
4. Budget Amendment Fund 1269 Intergovernmental Radio Communications Countywide Fund 
5. Budget Transfer in Fund 0001 General Fund 
6. Budget Amendment in Fund 3801 800 MHz R&R Fund 
7. BCC Item 3B-1, August 21, 2012 
8. BCC Item 3B-2, August 21, 2012 

Recommended by: __ ....;fr_,,_J<..,_~-+-t,-J_1_L{_,_-___ ...:..I 14/_2,1>-4-'( lc.:.t..--___ _ 

Department Director 

Approved by: ~I-: 
County Administrator 
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II. FISCAL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 

Capital Expenditures 
Operating Costs 

External Revenues 

Program Income (County) 
In-Kind Match (County 

NET FISCAL IMP ACT 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumulative) 

2013 

Is Item Included in Current Budget: Yes 

Budget Account No: Fund Dept 

2014 2015 

No 

Unit 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

2016 2017 

Object 

~ The annual cost to this program is approximately $600,000 however, there is no fiscal impact to this 

"''\ item as these FY 13 amendments and the transfers just restructure the program from a $12.50 funded 

program to an ad valorem program. 

C. 
f, t/-J\-VY 

Departmental Fiscal Review: ------'i-L-f/'--V---_______ _ 
III. REVIEW COMMENTS 

A. OFMB Fisc a or Contract Development Comments: 

I ;}-C {cl--[ ( a__ 

OFMB 

B. 

Assistant County Attorney 

C. Other Department Review: 

Department Director 
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RESOLUTION NO. R-

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM BEACH 
COUNTY, FLORIDA RESCINDING RESOLUTION R-2002-0192 AND REPLACING 
WITH A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE USE OF. AD VALOREM FUNDS TO 
REIMBURSE MUNICIPALITIES FOR THE MAINTENANCE, OPERATION, AND 
EXPANSION OF MUNICIPAL PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO EQUIPMENT PARTICIPATING 
IN THE COUNTY'S INTERGOVERNMENTAL RADIO COMMUNICATIONS 
PROGRAM, AND PROVIDING FOR DISBURSEMENT PROCEDURES. 

WHEREAS, Palm Beach County established interoperability standards as recommended by the 
Communications System, Operations and Policy Advisory Committee (CSOPAC) for public safety 
radio systems, attached as Exhibit A; 

WHEREAS, in 2002, Palm Beach County adopted resolution R2002-0192 authorizing the 
disbursement of $12.50 Revenues to municipalities in Palm Beach Co1..1nty; 

WHEREAS, the County now desires to utilize ad valorem funds to reimburse municipalities which 
achieve interoperability standard A-F, in an amount not to exceed the annual amount of $12.50 
revenues generated by each municipality's law enforcement officers, for the purpose of 
maintaining interoperability with the County's intergovernmental radio communication program 
(ICP}; 

. WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners (County) has determined that it is in the best 
interests of the County to reimburse municipalities for Expenses defined in this Resolution in 
order to support and maintain countywide public safety radio interoperability, and 

WHEREAS, the County finds reimbursing the municipalities for the Expenses stated herein serves 
a valid public purpose. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM 
BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

1. Definitions 

A. Countywide System - The 800 MHz trunked radio system funded, purchased, 
installed, maintained and owned by the County including fixed and field transmitting and 
receiving equipment, a microwave system for communications between sites, SmartZone 
Controller and related management equipment, dispatch consoles and related equipment . 

B. Expenses - Expenditures made by a Municipality for its public safety radio 
communications needs including; 1) backbone equipment (antennas, towers, transmitters, 
receivers, filters/combiners/multicouplers, shelters, generators, microwave, etc), 2) systems 
interfacing devices, dispatch consoles, logging recorders and associated radio communications 
equipment, 3) software required to operate the equipment identified in this paragraph 4) radio. 
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control stations on which the Municipal Law Enforcement Agency is a participant, 5) mobile 
radios used by a Municipal Law Enforcement Agency, 6) portable radios used by a Municipal Law 
Enforcement Agency, 7) laptops and/or tablets capable of operating from the computer aided 
dispatch system and used solely by the Municipal Law Enforcement Agency, and 8) all 
engineering, installation, programming and maintenance fees associated with the equipment 
identified in this paragraph. This includes fees paid by a Municipality to the MPSCC for the 
expenses identified in this paragraph on the MPSCC radio system as set forth in Exhibit B. Utility 
expenses (ATT and/or FPL) and personnel expenses of a Municipality and/or the MPSCC will not 
be reimbursed. 

C. First Reimbursement Request Period - The period of time from January 1, 2000 
through September 30, 2012. 

D. ICP System - The interoperable radio system(s) which are included in the state-
approved Palm Beach County Intergovernmental Radio Communication Program (ICP), which 
approval may be amended from time to time. 

E. Interoperability Level F - The minimum level of interoperability established by 
the CSOPAC required to receive funds pursuant to this Resolution. 

F. Maximum Reimbursable Amount - the amount equal to the total of $12.50 
revenues collected from citations written by a municipality's law enforcement officers as 
reported by the Clerk & Comptroller for the Reimbursement Request Period. 

G. Municipality - A municipality in Palm Beach County that operates on a 
municipally owned system (which includes the system owned by the MPSCC) and whose field 
users meets or exceeds Interoperability Level F and is part of the ICP or is connected directly to 
the County's system via a hub configuration or as a full time user. 

H. Municipal Law Enforcement Agency - A group of sworn law enforcement 
officers employed by a Municipality and authorized to issue moving traffic violations pursuant to 
318.21F.S. 

,. Municipal Public Safety Communications Consortium (MPSCC) - An entity 
created by lnterlocal Agreement of municipal and other governmental entities which 
established a public safety communications system that is approved as part of the Palm Beach 
County ICP and meets or exceeds Interoperability Level F . 

J. Reimbursement Request Period-The period of time for which Municipalities will 
be reimbursed running from October 1st through the following September 30th annually; 
beginning October 1, 2012. 

K. $12.50 Revenues-The funds that are collected pursuant to 318.21(9) F.S. 
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2. Reimbursement requests for ad valorem funds equivalent to the $12.50 Revenues 

generated during the First Reimbursement period shall be made no later than June 30, 2013. 

3. Except for revenues generated in the First Reimbursement Request Period, each 
Municipality shall make periodic requests throughout the Reimbursement Period with a final 

request made no later than December 15th annually for reimbursement of Expenses during the 
Reimbursement Request Period ending in the same calendar year as the Reimbursement 

Request and in an amount not to exceed the Maximum Reimbursable Amount for that 
Municipality. Invoices and/or evidence of payment for purchase orders issues prior to October 

1st, can be submitted up until June 1 of the following year, provided that a copy of the issued 
purchase order is delivered to the County as part of the Reimbursement Request. 

Reimbursements shall be made pursuant to the procedures for reimbursement attached as 
Exhibit B, which may be modified from time to time by written approval of the County 
Administrator. A municipality's approved reimbursement shall be made from ad valorem 
revenues of the County and all $12.50 Revenues shall remain with the County and no 

municipality shall have claim to any $12.50 Revenues. 

4. Any Municipality providing law enforcement services to other municipality(ies) may seek 

reimbursement from the collections of the other municipality(ies) if the reimbursement request 
contains approval(s) of the governing body of the other municipality(ies), which approval may 

be delegated to the municipality(ies) chief executive officer or upon the execution of a law 
enforcement services agreement between the parties which specifically states that approval to 
access the collected balances is provided. 

5. Municipalities which decide, after the date of this Resolution, to contract with the Palm 
Beach County Sheriffs Office can only request for reimbursement for those fiscal year(s) that it 
had its own Municipal Law Enforcement Agency. 

6. Each Municipality that executed an Equiprnent Use Agreement pursuant to R2002-0192 
shall remain bound by the terms and conditions of the Equipment Use Agreement. 

7. The. execution of this resolution does not create an entitlement for the municipalities to 

any of the funds disbursed pursuant to this Resolution. 
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The foregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner ____ ___, who moved its 

adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner and upon being put to a 

vote, the vote was as follows: 

COMMISSIONER STEVEN L. ABRAMS 
COMMISSIONER PRISCILLA A. TAYLOR 
COMMISSIONER HAL R. VALACHE 
COMMISSIONER PAULETTE BURDICK 
COMMISSIONER SHELLEY VANA 
COMMISSIONER MARYLOU BERGER 
COMMISSIONER JESS R. SANTAMARIA 

The Chair, thereupon, declared the resoh)tion duly passed and adopted this __ ~ay 
of ____ __, 2012. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND 
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

Assistant County Attorney 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, BY ITS 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

SHARON R. BOCK, CLERK & COMPTROLLER 

By:----------
Deputy Clerk 

Page 4 of 6 



Level A 

Level B 

Level C 

Level D 

Level E 

Level F 

EXHIBIT A 
CSOPAC INTEROPERABILTIY STANDARDS 

Municipalities and County operate as a seamless countywide trunked network. 
utilizing full · capability of system (seamless network providing users full 
capability to include roaming, telephone interconnect. etc}. 

Municipalities and County operate separate. interoperable systems as part of an 
integrated countywide trunked rietwork with full capability to municipalities 
through smartzone controller (seamless network connected through the mart 
zone controller allowing municipalities with full capability of the network). 

Municipalities and County operate compatible systems as part of an integrated 

Countywide trunked network (County and municipalities operate compatible 
trunked systems that provide necessary and agreed upon capabilities when 
connected). 

Municipalities and County each operate independent trunked systems that are 
not connected to form an integrated network {information exchange is through 
common talk groups and state wide mutual aid channels). 

Municipalities operate conventional 800 Mhz system utilizing trunk capable 

radios and are not part of County integrated network {information exchange is 

through common talk groups and state wide mutual aid channels). 

Municipalities and County each operate independent. compatible systems that 
together form a non-trunked (conventional} network (information exchange 
requires an interface device and County to abandon smartzone features. User 
can also utilize state mutual aid channels}. 
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EXHIBIT B 
PROCEDURES FOR REIMBURSEMENT FROM PALM BEACH COUNTY 

Facilities Development & Operations (FD&O) shall advise each municipality of its available 
reimbursement amount for the Reimbursement Request Period no later than November 15th 

annually. Such notifications shall be made via email to the respective municipalities' 
Manager/Administrator and Police Chief. Each Municipality shall submit Reimbursement Requests 
to the Facilities Development & Operations Department no later than December 15th annually. All 
approved Reimbursement Requests will be transmitted to the Clerk & Comptroller within thirty {30) 
days of approval. Reimbursements which meet the requirements of the Resolution s~all be made 
within twenty-one (21) days of receipt of a request by the Clerk & Comptroller. 

Any Municipality requesting reimbursement from Palm Beach County ("Requesting Municipality") 
shall submit to Facilities Development & Operations a Request for Funding ("Reimbursement 
Request"). The Reimbursement Request shall include the following. 

1. The Reimbursement Request must demonstrate that the Requesting Party is interoperable 
(pursuant to the acceptable levels of interoperability established by the CSOPAC) with the 
ICP System. If the Requesting Municipality is a member of the MPSCC, is connected directly 
to the Countywide system via a hub configuration, is a full time user of the Countywide 
system, or is participating in the ICP via an approved Talk Group agreement, this 
requirement is met. Despite this assumption of interoperability, the County reserves the 
right to periodically review any Municipality's compliance with the terms of a Talk Group 
Agreement and require a physical demonstration of interoperability at the subscriber unit 
level. 

2. The Reimbursement Request must identify; A) those specific Expenses for which the 
Requesting Municipality is seeking reimbursement, B) the contract or purchase order 
authorizing the purchase, C) an invoice from the vendor (which may be the MPSCC) c!nd 
evidence that payment for the Expenses ha~ been made by the Municipality and D) identify, 
including all contact information, the representative of the Municipality who will be the 
Countys contact on all matters related to the Reimbursement Request. The Requesting 
Municipality participating in the MPSCC may be reimbursed for any Expense allowed by this 
Resolution provide that the Requesting Municipality submits an invoice from the MPSCC 
which identifies either; A) a Municipality specific MPSCC expense in sufficient specific details 
to ensure that the County is not reimbursing twice for the same item, or B) the total MPSCC 
cost and Requesting Municipality's share of the total cost for any Municipality non-specific 
MPSCC expense again in sufficient detail to ensure that the County is not reimbursing twice 
for the same expense. A Requesting Municipality may combine Municipality specific and 
Municipality non-specific reimbursements on the same Reimbursement Request. 

The Reimbursement Request will be reviewed by Fp&o which will determine complic!nce with the 
above. FD&O will either approve or contact the Requesting Municipality via e-mail identifying the 
necessary modifications to bring the Reimbursement Request into compliance: The Requesting 
Municipality shall have 30 days to re-submit. The date for FD&O to submit approved 
Reimbursements Requests to the Clerk & Comptroller will be extended by the same number of days 
required for the re-submittal. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD Of COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM 
BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA PROVIDING FOR THE PROCEDURES FOR 
ALLOCATION OF FUNDS COLLECTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 318.21(9) 
F.S. ON EACH MOVING VIOLATION TO BE UTILIZED TO FUND PALM 
BEACH COUNTY'S PARTICIPATION IN THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RADIO 
COMMUNICATION PROGRAM AND RESCINDING AND REPLACING 
RESOLUTION NO. R2000-0407. 

WHEREAS, the County participates in an intergovernmental radio communication program 
approved by the Department of Management Services/Division of Communications, and the Board of 
County Commissioners desires to utilize all available resources to fund an intergoverrimental radio 
communications program. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMSSIONERS OF PALM BEACH 
COUTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

1. Resolution No. R2000-0407 is rescinded and replaced with this Resolution. 

2. The Clerk & Comptroller will continue to assign twelve dollars and fifty cents ($12.50) 
from each moving violation which occurs in Palm Beach County to the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

3. The funds shall be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners on a monthly basis 
and deposited in the Fund, Agency and Org identified by the County. The Clerk & 
Comptroller shall maintain and update on a monthly basis a report identifying the 
jurisdiction in which the violation occurred and a copy of each updated report shall be 
provided to the County's Facilities Development & Operations Department. 

4. The $12.50 monies shall be used by the County to fund the intergovernmental radio 
communications program as defined by the Section 318.21(9) F.S. 

The fpregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner ______ who moved its adoption. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner and upon being put to a vote, the vote as 
as follows: 

~teven L. Abrams, Chairman 
Priscilla A. Taylor, Vice Chair 
Hal R. Valache 
Paulette Burdick 
Shelley Vana 
Mary Lou Berger 
Jess R. Santamaria 

The Chair thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and adopted this_ day of ____ _ 
2012. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

Assistant County Attorney 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, BY ITS 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
SHARON R. BOCK, 
CLERK & COMPTROLLER 

By: __________ _ 

Deputy Clerk 
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13- dOI) y 

ACCT.NUMBEl ACCOUNT NAME 

REVENUES 

010-0100-61 10 Pool Investment Income 
800-8010-5170 Intergovt Radio Communication Program 
800-8010-8900 Statutory Reserves 

Total Receipts and Balances 

EXPENDITURES 

820-7691-9201 Tr To 800Mhz Pd 3801 
760-8010-4623 Rep/Maint-Radio 
760-8010-6411 Communication Equipment 
820-9808-9902 Operating Reserves 

Total Appropriations & Expenditures 

INITIATING DEPARTMENT/DIVISION 
Facilities Development & Operations 
Administration/Budget Department Approval 
OFMB Department - Posted 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 

FUND 1262 -Intergovt'I Radio Comm Program 

ORIGINAL 
BUDGET 

32,000 
600,000 
(31,600) 

2,143,065 

100,000 
1,200,000 

250,000 
593,065 

2,143,065 

Signatures 

CURRENT 
BUDGET 

32,000 
600,000 
(31,600) 

2,143,065 

100,000 
1,200,000 

250,000 
593,065 

2,143,065 

INCREASE 

0 
0 

31,600 

31,600 

1,442,665 
0 
0 
0 

1,442,665 

Date 

DECREASE 

32,000 
600,000 

0 

632,000 

0 
1,200,000 

250,000 
593,065 

2,043,065 

EXPENDED/ 
ADJUSTED ENCUMBERED REMAINING 

BALANCE BUDGET 

0 
0 
0 

1,542,665 

1,542,665 
0 
0 
0 

1,542,665 

8/27/2012 

0 1,542,665 
0 
0 
0 

By Board of County Commissioners 
At Meeting of 

Deputy Clerk to the 
Board of County Commissioners 

0 
0 
0 
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ACCT.NUMBER 

REVENUES 

010-0100-6110 
800-8008-5170 
800-8008-8900 

EXPENDITURES 

820-7691-9201 
820-9814-9902 

ACCOUNT NAME 

Pool Investment Income 
Intergovt Radio Communication Program 
Statutory Reserves 

Total Receipts and Balances 

Tr To 800Mhz Fd 3801 
Operating Reserves 

Total Appropriations & Expenditures 

INITIATING DEPARTMENT/DIVISION 
Facilities Development & Operations 
Administration/Budget Department Approval 
OFMB Department - Posted 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 

FUND 1269 - Intergovt'L Radio Comm Program-Countywide 

ORIGINAL 
BUDGET 

2,000 
1,050,000 

(52,600) 

1,088,440 

1,000,000 
88,440 

1,088,440 

, Signatures 

CURRENT 
BUDGET 

2,000 
1,050,000 

(52,600) 

1,088,440 

1,000,000 
88,440 

1,088,440 

~"~ct 

INCREASE 

Date 

0 
0 

52,600 

52,600 

0 
0 

0 

DECREASE 

2,000 
1,050,000 

0 

1,052,000 

910,960 
88,440 

999,400 

EXPENDED/ 
ADJUSTED ENCUMBERED REMAINING 

BALANCE BUDGET 8/27/2012 

0 
0 
0 

89,040 

89,040 
0 

89,040 

0 
0 

89,040 
0 

By Board of County Commissioners 
At Meeting of 

Deputy Clerk to the 
Board of County Commissioners 



ACCT.NUMBER ACCOUNT NAME 

EXPENDITURES 

410-4150-1070 Charge Off - Personal Services 
410-4150-3401 Other Contractual Services 
760-7609-8101 Contributions to. other_Gov 
820-9100-9201 Tr To 800Mhz R&R Fd 3801 

Total Expenditures 

INITIATING DEPARTMENT/DIVISION 
Facilities Development & Operations 
Administration/Budget Department Approval 
OFMB Department - Posted 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

BUDGET TRANSFER 

ORIGINAL 
BUDGET 

0 
1,010,001 

0 
404,942 

Signatures 

FUND 0001 - General Fund 

CURRENT 
BUDGET 

0 
1,010,001 

0 
404,942 

INCREASE 

0 
0 

1,704,942 
0 

1,704,942 

Date 

DECREASE 

289,999 
1,010,001 

404,942 

1,704,942 

EXPENDED/ 
ADJUSTED ENCUMBERED REMAINING 

BALANCE BUDGET 8/27/2012 

(289,999) 
0 

1,704,942 
0 

0 -289,999 
0 0 
0 1,704,942 
0 

By Board of County Commissioners 
At Meeting of 

Deputy Clerk to the 
Board of County Commissioners 

0 
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ACCT.NUMBEI 

REVENUES 

010-0100-6110 
411-B209-8045 
411-B209-8709 
411-B209-8000 
800-8008~5170 
800-8008-8900 

ACCOUNT NAME 

Pool Investment Income 
Tr Fr Intergov Radio Comm Fd 1262 
Tr Fr Intergov Radio Comm Fd 1269 
Tr Fr General Fund Fd 0001 
Intergovt Radio Communication Program 
Statutory Reserves 

Total Receipts and Balances 

EXPENDITURES 

410-4150-1080 
410~4150-3401 
821-9812-9930 

Personal Services-Indirect 
Other Contractual Services 
Equipment-Reserves 

Total Appropriations & Expenditures 

INITIATING DEPARTMENT/DIVISION 
Facilities Development & Operations 
Administration/Budget Department Approval 
OFMB Department - Posted 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 

ORIGINAL 
BUDGET 

829,000 
100,000 

1,000,000 
404,942 

0 
(41,500) 

40,533,496 

0 
0 

29,856,495 

40,533,496 

Signatures 

FUND 3801- 800Mhz R&R 

CURRENT 
BUDGET 

829,000 
100,000 

1,000,000 
404,942 

0 
(41,500) 

40,533,496 

0 

0 
29,856,495 

40,533,496 

INCREASE 

Date 

34,000 
1,442,665 

0 
0 

1,650,000 
0 

3,126,665 

289,999 
1,010,001 

426,563 

1,726,563 

DECREASE 

0 
0 

910,960 
404,942 

0 
84,200 

1,400,102 

0 
0 
0 

0 

EXPEN»ED/ 
ADJUSTED ENCUMBERED REMAINING 

BALANCE BUDGET 8/27/2012 

863,000 
1,542,665 

89,040 
0 

1,650,000 
(125,700) 

42,260,059 

289,999 
1,010,001 

30,283,058 

42,260,059 

0 
0 
0 

289,999 
1,010,001 

30,283,058 

By Board of County Commissioners 
At Meeting of 

Deputy Clerk to the 
Board of County Commissioners 



3S-..L 
Agenda Item#: ______ _ 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: August 21, 2012 [ ] Consent 
[ ] Ordinance 

Department: Facilities Development & Operat~ons 

I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Motion and Title: Staff recommends motion to: 

[X] Regular 
[ ] Public Hearing 

A) Adopt Resolution rescinding R 2002-0192 which allocates a portion of the funds from each moving I 
traffic violation collected pursuant to Section 318.21(9) FS ($12.50 Funds) for municipal efforts which 
enhance the County's Intergovernmental Public Safety Communications Program (ICP); 

B) Authorize the transfer of all remaining balances from Fund 1262 (Municipal) to Fund 1269 (County) 
upon the payment of all eligible requests made pursuant to R2002-0192 and received prior to, put not 
including, October 1, 2012; 

C) Adopt Resolution rescinding and replacing Resolution R2000-0407 providing for the procedures for 
allocation of funds collected pursuant to Section 318.21 (9) FS specifically clarifying the distribution of 
reports prepared by the Clerk & Comptroller; and 

D) Authorize amendments to all direct and hub connectivity agreements with municipalities to offer the 
same credits for $12.50 Funds collected against annual charges which are provided to the Sheriff. 

Summary: Conceptually in 1999 and then with reimbursement procedures added in 2002, the Board allocated 
a portion of the County's $12.50 Funds to ·assist each city in becoming interoperable with the County's Public 
Safety Radio System. Palm Beach County is the only county with an ICP that distributes its funds specifically 
with the intent to create a countywide interoperable system. The criteria for reimbursement were documented 
in the Resolution following a series of correspondence from the State describing what it considered to be 
eligible expenses. As of 6/30/12, the County has distributed $10,236,650. All cities have made their choice as 
to how they were to be interoperable and sought reimbursement for eligible expenses. At the request of the 
League of Cities in May, Staff postponed this item so that each City could better understand the potential 
impact of the recommendation. Staff held two informational meetings for the distribution of city specific 
detailed analysis of each city's participation in the program. The meetings were attended by law enforcement 
personnel, city administrators, and elected officials. Staff's recommendation remains that the County should 
terminate this program as these non-ad valorem fund$ can fund County ICP expenses and thereby free up an 
equal amount of ad valorem dollars, although alternatives have been developed py Staff incorpor~ting the 
suggestions of the cities. Staff is also seeking authodzation to prepare amendments to each of the direct and 
hub connectivity agreements to apply the same credits for $12.50 Funds collected against annual charges 
which it extends to the Sheriff. The net benefit to the County of these four recommendations is estimated as 
$1,108,367 (in one-time revenues) and approximately $180,000 annually. These increased revenues would be 
used solely for eligible County expenses which exceed the current County share of the $12.50 funds. (FOO 
Admin) Countywide (JM) 

Background & Policy Issues: 

Continued on Page 3 

Attachments: 

1. Resolution rescinding Resolution 2002-0192 
2. Resolution amending Resolution 2000-0407 
3. Municipal $12.50 Fact Sheets 

Approved by: 

Recommended by: ----'~'-t-A.-----~_+--W_1-~-+---f----1/_1-'-)J.;....;l 'l-/c.--_____ _ 
Dep~nt Dire\ctor, Date . 

~ .---=1/ Ht'"-County Administrator q.te r <.:..: 
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II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years · 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Capital Expenditures 
Operating Costs 

External Revenues (If A,B,C) ($1,708,367) Oi600,000) ($600,000) ($600,000) ($600,000) 
(If A-D) l $1,288,367) o;1so,ooo) ($180,000) ($180,000) L$1So,ooq) ..... 

Program Income (County) 
In-Kind Match (County 

NET FISCAL IMPACT (IfA,e,q l$1, 708,367) l$600,000) ~600,000~ ($600,000) ($600,000) 
(If A-D) ($1,288,367) (,$180,000) l$1so,ooo t$1so,oool (_$180,000) 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumulative) 
Is Item Included in Current Budget: Yes No 

Budget Account No: Fund Dept Unit Object 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

The revenues shown are approximate and will deviate based on; 1) actual collections through the 
effective date of the Resolution rescinding the program, 2) cities with eligible expenses seeking 
same prior to termination of the program, and 3) no reimbursement for MPSCC/Open Sky 
expenses. 

C. · Departmental Fiscal Review: --------------
III. REVIEW COMMENTS 

A. OFMB Fiscal and/or Contract Development Comments: 

OFMB Contract Dev ment and Controt 
3-10 •/:J ,61',0~ 

B. 

C. Other Department Review: 

Department Director 
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Background & Policy Issues (Cont'd) 

In the late 1990's when the County was designing it~ 800 Mhz public safety communication radio system, it 
engaged the cities. Each city was at a different starting point with varying operational objectives and financial issues. The County planned a system which allowed interoperability in 1 of 2 ways; through a direct 
connect/hub arrangement or through the use of common talk-groups. While, standard agreements were drafted for each and were made available to the cities, a key message sent to the County was "stay out of our 
local decision making regarding the type of system we (a city) procure or the way we connect and if we want to 
take you up on a standard agreement we will call you." We have strictly followed that policy to this day. 

The cities looked for funding assistance in procuring the interoperable equipment of their choice and focused 
on the County's $12.50 funds collected from each moving traffic violation pursuant to FS 318.21(9) as a source 
of revenue. 

The $12.50 Funds are statutorily provided to the Coµnty for implementing and maintaining its ICP. While it 
may seem intuitive that the $12.50 funds should be "shared" among the jurisdictions in which they were 
collected, that is not what the statute says. The City of West Palm Beach requested an attorney general 
opinion on this issue, specific to our situation, and a written Attorney General's opinion confirmed that ALL 
collections were to go to the County for the County's participation in its ICP. 

Nonetheless, in an effort to assist the municipalities in becoming interoperable, the County worked for over a year with the State Department of Management Services (DMS) on a unique local program whereby the 
County could disburse a portion of its $12.50 fund~ to the cities while still meeting the legal test that the 
expenditures benefit the County's system. Under the general requirement that the fu!"lds be used to benefit the 
County's ICP, the DMS position was that the decisiqn as to the amount to be disbursed and the manner in 
which those funds were disbursed was the County's decision subject to several specific condition$. It was 
those conditions that ultimately defined "eligible expenses". In 1999, the program was conceptually approved 
by the Board and later in 2002 the methodology for allocation of proceeds and disbursement procedures were 
added and the program was implemented. The Resolution also contained specific language making it clear 
that its adoption did not create a municipal entitlement to the $12.50 funds. 

The County's sole intent was to create a countywide interoperable radio communications system while allowing 
the cities to make their choices on how they want to cbnnect. To this day we are not aware of any other county with an ICP which distributes its funds to cities within its jurisdiction. As of 6/30/12, the County has distributed 
$10,236,649.99 of which $9,046,610.35 was distributed to non-PBSO cities. 

Total Collected Total Disbursed Available Balance 
Atlantis $132,392.54 $1,890.00 $130,502.54 
Boca Raton $1,731,852.81 $1,689,032.04 $42,820.77 
Boynton Beach $1,071,696.81 $1,039,836.29 $31,860.52 
Briny Breezes $814.50 $0.00 $814.50 
Delray Beach $868,669.70 $803,788.83 $64,880.87 
Greenacres $307,666.63 $297,256.29 $10,410.34 
Gulfstream $15,016.10 $3,339.00 $11,677.10 
Highland Beach $58,263.94 $51,532.23 $6,731.71 
Hypoluxo $1,584.97 $760.50 $824.47 
Juno Beach $157,525.67 $126,310.57 $31,215.10 
Jupiter $762,091.69 $0.00 $762,091.69 
Jupiter Inlet $721.10 $621.10 $100.00 
Lk Clarke Shores $221,456.47 $218,828.95 $2,627.52 
Lantana $175,707.68 $150,465.00 $25,24~.68 
Manalapan $37,728.66 $19,858.50 $17,870.16 
N Palm Beach $250,616.06 $200,091.35 $50,524.71 
Ocean Ridge $39,505.76 $33,639.60 $5,866.16 
Palm Beach $159,664.94 $135,968.88 $23,696.06 
P Beach Gardens $698,321.07 $568,424.08 $129,896.99 
P Beach Shores $14,966.34 $14,697.90 $268.44 
Palm Springs $419,413.54 $389,368.30 30,045.24 
Riviera Beach $629,508.07 $610,507.02 $19,001.05 
South Palm Beach $48,544.41 $36,645.52 $11,898.89 
Tequesta $113,041.38 $73,184.00 $39,857.38 
West Palm Beach $2,612,289.67 $2,581,324.90 $30,964.77 
Totals $10,529,060.51 $9,046,610.35 $1,481,689.66 
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Background and Policy Issues 

At this time, all municipalities have made their choices. The groupings below describe each city's individual 
choice. 

• Thirteen (13) municipalities have chosen PBSO as service provider and will experience no impact as a 
result of this change as all $12.50 funds are assigned directly to PBSO and they do not appear on 
Attachment A as they have no independent communication costs. They are; Belle Glade, Cloud Lake, 
Glen Ridge, Golf, Haverhill, Lake Park, Lake Worth, Loxahatchee Groves, Mangonia Park, Pahokee, 
Royal Palm Beach, South Bay and Wellington. 

• Thirteen (13) municipalities have a direct connect agreement with the County (traditional direct or hub). 
They are Boca Raton, Boynton Beach, Delr1y Beach, Greenacres, Highland Beach, Lantana, North 
Palm Beach, Ocean Ridge, Palm Beach Shor~s. Riviera Beach, and South Palm Beach. Briny Breezes 
and Hypoluxo do not have a direct connect agreement but have law enforcement services provided by 
Ocean Ridge and Lantana, respectively. 

• Twelve (12) municipalities have cross programmed 800 MHz radios or utilize the Open Sky Gateway 
which have achieved interoperability through the Common Talk Groups. They are Atlantis (OS), 
Gulfstream (800), Juno Beach (OS), Jupiter (OS), Jupiter Inlet Colony (800), Lake Clarke Shores (800), 
Manalapan (800), Palm Beach (OS), Palm Beach Gardens (OS), Palm Springs (800), Tequesta (800), 
and West Palm Beach (currently 800/OS pending). 

If the Board approves Staff recommendation A, Band C: 

• Requests for reimbursement of eligible expenses pursuant to the existing resolution and received prior 
to October 1, 2012 will be processed. 

• The County would sweep all remaining balances in the Municipal Org to the County Org after all eligible 
requests for reimbursement received before 10/1/12 were paid. 

• County would realize a one-time budgetary benefit of $1,108,367 and increased revenues to the 
County of approximately $600,000 annually to offset ad valorem expenses associated with the County's 
Public Safety Radio Communications System. 

Part D of the motion and title is a separate decision relating to our business agreements with those cities which 
chose the County to be their radio system provider. We value these direct and hub partnerships because they 
result in the highest level of interoperability, network enhancements, and/or reductions in system equipment 
costs to both the County and our municipal partners. 

Each of these direct connect agreements already have language in them which indicates that the County will 
charge the municipality at the identical rate that is charged to County Departments. Staff is recommending that 
the existing language requiring identical charges to direct connect municipalities be expanded to require 
identical offsets (or reductions) from the charges based on $12.50 collections. With the expanded language, 
the direct connect municipalities would also receive offsets identical to the way that the County uses the 
$12.50 funds collected by deputies to off-set PBSO's annual direct connect and system maintenance charges. 

In order to implement this, the Board would have to amend each existing direct connect interlocal agreement to 
include language which would allow a particular municipality to have the $12.50 monies applied to offset their 
charges from the County. 

If the Board approves Part D of the motion and title, staff would proceed accordingly. 

• The Clerk would continue to direct all $12.50 monies in the County fund but continue to separately 
record $12.50 collections made by the municipalities, 

• the existing balances of municipalities with direct connect agreements would be transferred to the 
County but would be recorded as a municipal contract balance, 

• the one-time budgetary impact of the termination of the $12.50 Resolution would remain at $1,108,367 
and increased revenues to the County of approximately $180,000 annually; again these amounts would 
be used to offset ad valorem expenses associated with the County's Public Safety Radio 
Communications System. 

• After a city has paid its annual agreement costs, the remaining balance could also offset expenses 
associated with the purchase, renovation and/or maintenance of towers or fixed network equipment as 
long as the purchased asset was inventoried to the County. 

• The municipality would still be responsible for charges in excess of their $12.50 collections. 
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Background and Policy Issues 

On April 24th the municipalities were first provided notice of these proposed recommendations. In early May 
the item was postponed at the request of the League of Cities in order to provide additional time for the each 
city to familiarize themselves with the program, how they had participated in the past and the impact of the 
recommendation on each particular city - as it varies greatly. In addition to about a ½ dozen meetings with 
individual cities, Staff held two general information meetings presenting the history of the program, the types of 
reimbursements that have been made and those wt,ich have been rejected, provided City specific financial 
information regarding the use of the program since its inception (Attachment C), and how the specific financial 
information could be used in determining the potential impact of the recommendations. The meetings were 
attended by city law enforcement staff, city administrators, city financial staff, and elected officials. 

At the time of this writing, Staff has received resolutions in opposition to the recommendations from the League 
of Cities, and two cities, as well as a letter from the Criminal Justice Commission. Staff will bring forward all 
resolutions/letter as receive and file either prior to or at the meeting on August 21, 2012. 

During this time and through the meetings, the comments and/or questions received by the municipalities can 
be grouped into five questions. The following are the five questions and Staff's general responses. 

Question 1: Why bring this forward now? 

Answer: Staff believes that this rneets the general direction received for the preparation of the budget 
from the Board. First, it terminates a program whose mission is fulfilled and is no longer required for its 
intended purpose. Second, the non-ad valorem sources of funding can directly offset ad valorem funding. 
Third, if the recommended action is not taken unspent balances from cities which chose systems that do not 
meet the eligibility criteria will just sit unspent and unusable. 

Each municipality has made their radio system choice with the understanding that; 1) that the amount of 
revenue generated each year is unknown, 2) that a city cannot rely on the distribution of $12.50 Funds from 
the County, and 3) that there were criteria for the distribution of $12.50 Funds that have to be met in order to 
be eligible for reimbursement. 

Question 2: Can the County just make the decision to stop the program? 

Answer: Yes, the program was established by County resolution and contained language stating "The 
execution of this resolution does not create an entitlement for the municipalities to any of the funds collected 
pursuant to Section 318.21(9) F.S." 

Question 3: Is Staffs recommendation biased against the cities which are participating in the 
Municipal Public Safety Communications Consortium (MPSCC)? 

Answer: The impact on MPSCC cities is greater, but not because of any County bias. The MPSCC has 
requested that the Board review Staff's position on the eligibility of the MPSCC requests for reimbursement. 
This MPSCC request is the topic of a separate board item as it is required whether the $12.50 program is 
continued as-is, terminated or some other alternative developed. 

Question 4: Isn't this just a form of cost shifting? 

Answer: No. Calling this a cost shift is not consistent with the history and facts of the resolution. These are 
unbudgeted revenues that are statutorily the County's to use solely for its expenses associated with the ICP. 
The County chose to "share" a portion with municipalities for a specific purpose and that purpose has been 
fulfilled. 

Question 5: Are there any alternatives to terminat!ng the program? 

Answer: Yes, there are options, each with differing levels of financial impact. The options developed which 
incorporate the suggestions of the municipalities are as follows. 

1. Do nothing. 
2. Make no change in 100% disbursement but include a requirement to expend within 24 months of 

collection. 
3. Implement a graduated reduction to the distribution to municipalities. For example, 75% in FY 13, 50 % 

in FY 14, 25% in FY 15 and terminate the program in FY 16. 
4. Implement a one-time reduction to the distribution to municipalities. Forexample from 100% or 

$12.50/violation to 50% or $6.25/violation (or some other percentage). 
5. Terminate the allocation of future collections, but allow cities to retain access to their balances 

(indefinitely or for a finite period of time). 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM 

BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA PROVIDING FOR THE PROCEDURES FOR 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS COLLECTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 318.21(9) 
F.S. ON EACH MOVING VIOLATION TO BE UTILIZED TO FUND PALM 
BEACH COUNTY'S PARTICIPATION IN THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RADIO 
COMMUNICATION PROGRAM AND RESCINDING AND REPLACING 
RESOLUTION NO. R2000-0407. 

WHEREAS, the County participates in an intergovernmental radio communication program 
approved by the Department of Management Services/Division of Communications, and the Board of 
County Commissioners desires to utilize all available resources to fund an intergovernmental radio 
communications program. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMSSIONERS OF PALM BEACH 
COUTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

1. Resolution No. R2000-0407 is rescinded and replaced with this Resolution. 

2. The Clerk of Circuit Court will assign twelve dollars and fifty cents ($12.50) from each 
moving violation which. occurs in Palm Beach County to the Board of County 
Commissioners, beginning on October 1, 2012. 

3. The funds shall be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners on a monthly basis 

and deposited in the Fund, Agency and Org identified by the Coun!y. Th_e Clerk of the 
Circuit Court shall maintain and update on a monthly basis a report identifying the 
jurisdiction in which the violation occurred and a copy of each updated report shall be 
provided to the County's Facilities Development & Operations Department. 

4. The $12.50 monies shall be used by the County to fund the intergovernmental radio 
communications program as defined by the Section 318.21(9) F.S. 

The foregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner ______ who moved its adoption. The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner and upon being put to a vote, the vote as 
as follows: 

Shelley Vana, Chair 

Steven L. Abrams, Vice Chairman 
Karen T. Marcus 
Paulette Burdick 
Burt Aaronson 

Jess R. Santamaria 

Priscilla A. Taylor 

The Chair there.upon declared the resolution duly passed and c)dopted this_ day of_~---
2012. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, BY ITS 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
SHARON R. BOCK, 

CLERK & COMPTROLLER 

By: ____________ _ 

Deputy Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. R-

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM BEACH 

COUNTY, FLORIDA PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE FOR RESCISSION OF 

RE.SOLUTION R2002-0192, AMENDING R-99-2343D, PERTAINING TO THE 

ALLOCATION OF A PORTION OF THE FUNDS COLLECTED PURSUANT TO SECTION 

318.21(9), FLORIDA STATUTES, FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE MUNICIPALITIES AND·

THE ENHANCEMENT OF THE COUNTY'S INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM, AND PROVIDING FOR DISBURSEMENT 
PROCEDURES. 

WHEREAS, the County has disbursed more than $10,000,000 in funds for the purpose of 

enhancing the Intergovernmental Communications Program by assisting the municipalities; and 

WHEREAS, the objective to have all municipalities participate in the Intergovernmental 

Communications Program has been fulfilled; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF PALM 
BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

1. The County will process requests for eligible expenses pursuant to 2002-0192 received . 

prior to, but not including, October 1, 2012. 

2. Resolution 2002-0192 will be hereby rescinded as of the date of the payment of all 

requests for eligible expenses received prior to, but not including October 1, 2012. The Facilities 

Development & Operations Department shall enter the effective date of the rescission into the 

public record via a receive and file item at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

The foregoing resolution was offered · by Comtnissioner ____ ____, who moved its 

adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner -----J and upon being put to a 
vote, the vote was as follows: 

COMMISSIONERSHELLEY VANA 

COMMISSIONER STEVEN L. ABRAMS 

COMMISSIONER KAREN T. MARCUS 

COMMISSIONER PAULETTE BURDICK 

COMMISSIONER BURT AARONSON 

COMMISSIONER JESS R. SANTAMARIA 

COMMISSIONER PRISCILLA A. TAYLOR 

The Chair, thereupon, declared the resolution duly passed and adopted this __ day of 
____ __, 2012. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND 
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA, BY ITS .. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
SHARON R. BOCK, 

CLERK & COMPTROLLER 

By:-----------
Deputy Clerk 
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CITY: ATLANTIS 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: 111 Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Mii+IMIHMMIHllii·MliHM FYOS FY06 Mii+MM¥hilii·MIH11NIHIMMHfi 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07from-$t.i0.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

M#+MM¥HiitHIMiHIM#¥11#¥1141'/il¥1·Ml#+MMiHMIH11MMHIIMHfi 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

10.214,00 11,153.50 14,337.oo ~4,87.ii:oo 13,993.75 11,917.83 1,103:44 s.s2s.11 14,878.26 10,240.41 7,631:so s. 102.77 1,2ss.ss 131,274.82 129,384.82 
City Authorized Transfer 

Reimbursed for City Expenses 

Maintenance Agreement 

County Purcllaise 

Reimburse-Equipment 

Reimburse Soflware,Oper/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

0.00 

1;a90,oo 1,890.00 · 

Mfi+N• ii·lliii+iii1'MMIUMM¥Hiii1i•iliiHMMfHMMfHIIH1'iiHIMfhflh@MP 

1,890.00 

moo 

0.00 

0.00 

1,890,00 

0;.00 

0.00 



CITY: BOCA RATON 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Hub 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

MM+Miihll#+MM#·Mlthiiii+IM¥HIMIHMMfHMM¥HMMIUMMUIM FY12 Totals 

16,919.00 1'7,88llcOO. 17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888:00 17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888.00 22,812.50 200,723.50 
Maintenance Agreement o.oo 
Credit o.oo 

~Note 1: A:nm1al system-maintenance charges increasedin FY07-from $140.94 io $154~00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

1¥1+MMIWMMIHIM¥Hiiii.JMMIHINii.jiiiHMMM+MMfHIM#1'11¥1111hfiMNMWl=MiiMM 
City Authorized Transfer 

Reimburs~dfor City. Expe~ses. 

159,111.56 148;93Sc22 152,T79.48 154,619.14 156;633.88 144,344.34 156,470.56 111,237.39 
1
146, 113.12 10g,980,26 '109,263.32 111;038.25 45,500.10 1,700,024.62 

17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888.00 22,812.50 76,476.00 
379,547.28 330,931.12 151,997.25 300,334.10 71,640.48 235,972.11 . 1,470;422.34 

1¥HiiiMMMIHIMl1'Miii.JiiiHIMfNIMii+MM¥Hiiii.fiih1'11hliihfi , ··,-" - ' ' ., - - ~· - "' 

17,888.00 17,888.00 17,888.00 22,812.50 76,476.00 
Maintenance Agreement o.oo 
Co~nty Purcha.~e> . o.oo 
ReimburselSquipment 

R~lmb11~e SQJtware/Oper/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

379,547_28 330,913.12 151,997.25 

12,543.60 
;·, ',· 
.269,902.50 71 ;640.48 

17,888.00 

235,1:172.11 

12,543,60 

1,439,972.74 

17,888.00 

135;237.78 



CITY: BOYNTON BEACH 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Hub 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

MM+MM#·IIM#+MMIHMM¥Hiiii+ll#·Nl4HMM4HMMM·MIH11ilhliiiifi 
21;656.00 21,056.00 21,056.00 .. 21,056.00 21,056.00 21,056.00 21,056.00 2(056.00 21,056.00 21,056.00 30,296.25 241,456.25 

Note 1: Annual-system-maintenance chargesincreas:e-d in FY07 from$t40:•94io $·t54.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

MM+MMIHMMIHIMM+MM4HMMIHIMfi.ill#.fil#+MMtHMMh,.MihlMMHfiMiiMPl=iil:iil 
City Authorized Transfer 

Reimbursed for City Expenses 

Maintenance Agreement 

County Purchase. 

Reimburse Equipment 
; . ". .",,.;': '·· '" ·.•· 

Reimburse Softwarel0per1Maint · 

Reimburse Agreement 

44,057'.40 s2'.so1;3(i 66,238.50 12a,813,50 152,499.50 101,707.68 100,972.58 61,944.06 84,153.85 64,857:14 

126,308.70 94,102.50 146,814.80 .. · 194,525,06 147,586.32 158,708.13 

126,308.70 94,102.5(1 146,814.80 194,525.06 147,568.32 158,708.13 

78,380.00 . 78,84.7.97 26,197.32 1;051;470,80 

0.00 

93;119,08 78;67c1.70 1,039,83~.29 

0.00 

o,oo 
o:oo 

.93,119.08 7.S,671.70 1,039.,-818,29 

0.00 

11,634.51 



CITY: BRINY BREEZES 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct via Ocean Ridge 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGE$ AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note-1
: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $'1~0:94 to $154.00 per radio. 

Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

M#+MMIWMM#+MMliiMMIHMMiHMMbiiliHIM#+MM#l·Mliii-MlhllihfiN@C:ll=MM:iii 
City Authorized Transfer 

R~imburseci fQr City Elt~~nses 

Maintenance Agreement 

County Pun:hau11!( 

Reimburse Equipment 

Reiful>urs~ SoftwarM>p.erfMalnt 
Reimburse Agreement 

.• '25;00C0 75;00 • s2:50 . 52,-00 25.00 • '. 112.50 287.50 12 .. 50 0:00 12.50 87.&0 37.50 25.00 814:50 814.50 . ,· 

0.00 

0,00 

0.00 

0.00. 

0.00 

'.0.00 

0.00 



CITY: DELRAY BEACH 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Hub 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

M#+MMIHMMli+ll#.fiilHIMii+il#·iliiHMM#+MNi:.+iifUMMhliihfiNMMP Connect J¼jreement 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

10:412.00 10;043£00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 15,312.50 116,111.50 

Note 1: Annt1al~ystem 111air1te11a11ce charges increasetlinFY07irom$140.94 to $154.00-perratlio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

· 62,378.io 66,643.80 6t;632:5o 
. . : 

51,875.11 78,464.20 85,346.67 75,708.03 ·74,674:75 
City Authorlzed Transfer 10,412.00 

Reimbursed for City Expenses 169,696.90 68,246.1Q 77;610.30. 160,440.09 58,545.42 

$12.50 DISBURSEMENT BY TYPE 

60;045.18· 57.76!1.33 : 5~.i40;97; 67,038.32, 37,574.91 

10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 10,043.00 15,312.50 

40,810:70 59,953.04 46,763.66 55,826.12 

Mii+MMIHMMM+MMii·MIHtil#¥•1iMMMM.fliM+MMii¥11iJi.NiiiiiiHfi 
Maintenance Agreement 

Coill"!ty Purchase 

Reimburse Equipment 

Reirribu~e $o~arel0per/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

10,412.00 

169,696.90 68,246.10 . 77;610.3() 

10,-0~3.QO 10,04ioo' 10.Q43:00 10;043,00 15,312,so 

· 160,440'.os 58,$45.42 40,810.10 59,953.04 46,763.86 55,826,12 

0.00 

0.00 

837,391:87 

65,896.50 

737,892.33 

65,896.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

737,892:33 

0.00 

33,603.04 



CITY: GREENACRES 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

FYOO 

ConnectAgreement. 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

17,335:62 20,636.00 171,371.23 227,239.09 43,484.98 42,754.14 42,754.14 565,575.20 

6,534.98 6,698.35 6,865.81 7,100.25 7,277.76 7,423.32 41,900.47 

-130,000.00 -130,000.00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $1~0~94 to $t54.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

City Authorized Transfer 

Reimbursed ~or CiifExpenses 

1¥1+11¥HMl¥HMMIMMMlfHMMIHIMHiMW#+MM¥Hiii+MMll1'1111111HfiMMMPl=EM:MY 
.0.162::50 9,112.Ao, 11;5s9.so 13,1st.cici" 21.457'.75 'a3,32s.12 24,58cts3 1 27,822.38 ··24,395.48 44:823.06 35,902.60 27,751.10. 

17,335.62 46,513.50 23,442.50 22,253.49 52,145.23 65.00 1,045.90 162,801.24 

36,657.46 1,010,40 5,447.4(} 5,737.50 7,060.50 41,375.00 36,883.68 134,171.94 

$12.50 DISBURSEMENT BY TYPE 

Maintenance Agreement 

Cou11tyfi~rthase 

·Reimburse Equipment 

Reiinl>u~e So~~re/Qpe,n\ftalnt 
Reimburse Agreement 

1¥i+MMIHMM¥HMM¥HMMIHMMIHIMli.j•,41'iiili+MMh·MliUMMhlilhfiMMetP 
9,552.52 8,31(!.50 6,042.99 1,560.00 65.00 25,539.01 

9,790.00 11,744;00 '5;095.50 1,045.90 27,675.40 

36;657046 1,010.40 5,447.40 

5'.737.50. 7,060.5C> 6,375,00. 

43,115.26 

19,173,00 

· 35,000.00 36,883.68 71,883.68 



Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

CITY: GULFSTREAM via Communications Services Agreement with Delray Beach 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

MM+MM¥HIMM+IM#·Mllhi FYOS FY06 MIMIM#+MMIHMMl:UMMHIMl#fl 
Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $1~0~94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

FYOO MIHMMM+IM#+MMIHMM#+•M¥Hiiii.fiiiHMMIHMMIUMMHIMM¥ifl Collected~ ' ;,' 
City Authorized Transfer 

Reimbutsec:IJO~ .City Expenses 

Maintenance Agreement 

County Purc~115c1t 

Reimburse Equipment 

ReimbunseSot'lWa~IOper/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

604;5() . t;734.5f 1,887;50 2,07.5:()0i 2,011.23 . 1,578)U 1,203J)8 897.51. 

3,339:00 

3339.00 

962.97 ' 808.00 447AO 550.00 162.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3,339.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3,339:00, 

0.00 

11,589.60 



CITY: HIGHLAND BEACH 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

1¥i+Mii+liih+ll#·Ml¥Hiilhll#·ill#·MM#+MM¥HMMIUMMhli FY12 Totals 

17,089.52 14,673.35 4;228.32 10,847.68 31,435.64 8;039.24 8,039.24 39,946.70 10,597:18 10,597.18 9,866.34 165,360.39 
MalntenanceAg~ment 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

City Authorized Transfer·· 

Reimbursed for cCHfExp~~ses 

Maintenance Agreement 

c;b~,.ty Purct1ase . 
Reimburse-Equipment 

Reimburs~Si>fl!larttlOperfMaint 

Reimburse Agreement 

l#+MMIWIM¥Hiih+MM#¥11iHIY#·ili#.fii¥HMM#+MM4UMMHIMMtif-
4.667.50 'i.737.00 5,725,00 4,808.00 7,915:'98 7,475.72 3,471,68 1,858.94 . 2;014.73; 3.,110.35 . ' 2, 149,62 4,020.19 2,216.79 

15,511.50 4,680.52 2,745.48 10,307.82 8,116.29 304.28 

15;5H:50 4,680.52 2,745.48 . 10,307.82 8,t16.29 304.28 

0.00 

0:00 

41,665.89 

4:1,665.89 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

,0.00 

0.00 

i=Mi:114 
. . 15,505.61 



Direct/ Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

CITY: HYPOLUXO 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct via Lantana 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

FY06 FY07 

Note 1: Annual-system maintenance--charges-increase-clin-FY07 from $140~94to--$154.0O-perradio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

City Authorjzed Transfer 

Rei111bursed fori:ity E~penses-

116.17-: 506.30 -- 175.00 25.00 

0:00 

0.00 

0.00 

1,s~ir. 
0.00 

0.00 

Mii+MMIWMMlhiiHMMHiiiii+•MfHMMl1HMMM+NM111·MMH;.++;11++11f• MMt:¥ 
Maintenance Agreement 

Co'!nty f'~ri:has,! ··_ 

Reimburse Equipment 

Re/m1>urseS~~an1'°"per/Maint 
Reimburse Agreement 

o:oo· 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0:00 -

0.00 

822.47 



CITY: JUNO BEACH 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: 111 Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTE:NANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Mi+MiiHMM¥Hi FY03 FY04 1¥1+1Mihliiirfii¥HMl#·MlfUMMHIMMhflM@&:4 
Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1:P.nnual-system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from$1"4ll~94to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

FYOO l#·IIIIHIMiMMIIMMMIHIN#,liifHMM#+MMIHMMiUMMHIMMHfiM@MPl=iMMI Collect&d' 
City Authorized Transfer 

Relmburseif fc,r City Ex-peilses 

Maintenance Agreement 

County Pur~hase 

Reimburse Equipment 

Reimburs~.Software/OperlMalnt 
Reimburse Agreement 

s:48s.:so · 9,231.00 23,212:00 2s,821.so 19,747.99 14;908.80 19,13u2 11.2as.s1 a.aa1.2s · 8,010,44 4.01s.e8 4,892:3i 3,431.12 154,ss8.s2 28,247.95 

71,884.29 3,113,02 8;468.26 42,845.00 

71,884.29 3,113.02 8,468.26 

0.00 

126,310.57 

0,00 

0.00 

0.00 

83,465.57 

42,845.00 

0.00 



CITY: JUPITER 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 fromli-40.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

111i+Mii1HMM4HiiiMMMIHMlihiii1MIMIHMM¥HMM4HiiiJi.NMHIMMHfi 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

. " i=Miiiiil 
71,498.20 10:Ji~s:So s~::i5ii:7o 79;32fi.20 ·so,435.o3X ·13,sg9_sf 54,3c2,0.19 <s9,478.31 s2.1au1 so,oos:as 47,1112:io _ 41io~5.35 1s,100.01 :z50,1s1,92 750,1s1.92 

City Authorized Transfer 
Reimbursed-for City Eliipenses 

Maintenance Agreement 

Co~nty ~u~hase 
-Rei~bun5e-Equipment 

Reiml>11rse~e>ft¥iareJOpelffllllii11t 

Relmb_urse Agreement 

0.00 
OJ:10 

·o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 



CITY: JUPITER INLET 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCEAGREEMENTCHARGESAND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Nii+• FY01 FY02 

2,114.16 845.64 845.64 845.64 864.64 924.00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in-FY07from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

City Authorized Transfer 

Reimi>lirs~d·for~ity.Expenses 

Maintenance Agreement 

Cotirity Pu~lia15e 
0 

Reimbun1e.Equipment 

R~il'ribt11$e s~tiv,;aie/Oper/Maint 

Reimbun1e Agreement 

162.-50 50.00 12.50 125.00 271.10 

+;:;+•M#·IIMIHMl#·MMIHIMii+IMHiMMli+MM¥1+11h·Mli1i·MMHIMMiifi 
1.62.-50 50,00 12.50/ . 125,00 27:t. 10. 

6,439.72 

0.00 

0.00 

621.10 

Q,00 

0,00 

.o:bo 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



CITY: LAKE CLARKE SHORES 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

M#+MM#·IMM¥MMM4i·Ml¥HIM¥HIM4i11il#·Ml¥HMl#·Ml¥UMMHIMl#flMl;W 
Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

0.0!) 

0.00 

0,00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from ·$1~0:94 to $1"54.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

City Authorized Transfer 

Rei111t>ursedfor Ci~e:s,itns~ 

Maintenance Agreement 

q~~ty ji,~chase 

Reimburse Equipment 

R~i;~u~e sofhva~A'ip~rtMafot 
Reimburse Agreement 

10,376.00 3,602.88 3,515.53 6,283.56 4,104.76 3,870.93 2,422.35 4,500.00 7,551.51 46,227.52 
61,523.50 1z1:09 33,'545:19. 13,672::n 23,071.09 s'.oiio:Oo ·. 15;080:90 1t.ilo2.it1 169,417.35 C 

61,523.50 

0.00 

10,376.00 3_;50;1.~a 3,515.53 6,283:56 , ,(104.76 3,a1q;93 2,42?.35 4,soo.oo 7;551,51 . 46,22f.52 

29,695:67 13,672.77 18,645.30 

3,849.52 

121.09 

15,080;90 17;402.81 156,020.95 

13,2'7c5'.31 

121.09 



CITY: LANTANA 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

1¥i+IMIHMMli+il,i·Ml#·ili#+MM4i.jii#·iliM+NM@+MMIUIMfiliihfiM@MW 1 
, - -

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $t40.94 to $t54.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

110,448.90 16,443.90 16,443.90 143,336.7-0 

9,814.56 10,059.92 10,261.12 30,135.60 

-122,000.00 -8,000.00 -130,000.00 

Mii+MMIWMM#+MMIHMMIHIM4HIMIHIM#.fil#+NM4i+MM4UiihiiihfiM@&t#l=MMiiii 
City Authorized Transfer 

8'eimiJi1rsec1 tor,city-&pen~es 

Maintenance Aareement 

County 'Purctias~ 
Reimburse-Equipment 

Rel111~1111i~ S~~are/Qper/Maint·. 

Reimburse Agreement 

20,437:80 20,94~_,cio 13,365:oo 14,428:50 15;9BM7 13,537.2:1' 20,414:21 14,202.61 1<1;132_45 9!659.72 - a,559'.3o 5;99~:55 2.2~i~ 173,961.94 23,496.94 

465.00 

150.000.00 

465.00 

150,000.00 

465.00 

Hi0,000.00 

', 'o.oo~ 
0.00 

465.00, 

. 150,000.-00 

'O:oo 

0.00 



Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

CITY: MANALAPAN 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance.Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154~00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

Mii+iithiitHIMP.MMP.ili#+•MM11il#·iliiHll¥Hi 
City Authorized Transfer 

- _,., 1 -- • ·-

Reimbursed for Cl~ EJCpenses 

con~~~~~ti,iji~ijf.r··· 
Maintenance Agreement 

Cou~ty P~rc:~ase.· 

Reimburse Equipment 

R;im.burse ~~~i~per/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

.•. 1;099,50 . . 2,275:00 •• 1,612.50 3,887:50 
-.;- . - - ·- . ~ 

3,976:29 5,209:30 

8,498.89 

8,498.89 

2,078.15 

910.00 

910.00 

t,705:90 4,321.5.1 

650.00 

650.!)0 

FY11 FY12 •MM 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

FY10 FY11 MtifiMMMPl:fuliiMI 
4,054.51 

9;353.41 

9,353.41 

2,718.42 ~2M3 . 37,29Q.65 17,432.1.5 

446.20 

446.20 

1,560.00 

18,298.~0 

0.00 

1,56!);00 

18,298.50 

·0,00 

0.00 



CITY: NORTH PALM BEACH 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS:. • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

M#+Niihii¥i+ll#·Ml#·ililHll#·Ml#·ili#+MMil+IMHi·llhliiHfi 
88,359.12 13,1?5: 12 f3, 155.12 13,.520.54 128,189.90 

MaintenanceAgreement 8,280.13 8,445.73 16,725.86 
Credit o.oo 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Nete 2: Other than as-a-result-0f Note 1, increases-in costs are a result of City tnitiated chan€jes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

FYOO MihiiiHIM#+MM#HiiiHll#11ll#.fiiiHMMii+iiiiuiiHIN FY12 Totals i=hi:111 
· 16,658.0l>• 39,8~7'.0P 2J.~02:~o 9',987.50 i;1145:9i_ . 19,877.12 20,8~f.'3i, ~4.174.03 23,556.fa 23,892.74 26,823.03 .15,200.T4 4,eS't~~: 244,881.91 5~.112 . .21 

City AuthorizedTransfer 

Reln,bti'i,;e~)~r 9ity ~ipen$~S 78;943.00 

Maintenance Agreement 

C6lfh~2Pur~~-se · , 
Reimburse Equipment 

k~,M~J[~,$6ftv,a;;~p,dMaiht 7'8,943,00 · 

Reimburse Agreement 

75,204.00 13,846.56 12,815.77 9,300.37 111,116.70 

78,943.00 

FY12 Totals 

75,204,00. :faA.5.5.12 ·8,295.25 8,4.45.73 1osi-too:to 

691.44 4,520:52 854.64 

0.00 

6,066.60 

0.00 

78,943.0i) 

0.00 



CITY: OCEAN RIDGE 

Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 1-4, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

MM+MMIHNMli+Ml#·MliHIMIHlll0MliHMMi+NMIHMMht·MlhliiiiflM&MW 
83,447.60 1'0,962:so ld,962:60 1s,p62;so 10;962.60 · 10,9~2.60 10,962:60 153,323.30 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit -11;215.00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs-are a result of City initiated changes. 

City Autl'lorized Transfer 

Reif!ll>Jlijed'fo~ Clty·Expenses 

19,105.00 1,224.90 1,347:68 7,635.00 855.39 

• .t!J,,1'05.1'.lO . 1,224.90 

Maintenance Agreement 390.00 

cqu11~P~rcijale: .'l,347:68 3,5~5'.00 466.15 

Reimburse Equipment 389.24 

R9:iil\burse.~6~~_:,iop~r/Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

0.00 

-11,215.00 

467.24 3,004,39 33,639.60 

130.00 

337.24 3,004.39 

'lo.oo 

·" 

520.00 

8.S:~o~46 

389.24 

. O:Oll 

0.00 



CITY: PALM BEACH 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement· 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
N0te 2: Other than-as a result of Note 1, increases- in costs are a-result of City initiated changes. 

ANNUAL $12.50 COLLECTIONS & DISBURSEMENTS 

FY11 FY12 

FYQO l#·IIIM+MM#·MIIHMIIHllti·M FY07 FY08 •;:;.;•• Ht·MIHIIIHfi 
ft4i•.5'9- : >f,.§~v·.80 -io,3'00.00 11\J9'a.sa_ · 10,649.38.> 14\t20;02 ~fi-1s-:28 9,9~8.79 

City Authorized Transfer 

Rr,iro~urise~f6~Ci!liExp~nlleS 42,088.44 21,453.16 12,137:35 H!,.521.38 "17,072.89 23,12S:S6- · 9,570:10 

Maintenance Agreement 

<:6~ji.ti ;~.;flase ·-• 
Reimburse Equipment 

R'e1ffi~~!iJ'.~;~li~j,fi~i1M~l11t 42,088.44- .• 21)153.16 · 12,137.35 10.521.38 17,072.89 23,125.~6 9,570:10 

Reimburse Agreement 

o:bo 
0.00 

0.00 

Totals Balance 

0.00 

135,968.88. 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

135;968.88 

0:00 



CITY: PALM BEACH GARDENS 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

FY03 FY04 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than-aS-a--result -0f Note 1, incr.eases in costs-ar:e a resuJt of City-initiateclcbanges. 

FY12 Totals 

o,oo 
0.00 

0:00 

Mii+Miihiifi+IMIHMll·ilifMIM¥HIM#+MM#+MMWi·Ml¥UMMhliiHfi 
62,352:~!) tf4,0s6:75. ·. •74;237:50 61,269,54 .49,8Q8.4t 55,El38.4'1 5t.~8.:i9 · 69,925,82?:4'.f •• 10'<>:12 .' 47,7.~o.6{' ·.4{~s'fo9 

CityAuthorized Transfer 

R;1ffili~~eijto1-ci1y expe~ses 

$12.50 DISBURSEMENT BY TYPE 

FYO0 

c:J'!;;f~J~~rniint .·. 
Maintenance Agreement 

coilifgEt~·,~11~se• 
Reimburse Equipment 

Re1wt,'Jf~~S:;,~i1-@i0per1Ma1nt 
Reimburse Agreement 

. - ",' •, 

211,149.34 108,9.33.51 

. 21\ 149.34 108,Q33.51 

114,0SS:oa 21 ,429.2,8 82,048.55 

22,895.73 

114,068.08 .21,429.28 •s~:,i'.s2.a2 

30,795.32 .. 

3,130.00 

27',665.32 •. 

0.00 

568,424.08 

FY12 Totals 

·· , •;:~oo 
0.00 

0,00 

26,025.73 

54?;~98.35 

· 0.00 



Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

CITY: PALM BEACH SHORES 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Mii+MM¥hiiii+IMii+MM4HMMIHll#·NliHMMIHMM#+MM4UMMHIMMHfiMMMP 
Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

2,114.10 2.2ss.04· 2,'a-i8.80 ~.080.oo 64,099.22 · 0,162.82 21;309.18 11,es3.44 11,693.44 134,826.04 

0.00 

0.00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Nete- 2: Other thaAas-a-r-esult ofNote-1, increases in costs-are-a-res1.1lt of City-initiated changes. 

City Authorized Transfer 

Reitn~ui-sif~-tpf ei6J e~penses 

Maintenanc.e Agreement . 

Cou~ty P~~~-~~~ .;:•··. 
Reimburse Equipment 

- - ., . ~.--.<:'",··¥-:~"1if:."'":~•"· ·--.;:.,x"-. " • 

. Rein1burs~~o~a~f0pe11Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

' .156.50 • <J25 .• 00 • 1;&t5'.o~ • 750:00 934.68 1,15~.52 975.99 30251"12 1;925.95 1,270,00 997.76 · Zt1:41 • • 290:43 14,7ff36 2~0.84 

1,337.50 734.75 1,153.45 879.80 3,347.31 1,925.95 1,270.00 997.76 711.00 12,357.52 

2;069:00 

fi11+•M¥hiiii+ilii·Wlii·iliiHIMJi..•N#·Mlii+MM#+MMIUNMHIMMhfiMMMP 
-t,337,so: 134.75. .f;t53'45 879'.~0 •3,347;31 1,925:95 1,270.00 991.'76 7:1i:oo·· 12,357.52 

2,069.00 . 

0.00 

o:oo 
2,069.00 

0.00 

0.00 



Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7, 2012 

CITY: PALM SPRINGS 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FYO? from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result of Note 1, increases in costs are a result of-City-iAitiated changes. 

FY10 FY11 l#fl 
0:00 

0.00 

0;00 

Mll+MM#·IIM#+MM¥1+114HMM¥Hli#.jii¥Miiii+MM#+MMl11Mlhiil#flMMAW9:Qii:lil 
City Authorized .Transfer 

R~ilribursitdf~r city E~-~~~.es: 

Maintimance Agreement 

c9,~~ii;Purcf~~~. 
Reimburse Equipment 

R~ii;~Ji!ilsoftw;}fl/OperlMalnt 
Reimburse Agreement 

18:1:.1t(o /"ifst~-5o . 29,49100 2il;04o.36 21,328.21 • 1§,254:13 :i0;595.35 18,519:29 h5a;41~:oe; ··~3.615.74 4'4,1~0.37 s2i9e;1 .. oo }f~1f~1 4c,1,~~:i:38. ··1a;t4e:s1 

14,385.55 50,327.00 3,972.00 1,858.60 70,543.15 
91,564:oo 14,675.00 18,992:00 25,300.s1 23,583.59 .. 7,460.oo 50,997.oo s,s2s.s2 

91,564.00 

FY08 FY09 

6,924.55 585.00 975.00 

14,675.00 18,9.92:00 25,300.51 23-583.59 7,460,00 7;461.00 49;-1:'42.00 2,99'l;OO 

50,997.00 8,628.52 

J~140.00 31"4,340.62 · 

,.,·, -

0:00· 

8,484.55 

1,858.6.0 152,069.70 

73,140.00 224,329.52 

0.00· 

0.00 



Direct/Hub c-ities Presentation 
June 14, 2012 

CITY: RIVIERA BEACH 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Mainte:nance Agreement 

Credit 

I 

FY03 FY04 1#+1141'/llli·Mlii+IM#+NM¥Uiifiihi#fl 
32,416.20 36,785.34 A6,910.oo 434,959.21 -s4a~..:1{11 113,455.56 82;088:63 86,1'56,79 1,381,246.50 

0.00 

0.00 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Otherthan-aS-a-r-esult of Note 1, increaseS-in-costs-ar-e a result of-City-initiated-changes. 

MfHIMiHIM#+IMfi.MMIHMM4Hilh·MlfHMMll+IMIHIMH;.••IMIHfiMMMMA~&ll:li·I 
•, ');7:,S~f,f· !S4109<f-19t .39,45S:oo•• ~t,9~9.00- \~9,388.27 5~,712.~4 43;243.1_8• 44,54!.70' .-64,4117;64 .5~i03,3;9f '56,0pS.20 4.~,4,1-7.44 • 1'5,7~}4 . - s1·/~sfe4 7,36Ji2 --. 

CltyAuthorized Transfer 32,416.20 36,785.34 46,970_00 248,873.21 135,5TI.01 29,120:26 52,000.00 28,765.00 610,507.02 

FY11 FY12 Totals 

;a:t4]6.20 36;185.34 46:970:00 . 248,873.21 135,577:04· 29, 12().26 52,0~o:oo 28;isi.oo s-io;§07.02 
Maintenan,ce Agreement o.oo 

coti.11~ e:,~-:i:~;~e o.oo 
Reimburse.Equipment o.oo 
c:::;,~,:-,~:-•q0;;,;~;,.f,;,1)f.!-f.~;S:•,••.::=:; t•\: ,d••/'.' •;>,,>-:, •\,+ 

R~i!1_1,l>,~~S-~11re/Ope~aint -o,oo 
Reimburse Agreement o.O!l 



Direct/Hub Cities Presentation 
June 1--4 2012 

' 
CITY: SOUTH PALM BEACH 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Direct • Maintenance 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Creclit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other tban aS-a-resultof Note 1, increases in-costs-are-a-result of City. initiated.changes. 

City. Authorrzed Transfer 

Reitli~li'~.~d for City Expen~es 

Maintenance Agreement 

Codritf Plitc~ase 
Reimburse Equipment 

Re'1i~~~:s()~a.:ehpe11Malnt 
Reimburse Agreement 

1,084.00 

12; 166.75 1,832.85 

1,084.00 

12,166.75 1,832.85 

650.00 

650,00 

650.00 

3,443.78 

650:00 

3,443.78 

65,00 

65.00 

. 24,5.44 .. 20 3,654.20 3,654.20. ' 31;852.60 

0.00 

o:oo 

4,532.00 430.00 3,654.20 11,065.20 

800.84. ·s,255.42 . 2;.08i):61} • T2ii;~ao.32 

4,532.00 430.00 

t3.ssit.20 , s~:ss{~0;· 
65.00 

7,3'f6;00 

17,443.38 

800.84 1;501.22 ·2,.080.68 /4;1112:74 

3,654.20 3,654.20 

i=fuiiiiii 



Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7 2012 

' 
CITY: TEQUESTA 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Ctedit••··•·· 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: Other than as a result ofNote 1, increases in costs are a result of City initiated changes. 

City: Authorized•Transfer 

~ei111buns~~fi>J'c1fy '1:;i,~nses. 

Maintenance Agreement 

C:otip~"'p~~~iJ;, 
Reimburse Equipment 

1 >;_:,:J•:J:':'<:::C)(,,;w.t,i:'"'.s."•-[i~Lt·L,<< .1 ..••• -

Rer1111>u~e~o~21f8IOPer/Maint · 

Reimburse Agreement 

FY07 FY08 

·73;184 .. 00 

69,434.00 

3;zso:·o<i 

M#+NMIUMMHIMlllfi 

i:i:oo 
0.00 

o.oo 

0.00 

73,l~.oo. 

0.00 

0,00 
69,434.00 

3,1so;oo. 
0.00 

l=&IMW 



CITY: WEST PALM BEACH 

Talk Group Cities Presentation 
June 7 2012 

' 

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS: • Talk-Group 

COUNTY CONNECTIVITY & MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT CHARGES AND CREDIT 

Maintenance Agreement 

Credit 

Note 1: Annual system maintenance charges increased in FY07 from $140.94 to $154.00 per radio. 
Note 2: OtheF--th-an-as-a r-esult ofNote- 1, increases-in costs-are a result of City-initiated chanijes. 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

MfHMM¥Hilii+IM#+MMIHMMIHWM4i,MM¥HIM#+MMfi.Mihi·llhliiHfi 1=6iiiiii 
City Authorized. Transfer 

Rei1111:Jtin1e~ fc>l"'CH.y.Eipe~ses 

Maintenance Agreement 

COunfy Pu'rcftasJ·. 
Reimburse Equipment 

Rei1111>11~&$oftwareA?p~'1Maint 

Reimburse Agreement 

210,725,20, ~so,5t8.~1 385;~5,4~· 36:f916.08 2~4,862;{0'. 17.i.650.98 1.1,1;:449.20 138,617.85 f~~;279,93 .12~;964,29 ;ss:i!29.46 69,097.71 31,153.25 2;589;"110.07 a.ass: 17 

1,436,003;96 333: 151:24 137,058.86 229,618.50 286,246.00 

21,440.02 98,378.21 

. 1,4.t4,563.94 234,773,03 137,058.86 229;6t8.50 286,246.00 . 

0.00 

159,246.34 2;581,324.90 

0.00 

0.00 

119,818.23 

15S:,246,3~ 2,4.61,506,67 

0.00 
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Agenda Item#:_· ______ _ 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: August 21, 2012 [ ] Consent [X] Regular 
( ] Ordinance [ ] Public Hearing 

Department: Facilities Development & Operations 

I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Motion and Title: Staff recommends motion to: deny ~ request of the Municip~I Public Safety 
, Communications Consortium (MPSCC) that Staff be directed to make reimbursements pursuant to 
i Resolution 2002-0192 (Resolution) to munici~alities utilizing the MPSCC's Law Enforcement 

Communications System (MPSCC System) for infrastructure and/or subscriber unit expenses. 

Summary: MPSCC represents six cities which chose to implement a Law Enforcement 
, Communications System (Harris-OpenSky) independent of the County's Public Safety Radio System 

(Motorola). Staff's concerns over the MPSCC System's ability to meet the requirements of the 
, Resolution were made known prior to: 1) the MPSCC selecting its System (2001 ), 2) the State 
' approval of OpenSky technology (2002), 3) the MPSCC executing a contract for its System, 4) the 

time at which the design of the MPSCC system was completed. Currently, five of the six cities are 
operational on the MPSCC System with the first becoming operational in 2009, another in 2010 and 
three others in 2012. Within the last months, interoperability has been achieved. It is Staff's position 
however, that MPSCC System expenses are not eligible expenses pursuant to FS 318.21, which is a 
State statute that regulates expenditure of $12.50 radio funding. The Resolution's two criteria are: 1) 
interoperability with the County System, and 2) compliance with the requirements of FS 381.21. 
Throughout this process, the County has respected the cities' autonomy in their choice of a radio 
system, but with full notice of this issue. Denial of requests for reimbursement for MPSCC expenses 
were made as early as 2003. In 2007, the County Administrator advised the MPSCC that "if this 
matter is brought to the Board without a resolution to the technical matters, it will be with a strong 
recommendation from this office that the Board not direct Staff to reimburse the MPSCC System 
expenses under the resolution as it may jeopatdize the County's future disbursement of $12.50 
monies to itself and other municipalities that have direct access to the County's system. This position 
is supported by an opinion from the County Attorney's Office." The MPSCC believes that Staff's 

• eligibility criteria are arbitrary and inconsistent with the intent of the Board Resolution. The proposed 
termination of the $12.50 Program and the MPSCC member's inaccessibility to future and 
accumulated balances has now caused the MPSCC to request the review be elevated to the Board. 
(FDO Admin) Countywide (JM) 

Background & Policy Issues: 
Continued on Page 3 

Attachments: 

1. Letter from Audrey Wolf, Director FDO to MPSCC dated July 11, 2012 
2. Response from MPSCC to Audrey Wolf, Director FDO dated July 23, 2012 

Approved by: 

Recommended by: ______ Yt ..... '!'.---N-~-\--W_h_, .... +-f--~~\-=-t-+-\ l,..;.t--____ _ Dep~ oak ~-L il(et( c---._, 
County Administrator Date 
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II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 2013 1014 2015 2016 2017 

Capital Expenditures 
Operating Costs 

Program Income (County) 
In-Kind Match (County 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumufative) 
Is Item Included in Current Budget: Yes No 

Budget Account No: Fund Dept Unit Object 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: If the Board were to direct 
Staff to reimburse the MPSCC for its expenses, the reimbursement would be in estimated at 
$1,257,402 in FY 13 and $180,000 annually thereafter. While the $12.50 Fine and Forfeiture 
collections are budgeted for this purpose, Staff is recommending that reimbursements be made from 
ad valorem funds in lieu of the $12.50 Fine and Fbrfeitures funds so that the County's ongoing receipt 
of $12.50 funds is not jeopardized but still under all terms of the Resolution but for the requirement for 
compliance with the requirements of FS 318.21. 

The Background and Policy Issues Section provides the additional details should the Board direct 
something other than the Staff's recommendation or the MPSCC's request. 

C. Departmental Fiscal Review: --------------
III. REVIEW COMMENTS 

A. 

OFMB 

B. 

ssistant County Attorney 

C. Other Department Review: 

Department Director 
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Page 3 
Background & Policy Issues (Cont'd) 

In the 1990's, the County was in need of a countywide radio system which would address the coverage, 
capacity and functionality issues that had been identified by the Palm Beach County Sheriff's Office (PBSO), 
Palm Beach County Fire Rescue and Emergency Management ( on behalf of emergency and public works 
departments). While in 1994, the cities were advised that the money allocated to the Sheriff was insufficient 
to support the municipalities' law enforcement comm4nication needs, funding for the project was subsequently 
increased. With the input of the League of the Citi~s and the Criminal Justice Commission (predecessor to 
MPSCC) the system was designed to accommodate the cities' capacity requirements through either a hub, or 
direct connection - city choice. The County System was designed with that capacity and still today has the 
capacity to meet the municipal needs. 

The County System as designed had eight (8) criticql design features to address existing deficiencies of the 
former system and the new functionality identified by law enforcement and fire rescue personnel. The design 
features were as follows: 

• Proposed countywide 95% (drive test verified 100%) outdoor talk back coverage, 
• Proposed 95% (drive test verified 99.6%) me~ium building coverage in the unincorporated areas east 

of 20 Mile Bend as well as all municipaliti~s using either PBSO or PBC Fire Rescue as its law 
enforcement or fire rescue provider, 

• adequate capacity for projected growth of all law enforcement, fire rescue and public works agencies 
(Agencies) committed to utilizing the system through the Year 2013, 

• adequate capacity for all municipal Agencies by way of hub or direct (full time users with a physical 
connection) or talk-group connections (part time users through common programming) providing for 
countywide interoperability, 

• the critical functionality of emergency call utilizing a routinely maintained alias data base, 
• ability to operate countywide in a non-trunked mode in the event of a failure of the system controller, 
• a redundant infrastructure that includes the i11stallation of multiple system controllers, multiple looped 

digital microwave system, simulcast/voted technology that provides for high reliability talk-in/talk-out, 
• a robust regionalized mutual-aid system that provides for adequate outdoor portable communications 

for visiting public safety agencies with 800 MHz capabilities. 

In 1997, the County concluded its planning for the Countywide 800 MHz System. It was the County's 
countywide system that was the basis for the County's ICP. At the time, the League of Cities, Criminal Justice 
Commission, and many municipalities including all that are currently active participants of the MPSCC, all 
supported the County's choice of a Motorola solution as the basis for the County's ICP as such a choice would 
seamlessly build on the Motorola infrastructure already existing in the municipalities, in Broward County, and 
at the State level -reducing the time by which all publjc safety agencies would become interoperable. 

In 1999, the County passed a resolution (referred to as the "$12.50 Resolution") by which the County would 
share with or disburse to municipalities, a portion of the $12.50 monies collected; again for the purpose of 
expediting municipal interoperability. Palm Beach County is the only county with an ICP that chose to share its 
statutory collections. The State was definitive during the time leading up to the approval of $12.50 Resolution 
that the county fund only be used for; 1) County owned and maintained equipment and 2) that all expenses 
needed to further the County's participation in the ICP - with the application of this direction being solely 
within the County's discretion. From time to time, the State provided additional guidance regarding 
expenditures, some at the request of the MPSCC, regarding disbursement of $12.50 collections. The County 
used the correspondence prior to the approval of the $12.50 Resolution to create the two conditions of the 
$12.50 Resolution which needed to be met prior to disbursement; interoperability and eligible expenses. That 
same year, the County (through the countywide effort of the Communications Systems Operations and Policy 
Advisory Committee [CSPOAC]) established acceptable levels of interoperability. With the identification of 
eligible expenses and the establishment of interoperability standards, the basis for disbursements were set. 

The County used correspondence received from the State after the approval of the $12.50 Resolution to 
ensure the disbursement program was implemented within the State's guidelines and in some cases to 
broaden the expenses the County considered to be eligible. Other than the broadening of the expenses 
considered to be eligible, the program has been consistently implemented and the County's position regarding 
eligible expenses was made known prior to the municipalities participating in the MPSCC long before they 
made their system choices. 
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Page4 
Background & Policy Issues (Cont'd) 

In 2001, the MPSCC conducted an RFP for a system to implement amongst its participating municipalities. The County expressed its concerns regarding the functional ability of the Open Sky system to result in the same design parameters being met and provide the same functionality requirements that were the objectives of the County's ICP. In 2001, the MPSCC chose the M/A Com (now Harris) OpenSky System and requested that the County amend its ICP 2002. The MPSCC asked that the County amend its ICP to include the Open Sky technology representing that its system, when implemented, would: 

• enhance channel utilization, 
• possess numerous call features, 
• possess expandable capacity, 
• be compatible with the State mutual aid network, 
• be fully interoperable with the County system through the interface component, and 
• meet other requirements necessary for a fully functional couhtywide public safety communications 

system (emphasis added). 

It was only because of these representations that the County Administrator agreed to transmit the ICP amendment to the State. Ultimately it is a combination of; 1) lesser system coverage, 2) lost functionality through the interface, and 3) lesser redundancy in system design which cause the MPSCC System to not meet the requirements for the County's participation in the MPSCC System. A strict interpretation of the statutory requirement would result in no disbursement to any municipality. However in light of the intent of the Resolution and consistent with the general guidance provided by the Department of Management Services (DMS), Staff defined County participation as municipal expenditures which will provide for coverage and full functionality at the field user level as implemented through compliance with ongoing operational requirements for implementing that functionality as those participating directly on the County's system, and extending/enhancing the County's system by providing for the same field functionality in the event of operational necessity or failure of the County's System's back-up. Attachment 1 to this item describes in de.tail the basis for the County's position. Attachment 2 is the MPSCC's most recent response to the County's position. 

County Staff and the County Attorney's Office have consistently and repeatedly expressed their concerns over the MPSCC's system's eligibility to receive $12.50 disbursements. Staff's position on eligibility was a result of series of decisions made by the MPSCC and its participating municipalities. The financial impact in terms of $12.50 reimbursement were or should have been known to the municipalities in making this decisions and it as 
follows. 

Total Collected Total Disbursed Available 
Atlantis $132,392.54 $1,890.00 $130,502.54 
Jupiter $762 091.69 $0.00 $762 091.69 
Sub Total $894,484.23 $1,890.00 $892,594.23 

Juno Beach $157,525.67 $126,310.57 $31,215.10 
Palm Beach $159,664.94 $135,968.88 $23,696.06 
P Beach Gardens $698,321.07 $568,424.08 $129,896.99 
West Palm Beach $2,612,289.67 $2,581,324.90 $30,964.77 
Sub Total $3,627,801.35 $3,412,028.43 $215,772.92 

Totals $4,522,285.58 $3,413,918.43 $1,108,367.15 

The Towns of Atlantis and Jupiter were not interoperable in any way prior to March and June of 2012 respectively. Juno Beach, Palm Beach and Palm Beach Gardens were previously interoperable through their former 800 MHz equipment and hence the significant reimbursements shown. Since the time that Juno, Palm Beach and Palm Beach Gardens implemented the MPSCC system, reimbursements were discontimied as a result of their inability to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of FS 318.21. West Palm Beach will no longer be eligible for reimbursement at such time ttjat it is operationai on the MPSCC System. 

Staffs position is solely in response to maintaining the County's compliance with the statutory requirements for the use of $12.50 Fine and Forfeiture funds. As such, if the Board should choose to honor the MPSCC's request, Staff recommends that the reimbursements be made from ad valorem funding so as hot to jeopardize the County's receipt of $12.50 funds. Further, if the Board was to direct Staff according to the MPSCC request, the Board would need to define the specific terms under which expenses should be reimbursed to the MPSCC. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

July 11, 2012 

Robert Mangold, Chairman 
Municipal Public Safety Communications Consortium 
260 Orange Tree Drive 
Atlantis, Florida, 33462 

Re: County Response to MPSCC June 4th, 2012 Resubmittal of 
System Information 

-Dear Chief Mangold, 

County Staff has received and reviewed your Request for Law 
Enforcement Communication System Expansion Plan ("Plan') 
approval, the State's approval correspondence and your letter to 
Robert Weisman all submitted on June 4th 2012 and this letter serves 
as the County's technical response. It remains the County position 
that the 1V1;PSCC Open Sky (OS) System is not eligible for the receipt of 
$12.50 funds. 

The requirements of County's Resolution 2002-0192 allow for 
disbursement of $12.50 monies for expenses 1) on -systems 
determined to be interoperable, and 2) which do not violate the 
requirements of FS 318.21(9). This is not a recent distinction by the 
County Staff; as will be demonstrated throughout this letter by 
reference to earlier correspondence. Further, the distribution of the 
$12.50 funds throughout the $12.50 program has been consistent 
with the requirements of the 2002 Resolution, the need for 
interoperability, and the requirements of the FS 318.21(9) with 
respect to eligible expenses. · 

Interoperability 

Inclusion of PBC Level F Interoperability in the County's ICP OS 
technology was requested in April 2002 and approved by the State on 
July 22, 2002. The MPSCC's most recent approval of the Plan partially 
fulfills the interoperability requirements of the Resolution . While this 
satisfies the interoperability requirement of the Resolution, inclusion 
in the ICP and approval of the Plan fulfill only one of the two general 
requirements of the Resolution for access to the $12.50 funds. 
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This position is supported by language in the State's letter approving the OS technology 
into the ICP advising that OS ': .. is accepted as an amendment to Palm Beach County's 
exiting ICP ... it is critical to note that Chapter 318.21 is clear in stating the $12.50 amount is 
applicable only to the County's portion of the expenses for the ICP. In no way does this 
letter endorse access to these funds by the MPSCC. To that extent, expenses incurred by the 
County applicable to interfacing with the MPSCC's system for interoperability may be 
recovered from the $12.50 amount statutorily referenced."( emphasis added) This same 
position was reiterated in the Plan approval stating "that approval of a Law Enforcement 
(LE) Communications System does not, in of itself, make a system eligible for $12.50 finding." 

Compliance with FS 318.21(9) 

FS 318.21 (9) provides broad guidance as to the use of the $12.50 monies stating that 
"Twelve dollars and fifty cents from each moving violation must be used by the county to fund 
that county's participation in an intergovernmental radio communication program approved 
by the Department of Management Services. "Determining how the $12.50 monies are used 
to fund a county's participation in the ICP remains the responsibility of the county. 

The Department of Management Services has stated on numerous occasions including 
recently that "DMS is not charged with the responsibility of regulating the $12.50 from each 
moving violation, and does not determine to what extent, if at all, the $12.50 can be applied 
retroactively, or how the funds may be distributed to other participant is in the approved ICP." 
While this language expresses DMS's opinion that it is not responsible for policing local 
decisions on the use of the · funds, the county does not believe that this is intended to 
indicate that it is DMS opinion that the Coµnty 1) does not the need to comply with the 
statutory requirement to spend the $12.50 funds towards the County participation in the 
ICP, or 2) does not have potential liability associated with use of the $12.50 funds outside 
the statutory requirements. 

The County has attempted to balance the intent of the Resolution to distribute $12.50 
collections with the need to create a local definition of eligible expenses that follows the 
minimal guidance the County has received from OMS so that the County's receipt of $12.50 
funds are not jeopardized. To that end, Palm Beach County has based its opinions related to 
eligible· expenses on various correspondence from DMS including, 1) OMS' responses to 
questions or inquiries from the MPSCC and/or its predecessor, and 2) communications 
from DMS to the County during the development of the $12.50 Resolution. Palm Beach 
County has then applied that direction to our unique situation while trying to implement 
the Board's intent as expressed through the resolution. 

Based on the totality of the limited direction received from DMS, as discussed below, the 
County's definition of participation has two components, 1) expenditures must be for 
equipment that is County owned and 2) expenditures must provide for County 
participation meaning at a minimum, continuing the same coverage and functionality to 
additional users. 
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County ownership 

On 8/18/95, DMS sent a letter to the CJC (precursor organization to MPSCC) in response to 
a separate, proposed 800 MHz system and its inclusion in the ICP stating, "Ownership and 
participation by the County can maintain the premise of the JCP for radio equipment 
purchased by the County. Taken further, county-owned mobile and portable radios may be 
installed in municipal vehicles, so long as this is the County's decision ... The County controls 
the surcharge funds and ICP. How far the JCP reaches and how thinly the funds are spread 
rest primarily with the County. The basic philosophy of an JCP in Palm Beach County may 
encompass the following: 

• 800 Mhz backbone, antennas, tower, transmitter, receivers, 
filter/combination/multi-couplers, shelters and generators, microwave owned and 
maintained by the County 

• County owned and maintained communications dispatch consoles, logging 
recorders and associated radio communications equipment used by Public Safety 

· entities designated by the County. 
• County owned and maintained mobile, portable and radio control stations used by 

public safety entities designated by the County 
• County owned and maintained mutual aid radio communications system ... 

The above philosophy (wholly or partially) has been identified in the report; although some 
may argue the "thin linel/ aspects. Additionally, the report's conclusion and recommendation 
is within the premise of the County's ICP as long as the County is clearly a participant 
throughout. 

In early December 1999, the $12.50 resolution met this requirement by requiring that 
expenditures for equipment purchases be accompanied by an Equipment Use Agreement 
assigning ownership to the County for use by the municipality. 

Shortly after the adoption of the resolution on December 17, 1999, the County received a 
letter from DMS stating that '~t the County's option, radio equipment or associated support 
facilities that are intergovernmental in nature and shared with the County (ie: radio 
equipment with common radio frequencies, common support facilities or spectrum efficient 
technology) can be purchased in accordance with an approved ICP. Whether it is installed in 
County-owned, City owned, or State owned vehicles does not violate the intergovernmental 
aspects of the equipment or facilities. The crux of any of the items purchased is that the 
County is a participant of the communications system." 

Applying the above to the conditions in Palm Beach County and at the request of the 
municipalities (two of which are now MPSCC participants), the County relaxed the 
ownership requirement and has disbursed for; 1) municipal operational expenses for fixed 
network equipment not owned by the County, but identical to the County's equipment and 
for connectivity and maintenance of subscrjber units when the municipal system to which 
the subscriber unit was connected was identical to the County's. This request for payment 
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of expenses and maintenance costs was generated by the municipalities due to their desire 
to not asset any portion of the FNE to the County nor to take on the duplicative fixed asset 
inventory requirements associated with the subscriber units· (which is operationally 
burdensome on its own). This request was immediately implemented by the County 
providing that all other requirements of the Resolution were complied with and has been 
applied consistently from the time of first reimbursements. 

With respect to the MPSCC OS system, either the MPSCC or a MPSCC participating 
municipality could meet the ownership requirement for equipment determined to meet all 
of the other requirements for disbursement by assigning ownership to the County. In the 
event that the MPSCC OS is able to meet all other requirements of the Resolution described 
above, it is the County's opinion that that the only_ equipment that would eligible for 
reimbursement are the interfacing equipment and the control stations. This is also 
consistent with guidance from OMS dated 7 /22/02 stating "OS is accepted as an 
amendment to Palm Beach County's existing ICP ... it is critical to_ note that Chapter 318.21 is 
clear in stating the $12.50 amount is applicable only to the County's portion of the 
expenses for the ICP. In no way does this letter endorse access to these funds by the MPSCC. 
To that extent, expenses incurred by the Coµnty applicable to interfacing with the MPSCC's 
system may be recovered from the $12.50 amount statutorily referenced."( emphasis added) 

This position that only the interfacing equipment would be considered eligible for 
reimbursement was also communicated verbally in meetings and in writing by County Staff 
and County Attorney's Office to the MPSCC, attorneys representing the MPSCC and the City 
of West Palm Beach as early as 2002-2003. 

County participation 

Certainly a strict interpretation of the statutory requirement would result in no 
disbursement to a municipality. However, in light of the intent of the Resolution and 
consistent with the general guidance provided by OMS, Staff defined County participation 
as municipal expenditures which will provide for coverage and full functionality at the field 
user level as implemented through compliance with ongoing operational requirements for 
implementing that functionality - thereby in.creasing the number of law enforcement field 
users with the same functionality as those participating directly on the County's system, 
and extending/enhancing the County's system by providing for the same field functionality 
in the event of operational necessity or failure of the County's system back-ups. 

Review of the MPSCC June 4, 2012 Re-submittal did not provide any supplemental 
information to change the County's position that while OS does increase the number oflaw 
enforcement officers with whom the County can communicate, in some form or fashion, it 
does not provide for the full functionality at the field user level. The five areas of 
functionality that are lost through the interface or the MPSCC design are described as 
follows. 

1. Coverage. It is Staffs position that some of the previously identifjed portable radio 
talk-back coverage issues still exist such as not providing a consistent coverage 
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footprint with the County's system. In addition, there are technical errors in the 
coverage maps that make them inaccurate and leads the County to question the 
definition of the 95% percent coverage used to back-up the statement in the 
beginning of the submittal. Since there can be numerous types of 95% coverage 
guarantees, yours needs to be specifically defined as either mobile, portable 
outdoors, or portable in-building, and if the latter, is it light, medium, or heavy 
density in building coverage? It is 04-r understanding that no signal capturing drive 
testing was conducted that would substantiate the claim of 95% coverage. There 
was nothing contained within the re-submittal which would indicate that the drive 
testing had been conducted and the results documented. 

Also in our review, a number of licensing issues were also detected. These include 
some of the locations being granted an authority to operate by a Special Temporary 
Authority (STA) versus a FCC License grant and antennas noted at locations higher 
than actually occurring. At the time of this writing, one of the STA expired this past 
June and another is expiring in early September. The County highly recommends 
correcting these issues because, if the MPSCC is required to cease operating at a 
location due to a license issue, this would directly impact coverage and affect officer 
safety. 

This issue of coverage functionality may be overcome in the future with the addition 
of sites and eventually clear this particular functionality deficiency, but the 
improvement of coverage will not by itself justify access to the $12.50 money. 

2. Loss of access to alias data base and. functionality of emergency call button, This 
functionality was a critical component of any system chosen for use by tl)e County 
and such functionality is lost through the interface. The loss of this functionality 
through the interface is not disputed. At a meeting in early June, the MPSCC took the 
position that this functionality was not critical, and other options including the use 
of cell phones could be used to compensate for the loss of functionality. This MPSCC 
statement of criticality is not consistent with Staffs understanding of the design 
criteria and operation but sought an independent opinion from the Sheriffs Office. 

The Sheriffs Office Communications and Radio Services Units expressed the 
importance of the alias database and emergency call button activations as follows: 
"Operationally, we use the alias datqbase daily. For example, whenever a unit cuts 
themselves off {which is too numerous to count) dispatch knows who is 
calling. Dispatch uses it under normal circumstances when background noise drowns 
out the deputy's voice such as traffic, or in emergencies like fights etc. Dispatch uses 
the call alert whenever they are looking for a deputy. On the technical side when the 
emergency button is pushed, it not only alerts everyone that someone is in trouble, it 
give the highest priority of service to the talk group the deputy was on and puts it in 
the top of the busy queue if the channel is busy. Also, ifsomeone is talking and the 
deputy ·does not get a channel grant, they can push the button and the dispatcher 
knows someone is trying to call with emergency traffic. Again, both Communications 
and Radio Services emphasized that as an agency we use this functionality constantly." 
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Pursuant to the talk group interlocal agreement, it is an agency's responsibility to 
exchange data bases, make the County aware of changes to the alfas database, or is 
required to be able to do a cross reference to their own database. Several of the 
MPSCC cities have indicated that alias databases have not been exchanged (which 
functionally doesn't matter in that the information is lost). This loss of functionality 
has caused the municipalities participating in the MPSCC to be technically out of 
compliance with the requirements of the talk group interlocal agreement. 

The municipalities with 800 conventional systems have the ability to maintain full 
functionality and comply with the requirements of the interlocal agreement 
therefore maintaining the definition of participation. This is also the most 
fundamental difference between why municipalities with 800 conventional systems 
are eligible for $12.50 disbursement and municipalities using Open Sky technology 
are not eligible. 

3. Redundancy. The MPSCC re-submittal provided no additional or clarifying 
information on this point. The County is aware that at a minimum the common 
talkgroups are split (not redundant) between the two MPSCC interfaces. As an 
example, the County is aware that West Palm Beach only has one OS console in their 
dispatch center, so this would leave no secondary facility for the Gardens 
dispatchers to move to due to a need to evacuate their facility or due to a 
catastrophic failure. Relocating the dispatchers to the County EOC would not be 
possible as there are no OS consoles at the EOC and it is questionable as to whether 
the OS portable radios will function within the EOC itself due to the density of the 
building .. 

The County is still not convinced that the OS system is fully redundant. While the 
County acknowledges and agrees that some portions of the infrastructure are 
spaced geographically the equipment does not appear to be fully redundant. 

4. Communication with Fire Rescue and. Public Works Agencies. Yes, the County agrees 
that there might be one MPS CC fire department on OS ( although ability of that one 
Fire Department to communicate to all trauma centers from the patient cab has not 
been verified), but the re-submittal did not provide any clarification that there are 
any public works entities on the system for each of the participating agencies. 
Because public works is an integral part of recovery, especially after a disaster, the 
County believes this is an issue of not maintaining functionality. 

Handing out OS radios to fire department personnel and/or public works personnel 
is not sufficient to overcome this functionality cleficiency since the physical 
distribution of radios is not an accepted level in interoperability in Palm Beach 
County. 

As to the recent comments by the MPSCC that the field users previously having to 
make "two steps" to obtain interoperability, this "two-step process" could have been 
corrected through alternate programming which certain MPSCC cities choose not to 
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implement. The Palm Beach Gardens Saber radios could have been programmed 
( originally or through a subsequent update) with the LE Commons in the "A" Zone 
just like was described as the current operation. 

In summary, the re-submittal did not provide any additional information sufficient to cause 
the County to change its position regarding the $12.50 eligibility of Open Sky expenses. 

If you have any questions, please do not hes{tate to call. 

Sincerely, 

j:~~~r!or 
Facilities Development & Operations 

C: Robert Weisman, County Administrator 
Nancy Albert, Director Electronic Services and Security 
Mark Filla, 800 MHz System Manager 
Jim Mize, Chief Assistant County Attorney 
Michael Rodriguez, Executive Director Criminal Justice Commission 
Richard Radcliffe, Executive Director League of Cities 
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Municipal Public Safety Communications Consortium 
of Palm Beach County, Inc, 

ATTACHMENT 2 

.~· 

~.~t. 
·: .. /);"· 

a Florida Not-for-Profit Corporation 
260 Orange Tree Drive 
Atlantis, Florida 33462 

Phone: (561) 965-1700 • Fax: (561) 968-9443 

Chairman 
MPSCC 

Via E-Mail and Facsimile 
Audrey Wolf, Director 
Facilities Development & Operations 
2633 Vista Parkway 
West Palm Beach, FL 33411 

Robert Mangold 

July 23, 2012 

RE: Response to Audrey Wolfe's Jµly 11, 2012 Correspondence to the 
MPSCC 

Dear Ms. Wolf: 

I have reviewed your correspondence dated July 11, 2012 providing a "technical 
response" to the MPSCC's correspondence to Robert Weisman regarding the $12.50 
funding. You also enclosed an unsigned letter from Robert Weisman regarding the 
$12.50 funding. Based on your e-mail to me, both correspondences are intended to 
address the Criminal Justice Commission's ("CJC") request for clarification on $12.50 
eligible expenses. 

From a historical perspective, the unsigned letter from Mr. Weisman skips over some key 
facts: 

1. In 1994, the municipalities in Palm Beach County were informed by the CJC that 
the County's new radio system would not support the municipalities' law 
enforcement communication needs and the municipalities would need to establish 
their own public safety system. 

2. In 1999, the municipalities in Palm l3each County and the Palm Beach County 
School Board formed the MPSCC to· establish their own municipal p4blic safety 
communications system. 

3. In 2002, after the MPSCC selected the M/A-Com OpenSky system, the Palm 
Beach County Commission amended its 1999 resolution with Resolution 2002-
0192 in order to "encourage interoperability" and to set forth the procedure for 
disbursement of the $12.50 funds to municipalities. 

After the passage of Resolution 2002-0192, the Palm Beach County Commission directed 
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the MPSCC as follows with regards to obtaining the $12.50 funds: 

a. Prepare documentation for Palm Beach County to submit for an amendment to 
the Palm Beach County ICP to include the MPSCC's system as part of the 
Palm Beach County ICP; and, 

b. If such an amendment is approved, "the County will recognize certain 
expenses of the Consortium pursuant to the requirements and procedures of 
Resolution R2002-0192, which include meeting the minimum acceptable 
levels of interoperability established by CSOP AC." 

Accordingly, in July 2002, the State approve~ the MPSCC's system as an amendment to 
the Palm Beach County ICP. Since that time, the MPSCC has attempted on numerous 
occasions to obtain $12.50 in accordance with and reliance upon Resolution 2002-0192 
and the direction of the County Commission. However, each time, a new issue is created 
or a new rule is added by you; and, the established procedure of Resolution 2002-0192 
and direction of the County Commission are defeated. Your July 11, 2012 
correspondence is no different. 

As I stated in my June 4 correspondence, tqe criteria for obtaining the $12.50 funds is 
clearly established in Resolution 2002-0192. Specifically, Exhibit "B" to Resolution 
2002-0192 sets forth the criteria (which is attached hereto). The criteria does not include 
any technical requirements for the MPSCC system other than interoperability as 
established by COP AC nor does it state that prior correspondence from DMS to County 
staff shall dictate the disbursement. Finally, there is no requirement that County staff 
conduct a technical review of the MPSCC system or its submittals to other agencies to 
determine if $12.50 funds shoqld be distributed. 

As to the requirements ofResolution 2002-0192, Exhibit "B", I am very pleased that you 
have finally agreed in writing that the M)>SCC system satisfies the interoperability 
requirement ofResolution 2002-0192. Thus, moving forward, this requirement should no 
longer be an impediment to the disbursement of $12.50 funds to MPSCC's members. 

As to the second requirement of Resolution 2002-0192, Exhibit "B", we are all in 
agreement that the items sought for disbursement must satisfy the requirements of 
318.21(10), Florida Statutes (now subsection (9)) and that the items are essentially paid 
for by the requesting municipality. As to the requirements of section 318.21 (9), it simply 
states in relevant part: · 

Twelve dollars and fifty cents from e11ch moving traffic violation must be 
used by the county to fund t~at county's participation in an 
intergovernmental radio communication program approved by the 
Department of Management Services. 

As you recognize in your correspondence, section 318.21(9) does not set forth any real 
· requirements; instead, it sets forth · as you call it "broad guidance" in terms of the 
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utilization of $12.50 funds. As you also recognize in your correspondence, Department 
of Management Services ("DMS") has most recently stated that it does not regulate nor 
police the distribution of $12.50 funds. Further, you also recognize that a strict 
interpretation of section 318.21 (9) is inconsistent with the prior distribution of $12. 50 
funds by the County. With this recognition from you, it seems the MPSCC' s members 
should be receiving the $12.50 funds for enha~cing county-wide participation in the Palm 
Beach County ICP consistent with section of318.21(9). 

Incredulously, without specific guidance or regulation and despite years of distributing 
funds to the contrary, you now state that the disbursement of $12.50 requires a system to 
provide the "same coverage and functionality" as the County's system. As you know, 
Resolution 2002-0192 has no such requirement. Even DMS' policy for approving an ICP 
has no such requirement between agencies (see attached). Moreover, this new 
requirement for "same coverage and functionality" directly contradicts Resolution 2002-
0192, especially with regards to disbursement of $12.50 funds for radios. Resolution 
2002-0 I 92 clearly states: 

The County will allow Municipal Org funds of municipalities participating 
· in the ICP System via the MPSCC, to purchase portable and mobile 

subscriber units with funds from the Municipal Org when sufficient 
equipment required to connect to the Countywide system is purchased and 
operational. 

The above does not state any requirements for the "same coverage and functionality" as 
the County system. There is no requirement that the MPSCC had to purchase Motorola 
radios in order to receive $12.50 funds. If that were the case, the Palm Beach County 
Commission in conjunction with your office and the County Attorney's office would 
have clearly and plainly stated such requirements in Resolution 2002-0192. 

To the same extent that the County's system has obtained interoperability for those 
municipalities to participate in the Palm Beach County ICP, the MPSCC has obtained 
interoperability for its members to participate in the Palm Beach County ICP. And, to the 
same extent thafPalm Beach County disburses $12.50 pursuant to section 318.21 to those 
municipalities on its system and participating in the Palm Beach County ICP, Palm Beach 
County should disburse $12.50 to those municipalities on the MPSCC's system who also 
participate in the Palm Beach County ICP. The requirement for the "same coverage and 
functionality" is an unsupportable requirement which has no basis in section 318.21, 
Resolution 2002-0192 or any prior direction from the Palm Beach County Commission. 

As I stated before, the remainder of the requirements of Resolution 2002-0192 are easily 
met by MPSCC members and will include the requested Equipment Use Agreement 
(despite this not being required by other agencies). 

As you have in the past, you conducted a "technical review" of the MPSCC system based 
in part on summation of issues in my June 4 correspondence and a submittal to another 
agency - in this case, the MPSCC's recent sµbmittal to DMS for an updated, expanded 
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Law Enforcement Communications Plan pursuant to section 287.7101, Florida Statutes. 
It is unclear why you are doing a "technical review'' of the MPSCC system based on my 
summation of issues and a submittal to another agency? As is clear from your 
correspondence, my June 4 correspondence and the submittal to DMS does not provide 
you with the information you truly need for a "technical review" of your alleged issues. 
For example, you state that there are "technical errors" in the coverage maps provided to 
DMS; but you also acknowledge that you do not have sufficient information to review the 
maps. You agree that the MPSCC system has some redundancy but are not "convinced" 
from either my correspondence or the DMS submittal as to the system being "fully 
redundant". It also appears that you are relying on third parties for misleading 
information regarding the MPSCC's system. For example, you claim the MPSCC's has 
an expired STA (temporary license); yet, had you taken the time to review all MPSCC's 
licenses (or called me), you would have discovered that the MPSCC received a 
permanent license for that location over a month before the STA expired. 

If the County wants to do a "technical review" of the MPSCC's system, the MPSCC is 
willing to meet with you and go over each ana every aspect of the MPSCC's system from 
specifics about coverage to system redundancy to radio usage and provide supporting 
documentation for the same. However, whil~ such a meeting snould have nothing to do 
with disbursement of the $12.50 funds, I am concerned that even in the face of supporting 
documentation for the MPSCC's system and its capabilities, you will take issue with this 
competing system and create yet another hurdle to $12.50 disbursement. Nonetheless, I 
am willing to meet with you and your technical advisors to adqress _the questions you 
have with regards to the MPSCC system. 

The bottom-line is that Resolution 2002-0192 and the specific direction from the Palm 
Beach County Commission govern the disbursement of the $12.50 funds. There is not 
and never has been a requirement for the "same coverage and functionality" to be 
provided by another system in order to disburse the $12.50 funds. 

Please contact me at your earliest convenience should you desire to set up a technical 
meeting. 

Attachments as stated 
cc:. 
Robert Weisman 
Michael Rodriguez 
League of Cities 
Trela White 
MPSCC Members 
LEPC Chair 
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Exhibit B 
Procedures for Disbursement from Palm Beach County 

Any agency requesting funding from Palm Beach County from the municipal portion of the 
$12.50 monies f'Requesting Agency'1 shall submit to Palm Beach County Facilities 
Development & Operations a Request for Funding C'Request'1, The Request shall include 
the following. 

t. The Request must demonstrate that the Requesting Party is interoperable (pursuant 
to the acceptable levels of interoperability established by the CSOPAC) with the ICP 
System. If the Requesting Agency is the MPSCC, it must also Include a funded plan 
for becoming interoperable with the Countywide System. 

2. The Request must. identify; A) those items for which the Requesting Agency is 
seeking disbursement which must be compliant with the requirements of FS 
318.21(10), and B) evidence that the funding has been committed for those 
purchases (form to be executed will be provided). If the Agency is the MPSCC, it 
must also include the non-$12.50 funding sources for all equipment included the 
plan for which funding is requested and a copy of the agreement to be signed with 
the vendor to demonstrate that Items for which disbursement is sought are included 
In the contract, and that there are no on-going obligations being assumed by the 
County as a result of the MPSCC contract 

3. The Request must include a maintenance plan which identifies who will be 
responslble for the maintenance of the equipment purchased with distributed funds. 
The agency with responsibility for maintaining the equipment {Maintenance Agency) 
will be responsible for replacing the equipment, if, or when required. 

4. The Request must identify the official of the Requesting Agency that has the ability 
to bind the Requesting Agency . 

. 5. · The Request must include an executed Equipment Use Agreement included as . 
Attachment 1 to this Exhibit. 

The Request will be reviewed by the Facilities Development & Operations Dept which will 
determine compliance with the above. FD&O shall have 30 days to review the request at 
which time it will either be returned with a letter stating compliance or identifying the 
necessary modifications to bring the Request Into compliance. 

Compliant requests of Participating Municipalities or the MPSCC will be approved by Facilities 
Development & Operations. If FD&O and the Requesting Agency are unable to agree on 
compliance, the request will be forwarded to an ad hoc group consisting of the County 
Administrator, the County Attorney, and the League's General Counsel for a final decision. 
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FD&O shall encumber the approved amount from the disbursement within the Participating 
Municipality or the individual municipality' (having assigned by resolution, their allocation 
to the MPSCC) portion of the $12.50 funds and provide a copy of the request and the 
approval letter to the Finance Department of the Clerk of the Circuit Court. 

The County will disburse to a Requesting Agency who is a Participating Municipality at"any 
time during the calendar year, but in no case more frequently than seml-annuplly upon 
receipt of an invoice from the Requesting Agency specifying the amount of the disburseable 
costs incurred by the Requesting Party. If the Requesting Agency is the MPSCC, 
disbursements may· be made at a frequency identified in its funding plan, but in no case 
more frequently than monthly. Disbursements shall be made within 21 days of receipt of 
a request for disbursement which meets the requirements of this Resolution. The total of 
all disbursements may not exceed the total of the Request. 

The first request for disbursement shall include a copy of any contract or purchase 
order against which the invoice Is made. The County may reasonably request 
evidence that the invoice costs were actually incurred by the Requesting Agency and 
that the labor, services or materials for which payment is being made are a part of 
the ICP System. 

Each request for disbursement must be signed by the authorized representative of 
the Requesting Party certifying that the equipment has been received from the 
vendor and that such payment request is consistent with the approved Request. The 
request for disbursement may be in whatever format is acceptable to the Requesting 
Agency's Finance Department and is consistent with the terms of the Requesting 
Agency's contract or purchase order with the vendor. 

The Requesting Agency will be bound to the specifics (ie: type and quantity of equipment, 
timing, etc.) of the Request. Any modifiqitions to the Request will require re-submittal to 
FD&O for written approval. 

P,,,6./ 1 
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO EXHIBIT B 
EQUIPMENT USE AGREEMENT 

This Agreement applies to any and all equipment purchased with monies collected pursuant to 318.21(10) 
F.S.S. and placed in the $12.50 Intergovernmental Comrpunlcatlons Fund ("$12.50 Fund'1, The term Agency 
refers to an entity which receives funds from the $12.50 Fund. 

A. The Agency wlll provide FD&O, at least 30 days prior to the installation of the asset, a list of all 
equipment purchased with $12.50 Fund monies. The list shall Identify the asset by name, the 
purchase price of the asset, the work unit to which the asset is assigned; The County will provide the 
Agency with an asset number for each piece of equipment. The Agency will be responsible for tagging 
the equipment accordingly. The Agency may chose to have the County tag the equipment and utilize 
the County's bar coding system if it chooses. 

B. By July 31
st 

of each year, the Agency will provide the County with an inventory of the assets certified 
by the Agency Inventory Officer. The Agency Inventory Officer shall, at all times, comply with all 
requirements-of any Statute governing local government fixed assets. The Agency Inventory Offteer 
shall be ____________ (type name and position of Agency Inventory Officer}. 

C. The term of this Agreement is a 30 year period or the life span of the equipment whichever Is shoiter. 
During the term of this Agreement, the Agency shall be responsible for maintenance of the equipment. 

D. In the event that the Agency determines that It is appropriate to surplus a piece of equipment prior 
to the thirty year period, the Agency will provide the County with the equipment that is to surplused. 
Upon receipt of the equipment, the asset will be removed from the agencies Inventory. The County 
shall dispose of the equipment. 

E. Th~ Agency will use the equipment/purchases solely for uses allowed pursuant to the 318.21(10) 
F.S.S, and consistent with the approved Request for Funds. ' 

F. In the event that the Agency does not adhere to the terms of this Agreement, the County will provide 
notice and the Agency wfll have 30 days to cure the default. In the event that the default Is not cured, 
the Agency shall be required to repay the monies disbursed from the $12.50 Fund within 30 days of 
the default. · 

By signing below, the Agency agrees to abide by the terms of this Agreement. 

Witness Signature of Authorized Agency Representative 

Date Print Name and Title of Authorized Agency Representative 

Date of County Acknowledgment Signature of FD&O Director 

P.,. 1./ 1 
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DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEME\'T 

SERVICES 
4050 Esplanade Way • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0950 

LAWTON CHII-F-5, GOVERNOR 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: SHERIFFS, COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AND COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATORS 

FROM: GLENN W. MAYNE, DIRECTOR 
DIVISION OF COMMUNICA TtONS 

DATE: OCTOBER 8, 1996 

WILLIAM H. LINDNER, SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: INTERGOVERNMENTAL RADIO COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM 

In May of 1992, the Florida Legislature created the authority for having an Intergovernmental 
Radio Communications Program (ICP). Pursuant to this law, the Division of Communications 
established a policy for authorizing Counties to: 

1) Enact a $12.50 surcharge on moving violations, and 

2) Use the resulting revenues to enhance their public safety radio systems. 

This process has provided a means for Counties to improve their radio systems when the 
systems are shared by two or more public safety entities. 

The 1996 Legislature made a significant change to this process. Effective October 1, 1996, 
there wil1 no longer be a surcharge of $12.50 per moving violation. Counties may still have 
an Intergovernmental Radio Communications Program, but must take the $12.50 revenue 
stream out of the moving violation fine structure. 

The Division of Communications has updated its policy to reflect this change in the law. A 
copy of the revised policy is enclosed for your information and use. 

0 
Recycled .Paper 



MEMORANDUM 
OCTOBER 8, 1996 
PAGE 2 

Intergovernmental Radio Communications Programs approved prior to the effective date of 
this 1996 legislation are still valid. Requests for new approvals of such programs should be 
sent to: 

Glenn W. Mayne, Director 
Division of Comrpunications 
4050 Esplanade Way, Bldg. 4030 . 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0950 

Please call me at (904) 488-3595 or SUNCOM 278-3595 if you have any questions or 
comments as to this policy. 

GWM:cww:vr:sb892.doc 

Enclosure 



INTERGOVERNMENTAL RADIO COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM POLICY 

Pursuant to Section 6 of CS for CS for SB 1134 and subsequently revised pursuant to Section 
49 of CS for SB892, any County which participates in an intergovernmental radio 
communication program approved by the Division of Communications of the Department of 
Management Services (DIVCOM) must use $12.50 from each moving traffic violation to fund 
that County's participation in the program. An intergovernmental radio communications 
program is defined to be a cooperative venture that features the participation of two or more 
local agencies, or one or more local agencies and one or more state agencies. 

Approval of such a program will be given by DIVCOM when: 

1. The program includes the sharing of support facilities (e.g., towers, shelters, microwave, 
etc.) by participating entities, or 

2. The program includes the establishment of a mutual aid system using common radio 
frequency channels between participating entities, or 

3. The program sets forth a feasible methodology which utilizes the radio frequency spectrum 
in an efficient manner. 


