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SECTION I 

INTRODUCTION 

This Report is provided pursuant to Section 6.03 oŦ ǘƘŜ tƛƴŜƭƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ όά/ƘŀǊǘŜǊέύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ 
that a Charter Review Commission (CRC) be appointed every eight years to review the Charter and all 
ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ tƛƴŜƭƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ on behalf of the citizens of Pinellas County. The CRC is authorized 
to place proposed amendments and revisions to the Pinellas County Charter on the 2016 general election 
ballot. Such proposed amendments do not require approval from the Board of County Commissioners 
(BCC). As ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀ άǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘέ ǊǳƭŜ, multiple issues may be included 
in a single ballot question. The CRC may also take action in the form of advisory recommendations and 
requests or resolutions to the County or other entities. 

 

The purpose of the report is twofold: 1. To provide the BCC information on current topics of interest and 
the thought process used by the Charter Review Commission in reaching its decisions to move a topic 
forward or not; and 2. To provide a historical reference for future charter review commissions. Some 
topics may continue to reappear before charter review commissions, and the report will provide history 
and research considered by the current CRC when reaching its decisions. 

 

The 2015-2016 CRC has chosen to place 6 referendum items on the ballot for consideration by Pinellas 
County voters. This decision was reached after holding 14 commission meetings and after receiving input 
from county officials, staff, representatives of community organizations, members of the public and other 
interested parties. Two public hearings were conducted as required by the Charter which resulted in no 
substantive changes. 

 

This report contains a summary of the topics discussed and actions taken by the Charter Review 
Commission, described in Section IV, Summary of Charter Review Commission Actions. 

 

The CRC consists of 13 members from the following groups of people (as outlined in Section 6.03(a) of the 
Charter). 

¶ One member from the Legislative Delegation who resides in Pinellas county; 

¶ One County Constitutional Officer; 

¶ One member who is an elected city official; 

¶ One member who is a County Commissioner; and 

¶ Nine members from the public at-large, none of whom may be an elected official. 

 

RobertΩs Rules of Order governed the operations of the CRC. However, a policy was adopted requiring a 
majority-plus-one vote of those CRC members present (with not less than eight affirmative votes) in order 
for a referendum for a charter amendment to move forward in the process. See Appendices C and D for 
the 2015-нлмс /w/Ωǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǊǳƭŜǎΦ 
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SECTION II 

CRC Members and Staff 

Member Residence Representing 
Dr. James Olliver, Chair Seminole Public At-Large 
Thomas Steck, Vice Chair St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
Larry Ahern St. Petersburg Pinellas Legislative Delegation 
Johnny Bardine St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
Keisha Bell St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
Sandra Lee Bradbury Pinellas Park Elected City Official 
Ken Burke Seminole County Constitutional Officer 
Ashley Caron Largo Public At-Large 
Barclay Harless St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
Janet C. Long Seminole County Commissioner 
Todd Pressman Oldsmar Public At-Large 
Dr. James Sewell St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
Joshua Shulman St. Petersburg Public At-Large 

 

Staff 
Diane Meiller & Associates, Inc. of Orlando, FL, provided consulting and facilitation 

services. 

Sara Brady Public Relations, working with Diane Meiller & Associates, handled 

media relations. 

Wade Vose of Vose Law Firm LLP of Winter Park, FL, served as legal counsel. 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Intergovernmental Liaison and the staff of the County 

!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΦ 

Meetings of the CRC were recorded and minutes prepared by the staff of the Board 

Records Department of the Clerk of the Circuit Court. 
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SECTION III 

SUMMARY OF CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION ACTIONS 

The Charter Review Commission (CRC) considered the issues identified below during the course of its 

deliberations. A brief summary of the subject and its disposition are included with each topic. 

Topics Reviewed and Recommended for Charter Amendment 

1. Clean Up of Obsolete Charter Provisions Due to Unconstitutionality or Passage of Time: The first topic 

addressed by the CRC was a review of current language in the Charter which is now obsolete. 

Discussion/Research: A presentation was made by Chief Assistant Pinellas County Attorney Jewel 

White, reviewing several sections of the Charter which have obsolete language. 

a. Two sections of the Charter which had dealt with annexation were challenged and a court of law 

determined them to be unconstitutional. Both sections are now listed as άwŜǎŜǊǾŜŘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ 

maintained by Municode. 

i. Section 2.04(4) 

ii. Section 2.07 

b. Three sections now obsolete due to passage of time are: 

i. Section 3.01 Board of County Commissioners- There is no need to continue to state that 

ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ άΧincreased from five commissioners Χέ and there is no need to continue 

to indicate how initial redistricting should be accomplished since both actions have already 

occurred. 

ii. Section 5.02(b) Special Laws- This section lists several boards, authorities, districts and 

councils, some of which have been renamed or no longer exist. Clean up would involve 

removing reference to Ozona and Palm Harbor from the name of the special fire control 

district name and removal of the Pinellas Sports Authority which no longer exists. 

iii. {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΦлпόƪύ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ άŎƛǾƛƭ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /w/ ŦŜŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ƛǎ ƻǳǘŘŀǘŜŘ 

ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎΦέ 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #6). 

 

2. Selection of CRC Members: Section 6.03 discusses the composition of the Charter Review Commission 

membership and frequency for convening.  

Discussion//Research: The Charter does not cover the geographic representation of the CRC 

membership. There is a desire to formalize this by adding an amendment to the Charter. 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #5). 

 

3. Selection and Review Process for County Attorney: Section 4.02 discusses the County Attorney and 

that the County Attorney serves at the pleasure of the Board of County Commissioners. However, 
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although the County Attorney represents the constitutional officers, the constitutional officers do not 

have any input in the hiring or firing of the County Attorney. 

Discussion//Research: The CRC agreed that the Charter should contain language giving constitutional 

officers a role in the hiring and firing process. 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #4). 

 

4. Redistricting Process: In Pinellas County today, the review of commission district boundaries is tied to 

the U.S. census results. The census is performed every ten years. When results are received, the 

County Planning Department, which falls under the responsibility of the County Administrator, 

evaluates and proposes changes to the districts based upon equal population distribution between 

districts with an allowable 3% variance. The proposed changes are presented to the Board of County 

Commissioners which may then accept proposed changes, request modifications to the proposals, or 

reject any changes. 

Discussion//Research: There is a growing trend with regard to the selection of a Citizen Panel for 

redistricting. With this in mind, the CRC agreed that the Charter should add a section to define the 

redistricting process utilizing a citizen advisory board/committee to conduct the process. 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #3). 

 

5. /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ: Section 6 of the Charter discusses how charter amendments can be 

initiated. One method, as described in Section 6.02, is through a petition process requiring signatures 

of at least 10% of the registered voters gathered in a 180-day period. (Note: There are other 

requirements relating to the geographic dispersion of signatories.) 

Discussion/Research: The Charter Review Commission now only meets once every 8 years, 

lengthening the time for a citizen to propose a charter topic to the Charter Review Commission. More 

than half of the charter counties require a lesser percentage (than 10%) of registered voters. 

Amending the Charter would make the process easier for a citizen to bring a referendum before the 

electorate. The CRC did discuss the removal of other restrictions associated with the distribution of 

signatures but decided to leave those restrictions intact. 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #1). 

 

6. Fiscal Impact Analysis: Currently the Pinellas County Charter makes no mention of a fiscal impact 

analysis tied to proposed amendments to the Charter.  

Discussion/Research: Five of the twenty Florida charter counties make some mention of a fiscal 

impact study associated with charter amendment proposals. In reviewing the language used by the 5 

ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ /w/ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ .ǊƻǿŀǊŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎΦ 

Result: A recommended amendment to the Charter is shown in Section IV of this report (Ballot 

Proposal and Text Revisions for Question #2).  
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Topics Reviewed and Not Recommended for Charter Amendment 

1. Term Limits: In Pinellas County, currently, neither the Board of County Commissioners nor the 

Constitutional Officers are subject to term limits. In 2012, the Florida Supreme Court reversed an 

earlier decision such that term limits can be imposed on Constitutional Officers. 

Discussion/Research: Many members felt that if the electorate were unhappy with an elected official, 

the official could be voted out of office. This is a fundamental right that the election process provides 

voting citizens. 

Result: The CRC voted unanimously to remove term limits for Constitutional Officers from 

consideration. A motion for term limits for county commissioners did not have a second. 

 

2. County Charter Dual Vote Provision: Section 6.04 of the Pinellas County Charter encompasses the 

transfer of services and regulatory powers between municipalities and county. 

Discussion/Research: Any change to the transfer of services or regulatory power would require 

approval at the county electorate level and the electorate of each municipality. Removal of the Dual 

Vote requirement from the County Charter would also be subject to the Dual Vote requirement. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

3. Selection of CRC Members: This topic was broken down into three parts. A proposed amendment for 

Part c- wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ά¢ƻǇƛŎǎ wŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƴŘ Recommended for 

Charter Amendment as item #2 (Selection of CRC Members). Parts a and b are discussed below. 

a. Composition of the CRC: The CRC membership includes one County Commissioner, one 

Constitutional Officer, one elected city official, one member of the Pinellas County Legislative 

delegation residing in Pinellas County, and 9 members of the public at large, none of whom may 

be an elected official. 

Discussion/Research: A majority of the CRC agreed they favored the current composition of the 

CRC membership. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

b. Who selects CRC Members: Comments submitted by the Public around this topic included CRC 

members being elected by the voters of Pinellas County or by selectinƎ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ 

hat. 

Discussion/Research: All charter counties with a CRC, except one, have their Boards of County 

Commissioners make the selection. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

  



 

Final Report ς 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission 
 

Page 8 of 228 

4. Protection of Human Rights: A discussion on Section 2.02 was held regarding changing language from 

άǎŜȄέ ǘƻ άƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ with consideration for handicapped and pregnancy. 

Discussion/Research: The current Pinellas County ordinance 13-21 offers the protections desired. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

5. Consolidation of Public Services: The topic of Consolidation of Public Services was initiated after a 

citizen raised the concern about the 18 independent fire districts and asked that consideration be 

given to consolidating them into a countywide fire department. 

Discussion/Research: Delivery of Fire Services was considered during the 2010 Charter Review 

Commission meetings. However, a study on the delivery of Fire/EMS services in Pinellas County 

already ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƻƭƛŎȅ Analysis 

and Government Accountability. Legal Counsel shared results of a citizen commission in Orange 

County which undertook a review of Orange County and City of Orlando services with the goal of 

making recommendations for consolidation if appropriate. The results showed some of the challenges 

involved with implementing recommendations. (See Appendix G.) 

The 2015-2016 CRC agreed that the time necessary to gather the information needed to make an 

informed decision exceeded the timeframe under which the 2015-2016 CRC was operating. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. The CRC does recommend that the County and 

municipalities work together to develop ways to provide more effective and cost-efficient services to 

the citizens. 

Data should be gathered that would help the cities and Pinellas County make informed decisions to 

obtain the maximum efficiency and effectiveness, while maintaining quality of public safety services. 

Among those agencies/responsibilities for which strong consideration for further coordination and 

cooperation should be closely given are fire/rescue, law enforcement, public safety communications, 

and ancillary law enforcement services. 

 

6. Recall Provision for Elected Officers: The Pinellas County Charter currently makes no provision for 

recall of an elected official; 7 Florida charter counties have a provision. 

Discussion/Research: County commissioners are already subject to recall by state statute, and 

constitutional officers can be removed by the governor for malfeasance. Three sections of the Pinellas 

County Charter (Sections 2.06, 4.03, and 6.04) provide unique protections for the Pinellas County 

constitutional officers. The three provisions, taken together, imply that any amendment to the 

Charter affecting the status, duties or responsibilities of the constitutional officers may only be placed 

on the ballot after referral to and approval by the Florida Legislature. If a recall provision were added 

to the Charter for constitutional officers, it could invite a lawsuit relating to the interpretation of 

άǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ CΦ 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. (See Appendix D for table of Comparison of 

Counties on Recall Elections.) 
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7. Partisan/Non-Partisan Elections: 

a. Change election of constitutional officers to non-partisan: 

Discussion/Research: This topic was discussed during the 2010 Charter Review Commission 

meetings, specifically pŜǊǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ /w/Ωǎ 

discussions, election of all constitutional offices was considered. The Pinellas County Charter has 

particular protections for Constitutional Officers. Changing elections of Constitutional Officers to 

non-partisan would likely be considered a change in άǎǘŀǘǳǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ 

challenge in light of the protections. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. (See Appendix E for table of Comparison of 

Counties on Partisan/Non-Partisan Elections.) 

b. Change election of all municipal offices to partisan: 

Discussion/Research: While revision to the County Charter could bring about some changes, it is 

a policy decision on whether the County Charter should become involved in municipal elections. 

A proposed amendment also would be subject to the Dual Vote requirement as well as a number 

of provisions under the Florida Election Law. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

8. Campaigning Restrictions: A proposal to provide some restrictions relating to political campaigning 

was withdrawn. 

Discussion/Research: Currently, campaigning is governed by local ordinances and State voting laws. 

County-wide enforcement could be difficult. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. The CRC does recommend that the County work 

with the municipalities to evaluate the existing ordinances associated with local campaign signage to 

develop consistency for when signage can be displayed. 

In evaluating the time frame appropriate for the start of displaying campaign signage, it is important 

to keep in mind that new candidates with little name recognition may benefit from a longer period of 

time allowed for displaying signage. 

 

9. Pinellas Suncoast Transit Area: A question was raised as to whether the County could create an 

amendment to have responsibility over the PSTA. 

Discussion/Research: The PSTA was created by Special Act approved by a vote of the electors and the 

Charter has no jurisdiction over the PSTA. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 
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10. Appointments to Boards, Councils, Committees, and Special Districts: A citizen requested that a 

provision be added to the Charter concerning appointments to boards, councils, etc. and that the 

appointments be made by the BCC as a whole rather than individual commissioner appointments. 

Discussion/Research: The legal effect of this provision would be that certain County ordinances would 

be overridden and they would have to be amended. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

11. Electronic Comment Cards: A citizen requested that a provision be added to the Charter requiring the 

BCC to provide a means for Residents to ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ά/ƻƳƳŜƴǘ /ŀǊŘǎέ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ ŦƻǊƳŀǘ to 

accommodate citizens who are unable to attend a meeting but wished to be heard. 

Discussion/Research: During the 2015-2016 CRC term, the Clerk of Circuit Court and Comptroller 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ŀ ά.// .ƻŀǊŘ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ !ƎŜƴŘŀ LǘŜƳ /ƻƳƳŜƴǘ /ŀǊŘέ ƻƴ his website. 

Additionally, the CRC felt adding an electronic comment card was a process issue and did not belong 

in the Charter. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. The Commission heard from a number of citizens 

who spoke at CRC meetings and/or submitted language for potential charter amendments around the 

idea of providing greater opportunity for citizens to communicate with the BCC. Ideas ranged from 

increasing the time allotted to address the BCC to greater ease on how to submit feedback. We 

encourage the BCC to explore and implement creative ideas to improve two-way communication. 

 

12. Appointments Made by County Administrator: A citizen requested that Section 4.01(c) item 1 be 

amended to more clearly state to which boards, commissions or agencies the County Administrator 

may not make appointments. 

Discussion/Research: The County Administrator makes recommendations to the BCC for 

appointments to committees and the BCC approves the appointments. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

13. Section 2.02 Security Rights of Citizens: A citizen requested the inclusion of a new protection for a 

citizen or group of citizens that would hold elected officials accountable, approve a grievance process 

for citizens wishing to bring a justifiable lawsuit against the County, and mandate that the County pay 

all fees if a case is filed. 

Discussion/Result: Concerns were raised that a process as outlined by the proposer could lead to 

frivolous lawsuits. The Clerk of Circuit Court and Comptroller Office plays the role of ombudsman for 

the County and could play a role in hearing grievances. If there were an issue concerning violations of 

the Sunshine Law or Public Records Law, the appropriate venues to address it would be to file suit in 

court or make a complainǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 
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14. Non-conforming Properties: Citizen concern was raised that there are 360 structures on property 

previously zoned for one type of structure, but the zoning has since changed. If the structure were 

destroyed by flood, fire, or storm, the owner could not rebuild the same type of structure. 

Discussion/Research: The Commission provided guidance to the citizen about other avenues to 

pursue before a charter amendment was considered. After speaking with the County Attorney on the 

other avenues to handle these situations, the citizen was satisfied and withdrew the proposal. 

Result: Withdrawn 

 

15. Move of County Seat: Citizens requested consideration for moving the County Seat to a more central 

location within Pinellas County. 

Discussion/Research: Article VIII, Section 1(k) of the Florida Constitution provides that a county seat 

may not be moved except as provided by general law. That general law is found in Chapter 138, Fla. 

Stat., which allows for a petition drive which must be signed by one third of the voters in the county. 

After a sufficient number of signed petitions are collected, an election is held to decide where the 

County Seat is to be located. As a result, at this time it appears that a county seat may not be moved 

by charter amendment. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

16. Procurement Process: Today, Pinellas County has a procurement process which establishes a blackout 

period when a Request for Proposal has been officially released. The blackout period is an industry 

practice and its intention is to provide a fair opportunity for all bid respondents. A proposal to add a 

new section to the Pinellas Charter, effectively modifying the current procurement process for large 

dollar contracts (those greater than $250,000), was discussed. The proposal requestor asked that 

communication be allowed during the bid response period (remove the blackout period) so that any 

member of the Public, including bid respondents, could discuss the bid with administrative and 

elected leaders. 

Discussion/Research: The charter amendment proposal conflicts with an existing ordinance which 

addresses this topic and which has been written with due care. Additionally, the practice of 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀ άŎƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǎƛƭŜƴŎŜέ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƛǎ ŀ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƛŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ process a level 

playing field. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 
 

17. Limit County Commissioners From Serving on Advisory Boards and Commissions: 

Discussion/Research: After brief CRC review, there was not sufficient interest to pursue any charter 

amendments in this area. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 
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18. Increase Amount of Time the Public Can Speak During Public Comment: 

Discussion/Research: After brief CRC review, there was not sufficient interest to pursue any charter 

amendments in this area. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

19. Base Pay of County Commissioners: 

Discussion/Research: After brief CRC review, there was not sufficient interest to pursue any charter 

amendments in this area. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

20. Require Each County Commissioner to Acknowledge Communications Received from Citizens: 

Discussion/Research: After brief CRC review, there was not sufficient interest to pursue any charter 

amendments in this area. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. 

 

21. Greater Representation from Unincorporated Pinellas County: This topic covered several areas 

including a) whether seven (7) members on the BCC was still an appropriate number; b) a requirement 

that the BCC meet monthly to discuss issues impacting unincorporated areas of Pinellas County, c) a 

requirement that appointments to boards include a citizen from an unincorporated area of Pinellas 

County; and d) a requirement that a committee of citizens from unincorporated Pinellas County meet 

regularly with the County Administrator or staff to review and prioritize issues impacting 

unincorporated areas in Pinellas County. 

Discussion/Research: The CRC discussed adding two additional commissioners specifically to 

represent citizens living in unincorporated Pinellas County. However, after learning that the cost to 

add two commissioners would be approximately half a million dollars, the CRC chose not to move 

further. 

In speaking to the area of increasing communication with the BCC, the CRC discussed how citizens in 

unincorporated areas of Pinellas County are represented by a number of Commissioners. Citizens can 

contact the commissioner representing their at-large county commission district and the 

commissioner representing their single-member county commission district. It was also noted that 

the BCC has addressed many issues for unincorporated Pinellas County; perhaps there has been 

insufficient awareness among the Public about what has been accomplished. 

Result: No amendment is recommended in this area. However, the CRC suggests that the BCC increase 

communications to publicize the work and spending for unincorporated Pinellas County. 
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22. Reclaimed Water Variance: A citizen expressed a concern about reclaimed water and water rights. 

Discussion/Research: After questions were asked by the CRC, the citizen clarified that his intent was 

solely to bring awareness to the issue of reclaimed water and water rights at any public forum 

possible. 

Result: Withdrawn 
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SECTION IV 

Amendments Approved by the 2015-2016 CRC 

To Be Voted On In The 2016 General Election 

 

¶ Lowering Signature Percentage and Expanding Time Period for Petition Drive to Propose 

County Charter Amendments 

¶ Financial Impact Statement for Proposed Charter Amendment 

¶ Creation of County Redistricting Board 

¶ Selection, Termination, and Annual Review of County Attorney By County 

Commissioners and Constitutional Officers 

¶ Charter Review Commission Members Residence Requirements 

¶ Pinellas Charter Cleanup Amendment 
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Ballot Question 1 

A. Ballot Proposal:  The ballot title and summary for Question #1 are as follows: 

LOWERING SIGNATURE PERCENTAGE AND EXPANDING 

TIME PERIOD FOR PETITION DRIVE TO PROPOSE COUNTY 

CHARTER AMENDMENTS 

Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to lower the number of 
signed petitions necessary to propose an amendment to the Pinellas 
County Charter from ten (10) percent of the registered voters in the county 
to eight (8) percent, and to expand the length of time during which 
petitions can be gathered from 180 days to 240 days? 

 
____  Yes 

____  No 

 
B. Text Revisions: Section 3.04 of the Pinellas County Charter is created to read as follows: 

 
Sec. 6.02. - Charter initiative.  

 

(a) 1) Amendments to the Charter may be proposed by a petition signed by registered electors 

equal to at least eight (8) ten (10) percent of the number of registered electors of the 

county at the time of the last preceding general election. No more than forty (40) percent 

of those registered electors signing petitions shall reside in any one (1) at-large county 

commission district. No more than thirty (30) percent of those registered electors signing 

petitions shall reside in any one (1) single-member county commission district. Such 

petition shall be filed with the clerk of the circuit court in his capacity as clerk of the board 

of county commissioners, together with an affidavit from the supervisor of elections 

certifying the number of signatures which has been verified as registered electors of 

Pinellas County at the time the signature was verified. Each such proposed amendment 

shall embrace but one (1) subject and matter directly connected therewith. Each charter 

amendment proposed by petition shall be placed on the ballot by resolution of the board 

of county commissioners for the general election occurring in excess of ninety (90) days 

from the certification by the supervisor of elections that the requisite number of 

signatures has been verified. However, the County Commissioners may call a special 

referendum election for said purpose. Notice of said referendum, together with the exact 

language of the proposed amendment as submitted on the petition, shall be published by 

the board of county commissioners once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks in a 
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newspaper of general circulation in the county, the first such publication being at least 

forty-five (45) days prior to the referendum. Passage of proposed amendments shall 

require approval of a majority of electors voting in said election on such amendment. 

 

(b) 2) The sponsor of a petition amendment shall, prior to obtaining any signatures, submit the 

text of the proposed amendment to the supervisor of elections, with the form on which 

the signatures will be affixed, and shall obtain the approval of the supervisor of elections 

of such form. The style and requirements of such form shall be specified by ordinance. 

The beginning date of any petition drive shall commence upon the date of approval by 

the supervisor of elections of the form on which signatures will be affixed, and said drive 

shall terminate two hundred forty (240) one hundred eighty (180) days after that date. In 

the event sufficient signatures are not acquired during that two hundred forty (240) one 

hundred eighty (180) day period, the petition initiative shall be rendered null and void 

and none of the signatures may be carried over onto another identical or similar petition. 

The sponsor shall submit signed and dated forms to the supervisor of elections and upon 

submission pay all fees as required by general law. The supervisor of elections shall within 

forty-five (45) days verify the signatures thereon. Notwithstanding the time limits 

hereinabove signatures on a petition circulated prior to one general election shall not be 

valid beyond the date of that election. 

 

(c) 3) If approved by a majority of those electors voting on the amendment at the general 

election, the amendment shall become effective on the date specified in the amendment, 

or, if not so specified, on January 1 of the succeeding year. 

 

 

  



 

Final Report ς 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission 
 

Page 17 of 228 

Ballot Question 2 

A. Ballot Proposal: The ballot title and summary for Question #2 are as follows: 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR PROPOSED CHARTER 

AMENDMENTS 

 

Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to provide that for each 

proposed charter amendment placed on the ballot, a brief financial impact 

statement prepared by the county auditor shall be placed after the ballot 

summary for the amendment, estimating the increase or decrease in 

revenues or costs to the county resulting from approval of the proposed 

charter amendment? 

 

____  Yes 

____  No 

 

B. Text Revisions: Section 6.06 of the Pinellas County Charter is created to read as follows: 

 

Sec. 6.06. - Financial impact of proposed County Charter Amendments.  

 

As to each proposed charter amendment placed on the ballot for approval, the clerk of 

the circuit court, as county auditor, shall prepare, and the board of county commissioners shall 

place on the ballot, immediately following the ballot summary, a separate financial impact 

statement, not exceeding seventy-five words, estimating the increase or decrease in revenues or 

costs to the county resulting from approval of the proposed charter amendment. 
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Ballot Question 3 

A. Ballot Proposal:  The ballot title and summary for Question #3 are as follows: 

CREATION OF COUNTY REDISTRICTING BOARD 

Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to create a County 
Redistricting Board, appointed by the County Commission every ten years 
after the Census, to provide advisory recommendations to the County 
Commission on redrawing county commission districts, and providing 
parameters for such recommendations, including not favoring political 
parties or incumbents, not denying racial or language minorities equal 
opportunity for political participation, and where feasible, consideration 
of unincorporated areas and municipal boundaries? 

 
____  Yes 

____  No 

 
B. Text Revisions: Section 3.04 of the Pinellas County Charter is created to read as follows: 

 
Sec. 3.04. - Redistricting.  

 

(a) After each decennial census, no later than thirty (30) days after the U.S. Census provides 

redistricting data to the State of Florida pursuant to Public Law 94-171 or its successor, 

there shall be established a county redistricting board composed of eleven (11) members. 

The members of such board shall be appointed by the board of county commissioners of 

Pinellas County from the following groups: 

 

(1)  Seven (7) members from the public, each of whom shall be nominated by a 

commissioner from among the residents of that commissioner's district, and none 

of whom shall be an elected official; 

(2) Four (4) additional members from the public at large, none of whom shall be an 

elected official. 

 

Vacancies shall be filled within thirty (30) days in the same manner as the original 

appointments.  
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(b) No later than thirty (30) days after initial appointment, the county redistricting board shall 

meet for the purposes of organization. The county redistricting board shall elect a 

chairman and vice-chairman from among its membership. Further meetings of the board 

shall be held upon the call of chairman or any three (3) members of the board. All 

meetings shall be open to the public. A majority of the members of the county 

redistricting board shall constitute a quorum. The board may adopt other rules for its 

operations and proceedings as it deems desirable. The members of the board shall receive 

no compensation but shall be reimbursed for necessary expenses pursuant to law. 

 

(c) Expenses of the county redistricting board shall be verified by a majority vote of the board 

and forwarded to the board of county commissioners for payment from the general fund 

of the county. The board of county commissioners shall provide space, secretarial and 

staff assistance. The board of county commissioners may accept funds, grants, gifts, and 

services for the county redistricting board from the state, the government of the United 

States, or other sources, public or private. Technical assistance may be provided by the 

Supervisor of Elections as necessary. 

 

(d) The county redistricting board shall develop one or more proposals for redistricting the 

four county commission districts and three at-large county commission districts 

referenced in Section 3.01.  In developing the county redistricting boaǊŘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΣ ƴƻ 

district shall be drawn with the intent to favor or disfavor a political party or an 

incumbent, districts shall not be drawn with the intent or result of denying or abridging 

the equal opportunity of racial or language minorities to participate in the political 

process or to diminish their ability to elect representatives of their choice, and districts 

shall be contiguous and as nearly equal in population as practicable.  Further, in 

developing its proposals, the county redistricting board shall consider, where feasible, 

utilizing municipal boundaries and keeping together unincorporated areas of the county. 

 

(e) No later than one-hundred fifty (150) days after its first meeting, the county redistricting 

board shall submit a final report containing its redistricting proposals to the board of 

county commissioners.  The proposals of the county redistricting board shall be advisory 

only, and shall not bind the board of county commissioners.  No later than 60 days after 

submission of the county ǊŜŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƴƎ ōƻŀǊŘΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ 

commissioners, the board of county commissioners shall adopt a plan for redistricting the 

four county commission districts and three at-large county commission districts 

referenced in Section 3.01.  
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Ballot Question 4 

A. Ballot Proposal:  The ballot title and summary for Question #4 are as follows: 

 
SELECTION, TERMINATION, AND ANNUAL REVIEW OF 
COUNTY ATTORNEY BY COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AND 
CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS 

 
Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to provide that the County 

Attorney shall be selected by, serve at the pleasure of, and be subject to 

annual review by, a committee consisting of the seven county 

commissioners and the five county constitutional officers (sheriff, tax 

collector, property appraiser, supervisor of elections, and clerk of the 

circuit court and comptroller), rather than the board of county 

commissioners alone? 

 
____  Yes 

____  No 

 
B. Text Revisions: Section 4.02(a) of the Pinellas County Charter is amended to read as 

follows: 

 
Sec. 4.02. ς County attorney. 

 
(a) There shall be a county attorney selected by the board of county commissioners a county 

attorney oversight committee, consisting of the county commissioners and the sheriff, 

tax collector, property appraiser, supervisor of elections, and clerk of the circuit court and 

comptroller, who shall serve at the pleasure of the board county attorney oversight 

committee. The office of county attorney shall not be under the direction and control of 

the county administrator but shall instead be responsible directly to the board of county 

commissioners, and shall be subject to annual review by the county attorney oversight 

committee. The county attorney as of the effective date of this amendment shall not be 

subject to the selection provision of this subsection, but shall be subject to all other 

provisions thereof. 

(b) The county attorney shall be an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Florida 

for at least three (3) years. Upon appointment, he shall be employed full time by said 

county. The county attorney shall employ such assistant county attorneys and special 
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assistant county attorneys, on either a full-time or part-time basis, as may be necessary, 

upon approval of the board of county commissioners. 

(c) The office of county attorney shall be responsible for the representation of county 

government, the board of county commissioners, the county administrator, 

constitutional officers and all other departments, divisions, regulatory boards and 

advisory boards of county government in all legal matters relating to their official 

responsibilities. The office of county attorney shall prosecute and defend all civil actions 

for and on behalf of county government and shall review all ordinances, resolutions, 

contracts, bonds and other written instruments. 
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Ballot Question 5 

A. Ballot Proposal:  The ballot title and summary for Question #5 are as follows: 

 

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION MEMBERS RESIDENCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

 

Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to specify that each of the 
seven county commissioners shall nominate to the Charter Review 
Commission a member who resides in the commissioner's district? 

 

____  Yes 

____  No 

 
B. Text Revisions: Section 6.03(a) of the Pinellas County Charter is amended to read as 

follows: 

 

Sec. 6.03. - Charter review commission. 
 

(a) Not later than August 1 of the year 2015 and every eight (8) years thereafter, there shall 

be established a charter review commission composed of thirteen (13) members. The 

members of the commission shall be appointed by the board of county commissioners 

of Pinellas County from the following groups: 

(1) One (1) member from the Pinellas County Legislative Delegation residing in 

Pinellas County; 

 (2) One (1) constitutional officer; 

 (3) One (1) member from the elected city officials; 

 (4) One (1) member from the elected board of county commissioners; 

(5)  Nine (9) Seven (7) members from the public at large, each of whom shall be 

nominated by a commissioner from among the residents of that commissioner's 

district, and none of whom shall be an elected official; 

(6) Two (2) additional members from the public at large, neither of whom shall be 

an elected official. 

 

Vacancies shall be filled within thirty (30) days in the same manner as the original 

appointments.  
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Ballot Question 6 

A. Ballot Proposal:  The ballot title and summary for Question #6 are as follows: 

 
PINELLAS CHARTER CLEANUP AMENDMENT 

 
Shall the Pinellas County Charter be amended to remove certain provisions 
found unconstitutional by court ruling, remove certain transitional 
provisions that have since occurred, revise certain references to be 
consistent with Florida Statutes, and remove references to certain 
organizations that no longer exist? 

 
____  Yes 

____  No 

 
B. Text Revisions: Section 2.04 of the Pinellas County Charter is amended, Section 2.07 of 

the Pinellas County Charter is deleted, Section 2.08 of the Pinellas County Charter is 
renumbered as Section 2.07, Section 3.01 of the Pinellas County Charter is amended, and 
Section 5.02 of the Pinellas County Charter is amended, all to read as follows: 

 
Sec. 2.04. - Special powers of the county. 

 
The county shall have all special and necessary power to furnish within the various municipalities 

the services and regulatory authority listed below. When directly concerned with the furnishing 

of the services and regulatory authority described in this section, county ordinances shall prevail 

over municipal ordinances, when in conflict. Governmental powers not listed or described in this 

Charter or granted to the county by general statute or special act shall remain with the 

municipalities. 

 
(a) Development and operation of 911 emergency communication system. 

(b) Development and operation of solid waste disposal facilities, exclusive of 

municipal collection systems. 

(c) Development and operation of regional sewage treatment facilities in accordance 

with federal law, state law, and existing or future interlocal agreements, exclusive 

of municipal sewage systems. 
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(d) Acquisition, development and control of county-owned parks, buildings, and other 

county-owned property. 

(e) Development and operation of public health or welfare services or facilities in 

Pinellas County. 

(f) Operation, development and control of the St. Petersburg-Clearwater 

International Airport. 

(g) Design, construction and maintenance of major drainage systems in both the 

incorporated and unincorporated area. 

(h) Design, construction and maintenance of county roads in accordance with law. 

(i) Implementation of regulations and programs for protection of consumers. 

(j) Implementation of animal control regulations and programs. 

(k) Development and implementation of emergency management civil preparedness 

programs. 

(l) Coordination and implementation of fire protection for the unincorporated areas 

of the county. 

(m) Operation of motor vehicle inspection facilities, including inspection of auto 

emissions systems. 

(n) Production and distribution of water, exclusive of municipal water systems and in 

accordance with existing and future interlocal agreements. 

(o) Implementation of programs for regulation of charitable solicitations. 

(p) All powers necessary to provide municipal services in the unincorporated areas of 

  the county and in accordance with any existing and future interlocal agreement. 

(q) All powers necessary to transfer the functions and powers of any other 

governmental agency upon approval by the governing body of that agency and 

the board of county commissioners. 

(r) All power necessary, upon approval of a vote of the electors, to levy a one-mill 

increase in ad valorem taxes in order to make funds available to be used solely to 

acquire beachfront and other property to be dedicated as public parks for 

recreational use. This subsection shall in no manner limit a municipality from 

levying any such tax under any authorization it might have at this time or may 

receive in the future. 

(s) Countywide planning authority as provided by special law. In the event of a 

conflict between a county ordinance adopted pursuant to the county's 
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countywide planning authority as provided by special law and a municipal 

ordinance, the county ordinance shall prevail over the municipal ordinance; 

however, a municipal ordinance shall prevail over a county ordinance in the event 

a municipal ordinance provides for a less intense land use or a lesser density land 

use within the corporate boundaries of the municipality than that provided by 

county ordinance. 

(t) All powers necessary to establish by ordinance the exclusive method and criteria 

for voluntary municipal annexation, including the delineation of areas eligible for 

annexation, the extent provided by general law. 

(t)(u) Development and operation of countywide mosquito control programs. 

(u)(v) Development and operation of water and navigation control programs, including: 

(1) regulating and exercising control over the dredging and filling of all submerged 

bottom lands in the waters of Pinellas County, together with all islands, sandbars, 

swamps and overflow lands including sovereignty lands, and regulating and 

exercising control over the construction of docks, piers, wharves, mooring piles 

and buoys therein; and (2) performing all things necessary to undertake projects 

for the construction, maintenance and improvement of portions of the 

Intracoastal Waterway and other channels within the navigable water of Pinellas 

County; and (3) undertaking programs for the dredging and maintenance of 

waterway channels within the incorporated and unincorporated areas of Pinellas 

County which have become or have been nonnavigable. 

 
Sec. 2.07. Annexation. 

 
Nothing in this Charter shall prevent a municipality from annexing an unincorporated area into 

its municipal boundaries, except that all annexations shall be in accordance with the exclusive 

method and criteria for voluntary annexation, including the delineation of areas eligible for 

annexation, adopted by ordinance under the authority elsewhere provided for in this Charter. 

 
Sec. 2.07 2.08. - Environmental lands. 

 
Sec. 3.01. - Board of county commissioners. 

 
The legislative body of county government shall be the Board of County Commissioners. The 

Board of County Commissioners shall consist of be increased from five commissioners to seven 

commissioners, with four of the seven commissioners residing one in each of four county 

commission districts, the districts together covering the entire county and as nearly equal in 
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population as practicable, and each commissioner being nominated and elected only by the 

qualified electors who reside in the same county commission district as the commissioner, and 

with three of the seven commissioners being nominated and elected at large. Each of the three 

at-large commissioners shall reside one in each of three districts, the three districts together 

covering the entire county and as nearly equal in population as practicable. Initial redistricting 

shall be accomplished by the Board of County Commissioners in accordance with Section 1(e) of 

Article VIII of the Florida Constitution. The election, term of office, and compensation of members 

shall all be in accordance with general law. 

 
Sec. 5.02. - Special laws. 

 
(b) This document shall in no manner change the status, duties or responsibilities of the 

following boards, authorities, districts and councils: Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority, 

Emergency Medical Services Authority, Fresh Water Conservation Board, Indian Rocks 

Special Fire Control District, Juvenile Welfare Board, License Board for Children's Centers 

and Family Day Care Homes, Ozona-Palm Harbor-Crystal Beach Special Fire Control 

District, Pinellas County Construction Licensing Board, Pinellas County Industry Council, 

Pinellas County Planning Council, Pinellas County Personnel Board, Pinellas Park Water 

Management District, and Pinellas Police Standards Council, and Pinellas Sports 

Authority. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table of CRC Meetings and Public Hearings 

DATE LOCATION OF MEETING TYPE 

8/13/2015 Supervisor of Elections Office, 13001 Starkey Road, 
Largo 

Business Meeting 

9/8/2015 Supervisor of Elections Mid County Office Business Meeting 

10/14/2015 Supervisor of Elections Mid County Office Business Meeting 

11/10/2015 Pinellas County Utilities Building, 14 S. Fort Harrison 
Avenue, Clearwater 

Business Meeting 

12/9/2015 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

1/6/2016 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

1/20/2016 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

2/3/2016 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

2/17/2016 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

3/2/2016 Cancelled  

3/16/2016 Pinellas County Utilities Building Business Meeting 

4/6/2016 Pinellas County Extension Center, 12520 Ulmerton 
Road, Largo 

Business Meeting 

4/20/2016 Pinellas County Extension Center Business Meeting 

5/4/2016 Pinellas County Extension Center Business Meeting 

5/18/2016 Pinellas County Extension Center Business Meeting 

6/1/2016 St. Petersburg City Council Chambers, 175 Fifth Street 
North, St. Petersburg 

Public Hearing 

6/15/2016 Board of County C Council Chambers, 315 Court Street, 
Clearwater 

Public Hearing 
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APPENDIX B 

Pinellas County Charter 

The latest version of the Pinellas County Charter can be viewed on the Municode site. 

The charter in effect at the time the 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission convened 

is as shown below. 

PART I - CHARTER[1]  

PREAMBLE  

Whereas, the board of county commissioners of Pinellas County, Florida, presently derives its legal 
authority from a combination of general laws, general laws of local application which apply only to Pinellas 
County, and special laws, all of which emanate from the Legislature of the State of Florida, and  

Whereas, under this legal framework the powers, duties and responsibilities of the board of county 
commissioners are difficult, if not impossible to define, and  

Whereas, the only legal method available to the board of county commissioners to define its powers, 
duties, and responsibilities under the Constitution of the State of Florida is the adoption of a Home Rule 
Charter, and  

Whereas, the board of county commissioners believes that such a charter should be conceived in the 
interest of cooperation with the municipalities and other governmental units of this county, with the integrity 
of the rights of the municipalities guaranteed.  

Footnotes:  

--- (1) ---  

Editor's noteðPrinted herein is the county's charter, being Laws of Fla. ch. 80-590, § 1. The charter was 
effective upon approval at referendum. The charter was approved at an election held on Oct. 7, 1980. 
Amendments are indicated by parenthetical history notes following amended provisions. The absence of 
a history note indicates that the provision remains unchanged from the original charter. Obvious 
misspellings have been corrected without notation. For stylistic purposes, a uniform system of headings, 
catchlines and citations to state statutes has been used. Additions made for clarity are indicated by 
brackets. 

 

ARTICLE I. - CREATION OF GOVERNMENT  

 

Sec. 1.01. - Body corporate.  

Pinellas County shall be a body corporate and politic, and shall have all rights and powers of local self-
government which are now or may hereafter be provided by the constitution and laws of Florida and this 
Charter and as such may contract and be contracted with, and may sue and be sued and be impleaded in 
all the courts of this state and in all matters whatsoever.  

Sec. 1.02. - Name and county seat.  

The corporate name shall be Pinellas County, hereinafter referred to as the county. Said name shall 
be so designated in all legal actions or proceedings involving the county. The county seat shall be that 
presently designated by law.  

ARTICLE II. - POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE COUNTY  

https://www.municode.com/library/fl/pinellas_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTICH#!
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Sec. 2.01. - Powers and duties.  

The county shall have all powers of local self-government not inconsistent with general law, with 
special law approved by vote of the electors, or with this Charter.  

In the event of a conflict between a county ordinance and a municipal ordinance, the county ordinance 
shall prevail over the municipal ordinance when general law provides that a county ordinance shall prevail 
over a municipal ordinance, or when it concerns a power of local county government lawfully and 
constitutionally enacted by special law at the time of the adoption of this Charter, except that the county 
shall not hereafter amend such special law or laws to increase or expand the county's power, jurisdiction, 
or services over the municipalities or their powers or services. The county ordinance shall prevail over the 
municipal ordinance when a special law enacted subsequent to the adoption of this Charter and approved 
by a vote of the electorate provides that a county ordinance shall prevail over a municipal ordinance or 
when the county is delegated special powers within an area of governmental service enumerated in this 
Charter. In all other cases where a county ordinance conflicts with a municipal ordinance, the municipal 
ordinance shall prevail.  

Sec. 2.02. - Security of rights of citizens.  

In order to secure protection to the citizens of the county against abuses and encroachments, the 
county shall use its powers, whenever appropriate, to provide by ordinance or to seek remedy by civil or 
criminal action for the following:  

(a) Prohibition of conflict of interest. The board of county commissioners shall enact a conflict of 
interest ordinance pertaining to all elected officials, appointed officials, and all employees of said 
officials of Pinellas County government, within ninety (90) days after the effective date of the 
Charter. By said ordinance the board shall be empowered to institute procedures by which any 
such official may be removed from office, except for those officers for which removal is provided 
under the state constitution.  

(b) Just and equitable taxation while recognizing other local governments' jurisdictions to set their 
own millage. The grant of the powers contained herein shall not be construed in any way to allow 
the county to claim any portion of any city's ten-mill taxing power.  

(c) [Public property.] Proper use of public property belonging to Pinellas County government.  

(d) [Public records.] Full access to public records and proceedings of Pinellas County government.  

(e) Protection of human rights. The county shall establish provisions, pursuant to state and federal 
law, for protection of human rights from discrimination based upon religion, political affiliation, 
race, color, age, sex, or national origin by providing and ensuring equal rights and opportunities 
for all people of Pinellas County.  

(f) Protection of consumer rights. The county shall establish provisions for the protection of 
consumers.  

Sec. 2.03. - Exercise of powers.  

All powers of the county shall be exercised in accordance with this Charter; or, if the Charter contains 
no provision for execution, then by ordinance, resolution or action of the board of county commissioners.  

Sec. 2.04. - Special powers of the county.  

The county shall have all special and necessary power to furnish within the various municipalities the 
services and regulatory authority listed below. When directly concerned with the furnishing of the services 
and regulatory authority described in this section, county ordinances shall prevail over municipal 
ordinances, when in conflict. Governmental powers not listed or described in this Charter or granted to the 
county by general statute or special act shall remain with the municipalities.  
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(a) Development and operation of 911 emergency communication system. 

(b) Development and operation of solid waste disposal facilities, exclusive of municipal collection 
systems.  

(c) Development and operation of regional sewage treatment facilities in accordance with federal 
law, state law, and existing or future interlocal agreements, exclusive of municipal sewage 
systems.  

(d) Acquisition, development and control of county-owned parks, buildings, and other county-owned 
property.  

(e) Development and operation of public health or welfare services or facilities in Pinellas County.  

(f) Operation, development and control of the St. Petersburg-Clearwater International Airport.  

(g) Design, construction and maintenance of major drainage systems in both the incorporated and 
unincorporated area.  

(h) Design, construction and maintenance of county roads in accordance with law. 

(i) Implementation of regulations and programs for protection of consumers. 

(j) Implementation of animal control regulations and programs. 

(k) Development and implementation of civil preparedness programs. 

(l) Coordination and implementation of fire protection for the unincorporated areas of the county.  

(m) Operation of motor vehicle inspection facilities, including inspection of auto emissions systems.  

(n) Production and distribution of water, exclusive of municipal water systems and in accordance with 
existing and future interlocal agreements.  

(o) Implementation of programs for regulation of charitable solicitations. 

(p) All powers necessary to provide municipal services in the unincorporated areas of the county and 
in accordance with any existing and future interlocal agreement.  

(q) All powers necessary to transfer the functions and powers of any other governmental agency 
upon approval by the governing body of that agency and the board of county commissioners.  

(r) All power necessary, upon approval of a vote of the electors, to levy a one-mill increase in ad 
valorem taxes in order to make funds available to be used solely to acquire beachfront and other 
property to be dedicated as public parks for recreational use. This subsection shall in no manner 
limit a municipality from levying any such tax under any authorization it might have at this time or 
may receive in the future.  

(s) Countywide planning authority as provided by special law. In the event of a conflict between a 
county ordinance adopted pursuant to the county's countywide planning authority as provided by 
special law and a municipal ordinance, the county ordinance shall prevail over the municipal 
ordinance; however, a municipal ordinance shall prevail over a county ordinance in the event a 
municipal ordinance provides for a less intense land use or a lesser density land use within the 
corporate boundaries of the municipality than that provided by county ordinance.  

(t) Reserved. 

(u) Development and operation of countywide mosquito control programs. 

(v) Development and operation of water and navigation control programs, including: (1) regulating 
and exercising control over the dredging and filling of all submerged bottom lands in the waters 
of Pinellas County, together with all islands, sandbars, swamps and overflow lands including 
sovereignty lands, and regulating and exercising control over the construction of docks, piers, 
wharves, mooring piles and buoys therein; and (2) performing all things necessary to undertake 
projects for the construction, maintenance and improvement of portions of the Intracoastal 
Waterway and other channels within the navigable water of Pinellas County; and (3) undertaking 
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programs for the dredging and maintenance of waterway channels within the incorporated and 
unincorporated areas of Pinellas County which have become or have been nonnavigable.  

(Laws of Fla. ch. 88-458, § 1; Res. No. 88-496, 12-6-88; Ord. No. 00-66, § 2, 8-22-00; Res. 06-

114, 7-11-06)  

Editor's noteð Laws of Fla. ch. 88-458, and Res. No. 88-496, adding subsection (s), were 

approved by referendum Nov. 8, 1988. Ord. No. 00-66, adding subsection (t), was approved by 

referendum Nov. 7, 2000.  

Editor's noteð Res. 06-114, adding subsections (t) and (u), was approved by referendum Nov. 

7, 2006. At the direction of the county, said subsections were redesignated as subsections (u) and 

(v), respectively.  

Editor's noteð At the direction of the county, subsection (t) pertaining to annexation, was 

deleted as being unconstitutional and no longer valid or in effect pursuant to the case of Pinellas 

County v. Largo et al., 964 So. 2d 847 (Fla. 2d DCA 2007).  

Sec. 2.05. - Contractual services and transfer of contractual services.  

Additional services may be furnished within the municipalities when the county is requested to do so 
by a majority vote of the governing body of the municipality and is so authorized by a majority vote of the 
board of county commissioners.  

Sec. 2.06. - Limitation of powers.  

The county shall not have the power, under any circumstances, to abolish any municipality or in any 
manner to change the status, duties, or responsibilities of the county officers specified in section 1(d), art. 
VIII of the state constitution. The county shall exercise its powers to ensure that property situate within 
municipalities shall not be subject to taxation for services rendered by the county exclusively for the benefit 
of the property or residents in unincorporated areas, nor shall property situate in unincorporated areas be 
subject to taxation for services provided by the county exclusively for the property or residents within 
municipalities, all in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida and the Constitution of the State of 
Florida as they now provide or as they may be amended from time to time.  

Sec. 2.07. - Reserved.  

Editor's noteð At the direction of the county § 2.07, pertaining to annexation, was deleted as 

being unconstitutional and no longer valid or in effect pursuant to the case of Pinellas County v. 

Largo et al., 964 So. 2d 847 (Fla. 2d DCA 2007). Former § 2.07 derived from Ord. No. 00-66, § 

3, adopted Aug. 22, 2000, and approved by referendum Nov. 7, 2000.  

Sec. 2.08. - Environmental lands.  

(a) The preservation of environmental lands as defined herein within Pinellas County supports the 
sustainability of natural resources, watersheds, and natural habitat; provides resource-based 
recreational opportunities; and promotes a healthy environment and community.  

(b) Environmental lands subject to the provisions of this Charter are those county-owned lands designated 
as environmental lands pursuant to section 90-112, Pinellas County Code, and include county-owned 
lands within the Allen's Creek Management Area, Alligator Lake Management Area, Anclote Islands 
Management Area, Brooker Creek Preserve, Cabbage Key Management Area, Cow Branch 



 

Final Report ς 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission 
 

Page 32 of 228 

Management Area, East Lake Management Area, Joe's Creek Management Area, King Islands 
Management Area, Lake Seminole Management Area, Lake Tarpon Management Area, Lake Tarpon 
West Management Area, Long Branch Management Area, Mariner's Point Management Area, Mobbly 
Bayou Preserve, Ozona Management Area, Shell Key Preserve, Travatine Island Management Area 
and Weedon Island Preserve.  

(c) Additional county-owned lands may be designated as environmental lands subject to the provisions of 
this Charter by adoption of an ordinance by the board of county commissioners.  

(d) The environmental lands designation may be removed from county-owned lands by adoption of an 
ordinance by the board of county commissioners and approval by a majority vote of the electors of 
Pinellas County in a referendum held at a general or special election called by the board of county 
commissioners, if the lands affected constitute more than one acre within a designated facility, or by 
adoption of an ordinance by the board of county commissioners if the lands affected constitute one 
acre or less within a designated facility.  

(e) The county shall not sell, convey, or transfer any fee simple interest in county-owned lands designated 
as environmental lands subject to the provisions of this Charter, and the county shall not lease or 
license for a period longer than ten years any interest in county-owned lands designated as 
environmental lands subject to the provisions of this Charter, unless authorized by a majority vote of 
the electors of Pinellas County in a referendum held at a general or special election called by the board 
of county commissioners.  

(Ord. No. 08-45, § 1, 8-26-08) 

Editor's noteð Ord. No. 08-45 was approved by referendum Nov. 4, 2008.  

ARTICLE III. - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH  

 

Sec. 3.01. - Board of county commissioners.  

The legislative body of county government shall be the Board of County Commissioners. The Board 
of County Commissioners shall be increased from five commissioners to seven commissioners, with four 
of the seven commissioners residing one in each of four county commission districts, the districts together 
covering the entire county and as nearly equal in population as practicable, and each commissioner being 
nominated and elected only by the qualified electors who reside in the same county commission district as 
the commissioner, and with three of the seven commissioners being nominated and elected at large. Each 
of the three at-large commissioners shall reside one in each of three districts, the three districts together 
covering the entire county and as nearly equal in population as practicable. Initial redistricting shall be 
accomplished by the Board of County Commissioners in accordance with Section 1(e) of Article VIII of the 
Florida Constitution. The election, term of office, and compensation of members shall all be in accordance 
with general law.  

(Laws of Fla. ch. 99-472, § 1) 

Editor's noteð The changes authorized by Laws of Fla. ch. 99-472 were approved by 

referendum Nov. 2, 1999.  

Sec. 3.02. - Enactment of ordinances and resolutions.  

All ordinances and resolutions shall be passed by an affirmative vote of a majority of the members of 
the board of county commissioners voting, in accordance with the procedures established by general law.  
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Sec. 3.03. - Non-interference.  

(a) It is the intent of the county to separate the legislative and administrative branches of government. 
Except for the purpose of inquiry and information or as otherwise permitted by law, the board of county 
commissioners and its members shall deal with county employees who are subject to the direction or 
supervision of the administrator solely through the administrator, and neither the board nor its 
members shall give any commands, directives or instructions to, or make any other demands or 
requests of, any such employee, either publicly or privately.  

(b) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit individual members of the board from interaction, 
communication and observation of all aspects of county government operations so as to obtain 
independent information to assist the board in the formulation of policies to be considered by the board. 
It is the express intent of this section, however, that any such action not interfere with the administrative 
operations of the county and that recommendations for change or improvement in county 
administrative operations be made to, and through, the administrator.  

(Res. No. 04-123, 7-27-04) 

Editor's noteð Res. No. 04-123 was approved by referendum Nov. 2, 2004.  

ARTICLE IV. - ADMINISTRATION OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT  

 

Sec. 4.01. - County administrator.  

(a) There shall be a county administrator selected and appointed by the affirmative vote of five (5) 
members of the board of county commissioners, who shall serve until such time as the county 
administrator shall be removed either by a vote for removal of four (4) members of the board of county 
commissioners voting for removal in two (2) consecutive, regularly scheduled meetings of the board, 
or by a vote of removal of five (5) members of the board of county commissioners at any one meeting 
of the board.  

(b) The county administrator shall be a full-time position. He shall serve at the pleasure of the board of 
county commissioners and shall be appointed solely on the basis of his executive and administrative 
qualifications.  

(c) The county administrator shall have the following duties: 

(1) To administer and carry out the directives and policies issued to him by the board of county 
commissioners, acting as an official body, except that he shall not be directed or given authority 
to make appointments of members to any county boards, commissions or agencies.  

(2) Subject to the provisions of county merit or civil service plans, to select and employ personnel to 
fill all vacancies, positions or employment after the board of county commissioners has authorized 
that such vacancies, positions or employment be filled. Employment of persons in unclassified 
positions shall be subject to confirmation by the board of county commissioners.  

(3) To supervise all departments, department heads and employees of the board of county 
commissioners and, in his discretion, to terminate for cause the employment of any employees 
of the board of county commissioners. Termination of persons in unclassified positions shall be 
subject to confirmation by the board of county commissioners.  

(4) After policy has been established by the board of county commissioners, to supervise all aspects 
of carrying into effect such policy to its completion. He shall thereupon report or order a full report 
to the board of county commissioners of the action taken upon such policy and directives of the 
board of county commissioners.  
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(5) To act as the county budget officer and carry out the duties of such budget officer as required by 
law or as directed by the board of county commissioners.  

(6) To perform such other duties as may be required of him by the board of county commissioners, 
acting as an official body, or by this Charter.  

(Ord. No. 00-69, § 2, 9-12-00; Res. No. 04-123, 7-27-04) 

Editor's noteð Ord. No. 00-69, amending subsection (a), was approved by referendum Nov. 7, 

2000. Res. No. 04-123, amending subsection (a), renumbering subsection (5) as subsection (6), 

and adding a new subsection (5) was approved by referendum Nov. 2, 2004.  

Sec. 4.02. - County attorney.  

(a) There shall be a county attorney selected by the board of county commissioners who shall serve at 
the pleasure of the board. The office of county attorney shall not be under the direction and control of 
the county administrator but shall instead be responsible directly to the board of county commissioners.  

(b) The county attorney shall be an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Florida for at least 
three (3) years. Upon appointment, he shall be employed full time by said county. The county attorney 
shall employ such assistant county attorneys and special assistant county attorneys, on either a full-
time or part-time basis, as may be necessary, upon approval of the board of county commissioners.  

(c) The office of county attorney shall be responsible for the representation of county government, the 
board of county commissioners, the county administrator, constitutional officers and all other 
departments, divisions, regulatory boards and advisory boards of county government in all legal 
matters relating to their official responsibilities. The office of county attorney shall prosecute and 
defend all civil actions for and on behalf of county government and shall review all ordinances, 
resolutions, contracts, bonds and other written instruments.  

Sec. 4.03. - County officers.  

This document [Charter] shall in no manner change the status, duties, or responsibilities of the 
[following] county officers of Pinellas County:  

The clerk of the circuit court, property appraiser, tax collector, sheriff, and supervisor of elections.  

ARTICLE V. - GENERAL PROVISIONS  

 

Sec. 5.01. - Effect on local county laws.  

All existing laws, ordinances, resolutions, rules, regulations, and policies of the county shall remain 
operative except where inconsistent or in direct conflict with this Charter, until amended or repealed by the 
board of county commissioners.  

Sec. 5.02. - Special laws.  

(a) Special laws of the State of Florida relating to or affecting Pinellas County and general laws of local 
application which apply only to Pinellas County, except those laws relating exclusively to a 
municipality, the school board or one of the boards, authorities, districts or councils listed in subsection 
(b) and except those laws dealing with saltwater fishing, wetlands, aquatic preserves, or bird 
sanctuaries, shall become county ordinances of Pinellas County and shall remain in full force and 
effect to the extent they are not in conflict with this Charter, subject to amendment or repeal by the 
board of county commissioners.  
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(b) This document shall in no manner change the status, duties or responsibilities of the following boards, 
authorities, districts and councils: Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority, Emergency Medical Services 
Authority, Fresh Water Conservation Board, Indian Rocks Special Fire Control District, Juvenile 
Welfare Board, License Board for Children's Centers and Family Day Care Homes, Ozona-Palm 
Harbor-Crystal Beach Special Fire Control District, Pinellas County Construction Licensing Board, 
Pinellas County Industry Council, Pinellas County Planning Council, Pinellas County Personnel Board, 
Pinellas Park Water Management District, Pinellas Police Standards Council, and Pinellas Sports 
Authority.  

(c) In order to provide government which is responsive to the people, the powers granted by this Charter 
shall be construed liberally in favor of the county government, except in those areas where jurisdiction 
is granted to, or reserved to, the municipalities. This Charter shall not be construed to authorize or 
grant power to county government to perform services within the various municipalities beyond those 
specifically enumerated in this Charter. The specified powers in this Charter shall not be construed as 
limiting, in any way, the general or specific powers of the government.  

(Res. 06-114, 7-11-06) 

Editor's noteð Res. 06-114 was approved by referendum Nov. 11, 2006.  

ARTICLE VI. - CHARTER AMENDMENTS  

 

Sec. 6.01. - Proposed by county.  

The board of county commissioners by ordinance passed by an affirmative vote of not less than 
majority plus one (1) member shall have the authority to propose amendments to this Charter. Any such 
amendment shall be subject to referendum at the next scheduled countywide election; provided, however, 
the board of county commissioners may call a special referendum election for said purpose. Said 
referendum shall be called by the board of county commissioners and notice of said referendum, together 
with the exact language of the proposed amendment, shall be published once a week for four (4) 
consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, the first such publication being at 
least forty-five (45) days prior to the referendum. Passage of proposed amendments shall require approval 
of a majority of electors voting in said election on such amendment.  

Sec. 6.02. - Charter initiative.  

1) Amendments to the Charter may be proposed by a petition signed by registered electors equal to at 
least ten (10) percent of the number of registered electors of the county at the time of the last preceding 
general election. No more than forty (40) percent of those registered electors signing petitions shall 
reside in any one (1) at-large county commission district. No more than thirty (30) percent of those 
registered electors signing petitions shall reside in any one (1) single-member county commission 
district. Such petition shall be filed with the clerk of the circuit court in his capacity as clerk of the board 
of county commissioners, together with an affidavit from the supervisor of elections certifying the 
number of signatures which has been verified as registered electors of Pinellas County at the time the 
signature was verified. Each such proposed amendment shall embrace but one (1) subject and matter 
directly connected therewith. Each charter amendment proposed by petition shall be placed on the 
ballot by resolution of the board of county commissioners for the general election occurring in excess 
of ninety (90) days from the certification by the supervisor of elections that the requisite number of 
signatures has been verified. However, the County Commissioners may call a special referendum 
election for said purpose. Notice of said referendum, together with the exact language of the proposed 
amendment as submitted on the petition, shall be published by the board of county commissioners 
once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, the 
first such publication being at least forty-five (45) days prior to the referendum. Passage of proposed 
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amendments shall require approval of a majority of electors voting in said election on such 
amendment.  

2) The sponsor of a petition amendment shall, prior to obtaining any signatures, submit the text of the 
proposed amendment to the supervisor of elections, with the form on which the signatures will be 
affixed, and shall obtain the approval of the supervisor of elections of such form. The style and 
requirements of such form shall be specified by ordinance. The beginning date of any petition drive 
shall commence upon the date of approval by the supervisor of elections of the form on which 
signatures will be affixed, and said drive shall terminate one hundred eighty (180) days after that date. 
In the event sufficient signatures are not acquired during that one hundred eighty (180) day period, the 
petition initiative shall be rendered null and void and none of the signatures may be carried over onto 
another identical or similar petition. The sponsor shall submit signed and dated forms to the supervisor 
of elections and upon submission pay all fees as required by general law. The supervisor of elections 
shall within forty-five (45) days verify the signatures thereon. Notwithstanding the time limits 
hereinabove signatures on a petition circulated prior to one general election shall not be valid beyond 
the date of that election.  

3) If approved by a majority of those electors voting on the amendment at the general election, the 
amendment shall become effective on the date specified in the amendment, or, if not so specified, on 
January 1 of the succeeding year.  

(Amd. of 11-03-98; Ord. No. 00-68, § 2, 9-12-00) 

Editor's noteð Ord. No. 00-68, amending subsection 1), was approved by referendum Nov. 7, 

2000.  

Sec. 6.03. - Charter review commission.  

(a) Not later than August 1 of the year 2015 and every eight (8) years thereafter, there shall be established 
a charter review commission composed of thirteen (13) members. The members of the commission 
shall be appointed by the board of county commissioners of Pinellas County from the following groups:  

(1) One (1) member from the Pinellas County Legislative Delegation residing in Pinellas County;  

(2) One (1) constitutional officer; 

(3) One (1) member from the elected city officials; 

(4) One (1) member from the elected board of county commissioners; 

(5) Nine (9) members from the public at large, none of whom shall be an elected official. 

Vacancies shall be filled within thirty (30) days in the same manner as the original appointments.  

(b) Each charter review commission shall meet prior to the end of the third week in August 2015, and 
every eight (8) years thereafter for the purposes of organization. The charter review commission shall 
elect a chairman and vice-chairman from among its membership. Further meetings of the commission 
shall be held upon the call of chairman or any three (3) members of the commission. All meetings shall 
be open to the public. A majority of the members of the charter review commission shall constitute a 
quorum. The commission may adopt other rules for its operations and proceedings as it deems 
desirable. The members of the commission shall receive no compensation but shall be reimbursed for 
necessary expenses pursuant to law.  

(c) Expenses of the charter review commission shall be verified by a majority vote of the commission and 
forwarded to the board of county commissioners for payment from the general fund of the county. The 
board of county commissioners shall provide space, secretarial and staff assistance. The board of 
county commissioners may accept funds, grants, gifts, and services for the charter review commission 
from the state, the government of the United States, or other sources, public or private.  
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(d) The charter review commission shall review, on behalf of the citizens of Pinellas County, the operation 
of county government in order to recommend amendments to this Charter, if any.  

(e) Each charter review commission established pursuant to this section shall complete its review and 
submit a report to the citizens of Pinellas County by July 31, 2016, and each eight (8) years thereafter 
in order to coincide with the presidential election cycle. Included within the report shall be any proposed 
amendments to the Charter, together with the wording of the question or questions which shall be 
voted on at referendum. Proposed amendments may, at the discretion of the charter review 
commission, be included in a single question or multiple questions. If proposed amendments are 
included in the report, the charter review commission may, at its discretion, remain constituted through 
the general election. The board of county commissioners shall call a referendum election to be held in 
conjunction with the 2016 general election and each eight (8) years thereafter, for the purpose of voting 
on the proposal or proposals submitted by the charter review commission. Notice of each such 
referendum, together with the exact language of the proposed amendment or amendments as 
submitted in the report of the charter review commission, shall be published by the board of county 
commissioners once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the county, the first such publication being at least forty-five (45) days prior to the referendum. If an 
amendment or revision to the charter is to be recommended, the charter review commission shall 
conduct at least two (2) public hearings on any amendment or revision, at intervals of not less than ten 
(10) days but not more than twenty-one (21) days, immediately prior to its transmittal of its 
recommendations to the board of county commissioners. Passage of proposed amendments shall 
require approval of a majority of electors voting in said election on such amendment.  

(Amd. of 11-3-98; Res. No. 10-105, 8-10-10) 

Editor's noteð Amendments to § 6.03 were approved at referendum in Nov. 1984. Res. No. 10-

105, amending subsections (a), (b), and (e) of § 6.03, was approved by referendum Nov. 2, 2010.  

Sec. 6.04. - [Placement on ballot.]  

Any other section of the Pinellas County Charter, chapter 80-590, Laws of Florida, notwithstanding, 
except for any proposed amendments affecting the status, duties, or responsibilities of the county officers 
referenced in §§ 2.06 and 4.03 of this Charter, charter amendments proposed under § 6.01 (proposed by 
Pinellas County Commission), § 6.02 (proposed by citizens' initiative), or § 6.03 (proposed by a Charter 
Review Commission) shall be placed directly on the ballot for approval or rejection by the voters and it shall 
not be a requirement that any such proposed amendments need to be referred to or approved by the 
Legislature prior to any such placement on the ballot. However, any charter amendment affecting any 
change in function, service, power, or regulatory authority of a county, municipality, or special district may 
be transferred to or performed by another county, municipality, or special district only after approval by vote 
of the electors of each transferor and approval by vote of the electors of each transferee. Such amendments 
proposed by the Board of County Commissioners must be approved by ordinance passed by a majority 
plus one member. The power to amend, revise, or repeal this Charter by citizens' initiative shall not include 
amendments relating to the county budget, debt obligations, capital improvement programs, salaries of 
county officers and employees, the levy or collection of taxes, or the rezoning of less than 5 percent of the 
total land area of the county.  

(Laws of Fla. ch. 99-451, § 1) 

Editor's noteð The additions authorized by Laws of Fla. ch. 99-451 were approved by 

referendum Nov. 2, 1999.  

Sec. 6.05. - Reconstitution of 2004 Charter review commission.  
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(a) The members of the charter review commission appointed to serve in 2003 shall be deemed members 
of a reconstituted 2004 charter review commission, which shall serve from November 8, 2004 through 
December 1, 2006. Vacancies shall be filled within thirty (30) days in the same manner as the original 
appointments.  

(b) On behalf of the citizens of Pinellas County, the reconstituted charter review commission shall continue 
to examine the Pinellas County Charter, the operations of the Pinellas County government and any 
limitations imposed upon those operations by the charter or any special acts of the Legislature. This 
examination will include review of the Pinellas Assembly process, further investigation by consultants 
as deemed necessary and discussions with municipal officials and members of the Pinellas County 
Legislative Delegation. After such examination, the reconstituted charter review commission will have 
the authority to make recommendations for amendments, including substantial revision of the Charter. 
Prior to submitting such recommendations, the reconstituted charter review commission shall hold 
three public hearings at intervals of not less than ten (10) nor more than twenty (20) days. At the final 
hearing, the reconstituted charter review commission shall incorporate any recommendations it deems 
desirable, vote upon a proposed form of revised charter, and forward said charter to the board of 
county commissioners.  

(c) The reconstituted charter review commission established pursuant to this section shall complete its 
review and submit a report to the board of county commissioners no later than June 30, 2006, unless 
such time is extended by the board of county commissioners. Included within the report shall be any 
proposed amendments to the Charter, which may include substantial revisions of the Charter, together 
with the wording of the question or questions, which shall be voted on at referendum. Proposed 
amendments may, at the discretion of the reconstituted charter review commission, be included in a 
single question or multiple questions. The board of county commissioners shall call a referendum 
election to be held in conjunction with the 2006 general election, for the purpose of voting on the 
proposal or proposals submitted by the charter review commission. Notice of each such referendum, 
together with the exact language of the proposed amendment or amendments as submitted in the 
report of the charter revision commission, shall be published by the board of county commissioners 
once a week for four (4) consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, the 
first such publication being at least forty-five (45) days prior to the referendum. Passage of proposed 
amendments shall require approval of a majority of electors voting in said election on such 
amendment.  

(d) Except as otherwise provided in this Section 6.05, the provisions of Section 6.03 of the Charter shall 
apply to the operation of the reconstituted 2004 charter review commission.  

(e) This section 6.05 shall be repealed effective January 1, 2007.  

(Res. No. 04-123, 7-27-04) 

Editor's noteð Res. No. 04-123, adding section 6.05, was approved by referendum Nov. 2, 

2004.  

ARTICLE VII. - SEVERABILITY  

 

[Sec. 7.01. - Provisions severable.]  

If any article, section, subsection, sentence, clause, or provision of this Charter is held invalid or 
unconstitutional, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not be construed to render invalid or 
unconstitutional the remaining provisions of this Charter.  

ARTICLE VIII. - TRANSITION PROVISIONS  

 



 

Final Report ς 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission 
 

Page 39 of 228 

Sec. 8.01. - Proceedings continued.  

All petitions, hearings and other proceedings pending before any office, officer, department or board 
on the effective date of this Charter shall be continued and completed under Charter government.  

Sec. 8.02. - Outstanding bonds.  

All bonds, revenue certificates, and other financial obligations of the county outstanding on the 
effective date of this Charter shall continue to be obligations of the county.  

CHARTER COMPARATIVE TABLE  

This table shows the location of the sections of the basic Charter and any amendments thereto.  

Referendum 

Date 

Section 

this Charter 
 

10- 7-80 1.01τ8.02   

11- 3-98 6.02   

11- 3-98 6.03   

11- 2-99 3.01   

 6.04   

  

Laws of 

Fla. 

Chapter 

Section 
Section 

this Charter 

80-590 1 1.01τ8.02  

88-458 1 2.04  

99-472 1 3.01  

99-451 1 6.04  
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Resolution/ 

Ordinance 

Adoption 

Date 

Section 

this Charter 

88-496 12- 7-88(Res.) 2.04  

00-66  8-22-00(Ord.) 2.04  

  2.07  

00-68  9-12-00(Ord.) 6.02  

00-69  9-12-00(Ord.) 4.01  

04-123  7-27-04(Res.) 3.03  

  4.01  

  6.05  

06-114  7-11-06(Res) 2.04  

  5.02  

08-45  8-26-08(Ord.) 2.08  

10-105  8-10-10(Res.) 6.03(a), (b), (e)  
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APPENDIX C 

2015-2016 CRC Operating Rules 

A. Speaker Sign-In: A public sign-in sheet and appearance cards shall be provided for 
each meeting of the CRC. 

B. Public Comment Requirements: 

1. An opportunity for public comments shall be held at the beginning of each 
meeting for comments on issues that may come before the CRC, or comments 
on a topic that is included on the CRCôs agenda for that meeting. 

2. There shall be a three-minute time limit for each speaker, unless the Chairman 
determines that a shorter time limitation is warranted based on the number of 
speaker cards submitted. 

3. If an action that would impact an amendment to the Charter is to be taken on 
an item not listed on that meetingôs agenda, a vote on the action would be 
tabled to a subsequent meeting. 

C. CRC Vote Requirements: 

1. A majority vote shall be required to move an issue forward at the time an issue 
is discussed. 

2. An issue that is initially voted down at a CRC meeting will be reconsidered 
following Robertôs Rules on reconsideration. 

3. A majority plus one vote of the full membership shall be required for final 
approval for placement on the ballot. 

D. Recorded Votes. The votes of each CRC member shall be recorded by the Clerk. 

E. Expenses: Approval of the expenses of the Facilitator and General Counsel are 
delegated to the CRC Chairman. 

F. Virtual Attendance at Meetings: 

1. A quorum of members physically present must first be established. 

2. Members will be able to attend virtually/electronically under extraordinary 
circumstances. Extraordinary circumstances include: 

¶ Illness 

¶ Business related absence 

¶ Absence of State Legislator when Legislature is in session 

3. The existence of (other) extraordinary circumstances will be determined by the 
Commission by vote at the beginning of the meeting. 

4. A member deemed to have an extraordinary circumstance will be permitted to 
attend virtually and have all rights and privileges, including voting. 

5. The extraordinary circumstance justification will not be used merely for 
convenience. 
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APPENDIX D 

Process for Moving a Topic Further 
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APPENDIX E 

Table of Charter Topics Discussed 

 

 Pinellas County Charter Referendum Issues 

1 Term Limits 

1a -Term limits for county commissioners 

1b -Term limits for constitutional officers 

1c -The amendment for term limits should not allow grandfathering of commissioners or constitutional officers already reaching the 
proposed term limit. 

1d -Consider changing length of term of county commissioners to 6 years instead of the current 4 years. 

1e -Limits terms to two consecutive four year terms by prohibiting incumbent county commissioners who have held a seat on the 
board of Pinellas County Commissioners for the preceding eight years from appearing on the ballot for re-election to that board. 

Terms of office beginning before amendment approval are counted. Impacted elected officials who have already exceeded the 
limit will be allowed to finish their term. 

2 Dual Vote 

3 Shall County commissioners serve only as a county commissioner, meaning not to formally serve on or be appointed to any other 
board or advisory board, e.g. such as the PSTA, Tourism (TDC), County Charter Review Commission, etc.? 

4 Selection of CRC Members 

4a -Composition of CRC 

4b -Who selects CRC members 

4c -Representation- geographic coverage of CRC members 

5 Shall citizens be able to speak at and before the elected county commissioner at regular agenda public meetings, under agenda item: 
Hearing of the Public to go to 5 min to be heard instead of the present allotted 3-minutes? 

6 Shall the part-time County commissionersΩ FY base pay be revised to be set at $52,295? 

7 Shall each county commissioner, when they receive a communication from a constituent, be it from a phone call, email or letter, be 
required to acknowledge receiving it within five (5) days from a constituent's communication? 
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 Pinellas County Charter Referendum Issues 

8 Representation 

8a Greater representation from unincorporated areas of Pinellas County 

8b Section 3.01- Board of County Commission number of 7- Is this still an appropriate number to ensure proper representation of all 
citizens? 

8c Require BCC to meet monthly (or every other month) to discuss unincorporated issues, budgets, planning, and how the 
unincorporated areas are being covered (projects) based on Penny Revenues, special funds (Gulf Oil Spill, etc.), county grants, QTI 
programs, and tourism.  BCC meetings should be grouped based on scope:  countywide ordinances / issues, and issues that are cover 
governance of / within an unincorporated area. 

8d Require appointments to other boards (MPO, PSTA, Tourist 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ tŀǊƪǎ ϧ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ Χύ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ 
unincorporated area (ideally ς representation from the two largest unincorporated areas). 

8e Establish an unincorporated citizen committee (representing major unincorporated communities) that meets with the County 
Administrator (or designated staff representative) at least quarterly to review and prioritize unincorporated issues (penny projects, 
funding, roads, traffic, etc.). 

8f Redistricting- propose a board of citizens, possibly 5, redraw the 4 single member commission districts instead of the board of 
commissioners themselves. This would take the power away from the elected officials and allow communities of mutual interests to 
be represented. This could also affect the unincorporated areas and their representation. As to the composition of the 5 citizens, that 
could be decided using the examples of other counties. 

9 Section 2.02 (e) Protection of human rights- Change "Sex" to say "gender and sexual orientation." 

Also consider handicapped and pregnancy. 

10 Section 2.04 (k) Development and implementation of civil preparedness programs. Change "civil preparedness" to "emergency 
preparedness." 

11 Renumbered to 8b 

12 Consolidation of public services 

12a Consolidation of fire districts 

12b Consolidation of various public services like fire services and policing/sheriff, etc. 
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 Pinellas County Charter Referendum Issues 

12c City vs County Services: This amendment is intended to provide citizens of the 24 municipalities in Pinellas County information that 
will allow them to decide on an annual basis whether or not they want to continue the city structure of government in the area in 
which they live. 

 

At the end of each county fiscal year, County staff will prepare budget information for police and fire protection by comparing the 
expense of each city against those same services if they were provided by the County, and make it prominently available on the 
county and respective city's website. 

 

Should at least 10% of the registered voters living within the city or town sign a petition asking for a citywide vote on continuation or 
dissolution of the city, the County supervisor of elections shall arrange for a vote as part of the next election cycle. If 60% of the 
registered voters (either total registered, or voting in the election) vote ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
next 12 months, procedures will be established and completed to efficiently transfer city services to the appropriate county agencies, 
and provision will be made for city files to be archived and stored. 

13 Add a recall provision for county commissioners and constitutional officers. 

14 Partisan/Non-partisan Elections 

14a Change the election of constitutional officers to non-partisan elections. 

14b Change election of all municipal offices (city councils and city commissioners and Mayors) to partisan on a county wide basis. 

15 Campaigning should be restricted to not starting until 60 days before an election (i.e. TV ads, signs, robo-calls, etc.) 

16 Sec. 2.04. - Special powers of the county 

Remove paragraph (t) which currently shows as "Reserved" and renumber remaining. (Original paragraph was found to be 
unconstitutional and removed.) 

17 Sec. 2.07. - Annexation 

Remove Sec. 2.07. which currently shows as "Reserved" and renumber remaining. 

18 Sec. 3.01. - Board of county commission 

Remove language no longer relevant (increasing # of commissioners and initial redistricting). 

19 Sec. 5.02. - Special Laws 

Remove reference to Ozona, Crystal Beach, and Pinellas Sports Authority. 

20 PSTA: Can the county create an amendment to have responsibility over PSTA? 
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 Pinellas County Charter Referendum Issues 

21 BCC appointments to Boards, Councils and Committees / Special Districts should be made by the County Commission as a whole ς no 
individual county commissioner appointments. Due to the importance and authority being given to the various committees and 
boards, the appointments will be made by vote from a list of submitted applications - the candidate with the most votes will be 
appointed. Additional appointments will be made in similar manner. 

Authority for individual commissioners to make appointments to committees and boards should be eliminated. 

22 The BCC has commented on several occasions that they would like more public participation / comments. If you want to make a 
comment about a proposed agenda item or upcoming vote and have that comment heard or discussed during the board meeting, you 
have to attend in person - most people have to work during the regular BCC meetings. 

I would propose that the charter be updated to require the BCC to provide a means to allow Residents (electorate) to present 
"Comment Cards" via an electronic method addressing specific agenda items.  The Clerk of the Court, BCC Chair, or Pinellas County 
staff member would be required to read the comments and indicate if the individual submitting the comment supports, opposes, or is 
undecided. 

23 Clarify the charter regarding County Administrator appointments. 

What members does this article refer to? BCC members or applicants to any appointed board, commission, or agency. 

If it is deemed that the County administrator is not authorized to make appointments to boards and committees ς what is the qualifier 
that determines if the BCC makes the appointment or the County Administrator? 

Under Section 4.01.- County Administrator. 

Subsection c) The county administrator shall have the following duties: 

(1)  To administer and carry out the directives and policies issued to him by the board of county commissioners, acting as an official 
body, except that he shall not be directed or given authority to make appointments of members to any county boards, commissions or 
agencies. 

24 Under Section 2.02. - Security of rights of citizens. 

The charter should be amended to establish a formal grievance procedure for any citizen or group that wants to challenge the actions 
or ordinances established by the BCC that maybe unlawful. Grievances that are not resolved and determined by a judge to have merit 
can be litigated such that the county would be required to pay for ALL legal fees in such a manner that neither side has an advantage. 
Why should a citizen be required to pay legal fees to challenge sunshine law violations, voter rights violations (term limits not 
codified), etc.? 

25 Non-conforming properties: If the code is changed after a building was built, and the building is destroyed, the building should be 
grandfathered under the old code. 
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 Pinellas County Charter Referendum Issues 

26 Move of county seat 

27 Section 4.02: Modify language to allow Constitutional Officers rights to be involved in selection and review process of County 
Attorney. 

28 Procurement process: Add provisions to allow public comment (public at large, bid applicants, and bid respondents) on large (dollar) 
procurement 

29 Reclaimed water variance 

30 Sec. 6.02 Charter Initiative: Amendments to the Charter may be proposed by a petition signed by registered electors equal to at least 
five (5) percent. 

31 Fiscal Impact: Should a fiscal impact study be included as part of each referendum item? 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Memo: Recall Provision 

Memo ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ άtǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ [ŜƎŀƭ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ wŜŎŀƭƭ tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ wŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ hŦŦƛŎŜǊǎέ from Legal Counsel to Charter Review Commission follows on the 

next several pages. 
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M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 
 

TO:  2016 Pinellas County Charter Review Commission 

FROM:  Wade C. Vose, Esq., General Counsel 

DATE:  January 4, 2016 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Legal Analysis of Proposed Recall Provision Relating to County 

Commissioners and Constitutional Officers 
 

Pursuant to the Commissionôs request,  I have prepared a preliminary  analysis of legal issues 

relating  to  amending the  Pinellas  County Charter to provide for the recall  of county 

commissioners and constitutional officers. 

 

Recall of County Commissioners 
 

As noted in the chart titled ñComparison of Counties on Recall Voteò prepared by Meiller & 

Associates, 18 of Floridaôs 20 charter counties specifically provide for the recall of county 

commissioners  in  their county charters.   Notwithstanding its prevalence among county charters 

and its absence from Pinellasô charter,  it is important to note that the members  of the Pinellas 

County Commission are presently subject to recall pursuant to Florida law. 

 

Section  100.361(1), Fla. Stat. provides in its first sentence that ñ[a]ny member of the governing 

body of a municipality or charter county, hereinafter referred to in this section as ñmunicipality,ò 

may be removed from office by the electors of the municipality.ò The statute goes on to specify 

procedures for conducting a recall petition and election, together with related provisions. 

Subsections  11 and  12 of the  statute go  on  to clarify the applicability of  the statute to the 

governing bodies of all charter counties: 

 

(11) INTENT. ï It is the intent of the Legislature that the recall procedures 

provided in this act shall be uniform statewide.  Therefore, all municipal charter 

and special law provisions which are contrary to the provisions of this act are 

hereby repealed to the extent of this conflict. 

 

(12) PROVISIONS APPLICABLE. ï The provisions of this act shall apply to 

cities and charter counties whether or not they have adopted recall provisions. 
 

Subsection  12 of the statute  was amended by the  Legislature in  1990 (Ch. 90-315, Laws of 

Florida), after the Florida Supreme Court found that the prior wording of the subsection rendered 

only  those cities  and charter counties that had specifically adopted a recall  provision subject to  

the statute.  See In re Recall of Koretsky, 557 So.2d 24 (Fla. 1990). 

 

Accordingly, the addition of a recall provision to the Pinellas County Charter would not have an 

immediate  effect  on whether the members of the  Pinellas County Commission are  subject to 

recall.  However, in the event that the Legislature subsequently reverses course and once again 

makes the recall statute applicable only to those cities and charter counties that opt in, the  
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addition of a recall provision to the  Pinellas  County Charter would have the effect of subjecting 

the members of the Pinellas County Commission to recall in the wake of such a change. 
  

Recall of Constitutional Officers 
 

In  contrast to the 18 charter  counties that provide for the  recall of their county  commissioners, 

only  seven  county charters address the  recall of  county constitutional  officers.  These counties  

fall  into  two general  categories.   Four counties   (Brevard, Duval, Miami-Dade, and Orange)  

subject their elected charter officers to recall. That is, these county charters provide for the 

availability of recall as to those offices that have been abolished as constitutional offices and the 

duties  transferred to offices  created under the county  charter, pursuant to  Article VIII,   Section 

1(d)  of the  Florida Constitution.  The  other  three  counties  (Columbia, Polk,  and  Sarasota)  

directly subject their  five  county  constitutional  officers to  recall without converting them  to 

charter officers. 

 

Section 100.361, Fla. Stat. does not address the recall of county constitutional officers, but rather 

subjects only ñmember[s] of the governing body of a municipality or charter  countyò to  removal 

by the electors.  Section 100.361(1), Fla. Stat. However,  the Attorney General has found that the 

fact that an officer is omitted from this statute does not preclude the officer from being subject to 

recall via charter provision.  See Op. Attôy Gen. Fla. 82-82 (1982).  No  other  provision of the 

Florida Statutes or the Florida Constitution subjects county constitutional officers to recall. 

 

Accordingly, the first question presented is whether a county charter can subject county 

constitutional officers to recall, and under what conditions or prerequisites (e.g., conversion to 

charter officers).
1   

The second question is whether the  Pinellas County constitutional officers can 

be subjected to recall via an amendment to the Pinellas County Charter proposed by the Pinellas 

County  Charter  Review Commission, in light of the unique protections provided to the 

constitutional officers in Sections 2.06, 4.03, and 6.04 of the Pinellas County Charter. 

 

Telli v. Broward County - County Charterôs ñbroad authorityé regarding county officersò 
 

As  to  the first question,  while there is no direct case law on point,  recent  appellate  authority 

would suggest that a county  charter can subject its countyôs  constitutional officers to recall, and 

that it is unnecessary to convert them to charter officers to do so. 

 

In Telli  v. Broward  County,  94 So.3d 504 (Fla. 2012),  the  Florida Supreme Court receded from 

its opinion rendered ten years earlier in Cook v. City of Jacksonville, 823 So.2d 86  (Fla. 2002), 

which  had held that  county  charters  could  not impose term limits on  county  officers.  In so 

ruling, the Court in Telli discussed  with  approval  substantial  portions  of  Justice  Ansteadôs  dissent 

_______________________ 

1 The fact that seven other charter counties have provisions in their charters purporting to subject 

their  constitutional or charter officers to recall is not necessarily  strong evidence that such 

provisions are legal.   At best,  it may indicate that others have believed that such provisions are 

legal. Just as likely,  it may simply be  that sufficient cause to expend the funds and  effort to 

challenge such a provision has not arisen. 
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in  Cook,  and even went so far as to state,  ñwe now agree with  Justice Ansteadôs dissenting  

opinion,  and recede from Cooké.ò Telli, 94 So.3d at 512. As stated in  Justice Ansteadôs dissent, 

a substantial portion of which was quoted in Telli: 

 

The  autonomy of local governments is at the heart of these two sections of the 

Florida Constitution  (referring to Art. VIII, Secs. 1(d)  and 1(g), Fla. Const.), and 

the two sections vest broad authority in charter counties regarding charter 

governments and county officers. This broad language was obviously intended to 

allow  charter  counties  wide latitude in  enacting regulations  governing the 

selection and duties of county officers. For example, article VIII, section 1(d), 

specifies that county officers may be elected or chosen in some other manner, and 

that any county office may even be abolished.  By these provisions, it is apparent 

that  the  framers intended for  charter counties to be  self-governing in both 

providing for county officers and in providing for the manner in which county 

officials will be selected. Additionally, article VIII, section (1)(g), specifies that 

charter  counties  exercise their  powers in a way that is ñnot inconsistent  with 

general law.ò The term limit provisions in the charters in these cases are not 

inconsistent with any provision of general law relating to elected county officers. 

Given  this grant of broad  authority and  consistency  with general law, I can find 

no legal justification for concluding that charter counties should not be allowed to 

ask their citizens to vote on eligibility requirements of local elected officials, 

including term limits, since they could abolish the offices completely or decide to 

select the officers in any manner of their choosing. 

 

Cook, 823 So.2d at 96 (Anstead, J. dissenting). 

 

Justice Anstead went on to refer to ñcharter countiesé exercising their authority over county 

officers by imposing term limits.ò Id. 

 

While neither Telli nor Justice Ansteadôs  dissent in Cook explicitly refer to  subjecting 

constitutional officers to recall, these authorities appear to suggest that subjecting county officers 

to  recall via  county charter would survive  constitutional scrutiny, either as an exercise of the 

county  charterôs power over  the manner of selecting  county officers, or a more general exercise 

of a county charterôs ñbroad authorityé regarding county officersò. 

 

As to the relevance of the distinction between  constitutional and charter officers  in this context, 

the Telli Court, in receding from Cook, affirmatively stated that it should have affirmed Pinellas 

County  v. Eight is Enough in Pinellas,  775 So.2d 317 (Fla. 2d DCA 2000). 94 So.3d at 512. 

Further,  Justice  Ansteadôs dissent said that he would have affirmed the case. Cook, 823 So.2d at 

96  (Anstead, J.  dissenting).  Eight is Enough in Pinellas  is discussed in further detail infra, but  

for present purposes it is noteworthy that the case found  constitutional  the  imposition of term 

limits  on county constitutional officers that had not been converted to charter officers.  This 

suggests that the ñbroad authorityé regarding county officersò of county charters described by 

Justice  Anstead  and adopted by the Florida  Supreme Court in Telli encompasses both 

constitutional county officers and charter officers. 
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Applicability of Charter Protections for Pinellas County Constitutional Officers 

 

As to the second question (whether the protections for the constitutional officers in the Pinellas 

Charter change the above result),  the matter is  substantially less clear.  Three  separate sections of 

the Pinellas County  Charter provide  unique protections for the Pinellas County constitutional 

officers. Section 2.06 of the Pinellas County Charter states in pertinent part: 

 

The county shall not have the power, under any circumstances, to abolish any 

municipality  or in any manner to change  the status, duties, or responsibilities of 

the county officers specified in section 1(d), art. VIII of the state constitution. 

 

Section 4.03 of the Pinellas County Charter states: 

 

This document [Charter] shall in no manner change the status, duties, or 

responsibilities of the [following] county officers of Pinellas County: The clerk of 

the circuit court, property appraiser, tax collector, sheriff, and supervisor of 

elections. 

 

Finally, Section 6.04 of the Pinellas County Charter states in pertinent part: 

 

Any  other  section of the  Pinellas County Charter,  chapter 80-590,  Laws of 

Florida,  notwithstanding,  except for any  proposed  amendments affecting the 

status, duties, or responsibilities of the county officers referenced in §§ 2.06 and 

4.03 of this Charter, charter amendments proposed under § 6.01 (proposed by 

Pinellas County Commission), § 6.02 (proposed by citizens' initiative), or § 6.03 

(proposed by a Charter Review Commission) shall be placed directly on the ballot 

for approval or rejection by the voters and it shall not be a requirement that any 

such proposed amendments need to be referred to or approved by the Legislature 

prior to any such placement on the ballot. 

 

Taken together,  these three  provisions prohibit  both Pinellas County  and the Pinellas County  

Charter  from ñchang[ing] the  status,  duties,  or responsibilitiesò of the  Pinellas  County 

constitutional  officers, and  imply  that any  amendment  to the Pinellas  Charter ñaffect[ing] the 

status,  duties, or  responsibilitiesò of the  constitutional  officers may only be placed on the ballot 

after referral to and approval by the Florida Legislature. 

 

Accordingly, the relevant question is whether subjecting the constitutional officers to recall via 

amendment  to  the Pinellas  County  Charter ñchange[s]  the status, duties, or responsibilitiesò of 

those officers. 

 

Eight  is  Enough  in  Pinellas,  supra,  appears  to  be  the only  appellate case that has directly 

analyzed  the application of the phrase  ñchange the status, duties,  or responsibilitiesò  with respect 

to the Pinellas County constitutional officers. 
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As noted above,  Eight is  Enough in Pinellas was subsequently quashed by the Florida Supreme 

Court in Cook.  Ten years later,  in Telli,  the Florida  Supreme  Court receded from  Cook, stating 

that ñ[t]he opinions of the  First and  Second  (Eight is Enough in Pinellas)  districts  should have 

been affirmed.ò   At least one  trial  court has found this  statement  to mean  that  the  referenced 

cases are once again good law.  See  City of Jacksonville  v.  Fuller,  Circuit Court  Case  No. 10-

2012-CA-8211 (Final judgment entered August 10, 2012). In any event, it is likely that trial and 

appellate courts  having jurisdiction over  Pinellas  County  will look to Eight is Enough in Pinellas 

in analyzing the phrase in question. 

 

In Eight is Enough in Pinellas, the Second DCA provided the following analysis regarding an 

amendment to the Pinellas County Charter imposing term limits on the constitutional officers: 

 

The County contends that the charter itself precludes the amendments at issue. 

Sections  2.06  and  4.03  of  the  charter  state that  neither the county nor  the  charter 

may change the ñstatus,  duties or responsibilities  of the  county officers specified 

in section 1(d), art. VIII  of the state constitution.ò Thus, the charter does prohibit 

certain amendments. Term limits, however, do not affect the status, duties or 

responsibilities of a county  officer,  only the  total  length of  time in which the  

officer could maintain status or perform duties and responsibilities. 

 

775 So.2d at 319-20. 

 

The  use of the phrase  ñthe total length of time in which the officer could maintain statusò  appears 

to  indicate  that the  court  in  Eight  is  Enough  in  Pinellas  conceived of the term ñstatusò as 

referring  to an  individual  officerôs status as an office holder.   Use of the phrase also seems to 

indicate that in the courtôs analysis, affecting the length of time a county officer can maintain his 

status as an office holder does not impermissibly ñaffect the statusé of a county officerò. 

Extrapolating  from  this  reasoning,   this case  could be  read to  support the  proposition that 

subjecting the  Pinellas  County constitutional officers to  recall only affects the length of time a 

county  officer  can maintain  his status  as an office holder  (contingent upon a successful recall 

effort), and thus by distinction does not impermissibly ñaffect the statusé of a county officerò. 

 

However,  caution must be  exercised in  attempting to  stretch  the  small bit of reasoning provided 

by the  Second  DCA in  Eight is Enough  in  Pinellas.  In its briefs before the  Florida  Supreme 

Court, the Pinellas County Attorneyôs Office argued that ñstatusò did not refer to any individual 

personôs  status as  an  office holder,  but  rather referred to  ñthe  status of  Charter  versus  non-

Charter  Officersò  or  ñhis or her status as a  sovereign and  autonomous  Constitutional  Officer.ò 

The  County  further  cited to an  Attorney  Generalôs  Opinion  that  used the term ñstatusò in this 

way, commenting on a contemplated Hillsborough County charter proposal wherein ñthe 

constitutional  officers denominated in s.  1(d), Art. VIII,  are not included as charter officers but 

retain their present status as constitutional officersé.ò Op. Attôy Gen. Fla. 81-7 (1981). 

 

Under  this reading,  any invasion  into  the  independence  and  autonomy of the  constitutional 

officers  could  be  seen  as  ñchang[ing]"  or  ñaffectingò  the  status  of Pinellas  Countyôs 

constitutional officers.  While apparently not adopted by the  Second  DCA  in Eight is  Enough  in  
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Pinellas,  the Countyôs   prior  arguments  in  this  regard  are  by  no means  insubstantial.  As  

proposals relating to the Pinellas  County  constitutional officers range further  afield from the four 

corners of Eight is Enough in Pinellas, there is a potential that a trial or  appellate court will limit 

Eight is Enough in Pinellas to its facts and adopt a broader definition of ñstatusò. 
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APPENDIX G 
 

Memo: Consolidation of Services Study 

Memo ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ άhǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ aŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ /ƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ hǊŀƴƎŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅκ/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǊƭŀƴŘƻ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ {ǘǳŘȅέ from Legal Counsel to Charter Review Commission follows on the next several pages. 
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M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 

 

TO:  2016 Pinellas County Charter Review Commission 

FROM:  Wade C. Vose, Esq., General Counsel 

DATE:  January 18, 2016 

SUBJECT: Overview of Materials Concerning Orange County/City of Orlando 

Consolidation of Services Study Commission 
 

Pursuant to the Commissionôs request, I have assembled selected materials relating to the Orange 

County/City  of Orlando  Consolidation of Services Study Commission  (ñCSSCò).  In particular, 

the  materials  referenced  herein  relate  to  the  origins  of the  CSSC,  the scope  and  results  of its 

work, and subsequent concerns raised relating to the CSSCôs effectiveness. 
 

Orange County/City of Orlando Consolidation of Services Study Commission 
 

The 2004 Orange County Charter Review Commission placed a charter amendment on the 

November  2004  general  election ballot  to create an  Orange  County/City of Orlando 

Consolidation of Services Study Commission. Voters approved the amendment, with a vote of 

63.1% in favor, 36.9% opposed. That amendment became Section 901 of the Orange County 

Charter. A copy of the charter language, ballot summary, and statement of intent from the 2004 

Orange County Charter Review Commission Final Report is attached as Exhibit ñAò. 

 

The charter amendment provided in pertinent part that: 
 

The  Orange County/City  of Orlando Consolidation of Services Study  

Commission shall be empowered to conduct a comprehensive study of the 

consolidation of City/County government services and shall be  specifically 

charged with providing a report to the City and County with specific findings and 

recommendations regarding efficiencies in service delivery, economies of scale, 

opportunities for enhanced intergovernmental cooperation between the two local 

governments, and other related issues. 
 

Pursuant  to the charter  amendment and its implementing ordinance  (a copy of which is attached 

as Exhibit ñBò),  the CSSC   was composed of 11 members: 5 members appointed by  Orange 

County, 4 members appointed by the City of Orlando, and 2 members that may be appointed by a 

majority vote of the Orange County Legislative Delegation.  The  CSSC was to be appointed no 

later than February 1, 2005, and was to adjourn sine die no later than May 2, 2006 (18 months 

following  the  November  2004  general election).  The expenses of  the CSSC  were  paid by  

Orange County. 
 

Throughout the course of its work, the CSSC formed six committees to study areas the CSSC 

believed were possible areas of consolidation between the two governments: 
 

¶ Fire and Emergency Services 
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¶ Parks and Recreation 

¶ Transportation 

¶ Water Utilities 

¶ Purchasing 

¶ Planning 
 

The results of the CSSCôs 25 meetings and 56 committee meetings were summarized into a 

comprehensive 239 page Final Report, providing detailed findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations as to each of these study areas.  For the sake of brevity, the CSSC Final Report 

will be provided under separate cover. A website was also created for the CSSC, containing  in- 

depth information concerning its deliberations and findings, still available as of the date of this 

memorandum at http://apps.ocfl.net/cssc. 
 

The final report of the  CSSC  was transmitted to the  Orange County Board of County 

Commissioners  and  the  Orlando  City  Council,  and thereafter the trail starts to run cold.  The  

2008  Orange  County Charter Review Commission considered whether to propose an amendment 

to the Orange County Charter that would require either implementation of some of the 

recommendations or the creation of a new standing commission to review the feasibility for the 

consolidation of services. After receiving information concerning any progress that had been 

undertaken  by the  two  governments,  the  2008  Orange  County  CRC opted to not propose a 

charter amendment, but rather recommended that the 2012 Orange County CRC review whether 

progress had been made.  (See  excerpt  from 2008 Orange County Charter Review Commission 

Final Report, attached as Exhibit ñCò.) 
 

The  2012 Orange  County  CRC formed  a  Consolidation  of  Services  Committee,  which met  with 

the former  chairman and  vice  chairman  of  the  CSSC to  inquire  into  the  effectiveness  of  its  

recommendations.  The  report  of  the  committee  from  that meeting is attached as  Exhibit ñDò.  

The report indicates that the former chairman  of the  CSSC  believed  the  CSSC  process  lacked  

sufficient follow-up to assess whether the CSSCôs recommendations had been implemented and  

whether  those recommendations  yielded the  anticipated results. 
 

http://apps.ocfl.net/cssc
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A. All members of the Commission shall be electors of Orange County. The 

Commission shall include a broad base of representation from throughout the community.   The  

Orange County/City of Orlando Consolidation of Services Study  Commission  shall be a citizen­ 

based group, having representation from organizations not otherwise directly affiliated with local 

governments,  and  may  include  representation  of  organizations  such  as  the  Chamber  of 

Commerce, League of Women Voters, County Watch, Orange  County Homeowners  Association, 

and like organizations. 

B. No elected official shall be a member of the Commission. 

 

C. Commission members serve on a voluntary basis and shall not receive any 

compensation  except for  reimbursement of  direct  out-of-pocket  expenses,  if  any,  as  allowed 

under Florida law and  County rules  and regulations. 

Section 2. Term of membership. Each  Commission  member  shall  be appointed to 

serve until the Commission  is adjourned  as provided  in Section  901. 

Section 3. Duties. The Commission is empowered to: 

 

A. Conduct  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  consolidation  of   City/County 

government services. 

B. Provide  a report  to  the  City and  County  with  specific  findings  and 

recommendations  regarding: 

(i) efficiencies in service  delivery 
 

(ii)  economies of scale 
 

(iii)  opportunities  for enhanced  intergovernmental cooperation 
 

(iv) other related issues. 
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Section 4. Administrative matters. 

A. Officers.   The  Commission  may create  and  elect appropriate  officers  as it 

deems  necessary  and  proper. The  Commission  may  create  such  committees  as   necessary  to 

conduct the business  of the  Commission. 

B. Meetings. The  Commission  shall  meet as  necessary to  carry  out  the  

business of the Commission.  The  Commission shall  hold  no  fewer  than  four  public  hearings 

prior to presenting its report to the City and County, which report shall be presented no later than 

September 1, 2006.  The first meeting  of the Commission  shall be April  6, 2005,  in the chambers 

of the Orange  County Board of  County  Commissioners,  located  at  the  Administration  Center, 

201  S. Rosalind  Avenue,  Orlando, Florida. 

C. Vacancy. Any resignation or vacancy occurring during the term of 

membership  shall be  filled by the  appropriate  authority  pursuant to section 1 above for  the 

remainder  of the membership term. 

D. Administrative Staff.  Orange  County shall  pay the reasonable  expenses of 

the Commission which shall include,  but not be limited to,  accommodations  for public  meetings  

and hearings, staff assistance, and supplies. The City of Orlando has the option to provide staff 

assistance to the Commission and assist with such expenses. 

E. County Review. Within 180 days of the date the report is presented to the 

County, the Board of County Commissioners shall evaluate the impacts of the Commission 

Recommendations to County operations, hold appropriate public hearings to obtain citizen input 

and initiate discussions with the City of Orlando regarding implementation of the Commission 

Recommendations. 
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Section 5.  · Compliance  with  law.      All  actions  of  the  Commission   shall  be  in 

accordance with applicable law,  including,  but not limited to, the Florida Public Records Law 

(Chapter 119, Florida Statutes) and Florida Government-in-the-Sunshine Law (Section 286.011, 

Florida  Statutes). 

Section 6. Conflict. This ordinance shall prevail over any municipal ordinance to the 

extent of any conflict. 

Section 7.      Severability.  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof   

to any person, governmental body, or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect 

other provisions or applications of this ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid 

provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this ordinance are declared severable. 

Section 8. Effective  date.  This ordinance  shall take effect pursuant  to general  law. 
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Exhibit "C"  

Final Action: The Commission voted to place this measure on the ballot at the 
Commission meeting held on July 28, 2008, by a unanimous 14-0 vote. 

 
15. Enhancing the County's Green Consciousness 

 
Proposal Summary: The 2008 CRC considered whether to propose an 

amendment to create a section in the Charter that would require the county to  
undertake more environmentally friendly measures (also referred to as "Going Green"). 
CRC Commissioners Roger Chapin and Trevor Hall researched the issues and held a 
subcommittee meeting to hear testimony from Lori Cunnif, Manager of the Orange 
County Environmental Protection Division. It was the finding of the subcommittee that 
Orange County is a leader in a number of eco-friendly measures and is already 
undertaking projects to offer incentives for fuel and energy efficiencies. The 
subcommittee recommended that the County continues its current practices and that  
the Charter should not be amended to include any "green" requirements. 

 
Final Action: The Commission voted to make no changes to this section of the 

charter at the Commission meeting held on April 28, 2008. 

 
16. Consolidation of Services 

 
Proposal Summary: In 2004, the Charter Review Commission placed a  

measure on the ballot creating a Consolidation of Services Study Commission to 
evaluate and assess issues related to the consolidation of City of Orlando and Orange 
County services. The recommendations of that commission were issued in 2006. The 
2008 CRC considered whether to propose an amendment to the Charter that would 
require either the implementation of some of those recommendations or the creation of  
a new standing commission to review the feasibility for the  consolidation  of services, 
and primarily fire services, between Orange County and any municipalities within its 
jurisdiction. CRC Chairman Richard Morrison was assigned the task to research the 
issues related to this matter. A subcommittee was held with significant input from city 
and county officials in which a review of the Consolidation Study Commission's 
recommendations were considered along with any progress undertaken by the City of 
Orlando and Orange County since those recommendations were made. After further 
consideration, it was recommended that the County and the City continue to implement 
and undertake the recommendations made by the study commission and that perhaps 
the progress made by these entities be reviewed in 2012 when the next Charter Review 
Commission reconvenes. 
 

Final Action: The Commission voted to make no changes to this section of the 
charter at the Commission meeting held on June 23, 2008. 

 
17. Redistricting of County Districts Every Five Years 

 
Proposal Summary: Based upon the testimony of Orange  County 

Commissioner Linda Stewart, the 2008 CRC was  asked  to  consider  the feasibility of 
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Participants  
Pat DiVecchio, CRC Member 
Earl Denton, CRC Member 
Wade Vose, Vose Law Firm 
Dana Crosby, County Attorneyõs Office 
Scott Gabrielson, Mateer Harbert Attorneys at Law, Past Chair Consolidation of Services 
Study Commission (CSSC) 
Jimmy Goff, Past Vice Chair CSSC and Chair, Fire Subcommittee 
Carol Foglesong, Assistant Comptroller  
Linda Rock, Staff person to the CRC 
 

DiVecchio- History of 2004 CRC charter was briefly reviewed. An amen dment was placed on 
the ballot and approved by the voters in the November 2004, passed by overwhelming 
majority. The CSSC was formed and presented its report. Final report approved by City of 
Orlando and Orange County. 2008 CRC left open progress made by entities and the CRC 2008 
Final report should to be reviewed by next CRC in 2012. 
 

DiVecchio - I want a basic understanding of whether this is the end or are there some 
opportunities to go forward with this? What the intent of the CRC commission? CSSC did t he 
study.  Did you meet the intent and what has happened since then? 
 

Gabrielson - The intent was met, a committee was created with an 18 month existence. 
However, the requirements did not necessarily include follow up. CSSC had 56 meetings and 
went our separate ways in May 2, 2006 so no follow-up. A process should have been put in 
place for follow through. That should have been recommended - to follow up in 6 monthsõ 
time. The CSSC had a chance to hear from Jacksonville and Tampa, two consolidated FL 
governments. Essentially CSSC learned the two most important things that lead to 
consolidation is mass inefficiency and corruption. That drives consolidation. The enemy of 
consolidation is efficient response of government. From this perspective it was found Ora nge 
County and City of Orlando are both efficient governments. Within our committee there were 
11 people with a fairly good sampling of professionals. They had two philosophies: unless 
there is a reason to consolidate donõt consolidate OR, if you can prove your case, then 
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consolidate. The CSSC was open to consolidation but felt there was a need to prove the case. 
Some opportunities were found, however, they were small inefficiencies.  
 
Goff ð The fire-fighting departments were the big thing based on Orlando Sentinel reporting 
and editorials. CSSC considered consolidating Orange County and the City of Orlando fire 
departments, and took testimony from everyone and everybody, city fire department, and 
county fire department. An insurance person was broug ht in who stated the city had an 
insurance ISO rating of 2 and now 1 and Orange County has ISO rating 4, which is what drives 
homeowner insurance rates. Also, what is interesting is the City of Orlando is an urban fire 
department structured for city servic es.   Orange County is a rural area and services 
constructed for a rural area. What would you gain combing the two? You would dilute both 
with the mission each are charged with if they were  consolidated. 
 
Another interesting finding was that the City of Orlando fire benefit package was 
bigger/richer for city fire fighters. Orange County fire fighters wanted consolidation to get the 
better benefit package.  The city benefit package was a big nut. 
 
Both fire departments are very good and should not consolid ate.  Only problem  area found 
was Lake Nona area.  Committee members felt that should be looked into and Goff believes 
they did but does not know outcome. DiVecchio lives in that area and mentioned that in a 3 
mile radius there are 4 fire stations.  Goff assumes the CSSC looked into but not sure. 

 
On consolidation, CSSC has no authority on consolidation but they pressed forward. What 
could the CSSC do or not do? 
 
Gabrielson ð Other cities did not want to be involved.  Everyone was afraid of the big 
unknown and afraid of change so the only participants were Orange County and Orlando. 
Committee members were volunteers, not engineers, etc. but they tried to come up with plans 
and pass on to planning people. 

 
Denton ð Was there a grand plan? 
 
Gabrielson ð The only guide was what was recommended by 2004 CRC and what voters 
wanted. Our only grand plan was looking at consolidation, form the committee and meet with 
people for information. It was a mammoth task. In hindsight, there should have been a group 
to come back a year later to issue a formal report of any suggested recommendations and what 
happened with them. Some recommendations were adopted and are now in the Charter. If 
each area knew they had to issue report and answer to someone, they would have done 
something. 

 
For instance, should you consolidate the army and marines? You could come up with a lot  of 
reasons, but there is a core of both units that are important. Statistic ð CH2, an engineering 
firm, did a report which stated that when you consolidate you h ave immediate deficiencies 
and you donõt know how itõs going to work (risk).  There is a need for 7-8% cost savings for 
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success or donõt consolidate. The CSSC said òprove to me that it will ring out enough savings 
to justify.ó  The CSSC findings say that is true. 
 
DiVecchio ð The recommended report of a technical consolidation study of OUC water 
production for Orlando and Orange County was never done. What was used instead was the 
City of Orlando OUC consolidation report.  The technical consolidation study 
recommendation was never completed and DiVecchio feels what the OUC report substituted 
for it was not a good substitute.  Need to compare apples to apples, not applies to oranges. 
 
Gabrielson ð òIf I can control your water I can control you.ó It would be hard to get another 
entity to control water utilities. This was the most politically controversial recommendation. 
You must build up trust. But if it could be done,  we could be the model for how counties 
could be run.  Water recommendations ignored t otally.  
 
DiVecchio ð Thatõs all the questions I had. 

 
Foglesong ð Believes there was a decision made by 2004 CRC that they could not compel all of 
the municipalities to participate in the study. Some kind of agreement/compromise was made 
for Orlando and Or ange County to be the only participants. Other municipalities not 
interested.   Vose stated he will look back and see if there was any documentation on this. 
 
DiVecchio commented nothing in the original charter amendment or notes from 2008 CRC 
indicate whether or not there were any expectations that CSSC efforts should continue when 
the initial report was made.  
 
Gabrielson - If there had been follow -up and if there was interest by media it would have 
triggered more activity.  
 
DiVecchio ð  Now we have to fig ure out what to do from here, if anything. I donõt want to 
leave  this issue open.  DiVecchio will consult with Vose.  Wants the  2012 CRC to  close out 
this issue. 
 
DiVecchio - Committee did a very good job. A lot of work and great report.  

Goff - Very educational experience to do this consolidation study.  

What is future of water? This may be a future issue. Another future issue may be Parks. 

The 2008 CSSC Final Report is on the web. 
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APPENDIX H 

Research: Comparison of Counties on Recall Elections 

 RECALL ELECTIONS 

 Silent 2 Charter Counties (Including Pinellas) 

1 Pinellas 

2 Volusia 

 No Recall Provision- NONE 

 Yes- Have a Recall Provision 18 Charter Counties 

3 Alachua 
Section 2.2G Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

4 Brevard 
{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦн wŜŎŀƭƭΥ άThe County Commissioners shall be subject to recall as provided by general law. Any elected County officer named 
in Section 4.2 of this Charter may be recalled in the manner provided by general law for removal of a County Commissioner of a 
ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΦέ 
Section 4.2 Departments headed by elected officers: clerk of circuit court, sheriff, property appraiser, supervisor of elections, tax 
collector 

5 Broward 
Section 1.04(m) Power of Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀƴȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ 
ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΦέ 

6 Charlotte 
Section 2.2 F Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

7 Clay 
Section 2.2H- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

8 Columbia 
Section 6.2 Recall- ά¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳmissioners shall be subject to recall as provided by general law. Any elected constitutional county 
ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΦέ 

9 Duval 
Section 15.01 Recall by voters- ά!ƴȅ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ōƻŀǊŘ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΥΧέ ώbƻǘŜΥ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƭƭ ƻǳǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ǾƻǘŜΦϐ 
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 RECALL ELECTIONS 

10 Hillsborough 
Section 9.08 Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ōȅ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘΣ ƘŜƭŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ 
ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦέ 

11 Lee 
Section 2.2G Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

12 Leon 
Section 4.2 Recall- ά!ƭƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

13 Miami-Dade 
Section 8.02 Recall- ά!ƴy member of the Board of County Commissioners, the Mayor, or the Property Appraiser may be removed from 
office by the electors of the county, district, or municipality by which he was chose. The procedure on a recall petition shall be 
identical with that fƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƻǊȅ ƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŘŀǊȅ ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘΥ Χέ ώbƻǘŜΥ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƭƭ ƻǳǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦϐ 

14 Orange 
Section 604 Power of Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ŜƭŜŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀƴȅ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΦέ 

15 Osceola 
Section 2.2G Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

16 Palm Beach 
Section 5.2 Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ CƭƻǊƛŘŀ {ǘŀǘǳǘŜǎΦέ 

17 Polk 
Section 6.2 Recall- ά¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦ !ƴȅ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ 
may be recalled in the manner provided by general law for remoǾŀƭ ƻŦ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΦέ 

18 Sarasota 
Section 6.3 Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎ ǎŜǘ ŦƻǊǘƘ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
recall of other elected County officers, including, but not limited to, the Sheriff, Supervisor of Elections, Tax Collector, Property 
!ǇǇǊŀƛǎŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ /ƭŜǊƪ ƻŦ /ƻǳǊǘ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΦέ 

19 Seminole 
Section 2.2G Recall- ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 

20 Wakulla 
Section 6.2 Recall- άaŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 
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APPENDIX I 

Research: Comparison of Counties on Partisan/Non-Partisan Elections 

 PARTISAN/NON-PARTISAN ELECTIONS 

 Silent 8 Charter Counties (Including Pinellas) 

1 Alachua 
School board election is nonpartisan 

2 Brevard 

3 Charlotte 

4 Duval 

5 Osceola 

6 Pinellas 

7 Sarasota 

8 Seminole 
Section 3.2- {ŎƘƻƻƭ .ƻŀǊŘ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴΤ ά!ŦǘŜǊ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ мΣ мффрΣ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ōƻŀǊŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ {ŜƳƛƴƻƭŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

 Non-Partisan 6 Charter Counties 

9 Columbia 
Section 2.3 (Qualifications and Election)- pertains to county commissioners only) 
Section 5.2 (Non-partisan election of county officers)- specifies offices of County Commissioners, County Attorney, Superintendent of 
Schools, and County Constitutional Officers 

10 Leon 
Section 2.2 (Legislative Branch)- ά9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ all 7 members of the County Commission shall be non-partisan. 

11 Miami-Dade 
Section 3.03 (Nonpartisan Elections)- ά!ƭƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƴƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ 
ballot shall show the party designation of any caƴŘƛŘŀǘŜΦέ 
Section 5.04 (Assessment and Collection of Taxes) Paragraph A- ά/ƻƳƳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŜƭŘ ƛƴ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нллу 
and every four years thereafter, the Miami-Dade Property Appraiser shall be elected on a nonpartisan basis, by a majority of the .ΦΦέ 
Note: Article 9 (General Provisions) Section 9.01 abolishes the offices of Tax Collector, Supervisor of Registration (?), and Sheriff and 
transfers the powers and functions to the County Mayor. 
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 PARTISAN/NON-PARTISAN ELECTIONS 

12 Orange 
Section 605 (Nonpartisan elections)- ά9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƴƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴΦέ 
Note: Section 703 (County officers) abolishes the offices of property appraiser, tax collector, and sheriff and transfers to the positions 
as county officers. 

13 Volusia 
Section 904 (Nonpartisan Elections)- ά9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƻƴ ŀ ƴƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ōŀǎƛǎΦέ 

14 Wakulla 
Section 7.6.1- bƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǎΤ ά!ƭƭ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƭƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ /ƭŜǊƪ ƻŦ /ƻǳǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ 
Property Appraiser, the Sheriff, the Supervisor of Elections, and the Tax Collector shall be nonpartisan offices elected through 
ƴƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΧέ 

 Partisan 6 Charter Counties 

15 Broward 
Section 2.01B- ά/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ōŀǎƛǎΦέ  
Section 2.3? 
School board election is nonpartisan 

16 Clay 
School board election is nonpartisan 

17 Hillsborough 
Section 4.05- ά9ȄŎŜǇǘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜƛƴΣ ŀƭƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ county commissioners shall be as provided for county 
commissioners in non-ŎƘŀǊǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΦέ 

18 Lee 
Section 2.2- ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ όрύ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿ 
and they shall be elected in a partisan election on a county-wide basis by the electors of the County. 
Section 3.1- ά¢ƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ {ƘŜǊƛŦŦΣ tǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ !ǇǇǊŀƛǎŜǊΣ ¢ŀȄ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊΣ /ƭŜǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǊŎǳƛǘ /ƻǳǊǘ ŀƴŘ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ 
remain as independent, elected constitutional officers and the powers, duties and functions shall not be altered by this Home Rule 
Charter, except as provided in Section 3.2: Non-Partisan Elections (below). The Constitutional officers shall perform their executive 
and administrative functions ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ 
Section 3.2- ά¢ƘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƴƻƴ-ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴΦέ 

19 Palm Beach 
Section 4.1- 9ƭŜŎǘŜŘ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎ ά¢ƘŜ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƘŜǊƛŦŦΣ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŜǊΣ ǘŀȄ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊΣ ŎƭŜǊƪ ƻŦ ǘhe 
cirŎǳƛǘ ŎƻǳǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘΦέ 
Section 4.1a- άbƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦмΣ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŜǊΣ ǎƘŜǊƛŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ 
ƴƻƴǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴΦέ 
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 PARTISAN/NON-PARTISAN ELECTIONS 

20 Polk 
Section 5.2.1- Non-ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΦ ά/ƻƳƳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ нллпΣ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ /ƭŜǊƪ ƻŦ 
Circuit Court, Property Appraiser, Sheriff, Supervisor of Elections, and Tax Collector shall be nonpartisan. 
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APPENDIX J 

Research: Charter Counties with Fiscal Impact Analysis Specified 

Nothing in Charter 

Alachua Osceola 

Clay Palm Beach 

Columbia Pinellas 

Duval Polk 

Lee Sarasota 

Leon Volusia 

Miami-Dade Wakulla 

Charlotte- However, requires economic impact analysis for ordinances 

 

Brevard County: Sec. 7.4.2. - Analysis of fiscal impact of proposed charter amendment. The Charter Review Commission shall 
obtain an analysis of the fiscal impact of a proposed charter amendment prior to transmittal of the proposed charter amendment 
to the County Commission. (Amd. of 11-2-10) 

Broward County: Sec. 11.09. - Financial impact of proposed County Charter Amendments. For all elections, beginning with the 
November 4, 2008, General Election, the County Auditor shall prepare, and the County Commission shall place on the ballot, 
immediately following the ballot question, a separate financial impact statement, not exceeding seventy-five words, estimating 
the increase or decrease in revenues or costs to the County resulting from approval of any proposed Charter amendment. 

Hillsborough County: Section 8.05. Financial Impact Statement for All Proposed County Charter Amendments and Countywide 
Referenda. The board of county commissioners shall require by ordinance that for all County elections, a separate financial impact 
statement, not exceeding seventy-five words, including a two-year estimate of the increase or decrease in revenues or costs to 
the county resulting from approval of all proposed county Charter amendments and all other proposed countywide referenda 
unrelated to a county Charter amendment, be prepared by the county budget director and placed on the ballot immediately 
following the ballot question. 
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Orange County: Section 702. - B. The Charter review commission shall be empowered to conduct a comprehensive study of any or 
all phases of county government. The Charter review commission shall be appointed no later than February 1, of the year prior to 
a presidential election year and shall adjourn sine die no later than the Monday following that election. A Charter review 
commission will be appointed on a four-year cycle. A Charter review commission may, during its term, place proposed 
amendments and revisions of the Charter on the ballot at general elections only, providing a report of the proposed changes has 
been delivered to the clerk of the board of county commissioners no later than the last day for qualifying for election to county 
office under general law. The report shall include an analysis and financial impact statement of the estimated increase or decrease 
in any revenues or costs to the county or local governments or to the citizens resulting from the proposed amendments or 
revisions. The Charter review commission shall request that the Orange County Comptroller or another independent entity or 
agency prepare such an analysis. The Charter review commission shall include a summary of the analysis or financial impact 
statement on the ballot language for any proposed changes to the Charter. Such amendments or revisions do not require the 
approval of the board. 

Seminole County: Section 4.2. - D. Fiscal Impact of Proposed Charter Amendments. The Board of County Commissioners is 
authorized to provide by county ordinance for the provision of a statement to the public regarding the probable financial impact 
of any proposed charter amendment. The ordinance may provide that proposed amendments be submitted to the County for 
fiscal analysis as a prerequisite to placement on the ballot and that the fiscal impact be reflected in any proposed ballot language. 
(Ord. No. 2006-61, eff. 11-07-06). 
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Appendix K 

Meeting Agendas and Minutes 

August 13, 2015 

 

Largo, Florida, August 13, 2015 
 

 

A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created by Chapter 80-

950, Laws of Florida)  was held at  the Election  Service  Center,  13001 Starkey Road, Largo, 

Florida, at 6:03 P.M. on this date with the following members in attendance: 

 

Larry Ahern, State Representative 

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 

Janet C. Long, County Commissioner 

Johnny Bardine 

Keisha Bell (late arrival) 

Ashley Caron 

Barclay Harless 

James Olliver 

Todd Pressman 

James Sewell 

Joshua Shulman 

Thomas Steck 

 

Not Present: 

Sandra L. Bradbury, City of Pinellas Park Mayor 

 

Also Present: 

Sarah M. Bleakley, Esq., Interim General Counsel 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Pinellas County Intergovernmental Liaison 

Joseph Lauro, Pinellas County Purchasing Director 

Other interested individuals 

Jenny Masinovsky, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

 
AGENDA 

 

1. Call to order: Sarah M. Bleakley, Esq., Interim General Counsel 

 

2. Introductions of members of the Charter Review Commission 
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3. Introduction of Mary Scott Hardwick, Interim Staff of the Charter Review 

Commission 

 

4. Public Comment as required by State Law 

 

5. Election of Chairman of the Charter Review Commission 

 

6. Election of Vice-Chairman of the Charter Review Commission 

 

7. Presentation: Sunshine Law and Public Records Requirements 

 

8. Presentation: Charter Review Commission Website 

 

9. Presentation: Charter County Powers and the Pinellas County Charter 

 

10. Discussion of Hiring a Charter Facilitator 

 

11. Discussion of Hiring a General Counsel 

 

12. Approval of future meeting dates, times, and places 

 

13. Approval of next meeting agenda 

 

a. Rules of Procedure for the Charter Review Commission 

b. Hiring a Charter Facilitator 

c. Hiring a General Counsel 

d. Other issues as necessary and as determined by the Charter Review 

Commission 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Sarah M. Bleakley, Esquire, indicated that she will serve as Interim Counsel and act as Chairman 

for todayôs orientation; whereupon, she called the meeting to order at 6:03 P.M. and  welcomed 

the members. 

 

INTRODUCTIONS 

At the  request of Ms. Bleakley,  the members  introduced  themselves, and Ms. Bleakley 

introduced Mary Scott Hardwick, Interim Facilitator. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Adrian Wyllie, Palm Harbor, and Freddy Ferro, St. Petersburg, addressed the Commission 

regarding term limits. Following public comment and at the request of Commissioner Long, Ms. 

Bleakely agreed to provide information on the current legal status of term limits to the CRC 

members. 

 

  *    *    *    *  

 

Keisha Bell entered the meeting at 6:11 P.M. and introduced herself to the Commission. 

 

  *    *    *    *  
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ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN OF THE CRC 

Ms. Bleakley called for nominations for the position of Chairman; whereupon, Thomas Steck 

nominated Commissioner Long, seconded by Todd Pressman; Representative Ahern nominated 

Ken Burke;  and  Mr. Burke nominated  Dr. James Olliver, seconded by Representative Ahern. 

Ms. Bleakley noted that the nominations are not required to be seconded. 

 

During deliberations, Commissioner Long and Mr. Burke withdrew their names from 

consideration, and Mr. Burke opined that it would be best if the CRC, as a body dominated by 

non-elected citizens, be chaired by a citizen rather than an elected official, and noted that Dr. 

Olliverôs academic background would provide neutral credibility to the Commission. 

 

Upon call for the vote, Dr. James Olliver was elected to serve as Chairman (Vote 12-0). 

 

ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRMAN OF THE CRC 

Assuming the gavel, Chairman Olliver called for nominations for the position of Vice-Chairman; 

whereupon, Joshua Shulman nominated Thomas Steck, and Representative Ahern nominated 

Barclay Harless.  Mr. Harless  indicated his support for Mr. Steck,  and Mr. Burke moved, 

seconded by Mr. Shulman, that the nominations be closed. 

 

Thereupon, Thomas Steck was elected by acclimation to serve as Vice-Chairman (Vote 12-0). 

 

SUNSHINE LAW AND PUBLIC RECORDS REQUIREMENTS 

Ms. Bleakley conducted a PowerPoint presentation titled Government in a Fishbowl, a copy of 

which has been filed and made a part of the record,  and discussed the  Florida Sunshine  and 

Public Records Laws and their applicability to the CRC, providing clarifications in response to 

queries by the members regarding informational e-mails and meetings of single members with 

delegated authority; whereupon, she cautioned the members that sanctions for violation of the 

Sunshine Law and conflicts of interest can be severe, and urged them to contact the CRC general 

counsel with any questions or concerns. 

 

CRC WEBSITE 

Ms. Hardwick related that as an informational resource for the members, the CRC website will 

provide agendas, locations, and dates of the future meetings; CRC historical information; an 

archive of prior meetings; and any other information that members request to be posted; 

whereupon, she suggested that a communication tool be set up to enable citizens to propose ideas 

for Charter amendments through the website. Chairman Olliver urged the members to visit the 

website,  noting that it  provides a good resource and  an opportunity to post any materials 

discussed at the meetings. 

 

CHARTER COUNTY POWERS AND THE PINELLAS COUNTY CHARTER 
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Referring to a PowerPoint presentation titled Charter County Government, a copy of which has 

been filed and made a part of the record, Ms. Bleakley reviewed the following background 

information: 
 

Ċ Description of a county 

Ċ County power prior to the 1968 Florida Constitution 

Ċ Charter and non-charter powers after the 1968 Constitution 

Ċ Distinctions between charter and non-charter counties 

Ċ Establishment of a charter county, its governing body and Constitutional 

Officers 

Ċ The Pinellas County Charter 

Ċ Charter creation and structure 

Ċ Powers and duties of the County 

Ċ Pinellas County legislative branch 

Ċ Pinellas County administration 

Ċ Effect of the Pinellas County Charter 

Ċ Charter amendments 

 

Thereupon, Ms. Bleakley reviewed provisions of the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to the 

CRC, including the following: 

 
Ċ convenes every eight years 

Ċ consists of 13 members: one member of the Legislative Delegation, one 

elected city official, one Constitutional Officer, one County Commissioner, 

and nine citizen appointments by the BCC 

Ċ required to meet by the end of the third week of August to elect a Chair and 

Vice-Chair and establish rules 

Ċ must  submit a report to the citizens by July 31,  including any proposed 

Charter  amendments  and ballot questions,  which are subject to  voter 

approval in the November General Election 

Ċ subject to certain Constitutional restraints and Charter limitations 

 

Responding to queries by Mr. Steck, Ms. Bleakley confirmed that Charter amendments can be 

initiated by the CRC, the BCC, and the citizens; that they can be either single or multiple subject; 

and that they require approval by the voters. 
 

In response to query by Mr. Burke and noting that the matter is complex and litigated,  Ms. 

Bleakley discussed two schools of thought with regard to the ñdual voteò concept, one based on 

the  constitutional provision of transfer of power that may have the effect of a city vote trumping 

a countywide  vote,  and the other based on the constitutionally afforded Charter power to 

determine if a city or a county prevails in a conflict between the two, and discussion ensued. Mr. 

Burke commented that it will be important for the members to have a clear understanding of the 

matter in the course of the Charter review; whereupon, Commissioner Long, referring to an 

example of a case involving a dual vote  from Pinellas County history, requested that  Ms. 

Hardwick obtain information on the case from the County Attorneyôs Office. 

 

Responding  to query by  Representative Ahern,  Ms. Bleakley clarified that the term ñgeneral 

lawò is used to describe Florida Statutes or other acts passed by the legislature, including acts 

which are not codified; and that general laws should be distinguished from Special Acts, which 

are limited to local issues. 



 

Final Report ς 2015-2016 Charter Review Commission 
 

Page 79 of 228  

 

HIRING A CRC FACILITATOR AND GENERAL COUNSEL 

Ms. Hardwick  related that in addition to administrative duties,  such as scheduling and guiding 

the meetings, preparing agendas, and arranging any guest speakersô visits, the facilitator will be 

instrumental in producing a final report due July 31, 2016. 

 

Mr. Lauro related that Requests for Proposals (RFPs) were released for the facilitator and general 

counsel positions and provided copies of the responses received for each, which have been filed 

and made a part of the record. Responding to queries by the members, he indicated that the 

interview process by the Commission  will consist of an oral presentation by the firms and 

questions by the members; that while the positions were broadly advertised and RFPs sent to 

dozens of firms, only four have submitted responses, two for the facilitator position and two for 

the general counsel position; and that he would provide the members with the reviews of the 

candidates completed by the Purchasing Department; whereupon, at the request of Mr. Steck, he 

briefly  described  the criteria  used to rank the candidates,  and Commissioner Long provided 

input. 

 

Later in the meeting and responding to query by Ms. Caron, the Chairman indicated that the 

members may discuss any questions or concerns that may arise upon evaluating the Purchasing 

Department reviews at the next meeting; and that a separate ranking of the candidates by the 

members need not be conducted.  

Mr. Pressman moved, seconded by Mr. Sewell, that all four firms be interviewed at the next 

meeting. Following discussion wherein Mr. Lauro indicated that Diane Meiller and Associates, 

Inc. was the higher-ranking facilitator firm, Mr. Burke moved that the motion on the floor be 

amended  to remove the lower-ranking facilitator  from the presentations based on prior 

experience,  and Commissioner  Long  seconded the motion.  In response to query  by the 

Chairman, Mr. Sewell  confirmed that he had seconded the original motion;  whereupon,  Mr. 

Shulman stated that it would be valuable for the members without prior knowledge of either 

facilitator to hear both presentations.  

Chairman Olliver clarified that the decision before the Commission is to interview two law firms 

and the higher-ranking facilitator only; and upon call for the vote,  the motion failed by a vote of 

6 to 6, with members Bardine, Bell, Caron, Harless, Shulman, and Steck dissenting. 

At the Chairmanôs request for a substitute motion, Mr. Shulman moved, seconded by Mr. Steck 

and carried, that all four firms be invited to the next meeting for an oral review (Vote 12-0). 

Following discussion with input by Mr. Lauro, Mr. Pressman moved, seconded by Mr. Harless 

and  carried,  that each firm be allowed  15 minutes for  a presentation and unlimited time to 

respond to queries by the members (Vote 12-0). 
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FUTURE MEETING DATES, TIMES, AND PLACES 

In response to queries by the  Chairman,  Ms. Hardwick related that the previous Commissions 

met on average twice a month  over a period of eight months; that since the current Commission 

is constituted for a year, it has more time to complete its work; and that she is uncertain whether 

the number of meetings included the two public hearings. 

 

Following discussion,  the Chairman indicated  that the next  two meetings are tentatively 

scheduled for Tuesday, September 8 and Wednesday, October 14 at 4:00 P.M. at the Election 

Service Center. 

 

NEXT MEETING AGENDA 

Ms. Bleakley  indicated that the Commission will need to adopt rules of procedure,  as they are 

not adequately addressed in the Charter; and that she will draft a set of rules to be reviewed at the 

next meeting; whereupon, the Chairman reminded the members that hiring of the general counsel 

and facilitator are also included on the agenda, noting that two hours will be set aside for that 

purpose. 

 

Following discussion of additional agenda items, it was the consensus of the members that term 

limits  and dual vote matters be addressed after hiring of the general counsel and the facilitator; 

and  that the rules  of procedure  be  discussed at the next meeting,  but finalized at the third 

meeting, in order for the Commissionôs counsel and facilitator to participate in discussion. 

 

Thereupon,  Mr. Sewell moved, seconded by Ms. Bell and carried, that the next meeting agenda 

be approved (Vote 12-0). 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:46 P.M. 
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September 8, 2015 

 

Largo, Florida, September 8, 2015 

 

 

A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created by Chapter 

80- 950, Laws of Florida)  was held at the Election Service Center, 13001 Starkey Road, Largo, 

Florida, at 6:03 P.M. on this date with the following members in attendance: 

 
James Olliver, Chairman 

Thomas Steck, Vice Chairman 

Larry Ahern, State Representative 

Sandra L. Bradbury, City of Pinellas Park Mayor (late arrival) 

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 

Janet C. Long, County Commissioner 

Johnny Bardine 

Keisha Bell 

Ashley Caron 

Todd Pressman 

James Sewell 

Joshua Shulman 

 
Not Present: 

Barclay Harless 

 
Also Present: 

Sarah M. Bleakley, Esq., Interim General Counsel 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Pinellas County Intergovernmental Liaison 

Other interested individuals 

Laura M. Todd, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

Minutes by Helen Groves 

 
AGEN

DA 

 
1. Call to Order 

 

2. Self-Introduction of CRC members 

 

3. Public Comment on Items on this Agenda 
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4. Approval of Minutes ï August 13, 2015 Meeting 

 

5. Hiring a Charter Facilitator 

 

6. Hiring a General Counsel 

 

7. Interim General Counsel Report and Direction 

a. Rules of the CRC 

 

b. Charterôs Dual Vote Requirement 

 

c. Term Limits 

 

8. Approval of Future Meeting Dates 

a. November 9 ï 11 

 

b. December 7 ï 11 or 14 ï 18 

 

9. Approval of Agenda for Next Meeting ï 4:00 P.M., October 14, 2015 

 

a. Items Carried Over from this Agenda 

 

b. Communication Plan/Public Outreach 

 

c. Other Issues as Necessary and Determined by the CRC 

 

10. Adjournment 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Olliver called the meeting to order at 4:00 P.M. and welcomed those in attendance. 
 

 

INTRODUCTIONS 

Later in the meeting, Chairman Olliver welcomed Mayor Bradbury, noting that she had not been 

present for the formal introductions at the first meeting. 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

In response to the Chairmanôs call for persons wishing to be heard, the following individuals 

appeared and voiced their support for term limits: 

 

Greg Bowen, Clearwater 

Adrian Wyllie, Palm Harbor 

Dan Calabria, South Pasadena (presented documents) 

Barbara Haselden, St. Petersburg 

Ernest Ferro, St. Petersburg 

Tony Caso, Palm Harbor 
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Debra Kurin, Palm Harbor 

Adelle M. Blackman, Tarpon Springs 

Jonathan Chambers, St. Petersburg 

 

The citizensô comments included: 
 

¶ Seventy-two percent of the electorate in Pinellas County voted for term limits in 1996. 

¶ The County Commissioners who sat on the Board at the time validated the citizensô vote by 

unanimously voting in June of 2000 to let term limits stand. Commissioners Robert Stewart, Sallie 

Parks, and Barbara Sheen Todd honored the will of the citizens by stepping down. 

¶ In 2012, the Florida Supreme Court ruled that term limits are constitutional in Charter counties. 

¶ Except  for Pinellas, all other Charter counties have enacted term limits after they were approved by 

the voters, including Broward, Palm Beach, Sarasota, and Duval. 

¶ Requested County Commissioner Long and Clerk of the Circuit Court Burke, in his role as a 

Constitutional Officer, recuse themselves from the discussion/vote. 

¶ Requested the Chairman set term limits for discussion on the next agenda for inclusion in the Charter, 

with no grandfathering of past terms of office. 

 

Chairman Olliver  thanked the citizens for their input, and pointed out that the term limit item is 

on the agenda today and will be fully aired by the Commission over time. 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES ï AUGUST 13, 2015 MEETING 

Upon  presentation  of the minutes of the meeting of  August 13, 2015,  Commissioner Long 

moved, seconded by Mr. Sewell and carried unanimously, that the minutes be approved. 

 

*   *  *   *  

Mayor Bradbury entered the meeting at 4:38 P.M. 

*  *  *  *  

 

HIRING A CHARTER FACILITATOR - DIANE MEILLER AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

SELECTED AS FACILITATOR FOR THE CRC  

 

Chairman Olliver announced that two candidates would be making presentations; and that each 

candidate would be allowed 15 minutes for the presentation, and questions by the members 

would follow. 

 

Diane Meiller and Associates, Inc. 

Diane Meiller conducted a PowerPoint presentation and indicated that she established the firm in 

2006, and has worked with many different municipalities and private institutions in Florida. She 
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introduced the members of her team, and each discussed the part they would play if the firm 

receives the contract.  Ms. Meiller discussed the timeline involved with the Charter Review 

process, and indicated that if her firm receives the contract, its goal would be to facilitate the 

process to ensure that Pinellas County has a clear, concise Charter that supports a purpose-driven 

organization and community and meets the needs of its constituents; and that her team would be 

committed to working collaboratively with the CRC and the community. 

 

In response to queries by Mr. Pressman,  Ms. Meiller indicated that  her firm has not worked with 

a Charter Review group before, and discussed how she arrived at the total cost of $48,000 and 

the time  limit of 250 hours,  relating  that an hourly rate would come  into play should the CRC 

request work not related to the proposal. In reply to follow-up questions by Ms. Caron and 

Chairman Olliver, she stated that communication expertise would be key in persuading the 

different  types of representatives serving on the  Commission to agree on the process and the  

areas it would be appropriate to become involved in; whereupon, Sara Brady, introduced as the 

communications expert on the team, provided input, indicating that tools such as surveys would 

be used to define the agenda; and that the team and the  CRC would be working together on the 

top priorities. 

 

In response to query by  Mr. Steck,  Ms. Meiller explained her business association with  Mr. 

Burke,  noting that she referred to her work with  him in order to reflect  her familiarity with 

Pinellas County, but did not use him as a reference as she wanted to avoid the appearance of a 

conflict of interest and also wanted to include the firmôs most recent jobs. 

 

In summary, Ms. Meiller stated that 99 percent of her firmôs business comes from referrals, as it 

concentrates fully on the objectives of the clients;  and that her team understands the uniqueness 

of Pinellas County and would model the work according to the Countyôs particular needs; 

whereupon, she asked that the CRC select her firm to serve as its facilitator. 

 

Kurt Spitzer & Associates 

Herbert Marlow indicated that he is a subcontractor for Kurt Spitzer & Associates; that he has 

worked with Kurt Spitzer for over 20 years; and that he and Mr. Spitzer wrote the proposal 

together, and it was submitted by Mr. Spitzer. He related that Mr. Spitzer would be ultimately 

responsible for the project; and that he has more experience with Charter Reviews and owns a 

more complete database than does anyone else in Florida, noting that he is quite familiar with the 

Pinellas County Charter; whereupon, Mr. Marlow provided information about his own 

background and experience, particularly in the Tampa Bay area. 

 

Mr. Marlow related that it would be natural for the CRC to be concerned that if it uses the same 

firm  it did in the past,  it would  have  the  same results;  that he would use a very different 

approach; and that the value he, himself, would bring as the facilitator would be significant and 
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important; whereupon, he described the steps he would take throughout the process. 

 

In response to queries by the members, Mr. Marlow indicated that Mr. Spitzer had another 

commitment today, but would attend as needed throughout the process; that, including himself, 

the firm has four staff members, but is associated with an entire network of people who have 

experience with Pinellas County and would be available if needed; whereupon, he discussed the 

expected  timeframe for the  Charter  Review process and confirmed that Kurt Spitzer &  

Associates has been the consultant for the Pinellas County Charter Review in the past. 

 

In summary,  Mr. Marlow stated that the  Charter deserves the time and energy the CRC will 

devote  to its review; whereupon,  citing  Mr. Spitzerôs knowledge  and his own skill and  

experience as a negotiator, he requested that the CRC select Kurt Spitzer & Associates as its 

facilitator. 

 

Deliberation 

Chairman Olliver stated that as only one of the attorney candidates was able to attend todayôs 

meeting,  the CRC would need to make a decision on how to move forward; whereupon,  Mr. 

Burke  suggested that the members choose the facilitator at this time so the one selected could 

assist with questions regarding the selection of an attorney, and Commissioner Long concurred. 

Attorney Bleakley advised that although it is a public meeting,  the Chairman could invoke the 

rule  that allows  him to ask  the candidates  to leave  the room while a  decision is made; 

whereupon, the two candidates for the facilitator position and the candidate for the attorney 

position left the room. 

 

Chairman Olliver opened the floor for nominations; whereupon, Representative Ahern moved, 

seconded by Ms. Bell, that the Diane Meiller firm be selected as the facilitator, and discussion 

ensued. 

 

Mr. Burke indicated that he represents the Constitutionals,  and the group would like someone 

new.  He related that the facilitator is supposed to be a neutral party, and the Diane Meiller firm 

fits that description;  and that he was impressed by the presentation and well-written documents. 

In response to the concerns of Commissioner Long, Mr. Burke indicated that he was not part of 

the bid review process; whereupon, Ms. Hardwick confirmed that the evaluation team was solely 

evaluating the written proposals, and representatives of the firms were not present. 

 

At the  Chairmanôs  request,  the members offered their perspective on the candidates.  Mr. 

Shulman related that he liked the Spitzer firmôs plan to conduct interviews with the County 

Commissioners,  the Mayors Council,  and other stakeholders in order to get a broad scope of 

issues,  and requested that if the Diane Meiller firm is selected, they be asked to make the 

interviews part of their activities. 
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In response to queries by the members, Attorney Bleakley advised that the CRC would need 

someone with Charter Review experience on the team, and discussion ensued as to whether the 

attorney selected could be charged with assisting the facilitator with questions regarding the 

Charter. Pinellas County Purchasing Director Joe Lauro provided input,  stating that the request 

for proposal (RFP) clearly states that the attorney will work with the facilitator and the staff; and 

that during contract negotiations, the Purchasing Department will tie down the concerns and 

questions the members expressed today. 

 

Following discussion  and in response to query by the Chairman,  the members confirmed that 

they are satisfied that the process in place allows for a proper vote for the facilitator. 

 

Upon call for the vote, the motion to enter into contract negotiation with Diane Meiller and 

Associates, Inc. carried, with Mayor Bradbury abstaining. Attorney Bleakley advised that a 

member must vote unless they recuse themselves or declare a conflict of interest; whereupon, 

Mayor Bradbury voted aye, and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

 

HIRING A GENERAL COUNSEL - VOSE LAW FIRM, LLP SELECTED AS GENERAL 

COUNSEL FOR THE CRC  

 

Chairman Olliver announced that only the Vose Law Firm would be presenting today, as the 

principal for GrayRobinson could not attend and the firm had declined to send another 

representative.  He pointed out that,  recognizing that  only  the two top candidates  for the 

facilitator and the general counsel positions would be presenting, the Commission had decided at 

the last meeting that should either of the firms not attend todayôs meeting, a decision would be 

made after the other firm presented, and the decision would not be revisited. 

 

Vose Law Firm, LLP 

Wade Vose, managing partner, indicated that the attorneys in his firm have extensive local 

government experience and deep, specialized experience in representing Charter Review 

Commissions, including his service as general counsel to the 2012 and 2016 Orange County 

Charter Review Commissions. He provided information about other members of his team, 

including his law partner Becky Vose, and indicated that if his firm is selected to represent the 

Pinellas County CRC, he would serve in the primary role of managing the relationship with the 

members, attending the meetings, and performing all general counsel duties; whereupon, he 

discussed his and his teamôs ñcan-doò attitude, indicating that the firmôs job would be to find a 

way for the Commission to accomplish its goals. 

 

Mr. Vose related that although it is an out-of-town law firm, there would not be a charge for 
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travel time  or  long-distance  telephone  calls;  that  the  attorneys  in  the  firm  have  never  had  

a conflict of interest with Pinellas County or the Pinellas County CRC; and that they would be 

essentially immune from pressure that might come to bear on attorneys and firms with practices 

closer to or in Pinellas County. Mr. Vose indicated that he is familiar with the Pinellas County 

Charter,  in particular with its unique characteristics,  including the Special Act requirement 

relating to the Charter amendments concerning the status, duties, and responsibilities of the 

Constitutional officers,  as well as the City-County dual vote requirement,  noting that the dual 

vote requirement is much broader than the regulation versus transfer of services distinction 

provided for in the Florida Constitution. 

 

In response to queries by the members, Mr. Vose confirmed that he would attend the CRC 

meetings, and Becky Vose would be his backup; and related that there are five attorneys in the 

firm,  and,  even though it is a boutique firm,  it has a  deep edge  when it comes to local  

government representation. He explained what would constitute a conflict of interest, and stated 

that there would not be one relating to his work with the Orange County CRC; whereupon, he 

discussed confidentiality as it relates to attorneys working in the government versus those in the 

private sector, noting that in government, any written records created are public records. 

 

In summary,  Mr. Vose stressed that the CRC  should have an outside voice to  represent it, 

someone  who is in no way involved in local politics,  citing the ease in  which an attorney can 

steer a conversation or an idea; whereupon, he requested that the CRC select his firm to serve as 

its attorney. 

 

Deliberation 

Chairman Olliver reiterated that the second-ranked firm, GrayRobinson, would not be presenting 

today;  that the  Commission had decided at its last meeting that should either of the firms not 

attend todayôs meeting, a decision would be made after the other firm presented, and the decision 

would not be revisited; whereupon, he stated that that decision could be reconsidered at this time 

should the members so decide, and no one called for a reconsideration. 

 

Upon the Chairmanôs call for a motion, Mr. Burke moved, seconded by Mr. Pressman, that the 

CRC enter into contract negotiations with the  Vose Law Firm.  In response to queries by Mr. 

Steck  and  Mayor  Bradbury,  Attorney Bleakley confirmed that a conflict of interest is  not 

inherent with the representation of two Charter counties; and that there is no legal concern with 

the CRC only interviewing one team before making its decision; whereupon, Chairman Olliver, 

with input by Mr. Lauro, pointed out that staff ranked the Vose Law Firm the No. 1 candidate. 

 

Thereupon, upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously. 

 

 

INTERIM GENERAL COUNSEL REPORT AND DIRECTION 
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Rules of the CRC 

Attorney Bleakley related that the CRC had directed that she prepare a set of draft rules for it to 

consider and act upon once a general counsel is selected. She reviewed the rules specified in the 

Charter  and the rules that were adopted by the 2010 CRC,  whereupon,  she discussed the 

following proposed rules, noting that they can be found on Page 3 of the agenda memorandum 

pertaining to Rules, which has been filed and made a part of the record. 

 

1. Speaker Sign In 
 

A public sign-in sheet and appearance cards shall be provided for each meeting of the CRC. 

 
2. Public Comment Requirements 

 

An opportunity for public comments shall be held at the beginning of each meeting for 

comments on a topic that is included on the CRCôs agenda for that meeting. There shall be 

a three-minute time limit for each speaker unless the Chairman determines that a shorter 

time limitation is warranted based on the number of speaker cards submitted. 

 

3. CRC Vote Requirements 
 

a. A  majority  vote  shall  be  required to  move  an  issue  forward  at  the  time  it  is  

discussed and at the last meeting prior to the public hearings. 

 
b. An issue that is initially voted down at a CRC meeting may not be reconsidered in any 

subsequent meeting of the CRC. 

 

c. In order for an amendment  or revision to the Charter  to be placed on the ballot in 

November 2016, the amendment or revision must receive an affirmative vote of at least 

eight members of the CRC. (Note: There are 13 members of the CRC. An eight vote 

approval requirement would be a majority plus one of the membership). 

 

4. Recorded Votes 
 

The votes of each CRC member shall be recorded by the Clerk. 

 

5. Expenses 
 

Approval of the expenses of the Facilitator and General Counsel are delegated to the CRC 

Chairman. 

 

Comments and Discussion 
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Chairman Olliver asked for comment on the proposed rules provided by Attorney Bleakley and 

for suggestions as to others they would like to consider: 

 

In response  to query by  Mr.  Pressman  regarding the reasoning behind Item 3b,  Attorney 

Bleakley indicated that the rule is historical and probably the rationale was to prevent discussing 

the same issue at every meeting. Commissioner Long concurred and provided input, noting that 

the CRC is bound by statute to complete the review process in a defined length of time. 

 

During discussion regarding vote requirements, Chairman Olliver, with input by Attorney 

Bleakley, clarified that a majority of the entire membership would be required to put an item on 

the ballot, but for other votes, only a majority of the votes of the members in attendance at a 

meeting would be necessary. 

 

Citing Sunshine and public  meeting  rules,  Mr. Burke  expressed concern that everyone attending 

the meeting tonight was asked to sign in at the front desk, and Attorney Bleakley confirmed that, 

legally, people attending a meeting,  but  not speaking,  could not be  required  to  sign in,  and 

discussion ensued as to  whether it might  be a security issue or a  requirement for this particular 

building and,  if so, whether it might be  necessary to hold the  meetings at another location.  Later 

in the meeting in response to the concerns of Ms. Caron that continuing to have the meetings at 

the Election Service  Center might be problematic, Chairman Olliver asked for consensus that the 

meetings  would be held in  a central location  where all attendees are not  required to sign in, and 

no objections were noted; whereupon, following discussion and at the direction of the Chairman, 

Ms. Hardwick agreed to research the options and communicate with the group. 

 

Rules and Suggestions Proposed by Members for Consideration: 
 

Commissioner Long Required attendance. 

Chairman Olliver Length of meeting. Set an outside time limit of two or two and one-half 

hours per meeting. 

Chairman Olliver Public outreach. Allow public to get feedback on each meeting as easily 

and seamlessly as possible through electronic media. 

Mayor Bradbury Set time limit for each agenda item and/or set timeframe around agenda 

item designating the time an item will be heard. 

Mayor Bradbury Hold meetings at different locations throughout the county. 
 

During discussion and referring to the proposed rule regarding required attendance, 

Representative Ahern related that this would present difficulties for him, as the legislature would 
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be in session in January and February. Mr. Burke clarified that the last Charter Review 

Commission held some meetings in the Swisher Building in downtown Clearwater and some at 

the Tax Collectorôs Office in Largo; and that one public hearing was held in the St. Petersburg 

City Council Chambers and the other one was held in the Board of County Commissioners 

Assembly Room. 

 

Following discussion, Chairman Olliver stated that at the next meeting, the CRC would consider 

the rules proposed by Attorney Bleakley and the rules proposed by the members regarding the 

length of the meetings and required attendance, and no objections were noted; whereupon, Ms. 

Hardwick confirmed that the members should forward their suggestions to her until the contracts 

with the facilitator and the attorney are in force. 

 

 

Charterôs Dual Vote Requirement 

Attorney Bleakley referred to the agenda memorandum regarding the Charterôs dual vote 

requirement, which has been filed and made a part of the record, provided historical background 

information, reviewed the provisions in the current Charter relating to the dual vote, and advised 

that she found nothing that would prohibit the CRC from considering the issue. Mayor Bradbury 

asked that the Charter Review attorney also provide an opinion; whereupon, Chairman Olliver 

stated that the CRC would consider the issue, and no objections were noted. 

 
Term Limits 

Attorney Bleakley referred to the agenda memorandum regarding term limits,  which has been 

filed and made a part of the record, and provided background information, discussed recent 

litigation, and advised that the rule of law for the term limits provision that was voted on many 

years ago is that it is not applicable to Pinellas County officials; however, should it be the will of 

this Body, a term-limit provision for the Board of County Commissioners could be instituted in 

the Charter that would stand court muster; whereupon, she cautioned that should the CRC decide 

to consider term limits for the Constitutional Officers, more research would be needed. 

 
Chairman Olliver  indicated that the term  limits issue  would be discussed and debated by the 

CRC, and no objections were noted. Mr. Steck queried whether the same Justices were on the 

Supreme Court for both rulings, and discussion ensued wherein  Mr. Burke indicated that there 

had been several changes, and Ms. Bleakley provided input; whereupon, Ms. Bleakley stated that 

she would research the matter and provide an answer. 

 
APPROVAL OF FUTURE MEETING DATES 

Following discussion,  Chairman Olliver  indicated that the CRC  would meet at the Election 

Service Center, unless notified differently by Ms. Hardwick, on the following days: 
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Wednesday, October 14, 2015 at 4:00 P.M. 

Thursday, November 12, 2015 at 3:30 P.M. 

Thursday, December 10, 2015 at 3:30 P.M. 

 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING ï 4:00 P.M. OCTOBER 14, 2015 

 

Items Carried Over from this Agenda 

Communication Plan/Public Outreach 

Mr. Burke indicated that he was pleased to learn of the importance the new facilitator placed on 

communication, and recommended that they develop a plan with the Pinellas County 

Communications Department to inform the citizens of Pinellas County that the Charter Review 

Commission exists, why it exists, and that it is seeking citizen input. 

 

Mayor Bradbury indicated that she would share the information with the Mayorôs Council at its 

next meeting, and suggested that information be provided to the City Clerks to place on their 

websites. Commissioner Long offered to be the liaison within County government and indicated 

that she would make an announcement at the next  Board of  County Commissioners meeting, 

place the meetings on the County Calendar, and coordinate with Ms. Hardwick to have someone 

from the Communications Department at the next meeting. Representative Ahern agreed that the 

citizens need to be provided with information, and suggested making public service 

announcements.  Mr. Steck concurred,  and suggested adding the meetings to the Tampa Bay 

Times public event calendar and notifying the cable channels; whereupon, Chairman Olliver 

commented that he hopes the minutes provide details about the discussions. 

 

Other Issues as Necessary and Determined by the CRC 

Chairman Olliver indicated that the next agenda would include public comments, preliminary 

reviews from the facilitator and the attorney on their action plans, further discussion of the CRC 

rules, a communication plan, and meeting dates for 2016. 

 

For the convenience of the citizens and the members, Chairman Olliver directed that for future 

meetings, an electronic version of the agenda and back-up material be displayed on a screen and 

extra  hard  copies be provided at the meeting,  and  Ms. Hardwick agreed to make the 

arrangements. 

 

Thereupon,  upon the Chairmanôs call for a motion, Mr. Sewell moved,  seconded by 

Commissioner Long and carried unanimously, that staff, in consultation with the Chairman, be 

authorized to add items to the agenda that may be necessary for a quarterly meeting and for an 
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efficient process for moving the CRC forward. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:34 P.M. 
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October 14, 2015 

Largo, Florida, October 14, 2015 

 

 

A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created by Chapter 80-

950, Laws of Florida) was held at the Election Service Center, 13001 Starkey Road, Largo, Florida, 

at 4:00 P.M. on this date with the following members in attendance: 

 

James Olliver, Chairman 

Thomas Steck, Vice Chairman 

Larry Ahern, State Representative 

Sandra L. Bradbury, City of Pinellas Park Mayor  

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 

Janet C. Long, County Commissioner 

Johnny Bardine 

Keisha Bell 

Ashley Caron 

Barclay Harless 

Todd Pressman 

James Sewell 

Joshua Shulman 

 

Also Present: 

Wade Vose, Vose Law Firm, General Counsel 

Diane Meiller-Cook, Diane Meiller & Associates, Inc., Charter Facilitator 

 Flo Sena, Diane Meiller & Associates, Inc. 

 Sara Brady, Diane Meiller & Associates, Inc. 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Pinellas County Intergovernmental Liaison 

Other interested individuals 

Christopher Bartlett, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

(Minutes by Helen Groves) 

 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order (CRC Chairman) 

 

2. Public Comment on Items on this Agenda (CRC Chairman) 

 

3.  Approval of Minutes ï September 8, 2015 Meeting (CRC Chairman) 

 

4. General Counsel Introduction and Direction (Vose Law Firm) 
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 a. Initial Comparative Analysis of County Charter Provisions 

 

5. Facilitation Team Introduction, Report, and Direction (DM&A) 

 

a. Commission Member Expectations 

 b. Operating Rules 

 c. Calendar of Meetings:  Dates, Times, Locations 

 d. Communication Plan 

 e. Review of Overall Timeline and Milestones 

 

6. High Level Discussion of Current Charter Issues (DM&A) 

 

7. Discussion on Agenda for the Next Meeting (CRC Chairman) 

 

8. Adjournment (CRC Chairman) 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Olliver called the meeting to order at 4:00 P.M. and welcomed those in attendance.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

In response to the Chairmanôs call for persons wishing to be heard, the following individuals 

appeared and voiced their support for term limits: 

 
Fred Kiehl, Largo 

H. Patrick Wheeler, Palm Harbor (presented white paper) 

Nicolas Tomboulides, Melborne  

Dan Calabria, South Pasadena  

Tony Caso, Palm Harbor 

Jim Pruitt, Clearwater 

Norm Lupo, Clearwater (displayed American Flag) 

Freddy Ferro, St. Petersburg 

Adelle Blackman, Tarpon Springs (displayed American Flag) 

Tom Rask, Seminole 

Marcus Harrison, Palm Harbor 

Jo An Totty, Palm Harbor 

Stacey Sellede, St. Petersburg 

Linda Skempris, St. Petersburg 

Peter Franco, Palm Harbor 

Dr. David McCalip, St. Petersburg 
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Deb Caso, Palm Harbor 

Nancy Davis, Seminole 

Barbara Haseldon, St. Petersburg 

 

In addition to supporting term limits,   Mr. Calabria suggested that the CRC include the registration of lobbyists as 

one of its recommendations. 

 
In addition to supporting term limits, Mr. Harrison asked that the CRC (1) require the  Board of County  

Commissioners (BCC) and similar commissions/committees/boards to provide a way for citizens to electronically 

provide comments on agenda items and  for the comments to be read into  the record  and incorporated into  the 

minutes and (2) provide a way for the Unincorporated Areas to have dedicated representation, such as on the BCC. 

 

In response to comments by Mr. Caso and query by Mr. Pruitt, Attorney Vose advised that the 

CRC does not have the authority to direct that term limits be codified and put into the Charter, and 

discussed other options available; whereupon, Chairman Olliver indicated that the CRC plans to 

review the term limit issue at length. 

 

In response to the request by Mr. Harrison regarding an electronic comment process for citizens, 

Mr. Burke related that at BCC public hearings, the number and type of correspondence received 

in support of or in objection to an item is announced and the names appear in the minutes; 

whereupon, Chairman Olliver indicated that the request will be addressed later in the meeting 

under the agenda item ñCommunication Plan.ò 

 

In response to comments made by the citizens, Commissioner Long stated that:  

 

¶ The Charter is very powerful, and the CRC decision goes straight to the ballot.  Although the 

Charter  recommendations  do appear  on a BCC agenda,  the Board has no  authority to 

interfere with them, and can only ensure that the form and the statutory language are 

appropriate for the ballot.  

 

¶ Pinellas County already has a very strong lobbying ordinance, one that Hillsborough County 

is seeking to replicate. 

 

¶ Pinellas County has  received  $7 million from the BP oil spill.   Discussion has not begun 

about how the money will be spent,  but the BCC has no interest  in spending it on projects 

with recurring expenses, as it is a one-time revenue source. 

 

Chairman  Olliver  thanked the citizens for their input,  and pointed out that the term limit item 

will be placed on a future agenda and reviewed at length. 
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MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2015 MEETING - APPROVED AS AMENDED 

 

Upon presentation of the minutes of the meeting of  August 13, 2015,  Mr. Steck requested that 

the second paragraph under the heading ñTerm Limitsò on Page 11 indicate that his question 

related to an earlier comment that the Supreme Court ruled in one direction and then reversed 

itself; whereupon, Mr. Sewell moved, seconded by Commissioner Long and carried unanimously, 

that the minutes be approved as amended. 

 

GENERAL COUNSEL INTRODUCTION AND REPORT 

 

INITIAL COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF COUNTY CHARTER PROVISIONS 

 

Attorney Vose  reviewed a document prepared by the Florida  Association of Counties  (FAC) 

titled  County  Charter Provision Comparisons,  which has been filed and made a part of the 

record; provided an overview of the provisions in different County Charters; and answered 

questions by the  members.   He related that he is not  advocating for any  policy position or 

changes to the Charter, only pointing out unique things the other Charter counties in Florida are 

doing and the powers available in the Charter and, in extension, to the CRC. 

 

Attorney Vose pointed out that the Pinellas County Charter, originally created by a  Special Act 

of the Legislature in 1980, includes a provision that the Charter is not to affect the status, duties, 

or responsibilities of the five Constitutional Officers; and in response to query by Mr. Steck, 

confirmed that any change to that provision would have to be made by a Special Act of the 

Legislature. 

 

During the review of the dual-vote requirement, Attorney Vose noted that the provision in the 

Pinellas County Charter is broad and specifies that whenever the County is transferring services 

or regulatory powers or infringing in any way on the regulatory powers of a city, a Charter 

amendment must prevail both in the county as a whole and in the individual cities.  Mr. Burke 

related that four Pinellas cities are not part of the  Pinellas  Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA), 

and requested that research be undertaken to determine whether this is a result of the dual-vote 

provision; whereupon, Attorney Vose stated that he would ask County staff to obtain the factual 

evidence, and he would provide legal context,  noting that this would be the process whenever 

such research is required by the CRC. 

 

During discussion, Mr. Burke pointed out that the terminology regarding the selection and 

termination of the County Administrator needs to be updated; and in response to query by Ms. 
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Caron,  Attorney Vose confirmed that it would be within the power of the CRC to require a 

financial impact statement with any proposed Charter amendment. 

 

Attorney Vose stated that the County and, in great part, the County Charter, has all the power of 

legislative authority that the Florida Legislature does except when it is contrary to U.S. Federal 

Law, the Florida Constitution, or the Florida Statutes. 

 

*    *    *    *  

 

Mayor Bradbury left the meeting at 7:35 P.M. 

 

*    *    *    *  

 

FACILITATION TEAM INTRODUCTION, REPORT, AND DIRECTION 

 

COMMISSION MEMBER EXPECTATIONS 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook,  with input by the Chairman, discussed what the Commission might expect 

from her team, including: 

 

¶ Facilitate the sessions and discussions. 

¶ Prepare and distribute the agendas.  Furnish the backup materials and update the website a 

week in advance of a meeting so the members and the public can review the agenda material 

before the meeting. 

¶ Perform relevant research and develop briefing documents for the CRC. 

¶ Work closely with the General Counsel on any legal concerns and on Charter and ballot 

language for any proposed amendments. 

¶ Prepare public information materials. 

¶ Prepare the Final Report and work with the County Communication  Department to arrange 

for its publication and distribution. 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook related that there are certain items the members must decide amongst 

themselves and following discussion, it was agreed that: 

 

¶ The members will attend each meeting unless there is a more pressing obligation such as 

having to attend a Legislative Session.  Attendance through electronic means in such situations 

will be arranged if technology allows. 

¶ Meetings will be scheduled for 2.5 hours and, if necessary, can be extended by motion. 
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¶ The members will become familiar with the agenda materials prior to the meetings. 

¶ Members will participate in the meetings. 

¶ Members will attend all public hearings. 

¶ Correspondence from the public will be forwarded to all members.   

¶ Members may respond to emails from the public, but, due to the Sunshine Law, will not share 

that response with other members.  Do not click ñReply to All.ò 

¶ Members receiving personal emails from the public concerning CRC business will forward 

them, along with any response, to a central repository (location to be determined), and the 

County will be responsible for maintaining the public record required by the Sunshine Law. 

¶ Members will not speak for the CRC, only for themselves. 

 

OPERATING RULES 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that the CRC Rules Specified in the Charter shown on the agenda 

memorandum has been in place since its inception, and there would be no changes to them.  

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook, with input by Attorney Vose, reviewed the Rules Adopted by the 2010 CRC 

and  presented  changes  this CRC might consider shown under the heading  Analysis.  The 

members took the following actions: 

 

1. Speaker Sign In - A public sign-in sheet and appearance cards shall be provided for each 

meeting of the CRC - APPROVED. 

 

2. Public Comment Requirements - TO BE REVISITED 

 

 The members offered several suggestions during discussion.  Mr. Burke suggested that the 

CRC hold a  workshop before each meeting at which the public would be welcome and no 

votes would  be taken; then, when the meeting officially starts, the public would be allowed to 

speak at the beginning of the meeting.  Commissioner Long concurred, and proposed that the 

number  of presentations for each  meeting be limited in order to provide sufficient time for 

the public to be heard and the members to participate.  Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that this 

item would be covered in more detail under  Operation Rules; whereupon,  Commissioner 

Long asked that Attorney  Vose provide some options for the members to consider and vote 

on at the next meeting, and Attorney Vose agreed. 

 

3. CRC Vote Requirements 

 

a. A majority vote shall be  required to move  an issue  forward at the time an issue is 

discussed - APPROVED. 
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b. An issue that is initially voted down at a CRC meeting may not be reconsidered in any 

subsequent meeting of the CRC - TO BE REVISITED. 

 

 Attorney Vose indicated that this should be thoughtfully considered, as it could have 

serious substantive effect.  Following discussion and in response to a suggestion by Mr. 

Pressman,  Chairman Olliver directed that the language for this item be reworded to 

indicate that  reconsideration  will be allowed following  Robertôs  Rules,  which gives the 

individual who wants to make a point about new information the opportunity to do so at a 

public hearing in a public meeting. 

 

c. A majority plus one vote of the full  membership shall be required for final approval for 

placement on the ballot - APPROVED. 

 

 Following discussion, Commissioner Long moved, seconded by Mr. Burke, that item c be 

approved, and, following further discussion, the motion carried unanimously. 

 

4. Recorded Votes - The votes of each CRC member shall be recorded by the Clerk - 

APPROVED. 

 

5. Expenses - Approval of the expenses of the Facilitator and General Counsel are delegated to 

the CRC Chairman - APPROVED. 

 

CALENDAR OF MEETINGS:  DATES, TIMES, AND LOCATIONS 

 

Following  discussion,  Mr. Steck  moved,  seconded by Mr. Harless and carried,  that the 

November meeting be held on Tuesday the 10th at 6:00 P.M. 

 

Following discussion, Chairman Olliver indicated that there was consensus among the members 

that the December meeting be held on Wednesday the 9th at 3:30 P.M. 

 

Following discussion, the members agreed to meet on the first and third Wednesday through the 

month of July.  Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that, if necessary, the schedule would be modified to 

add or cancel meetings. 

 

REVIEW OF OVERALL TIMELINE AND M ILESTONES - TO BE REVISITED 
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Deviating from the agenda, Chairman Olliver indicated that the Timeline and Milestones item 

would be heard at this time. 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook reviewed the proposed timeline, and pointed out that the CRC review sessions 

are scheduled through July of 2016; that beginning in December of this year, members of the 

community and other jurisdictions will be scheduled to testify before the Commission as needed; 

that work will begin on the draft Charter in May of 2016 and the final draft will be presented to 

the  Commission in early June;  that the public hearings will be held in July;  and that the 

publication and distribution of the final CRC Report will be completed by July 25. 

 

In response to query by Ms. Caron, Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that while she will be facilitating 

the  selection of topics to discuss,  the members would make the decisions.  During discussion, 

Mr. Sewell pointed out that Representative Ahern, Clerk Burke, Commissioner Long, and Mayor 

Bradbury represent certain entities and have been charged with bringing forward items for 

consideration by the Commission. 

 

Attorney Vose  discussed two options  available to allow members of the community to put an 

item forward for consideration:  (1) any member of the public may request that a topic be added 

to the agenda to be considered, or,  (2)  a member of  the public  will submit a proposal or 

suggestion for changes to the Charter and then at least one member of the Commission will adopt 

that proposal, at least for the purpose of discussion.   He related that option No. 2 would ensure 

that the time and resources of the  Commission would not be consumed for frivolous purposes; 

and advised that  proposals from  the public should be in writing so they can be easily evaluated 

by the Commission and, ultimately, by him. 

 

In response to queries by Ms. Caron, Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that her firm would schedule 

focus group  sessions  with the citizens on  potential topics to be discussed; and that in view of the 

Sunshine Law, details on participation by the CRC members would be decided later.  

 

Attorney Vose discussed the requirement for two public hearings immediately prior to the 

transmission of the Final Report,  and indicated that he would consult with the  County Attorney 

to confirm that it means that votes would be taken after the  Commission has had an opportunity 

to hear from the public; whereupon, Chairman Olliver cautioned that the members should not 

schedule vacations in July.   

 

COMMUNICATION PLAN ï TO BE REVISITED 
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Ms. Brady reviewed the Communication Plan, and indicated that the objective is to implement a 

proactive plan in order to distribute facts about the process and  keep the public informed;  and 

that her team will work with the Countyôs Communication Department to use the website, 

traditional media, and social media to keep the public informed. 

 

*    *    *    *  

 

Mr. Pressman left the meeting at 7:35 P.M. 

 

*    *    *    *  

 

Mr. Burke  expressed  concern that the public is not aware that the CRC is in session,  and 

suggested that an initial media barrage be instituted using press releases to the Tampa Bay Times, 

the weekly neighborhood papers, and other media outlets; that inserts about the CRC be added to 

large County Government mailings, including the Utility bills; and that St. Petersburg and the 

larger cities be asked to include inserts in their mailings.  He suggested that the website be made 

more interactive,  and discussion ensued wherein  Mr. Steck recommended that both Facebook 

and Twitter be used, as social media is age specific. 

 

Commissioner Long indicated that the County Administrator and his staff are opposed to using 

any County materials to disseminate information about the CRC, as it is a citizenôs review and 

they do not want the perception in the public that this is being driven by the County.  

 

Chairman Olliver  stated that he agrees  with Mr. Burke that it is past the time for action,  and 

asked what steps the Commission could take to get the communication plan started.  Ms. Brady 

indicated that she will meet with the Countyôs Communication Director and roll out the media 

campaign next week;  and that her team will generate the content and  provide it to 

Communications  for distribution;  whereupon,  Ms. Hardwick provided input regarding the 

County Administratorôs direction. 

 

Mr. Burke expressed concern regarding the County Administratorôs reluctance to provide 

assistance and commented that it is probably because he would prefer that the CRC initiate the 

request so the community  would not get the perception that  CRC decisions are at the behest of 

the BCC;  whereupon,  he moved, seconded by  Ms. Bell, that the  CRC formally request the 

County to put its resources behind the CRC communication plan.  During discussion, Mr. Steck 

suggested that a disclaimer of sorts could be used, and Ms. Brady indicated that  Attorney Vose 

has indicated that he will review any copy sent out to determine that it is properly represented as 

coming from the CRC. 
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Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Thereupon, in response to query by Ms. Brady, Mr. Steck moved, seconded by Mr. Sewell and 

carried unanimously, that authority be delegated to the Chairman to sign off on any documents or 

copy developed by the consultants for the CRC. 

 

Chairman Olliver asked that the proposed communication plan be reviewed; that Mr. Burkeôs 

specific suggestions be incorporated; and that the plan be finalized with more specificity before it 

is presented at the next CRC meeting.   

 

HIGH LEVEL DISCUSSION OF CURRENT CHARTER ISSUES ï DEFERRED  

 

Chairman Olliver indicated that it is clear that term limits and the dual vote are topics the CRC 

needs to decide whether to sponsor, and suggested that the discussion be deferred to the next 

meeting, and possibly workshopped, and no objections were noted. 

 

The Chairman requested input from the members regarding scheduling workshops before future 

meetings; whereupon, he directed that work sessions begin at 3:30 P.M and the meetings at 5:00 

P.M.,  with Public  Comment to begin as soon as the official meeting starts,  and no objections 

were noted. 

 

DISCUSSION ON AGENDA FOR THE NEXT MEETING  

 

Chairman Olliver indicated that items for the next agenda would include further discussion and 

completion of the Communication Plan, the high-level discussion of current Charter issues, and 

further discussion on issues left unaddressed at this meeting, including the research on rules, vote 

requirements, public comment requirements, and the language regarding hiring/terminating the 

County Administrator. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Upon motion by Mr. Sewell, seconded by Mr. Shulman and carried unanimously,  the meeting 

was adjourned at 7:53 P.M.  
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November 10, 2015 

Largo, Florida, November 10, 2015 

Amended December 8, 2015 

 

 

A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created by Chapter 80-

950, Laws of Florida) was held at the Pinellas County Utilities Building, 4th Floor Conference 

Room, 14 South Fort Harrison Avenue, Clearwater, Florida, at 6:00 P.M. on this date with the 

following members in attendance: 

 

James Olliver, Chairman 

Thomas Steck, Vice Chairman 

Larry Ahern, State Representative 

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 

Janet C. Long, County Commissioner 

Johnny Bardine 

Keisha Bell 

Ashley Caron 

Barclay Harless 

Todd Pressman (late arrival) 

James Sewell 

Joshua Shulman 

 

Not Present 

Sandra L. Bradbury, City of Pinellas Park Mayor 

 

Also Present 

Wade Vose, Vose Law Firm, General Counsel 

Diane Meiller-Cook, Diane Meiller & Associates, Inc. (DM&A), Facilitator 

Flo Sena, DM&A 

Sara Brady, DM&A 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Pinellas County Intergovernmental Liaison 

Other interested individuals 

Christopher Bartlett, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

(Minutes by Helen Groves) 

 
AGENDA 
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1. Call to Order (CRC Chairman) 

 

2. Public Comment on Items on this Agenda (CRC Chairman) 

 

3.  Approval of Minutes ï October 14, 2015 Meeting (CRC Chairman) 

 

4. General Counsel Report (Vose Law Firm) 

 

5. Facilitation Team Report and Direction  (DM&A) 

 

 a. Recap and Action Item Review 

 b. Operating Rules 

 c. Communication Plan 

 d. Website Recommendations 

 e. Referendum Topics to Date 

 

6. Discussion on Agenda for the Next Meeting (DM&A) 

 

7. Adjournment (CRC Chairman) 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Olliver called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. and welcomed those in attendance.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

In response to the Chairmanôs call for persons wishing to be heard, the following individuals 

appeared and voiced their support for term limits: 

 
Adelle Blackman, Unincorporated Tarpon Springs 

Debra Caso, Palm Harbor 

Tony Caso, Palm Harbor 

Marcus Harrison, Palm Harbor 

J. B. Pruitt, Clearwater 

Freddy Ferro, St. Petersburg 

Charles White, Clearwater 

 
In addition to supporting term limits, Ms. Caso proposed that (1) the basic tax and the surtax for the School District 

be shown  separately on the Truth in Millage (TRIM) notices so voters can decide whether the surtax is warranted; 

and (2) the County Commissioners be prohibited from sitting on the boards of other taxing authorities such as the 

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA). 
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In addition to supporting term limits, Mr. Harrison proposed that (1) the Unincorporated Areas have greater 

representation, (2) Interlocal Agreements be negotiated in the Sunshine; and (3) the public be allowed to rebut or re-

address an item before a vote is taken when new information is presented to the Board of County Commissioners 

(BCC). 

 

In addition to supporting term limits for both Commissioners and Constitutional Officers,  Mr. Pruitt proposed that 

the composition of the CRC membership on future Commissions be changed to include regular citizens.  

 

Susan McGrath, St. Petersburg, appeared and spoke on the topic of fire service.  She stated that 18 independent Fire 

Districts are not needed and requested that a countywide fire department be considered. 

 

In response to query by the Chairman, Ms. McGrath confirmed that she had stated it costs $1.5 

million annually to operate and maintain a ladder truck. 

 

Later in the meeting in response to comments made by the citizens, Commissioner Long stated 

that:  

 

¶ The County Commissioners serve on many boards and committees, including the PSTA, by 

direction of State Statute.  

 

¶ Interlocal Agreements are not done outside of the Sunshine Law or behind closed doors.  All 

issues the Board takes up are posted on the websites and agendas are available.  All Interlocal 

Agreements come back to the Board for discussion and/or amendments, and citizens can 

communicate their concerns and/or provide input to any member of the Board. 

 

MINUTES OF OCTOBER 14, 2015 MEETING - APPROVED  

 

Chairman Olliver noted that the minutes should reflect that Mayor Bradbury left the meeting at 

6:01 P.M.; whereupon, Commissioner Long moved, seconded by Mr. Sewell and carried 

unanimously, that the minutes be approved as noted. 

 

GENERAL COUNSEL REPORT 

 

CARRY OVER TOPICS FROM 10/14/15 MEETING 

 

Use of Phone Line for Participation in CRC Meetings (Virtual Attendance) 
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Attorney Vose  indicated that many opinions of the Attorneys General and some court cases 

address the implications of the Sunshine Law on electronic attendance at meetings, and most are 

conflicting;  and suggested that the  CRC observe the following basic parameters:  (1) that a 

quorum should be physically present and (2) that the circumstance must be extraordinary.  He 

advised that the CRC has legislative discretion in defining an extraordinary circumstance; that a 

severe illness is universally recognized as one; and that the justification should never be used 

merely as a convenience, as the opinions of the Attorneys General have frowned upon such use. 

 

Attorney Vose stated that the character of this  CRC is unique in that by the terms of the Charter, 

a member of the Legislature is required to participate, and the Legislature would be in session for 

a part of the time this body is meeting; and that this uniqueness would seem to qualify as an 

extraordinary circumstance; whereupon, he recommended that the CRC come to a general 

understanding of what would be considered an extraordinary circumstance. 

 

Following discussion, Chairman Olliver indicated that the members have reached consensus on 

the following: 

 

¶ There must be a quorum physically present. 

¶ The absence of the Legislator member when the Legislature is in session will be deemed an 

extraordinary circumstance. 

¶ Members will be able to attend electronically under extraordinary circumstances. 

¶ The existence of an extraordinary circumstance will be determined by the  Commission by 

vote at the beginning of the meeting. 

¶ A member  deemed to have an extraordinary  circumstance  will be permitted  to attend 

virtually and will have all rights and privileges, including voting. 

¶ The extraordinary circumstance justification must be either for an illness that prevents a 

physical presence or business related. 

¶ The extraordinary circumstance justification will not be used merely for convenience. 

 

Thereupon, Mr. Sewell moved, seconded by Mr. Steck and carried unanimously,  that the 

procedure for participating by virtual attendance agreed upon by the members and delineated by 

Chairman Olliver be approved. 

 

Clarification on County Executive ñMethod of Terminationò from Table of Charter County 

Comparisons (Page 5) 

 

Referencing a document titled County Charter Provision Comparisons presented at the October 

meeting, Attorney Vose  clarified that the Pinellas County Administrator can be removed either 
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by a vote of four members of the BCC voting for removal in two consecutive regular scheduled 

meetings of the Board or by a vote of five members of the BCC in one meeting; whereupon, in 

response to query by  Mr. Steck, he confirmed that the Pinellas County Charter is clear on the 

point. 

 

FACILITATION TEAM REPORT AND DIRECTION 

 

RECAP AND ACTION ITEM REVIEW 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook reviewed the actions taken at the October 14 meeting.  She indicated that since 

the meeting, a Calendar of Meetings has been created and uploaded to the CRC website and the 

County calendar; and that the website has been reviewed to ensure the public can locate all 

materials, documents, and communications; whereupon, in response to query by Mr. Steck, she 

confirmed that the location of each meeting would be clearly shown on the calendar. 

 

OPERATING RULES 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook reviewed the Operating Rules discussed at the October 14 meeting, and ways 

the public may provide input or send feedback to the CRC. 

 

Attorney Vose discussed providing the public a reasonable opportunity to be heard at public 

meetings in order to comply with Statute 286.0114, and recommended that if a matter comes up 

that is not  on the agenda,  public comment be  re-opened  before  formal action is taken; 

whereupon,  Mr. Steck expressed concern that only the people present at the meeting would be 

able to comment, and proposed that the matter appear on the agenda of the following meeting.   

 

During discussion and in response to query by Mr. Burke, Attorney Vose indicated that for the 

purpose of providing public notice, the ñagendaò would consist of the entire packet, and Ms. 

Meiller-Cook indicated that henceforth the front page of the agenda would include the language 

The agenda includes all attached documents. 

 

Mr. Sewell moved, seconded by Mr. Steck, that the Operating Rules be approved, and discussion 

ensued. 

 

Mr. Shulman expressed concern that the second meeting requirement might hamper the work of 

the CRC,  and Mr. Steck  suggested that  Operating  Rules appear as a standard item on each 

agenda; thereupon, Chairman Olliver directed that the Rule on public comment be amended to 
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include a sentence saying any action that would impact an amendment to the Charter would be 

voted on in a subsequent meeting; and that the motion on the floor encompass that, and no 

objections were noted. 

 

Upon call for the vote, the motion to approve the Operating Rules carried unanimously. 

 

COMMUNICATION PLAN  

 

Ms. Brady reviewed the Communication Plan  (Part 1) and the  Communications  Action Plan 

(Part 2), which have been filed and made a part of the record, and answered queries by the 

members.   

 

In response to query by Mr. Shulman regarding  CRC members speaking before community 

groups,  Ms. Brady  indicated that if the members would submit names of appropriate groups to 

the facilitator, they would make a list, provide some talking points, and coordinate the project.  

Later in the meeting,  Mr. Shulman suggested that a  Request a Speaker box be added on the 

website under  Public  Outreach so the members would not need to provide the names of 

community groups.  Later in the meeting, Mr. Steck suggested that the website include a list of 

issues  not  appropriate for the  members to discuss during  their speaking engagements; 

whereupon, Attorney Vose advised that the Sunshine Law does not prohibit members, 

individually, from speaking with the public on any topic; however, it does prohibit, except at a 

Sunshine meeting,  two or more  CRC members discussing an issue that may come before the 

body.  

 

Chairman Olliver asked for direction about posting communications from the public on the 

website, and Attorney Vose cautioned against putting the facilitators, the Chairman, or the body 

in the position of acting as censors; whereupon, he suggested that only proposed changes to the 

Charter be posted, and Messrs. Burke and Steck concurred.  In response to query by Ms. Bell and 

following discussion, Chairman Olliver stated that it is the consensus of the members that when 

emails or Facebook communications are received by the members,  they would be forwarded to 

the CRC email address to be stored for the public record and the facilitator would then send them 

to all the members; and that material posted on the website would be specific to a Charter 

amendment idea, and no objections were noted. 

 

WEBSITE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook  reviewed the website recommendations,  which have been filed and made a 

part of the record, and answered queries by the members.  Mr. Burke pointed out that there is 
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misdirection on the Public Input and  Contact Us pages regarding sending material to the CRC, 

and Ms. Meiller-Cook indicated that those would be corrected.  Mr. Shulman related that he had 

difficulty finding specific information when he looked at the meetings and agendas on line; 

whereupon, noting the size of the files, he suggested using links, indexes, and other methods to 

make it easier for the public. 

 

  *    *    *    *  

 

At this time, 7:37 P.M., Mr. Pressman joined the meeting. 

 

*    *    *    *  

 

Ms. Meiller-Cook presented a draft form for the public to use to submit specific Charter issues or 

recommendations, and Attorney Vose indicated that using the form would be optional; that it 

would make it easier for the public to submit ideas; and that he would continue to refine the 

language.   Ms. Meiller-Cook, with input by Mr. Burke,  discussed adding a pop-up survey to 

solicit input from the public, and asked the members for suggestions.  Ms. Caron commented that 

she supports a survey, but as the CRC is only a temporary body, the information solicited should 

be limited to identifying specific topics for Charter review;  whereupon, Commissioner Long 

stated that the  Pinellas County Charter is a serious document and expressed concern at some of 

the  Charter Referendum topics being suggested, and discussion ensued wherein Mr. Burke 

stressed the importance of having input from the citizens. 

 

Noting that the Commission receives plenty of input from the community during the Public 

Comment portion of the meetings,  Mr. Pressman stated that the website should be designed by 

the facilitators, and the CRC members should concentrate on policy.  Following discussion, 

Attorney Vose indicated that he and Ms. Meiller-Cook would revise the form based on todayôs 

conversation and place a draft on the website soliciting feedback from both the public and the 

members; whereupon, Chairman Olliver indicated that the members would be notified when the 

item is posted and ready for their review. 

 

REFERENDUM TOPICS TO DATE 

 

Chairman  Olliver indicated that the  members have had a chance to review the chart on Page 16 

of the agenda packet, which has been filed and made a part of the record, and that he would like 

them to determine  (1)  how Charter referendum ideas will be generated,  (2) which ideas to 

consider and which do not  belong in the Charter,  and (3)  whether the next meeting would be 
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used to tackle one of the ideas listed on the chart or to continue the brainstorming session to 

develop  a list of appropriate topics for the CRC to consider.  

 

Attorney Vose indicated that the CRC would have a range of options to deal with the Charter 

Review ideas, including: 

 

¶ Gather all information on a proposal, but not proceed on it unless at least one member adopts 

it or finds it to be of merit.   

¶ Have a discussion on any idea raised.  It is at the CRCôs discretion whether to have a long or 

a short hearing. 

 

Attorney Vose related that there would be referendum ideas that could not be addressed for 

statutory  or other reasons  and some that,  even if appropriate to put in the Charter,  the CRC 

would choose not to address; and that the members would decide whether they wish to consider 

an idea, and he, as legal counsel, would determine whether it belongs in the Charter; whereupon, 

in response to query by Representative Ahern, he confirmed that the members would decide by 

majority vote whether to move an item forward.   

 

Chairman Olliver asked whether the members would prefer to select a topic for discussion at the 

December meeting or whether to continue preparing the list of referendum topics.  Mr. Burke 

discussed a recent Constitutional Revision Commission he attended, and suggested that the 

Commission take up revising the Charter to remove items that are obsolete, as it should not be 

controversial and would prepare them to tackle the more difficult issues, and Mr. Pressman 

concurred. 

 

Mr. Pressman  suggested that the  Commission begin to tackle term limits in January,  and that 

staff  be directed to research the item and  prepare a presentation; whereupon,  Commissioner 

Long, with input by  Ms. Hardwick, related that the County Administrator  and the County 

Attorney have indicated that they would provide factual information, but would not provide 

opinions to the Commission, as that would be the responsibility of the independent facilitator and 

legal counsel.  In response to query by Mr. Vose, Chairman Olliver directed that for the January 

meeting, counsel would prepare a history, discuss the current situation, and address some of the 

permutations of suggestions made thus far regarding term limits. 

 

In response to query by Mr. Burke,  Mr. Vose indicated that when the Commission decides to 

place a proposal on the ballot, he would draft the Charter language and the ballot amendment and 

bring it back to the Commission for wordsmithing. 
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DISCUSSION ON AGENDA FOR THE NEXT MEETING  

 

Chairman Olliver  indicated that the first item on the December agenda would be a discussion 

about how Charter referendum ideas  will be generated and how  to handle a topic that comes 

before the Commission for discussion; that the majority of the meeting would be spent 

brainstorming ideas and formulating a list of referendum topics;  that the Commission would 

decide whether to address the dual vote in  February;  and that a full discussion would be held 

about items that are obsolete and can be removed from the Charter; whereupon, Mr. Burke 

indicated that he would coordinate with Mr. Vose and the County Attorney about obtaining 

information regarding obsolete items in the Charter.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Upon motion by Mr. Sewell, seconded by Commissioner Long and carried unanimously, the 

meeting was adjourned at 8:32 P.M.  
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December 9, 2015 

Largo, Florida, December 9, 2015 
As amended at the January 6, 2016 meeting 

 

A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created by Chapter 80- 

950, Laws of Florida)  was held at the Pinellas County Utilities Building, 4th Floor Conference 

Room, 14 South Fort Harrison Avenue, Clearwater, Florida, at 3:30 P.M. on this date with the 

following members in attendance: 

 
James Olliver, Chairman 

Thomas Steck, Vice-Chairman (late arrival) 

Larry Ahern, State Representative (late arrival) 

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller 

Janet C. Long, County Commissioner 

Johnny Bardine 

Keisha Bell 

Ashley Caron 

Barclay Harless (late arrival) 

James Sewell 

Joshua Shulman 

 
Not Present 

Sandra L. Bradbury, City of Pinellas Park Mayor 

Todd Pressman 

 

Also Present 

Wade Vose, Vose Law Firm, General Counsel 

Diane Meiller-Cook, Diane Meiller & Associates,  Inc.  (DM&A), Facilitator 

Flo Sena, DM&A  

Mary Scott Hardwick, Pinellas County Intergovernmental Liaison 

Other interested individuals 

Michael Schmidt, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

(Minutes by Helen Groves) 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. Call to Order (CRC Chairman) 

 

2. Public Comment on Items on this Agenda (CRC Chairman) 
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3. Approval of Minutes ς November 10, 2015 Meeting (CRC Chairman) 
 

4. General Counsel Report (Vose Law Firm) 
Status of Workshop Topic on Term Limits for January Meeting 

 
5. Facilitation Team Report and Direction (DM&A) 

a. άwŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŀ {ǇŜŀƪŜǊέ 
b. Website Update 

 

6. Charter Amendment Topics 
a. Obsolete Provisions ό/ƻǳƴǘȅ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅΩǎ Office) 
b. Brainstorm Topics (DM&A) 
c. Rules for Moving a Topic Further (DM&A) 
d. Sequencing Discussion of Topics To-Date (DM&A) 

 

7. Discussion on Agenda for the Next Meeting (CRC Chairman) 
 

8. Adjournment (CRC Chairman) 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING COMMENTS 

 

Chairman Olliver called the meeting to order at 3:30 P.M. and welcomed those in attendance. 

 

In response to comments received from members of the public, Chairman Olliver discussed the 

parking issues associated with holding the meetings in the Utilities building, and confirmed with 

Ms. Hardwick that beginning in March, the meetings will be held at the  County Extension 

Building  where there is ample parking,  noting that,  in the meantime,  information will be  

provided regarding the location of public parking in downtown Clearwater. 

 
On behalf of the Commission, Chairman Olliver thanked Vice-Chairman Steck for assuming the 

coordinating  duties with the facilitator and the attorney while he was out of the country,  and 

related that Mr. Steck would be addressing the Council later in the meeting regarding those 

functions. 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

In response to the Chairmanôs call for persons wishing to be heard, the following individuals 

appeared in support of Term Limits and expressed other concerns: 

 
Dan Jordan, Clearwater:  (1) Term Limits; and (2) politicians not honoring peopleôs votes leads to voter apathy. 

 

H. P. Wheeler, Palm Harbor: (1) Term Limits; (2) inform public re CRC meeting place and provide directions; (3) 

post correspondence from citizens on website; (4) invite Kurt Spitzer to speak to spirit of term limit vote; and (5) 

politicians do not listen to the people. 








































































































































































































































