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Introduction 
 
 

This Report is submitted by the Charter Review Commission pursuant to Section 6.05 of the 

Pinellas County Charter.  Section 6.05 was adopted by the voters of Pinellas County in 

November of 2004.   

 

The Pinellas County Charter requires that a Charter Review Commission (CRC) be appointed 

every six years.  Once constituted, a CRC operates independently of county government and is 

required to review, on behalf of the citizens of Pinellas County, the Charter and the operations of 

the county in order to recommend any amendments to the Charter.  The CRC that was first 

appointed in 2004 was the fourth such CRC since the adoption of the Pinellas County Charter by 

the voters in 1980. 

 

Charter Review Commissions in Pinellas County are appointed by the Board of County 

Commissioners.  Under normal appointment procedures, a CRC consists of 13 members from the 

following groups of people: 

 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 an elected County Commissioner; and  

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

 

The 2004 Charter Review Commission considered many issues during the six-month course of 

their work.  But it quickly became clear to the CRC that they would not have time to complete an 

in-depth analysis of the charter, build consensus and make significant substantive 

recommendations within the six-month period of time allotted by the Charter to complete their 

work.   

 

In addition to four other proposed amendments, the 2004 Charter Review Commission therefore 

recommended (and the voters approved in November 2004) Amendment #5, which reconstituted 

the existing CRC beginning November 8, 2004 and continuing its existence through December 1, 
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2006.  In contrast with the normal appointment process and criteria, Amendment #5 specifically 

provided that the membership of the 2004 CRC would be continued through December of 2006 

so as to ensure continuity in terms of knowledge of and progress in analyzing various issues.  

Nine of the 13 members of the 2004 CRC agreed to continue to serve through 2006. 

 

The reconstituted CRC held an organizational meeting in early February 2005 to select a chair 

and vice-chair, and be briefed on the basic operations of county government.  It subsequently 

adopted operating rules, identified issues to be examined and adopted a schedule for its 

upcoming meetings.   

 

Roberts Rules of Order governed the operations of the CRC.  However, so as to show strong 

support for any measure proposing to amend the charter, the CRC adopted a policy requiring a 

majority-plus-one vote of those present (with not less than eight affirmative votes) before an 

amendment would be sent to the voters for their consideration.  Thus, there would always have to 

be at least eight affirmative votes for a recommended amendment to be adopted.   

 

Amendments to the Charter that are proposed by the CRC are not subject to a “single subject” 

rule and multiple issues could be included in a single ballot question.  The CRC may also take 

action in the form of advisory recommendations or resolutions that are not binding on the 

County.     

 

The Board of County Commissioners (BCC) is required to call a referendum election to be held 

in conjunction with the November 2006 general election for the purpose of voting on 

amendments that the CRC has adopted.  The BCC may not reject or revise proposed amendments 

passed by the CRC.   

  

The members of the 2005-06 Charter Review Commission are listed below.  They devoted over 

800 hours of personal time to the CRC process.  Members served without compensation. 
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2005-06 Pinellas County Charter Review Commission 

 

Member Residence Representing 
   
Alan Bomstein, Chair Dunedin Public At-Large 
   
Ricardo Davis, Vice Chair St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
   
John Bryan St. Petersburg Elected City Official  
   
Karen Burns Gulfport Public At-Large 
   
James Coats Largo County Constitutional Officer 
   
Katie Cole Belleair Public At-Large 
   
Robert Decker North Redington Beach Public At-Large 
   
Roy Harrell St. Petersburg Public At-Large 
   
George Jirotka Belleair Shore Public At-Large 
   
Lou Kwall Palm Harbor Public At-Large 
   
Susan Latvala Palm Harbor Elected County Commissioner 
   
Sallie Parks1 Palm Harbor Public At-Large 
   
James Sebesta St. Petersburg Pinellas Legislative Delegation 
   
Roger Wilson Seminole Public At-Large 

 

Staff 

 
Kurt Spitzer and Associates, Inc., Tallahassee, provided consulting services.  Susan Churuti, 

Pinellas County Attorney, and the staff of the Office of the County Attorney, provided legal 

advice.  Elithia Stanfield, Assistant County Administrator and the staff of the County 

Administrator’s Office provided research assistance and logistical support.    

                                                           
1 Sallie Parks was appointed to the CRC to fill the vacancy created by the passing of Roy Harrell in January of 2006.  
Ms. Parks was a member of the 1998 Charter Review Commission and her service on the current CRC began with 
the meeting held on April 24, 2006.    
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Overview of Charter Government in Florida  

and the Pinellas County Charter 

 

 

The voters in 192 of Florida’s 67 counties have adopted charter forms of government.  Well over 

80% of the state’s residents live in charter counties.  The phenomenon of charters is no longer 

limited to the moderate to large-sized counties; there is now great diversity in the size of 

Florida’s charter counties, ranging from Miami-Dade with a population of 2.3 million people, to 

Columbia with 58,000 people. 

 

Likewise, there is great diversity in terms of structure and service delivery mechanisms in charter 

counties, ranging from those jurisdictions where there are no discernable changes in the county, 

to charters where changes have been adopted affecting the County Officers, the structure of the 

County Commission and the executive branch, the relationship between the county and its cities, 

and the rights reserved to the electorate. 

 

The single common thread in all charters is that the electorate is empowered to consider and 

adopt changes to the structure and powers of the county.  Absent the adoption of a charter, the 

electorate in non-charter counties is bound by a structure and powers that is dictated by the State 

of Florida, without regard to the complexity of problems confronting the jurisdiction, such as the 

rate of population growth, density, coordination in the delivery of services, urbanization, 

demographic diversity, etc. 

 

With a county charter, the opportunity for true home rule at the local level can be fulfilled.  The 

public can change the structure of their county and its service delivery mechanisms, and is better 

able to consider provisions that can be tailored to address the particular needs of the local 

community.  

 

                                                           
2  Alachua, Brevard, Broward, Charlotte, Clay, Columbia, Duval, Hillsborough, Lee, Leon, Miami-Dade, Orange, 
Osceola, Palm Beach, Pinellas, Polk, Sarasota, Seminole and Volusia. 
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Charters are the local “constitutions” of the county, establishing the structure of the county 

government, its relationship to the municipalities and other entities, and the rights reserved to all 

members of the public throughout the entire county. 

 

All charters reflect the sentiments of the local electorate, community leaders and elected 

officials.  All contain some elements based on “politics” and others based on “policy.”  But since 

its adoption in 1980, the Pinellas charter has contained measures that significantly limit the 

voter’s direct ability to consider charter amendments.  The measures contained in the Pinellas 

Charter are unique in Florida.   

 

In contrast with each of the other 18 county charters in Florida, the Pinellas charter is best 

described as a “limited home rule” charter.  In terms of the amendatory process, it is the most 

restrictive in the state in that it contains procedural requirements that limit or otherwise restrict 

the public’s ability to consider or adopt revisions to the charter. 

 

• Amendments concerning the County Constitutional Officers may not be presented 

directly to the voters for their consideration.  They must first be adopted as a Special Act 

by the Florida Legislature and then placed in front of the voters for their consideration.  

No other Florida charter has such a provision.  

 

• Amendments granting the Board of County Commissioners the authority to set minimal 

policy standards on a countywide basis (e.g. environmental protection) may be presented 

directly to the voters but must be adopted by a “dual vote.”  Although occurring during 

the same election, the amendment must be approved by the voters countywide and also 

by the municipal voters in which the policy is to be effective.  No other Florida charter 

has a provision requiring a dual vote approval process for amendments authorizing policy 

standards countywide.   

 

In fact, the original (1980) charter required that almost any proposed amendment would first 

have to be approved by the Legislature as a Special Act before being considered by the voters of 

Pinellas County. 
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The 1998 Charter Review Commission considered two amendments to revise the original policy.  

One amendment (concerning the County Constitutional Officers) received majority support of 

the 1998 CRC but failed to receive the necessary majority-plus-one vote (as required by the CRC 

rules at that time) to be passed as a recommendation.   

 

The other proposal concerned future amendments on countywide policy.  It passed the CRC by 

more than the necessary super-majority vote, with only one member dissenting.  Based on the 

procedures in place at that time, the recommendation was then sent to the Legislative Delegation 

for their consideration and approval as a Special Act, and then placement on the ballot for 

consideration by the voters. 

 

The 1998 CRC’s proposal would have deleted the requirement that future charter amendments 

concerning countywide policy must first be approved by the Legislature before the electorate 

was given an opportunity to vote on an issue.  However, after receipt of the CRC’s proposal, the 

Legislative Delegation revised the amendment to the current language in the charter requiring the 

dual vote.  The amended proposal was thereafter approved by the voters. 

 

In addition to the above-mentioned restrictions embedded in the charter itself, there are 

numerous Special Acts3 that contain their own provisions concerning county government.  To the 

extent that such Acts are usually amended only by a future action of the Legislature, the Acts 

may serve as additional limitations on the ability of the electorate to consider changes to their 

county government. 

 

Lastly, it should be noted that the composition of the Pinellas Charter Review Commission may 

also serve to limit the voter’s ability to consider revisions to the charter.  Pinellas is the only 

                                                           
3 Such Acts include: The 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, Mosquito Control District of Pinellas County, 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 County Water and 
Navigation Control Authority, Pinellas Park Water Management District, Pinellas Police Standards Council, and 
Pinellas Sports Authority. 
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county charter that requires certain categories of elected officials to serve on a review 

commission.   

 

In its original form, the charter required that six out of the 13 members of a CRC be elected 

officials4.  The 1998 Charter Review Commission recommended that the number of elected 

officials required to serve on a CRC be reduced to four.  The voters approved that amendment. 

 

But even in its current form, requiring that four out of the 13 members of a CRC be elected 

officials serves to lessen the opportunity for a truly independent review of the public’s local 

“constitution.”  No other charter in Florida contains a provision requiring elected officials to 

serve on a charter review commission; most contain provisions that prohibit some or all 

categories of elected officials and their staff from serving.     

 

Beginning in 2004 and continuing through 2006, the Charter Review Commission has 

encountered numerous instances where they were effectively barred from considering proposals 

because of the limitations in the charter.  In a similar fashion, the limitations that the CRC 

confronted also operate to restrict the public’s right to amend their charter.   

 

The Charter Review Commission recommends that the voters approve the attached amendments 

so that true Home Rule may be furthered in Pinellas County.      

                                                           
4 Two elected city officials; two County Commissioners; one County Constitutional Officer; and, one member of the 
Legislative Delegation who resides in Pinellas County.  
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Issues Considered in 2005-06 

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

deliberations.  A brief summary of the subject matter is included with each topic. 

 

1. Local Boards, Authorities and Special Districts – The duties, authority and responsibilities of 

various local entities.  The CRC examined whether the authorization for the entity should be 

eliminated and transferred to the county charter.  However, many of the boards or councils 

were established pursuant to state law as an independent district and the authority to transfer 

the entity was not within the purview of either CRC or a charter amendment.  Boards and 

authorities reviewed by the CRC include:   

• Construction Licensing Board 

• The License Board for Children’s Centers and Family Day Care Homes 

• The EMS Authority 

• Unified Personnel Board 

• Employee Advisory Council 

• Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority 

• Water and Navigation District 

• Mosquito Control District 

 

A Special Act and charter amendment concerning the Water Navigation and the Mosquito 

Control Districts are recommended by the CRC. 

 

2. Housekeeping Revisions – The CRC considered several housekeeping revisions to the 

charter, including the Pinellas Sports Authority, the Industry Council and the reference to the 

Motor Vehicle Inspection program.  Pursuant to a recommendation from the CRC, the 

Legislature adopted a Special Act in 2006 that dissolved the Sports Authority, which had 

been dormant for several years. 
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3. Annexation Policy – The CRC spent several meetings receiving testimony on annexation 

policy and practices in Pinellas County.  Three amendments are recommended for the voter’s 

consideration.  Issues discussed by the CRC include the topics listed below:   

• Preservation Areas 

• Involuntary Annexation 

• Full Authority for Local Policy 

• “Non-Referendum” Referendum Annexations 

• Enclaves 

• Miscellaneous Revisions 

 

4. Legislative Oversight of Amendments Concerning Constitutional Officers – The Pinellas 

Charter provides that any amendments relating to the County Constitutional Officers must 

first be approved as a Special Act of the Legislature before being placed in front of the voters 

of the County.  One procedural amendment considered by the CRC was to remove 

Legislative oversight in this area; however, no amendments are recommended by the CRC in 

this area.  

 

5. Non-partisan Elections of the Supervisor of Elections – The CRC considered whether to 

provide that the Supervisor of Elections is elected on a non-partisan basis and without 

reference to party affiliation.  No amendments are recommended by the CRC in this area. 

 

6. Fire Services – The CRC retained MGT of America to conduct an efficiency study of fire 

services in the county.  MGT had conducted a similar study in 1992.  The 2006 Report of 

MGT identified upwards of $20 million that could be saved in fire service costs based on 

their recommendations.  The MGT Report formed the basis for several options that the CRC 

considered concerning fire protection and related services in Pinellas County:    

• Single, Countywide Independent District (the recommendation of MGT) 

• Single, Independent District in the Unincorporated Area 

• Authorization for the County Commission to set regional policy or standards  

• Abolishment of Independent Fire Districts 
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The Charter Review Commission had discussed fire services on numerous occasions.  Draft 

legislation implementing MGT’s concept of a single, independent countywide district had 

been prepared by legal counsel at the request of the CRC.  Alternative amendments, such as 

that to allow the establishment of fire standards countywide, had also been prepared and were 

being actively considered by the CRC.    

 

However, during a meeting with nine members in attendance, the CRC decided on a 5 to 4 

vote to discontinue further consideration of possible recommendations concerning fire 

services, believing that placing any charter amendment on the ballot at this time would 

significantly heighten friction between the county, the cities and those in the fire protection 

profession.  

 

7. County Administrator’s Employment Authority - The CRC has adopted a proposed 

amendment codifying current practice relating to the County Administrator’s authority to 

select, employ, supervise and terminate senior staff. 

 

8. Building Services – A second area of examination that MGT of America undertook was to 

update that portion of their 1992 study concerning building services.  MGT made six 

recommendations concerning this service area; however, most could be accomplished by 

interlocal agreement in addition to a charter amendment and the CRC made no 

recommendations for measures that would be implemented by charter amendments.      

 

9. Deletion of the Charter’s Requirement for a “Dual Vote” Concerning Amendments 

Establishing Countywide Powers - The CRC has adopted a proposed amendment deleting the 

requirement for a so-called “dual vote” of the public when considering amendments 

authorizing countywide policy, such as minimal standards to protect the environment. 

 

10. Charter Policy Concerning Future Charter Review Commissions - The CRC has adopted a 

proposed amendment revising the composition, meeting frequency, duration and other 

matters concerning charter review commissions. 
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11. Reporting of Growth and Planning Information – The CRC recommends that the County 

Commission provide widely distributed, comprehensive information on growth and 

development activities in Pinellas County to the public on a regular basis.  

 

12. Strategic Planning Council/Council of Governments – The CRC discussed ways in which 

ongoing mechanisms could be established to assist in building consensus amongst the 

leadership of cities, the county and other entities.  No recommendations are made in this area 

as the CRC believes that sufficient authority to create such councils already exists.  

 

13. Authority to Repeal Charter – The CRC has adopted a recommendation for a Special Act that 

(if approved by the electorate in 2008) would allow the consideration of complete revisions 

to the charter, including a full repeal, or repeal and replacement.   

 

14. Prohibition on the Addition of Fluoride to Drinking Water – The CRC heard testimony and 

received requests from several individuals and organizations concerning possible negative 

health effects from the addition of fluoride to the public drinking water supply in Pinellas 

County.  The County Commission had heard similar testimony, hired independent experts, 

and discussed and debated this issue for many months prior to their decision to add fluoride 

beginning in 2004.   The CRC makes no recommendation in this area, believing that it is ill-

equipped to make decisions concerning matters relating to health and that the County 

Commission is the appropriate forum for this policy matter.  

 

15. State Legislation Concerning the Dual Vote – The CRC recommends that the Legislature 

reject measures similar considered during the 2006 Session that would seek to adopt a “dual 

vote” requirement in general law that would be effective statewide.   
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Adopted Recommendations 

 

 

1. Transfer of the Authority for Water and Navigation, and Mosquito Control Programs  

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the Water 

and Navigation and Mosquito Control Districts as created by Special Acts of the 

Legislature be abolished, and their powers and duties transferred to the Charter as a 

special power of the County.  (Adopted by a vote of 12-0) 

 

The Board of County Commissioners sits as the governing body of both the Water and 

Navigation District and the Mosquito Control District.  Both districts are dependent districts, 

created by Special Acts of the Legislature and are under the budgetary and policy control of the 

County Commission. 

 

Pursuant to a request from the Charter Review Commission, the Legislature adopted a Special 

Acts in 2006 that abolishes the two Districts.  The proposed charter amendment codifies the 

powers and duties of the districts (as previously existed in Special Acts) into Section 2.04 of the 

charter.   

 

This is a primarily housekeeping amendment.  The governing body, budget process, staffing and 

programmatic authority will not be changed.  The only effective change is that if a further 

revision in these policy areas is needed at some point in the future, an amendment to a Special 

Act will not be required. 

 

 

2. County Administrator’s Employment Powers 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that Section 

4.01(a) of the Charter be amended to provide that the County Administrator may 



Final Report - 2006 Charter Review Commission 15

terminate senior staff without cause and without confirmation of such actions by the 

Board of County Commissioners.   (Adopted by a vote of 11-1) 

 

The charter currently provides that the County Administrator may select, employ, supervise and 

terminate any employee of the Board of County Commissioners for cause, subject to the 

provisions of the County Civil Service plan.  The termination of persons in unclassified (exempt) 

positions is subject to confirmation by the Board of County Commissioners. 

 

The amendment deletes the requirement to obtain confirmation by the Board of County 

Commissioners when the Administrator terminates personnel in unclassified or senior staff 

positions.  The protections contained in the County’s Civil Service Plan will remain in effect for 

personnel in classified positions.  The amendment also corrects references to gender in Section 

4.01 of the Charter. 

 

Almost all charters specifically allow the manager to employ and terminate senior staff without 

seeking the approval of the County Commission.  Doing so provides a new manager or County 

Administrator with the ability and flexibility needed to build his or her team of senior 

management staff. 

 

 

3. Future Charter Review Commissions 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that Section 6.03 

of the Charter be amended to implement several changes concerning Charter Review 

Commissions to provide for a more independent review of the operation of county 

government and the county charter.  (Adopted by a vote of 11-1) 

 

The Charter currently provides that a Charter Review Commission will be constituted every six 

years to review the operation of county government “on behalf of the citizens of Pinellas 

County.”  The CRC identified several problems with the Charter relating to charter review 

commissions and the charter review process. 
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1. Time Allotted to Complete Work - The Pinellas Charter requires that a CRC will be 

appointed in December and organized not later than the third week in January of the year 

that their recommendations are to be completed.  The work of the CRC must be finished 

not later than July 31st.  The Pinellas Charter affords a CRC the least amount of time to 

complete its work of any charter in Florida.   

 

After its initial meeting, electing a Chair and Vice-Chair, selecting staff and being briefed 

on issues, four to six weeks can easily pass.  Conducting hearings on recommendations 

prior to taking final votes can consume an additional month.  Thus, the charter effectively 

allows only three to four months of time to actually examine issues, take testimony, 

develop consensus and prepare recommendations.  All other charters in Florida grant 

CRCs at least one year.   

 

The 2004 CRC quickly encountered problems associated with the time allotted in the 

Charter and that was the primary reason why they recommended the continuation of the 

CRC through 2006.   

 

The CRC recommends that the time allocated for CRCs to complete their work be 

extended to at least one year, depending upon when the County Commission makes its 

appointments.  Further, the CRC recommends that future Review Commissions be 

authorized to remain in existence through the date of the appropriate general election for 

the purpose of supervising public educational or informational efforts concerning any 

proposed charter amendments.   

 

2. Frequency of Convening – The Charter currently provides that a Review Commission 

will be constituted every six years.  There was debate within the CRC about extending 

that time to every 10 years.  However, the CRC recommends that the review process be 

shifted to a cycle that occurs every eight years, primarily so that any recommendations 

will appear on the Presidential election ballot, when voter turnout is typically higher. 
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Further, Amendment #5 (2004) which extended the 2004 CRC through December 1, 

2006 did not make adjustments to Section 6.03 of the Charter.  Thus, absent the adoption 

of Proposed Charter Amendment 3, the next Review Commission must be appointed in 

December of 2009 – slightly more than three years from now. 

 

3. Public Hearings – The current Charter does not require a CRC to conduct public hearings 

on its final recommendations.  Most other charters have such requirements.  The 

recommended amendment requires future CRCs to conduct at least two public hearings 

on any recommendations prior to their final adoption and transmittal to the ballot. 

 

4. Expenses and Staff – The proposed amendment clarifies that the CRC may employ its 

own independent staff, such as consultants and legal counsel.  Its also provides that the 

CRC may adopt rules concerning the payment of expenses. 

 

5. Membership – The CRC recommends that the requirement for four elected officials to 

serve on a Review Commission be repealed, and that elected officials and their staff be 

prohibited from serving on CRCs in the future. 

 

The Charter should be considered to be the “constitution” for the citizens of Pinellas 

County.  As such, the entity charged with reviewing the Charter should be as independent 

as possible of those entities that may be affected by the review – the County Commission, 

the County Constitutional Officers, municipal governments, etc.   

 

The CRC believes that the review process affords many opportunities for more than 

adequate input from local governments, including their staff and elected officers.  But the 

CRC strongly believes that local elected officials should not sit on the entity charged with 

reviewing the operations of local governments and the citizen’s charter, and that the 

review process should not become a forum that stifles input from members of the public.  

 

The most significant debate within the CRC regarding Amendment 3 concerned the prohibition 

of elected officials from serving as a member of the review entity in the future.  But an 
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amendment to retain the current requirements of the charter failed by a 2 to 10 vote.  Alternative 

revisions concerning a specific distribution of CRC membership (e.g. city residents vs. residents 

from the unincorporated area) were discussed but no formal motion proposing a specific 

amendment was made. 

 

However, the Charter Review Commission recognizes the value that a well-balanced 

membership brings to the review process.  The CRC believes that memberships in future review 

commissions which reflect geographic dispersion throughout the county, city and unincorporated 

area representation, racial diversity, etc., will serve to help ensure a successful review process.  

The CRC therefore strongly urges the Board of County Commissioners to consider the above 

criteria when appointing the next Review Commission.   

 

 

4. Deletion of the Requirement for the Dual Vote 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the charter be 

amended to delete the requirement for a “dual vote” when adopting future charter 

amendments authorizing the County Commission to set countywide policy or standards.  

(Adopted by a vote of 8-4) 

 

Other than fire services, no other issue considered by the Charter Review Commission generated 

as much testimony, discussion and debate as did Amendment 4 which seeks to delete the 

charter’s requirement that amendments authorizing specific countywide policies or standards be 

adopted by a “dual vote.” 

 

Unlike any other charter in Florida, the Pinellas County Charter requires that the public adopt 

proposed amendments authorizing countywide policy or standards by a “dual vote.”  The vote 

occurs during a single countywide election but the amendment must pass both countywide and in 

the incorporated area in which the policy is to be effective. 
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The dual vote policy was added to the charter 19995.  The 1998 Charter Review Commission had 

recommended that the charter be amended to repeal its provision for Legislative oversight of 

amendments concerning countywide policy.  At that time, most proposed amendments were 

required to be adopted by the Legislative Delegation as a Special Act before being presented to 

the voters for their consideration.  Upon receipt of the CRC’s recommendation, the Delegation 

revised the amendment to provide for the dual vote and the revised proposal was eventually 

adopted by the electorate. 

 

Amendment 4 has generated much anxiety on the part of municipal elected officials and staff, 

who are concerned that removing the dual vote requirement intrudes into municipal home rule 

authority.  Numerous resolutions in opposition to Amendment 4 have been received by the CRC.  

The CRC believes that it is important to understand what Amendment 4 will and will not 

authorize. 

 

The Florida Constitution requires a dual vote when considering charter amendments that transfer 

functions or powers from one jurisdiction to another.  Functions or powers generally mean 

employees or assets of a jurisdiction.  Charter amendments that authorize the setting of standards 

countywide (e.g. ordinances establishing environmental quality standards) are not required by 

the Constitution or Florida Statutes to be adopted by a dual vote. 

 

The dual vote requirements of the Constitution serve to protect a municipal government’s assets.  

But the dual vote provision of the Pinellas Charter operates to limit the countywide voter’s 

ability to determine which level of government will be empowered to set standards that apply to 

all residents of the county area.  

 

Examples of “functions or powers” that are protected by the constitutional dual vote requirement 

include city (or county) programs or departments, such as police and fire services.  Examples of 

“policies or standards” include countywide environmental protection, or planning and growth 

management policies.  Such measures could also include countywide fire standards but a city’s 

                                                           
5 A more detailed discussion of the history and other questions relating to the dual vote may be found in a June 12, 
2006 Memorandum to the CRC that is attached as Appendix B. 
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basic power to provide such functions would remain protected by the dual vote requirement of 

the Florida Constitution. 

 

Amendment 4 grants no immediate, new powers to the County Commission.  It only changes the 

way in which the voters may adopt measures to assist in coordinating policies on a countywide 

basis at some point in the future.   

 

In a densely populated, urban area such as Pinellas County, the actions of one jurisdiction can 

easily affect the residents of an adjacent jurisdiction, which may affect the residents of a 

neighboring jurisdiction, and so forth.   

 

The precedent to authorize the County Commission to set standards countywide is well-

established in the existing charter6; however, the requirement for a dual vote did not exist in the 

charter when the existing provisions were adopted.  The CRC believes that the voters of Pinellas 

County should have the ability to decide who sets standards countywide and in what policy 

areas. 

 

  

5. Annexation – Miscellaneous Controls 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the charter be 

amended to improve notice and consent requirements for annexations.  (Adopted by a 

vote of 9-3) 

 

If adopted by the electorate and confirmed as a Special Act, Amendment 5 would accomplish 

three objectives relating to annexation policy in Pinellas County. 

 

• First, written consent of the property owner must be obtained during annexations of 

parcels where the majority of owners are not registered electors of the area.  The acreage 

of property owned by public entities (such as the State of Florida or a special district) 

                                                           
6 Please see Section 2.04, among others. 



Final Report - 2006 Charter Review Commission 21

may not count toward the percentage of property owner approval requirements as 

contained in Florida law.  

 

• Second, cities may not subject any property to an annexation referendum without the 

property owner’s written consent for a period of seven years from the last date on which 

the property was subject to referendum. 

 

• Finally, individual notice of a pending annexation must be provided to property owners 

and electors within an area to be annexed by certified mail. 

 

The Charter Review Commission heard from many individuals and corporations concerning the 

lack of notice provided in the annexation process, and the problems with repeated attempts at 

annexing properties within relatively short periods of time by slightly altering the boundaries of 

the territory to be annexed.  The recommendations contained in Amendment 5 will assist in 

providing adequate notice to homeowners and businesses alike concerning annexations in the 

future.     

 

 

6. Annexation – Incentives 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the charter be 

amended to prohibit a city or the county from offering to provide material incentives to 

encourage property owners to agree to be annexed.  (Adopted by a vote of 11-1) 

 

The Charter Review Commission received testimony from many individuals stating that they had 

been offered various incentives by an adjacent municipality in exchange for agreeing to be 

annexed by the city. 

 

Amendment 6 clarifies that both the county and cities are prohibited from offering material 

incentives such as cash or other expenditures or improvements.  Expenditures or other 
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improvements that provide a paramount public purpose, including those that further the closure 

of enclaves, are exempt from the provisions of the amendment.   

 

 

7. Annexation – Consent Controls 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the charter be 

amended to improve consent requirements for annexations involving commercial 

property where there are no registered electors.  (Adopted by a vote of 10-2) 

 

Amendment 7 establishes new policy concerning what is generally referred to as “non- 

referendum, referendum” annexations where there are typically no electors and the territory to be 

annexed typically consists of commercial or industrial properties.  It requires that two criteria 

must be met in order for a non-consenting property owner to be annexed. 

 

• First, at least 50% of the perimeter of the property must be surrounded by a combination 

of either the city proposing the annexation or other consenting property owners; and 

 

• Second, the total percentage of the consenting property owners in the territory proposed 

to be annexed, on both a parcel and acreage basis, must exceed 67%.  As with 

Amendment 5, property owned by public entities, such as the State of Florida or a special 

district, may not count toward the satisfaction of the 67% requirement. 

 

The Charter Review Commission received considerable testimony concerning businesses and 

commercial properties being brought into proposed annexations against their will and with 

significant effect on their costs of operation.  The CRC recommends that the process be revised 

so as to require more stringent standards for such annexations in the future.    
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8. Repeal Authority – Recommended Special Act (2007 Legislative Session) 

 

RECOMMENDATION: The Charter Review Commission recommends that the 

Legislature adopt a Special Act proposing an amendment to the Charter which would 

authorize consideration of measures to repeal the Charter in the future.  (Adopted by a 

vote of 12-0) 

 

The Charter currently contains no mechanism by which voters may consider a ballot question 

providing for the repeal of the charter.  The recommended Special Act, if adopted by the 

Legislature during the 2007 Session and thereafter confirmed by the electorate, would authorize 

the consideration of a measure to repeal the charter (or to repeal the charter and replace it with a 

new document) at some point in the future. 

 

The Attorney General has opined that a charter must contain specific language authorizing 

consideration of measures to repeal the document before voters can consider such ballot 

questions.  The Pinellas Charter does not currently have such provisions. 

 

There was no discussion in recommending the repeal of the Charter at the present time but the 

CRC recommends that the additional authority be added.  While the CRC does not believe that 

the voters of Pinellas County would or should approve an initiative to repeal the Charter and 

return to a non-charter form of government, authorizing consideration of such measures will help 

to insulate ballot questions that provide for comprehensive revisions to the charter, or that 

provide for the repeal and replacement of the charter, from legal challenges. 
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Pinellas Park, Florida, June 19, 2006* 
 
 

 A meeting of the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission (CRC) (as created 
by Chapter 80-950, Laws of Florida) was held in the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council 
Conference Room, Suite 100, 4000 Gateway Centre Boulevard, Pinellas Park at 5:31 P.M. on 
this date with the following members in attendance: 

 
  Alan Bomstein, Chairman 
  Ricardo Davis, Vice-Chairman 
  Susan Latvala, County Commissioner 
  James F. Coats, Sheriff (via telephone conference call) 
  John Bryan, City of St. Petersburg Councilmember 
  Karen Burns 
  Robert C. Decker 
  Louis Kwall (via telephone conference call) 
  Sallie Parks 
  Roger Wilson 
 
  Late Arrival: 
 

Katie Cole 
  George Jirotka, Circuit Court Judge 
 
  Absent: 
 
  Jim Sebesta, State Senator 
 
 
  Also Present: 
 

Susan H. Churuti, County Attorney 
  James L. Bennett, Chief Assistant County Attorney 

  Kurt Spitzer, KS&A 
  Other interested individuals 
  Cathy Fickley, Deputy Clerk 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
  1. Welcome 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 
 
3.  Consideration of the Proposals of the CRC and Any Amendment Thereto 

                                                 
* Minutes for the meeting of June 19, 2006 as prepared by the Clerk’s Office but not formally approved by the 
Charter Review Commission. 
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  a. A#1 – Abolishment of Special Dependent Districts 
  b. A#2 – Administrator Employment Powers 
  c. A#3 – Future Charter Review Commissions 
 d. A#4 – Deletion of the Requirements for the Dual Vote 
 e. A#5 – Annexation (Miscellaneous Controls) 
 f. A#6 – Annexation (Limitations on Incentives) 
 g. A#7 – Annexation (Consent Requirements) 
 h. Special Act – Future Authorization to Repeal Charter 

 
 4. Discussion of Final Report of the CRC 

 
5. Other Business 

 
6. Adjourn 

 
 

WELCOME 
 
 Chairman Bomstein called the meeting to order, introduced the members of the 

CRC, noted the presence of a quorum; and related that Sheriff Coats and Mr. Kwall are attending 
the meeting via telephone conference call.  

 
  *   *   *   * 
 
 At this time, 5:31 P.M., Mr. Kwall left the meeting. 
 
  *   *   *   * 
 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JUNE 8, 2006 – APPROVED 
 
 Chairman Bomstein presented the minutes of the meeting of June 8, 2006, and 

after receiving no response to a request for corrections, declared the minutes approved as 
submitted. 

 
 

CONSIDERATION OF CRC PROPOSALS AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO 
 
 Chairman Bomstein provided a brief overview of the public hearing process; 

noted that the members had received approximately 33 email messages; related that the public 
would only be permitted to speak with regard to the proposed amendment language to the 
proposed charter amendments at this meeting; and that the rules established by the members 
require a majority plus one, or eight votes, to approve any action.  
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*   *   *   * 
 
 At this time, 5:34 P.M. and 5:36 P.M., Ms. Cole and Judge Jirotka entered  the  

  meeting, respectively. 
 
  *   *   *   * 
 

Amendment No. 1 – Abolishment of Special Dependent Districts 
 
 Attorney Churuti related that abolishment of the dependent special districts has 

been accomplished; that the special acts have been signed into law by the governor; that the 
charter amendment adds special dependent districts as special powers of the county; and that no 
structural changes have been made with the exception that in the future, the laws can be amended 
on a local level. 

 
  *   *   *   * 
 
 At this time, 5:37 P.M., Mr. Kwall joined the meeting via telephone conference 

call. 
 
  *   *   *   * 
 
 Mr. Spitzer noted that there are no amendments to the proposed charter 

amendment; whereupon, Commissioner Latvala moved, seconded by Ms. Parks, that 
Amendment No. 1, Abolishment of Special Dependent Districts, be approved to go forward as 
part of the final report.  Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously. 

 
Amendment No. 2 – County Administrator Employment Powers  

 
 Mr. Spitzer indicated that the proposed charter revision would correct gender 

references; and that it would codify the current practice as it relates to the County 
Administrator’s ability to terminate senior staff without seeking the approval of the Board of 
County Commissioners (BCC); whereupon, he noted that there are no amendments to the 
proposed charter amendment. 

 
 Commissioner Latvala moved, seconded by Councilmember Bryan, that 

Amendment No. 2 be approved.   
 
 Mr. Kwall indicated that he has previously stated his opposition to the proposed 

amendment; and clarified that it is not a reflection on the current County Administrator.  Upon 
roll call, the vote was: 
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Ayes:  Burns, Bryan, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Decker, Wilson, Cole, 
Bomstein and Coats. 

 
  Nays: Davis and Kwall. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 

 
Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 2, County Administrator 

Employment Powers, has been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 
 
Amendment No. 3 – Future Charter Review Commissions 
 
  Mr. Spitzer provided an overview of the proposed charter amendment as 
previously written; and related that an eight-year timeline had been recommended in order to fall 
in conjunction with the November presidential ballot when voter turnout may be higher; that the 
CRC be authorized to retain and employ independent staff; that the CRC be authorized to pay 
expenses based upon rules that it adopts; that future CRCs be required to hold at least two 
hearings prior to final transmittal of any recommendation to the ballot; and that the CRC remain 
in existence through the November General Election in order to supervise or conduct public 
informational campaigns; whereupon, he noted that the original draft deletes the requirement that 
four elected officials of four different categories serve on future CRCs, and prohibits elected 
officials and staff of local government from serving on future CRCs. 
 

 Mr. Spitzer related that Councilmember Bryan has submitted an amendment 
identical to the proposed language, with the exception that it does not alter the current 
requirement that four elected officials serve on the CRC; whereupon, he noted and corrected two 
technical errors in the proposed amendment, with the concurrence of Councilmember Bryan.  

  
 Thereupon, Councilmember Bryan commented that elected officials provide 

invaluable feedback to the commission members; and pointed out that during the public hearings, 
17 people were in favor of maintaining elected officials on the charter panel; whereupon, in 
rebuttal, Commissioner Latvala related that she is unaware of any elected officials who serve on 
city charter review panels; and that the meetings have turned into forums for elected officials, 
and as a result, very few citizens have attended or provided input.  During discussion and in 
response to query by Mr. Decker, Mr. Spitzer related that Pinellas is the only charter county that 
requires four elected officials to serve on the CRC. 

 
No one appeared in response to the Chairman’s call for persons wishing to be 

heard; whereupon, Councilmember Bryan moved, seconded by Mr. Decker, that the amendment 
to the proposed Charter amendment be approved.  Chairman Bomstein called the question, and 
noted that a super majority is not required for an amendment to the proposed charter amendment.  
Upon roll call, the vote was: 
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Ayes:  Bryan and Decker. 

 
Nays: Burns, Davis, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Wilson, Cole, Coats, Kwall 

and Bomstein. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 

 
 Chairman Bomstein noted that the motion failed, 2 to 10; whereupon, 

Commissioner Latvala moved, seconded by Mr. Davis, that Amendment No. 3 move forward 
with the previously drafted language. 

 
 Discussion ensued during which Ms. Cole suggested that the BCC be given 

parameters within which to appoint suitable representatives from the entire county; and Mr. 
Bomstein commented that a recommendation could be incorporated into the final report to the 
BCC requesting that they address the diversity of future CRCs during the appointment process; 
whereupon, Councilmember Bryan pointed out that the amendment language cannot be adjusted; 
and that if an amendment to the proposed charter amendment has not been submitted, the 
language remains as previously adopted.  

 
 Thereupon, at the request of the Chairman, Commissioner Latvala referred to the 

composition of the current CRC and indicated that the majority of members live in cities; that 
only four members are from the unincorporated area; and that future county commissions would 
continue to appoint charter panels in this manner as the BCC consists of single member districts 
and at-large members; whereupon, in response to query by Judge Jirotka pertaining to the 
rationale for eliminating all elected officials, Commissioner Latvala responded that one reason is 
due to poor attendance by some elected members; reiterated that other county charters are not 
comprised of elected officials; and added that if the expertise of constitutional officers is 
required, they would be invited to make presentations to the charter panel. 

 
 During further discussion pertaining to a technical question, Attorney Churuti 

reported that a new administrative rule has been promulgated to harmonize the ballot questions 
statewide; and Chairman Bomstein commented that he will be requesting that the members 
empower him to act on behalf of the CRC in conjunction with the County Attorney’s Office with 
regard to the resolution of technical, not substantive, issues.  

 
Thereupon, Mr. Wilson moved, seconded by Mr. Decker, that Amendment No. 3 

be approved; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein called the question.  Upon roll call, the vote was: 
 

Ayes:  Burns, Davis, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Decker, Wilson, Cole, Coats, 
Kwall and Bomstein. 
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Nays: Bryan. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 
 

Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 3, Future Charter Review 
Commissions, has been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 
 
Amendment No. 4 – Deletion of the Requirements for the Dual Vote 

 
 Chairman Bomstein reported that the County Attorney has suggested a change to 

the ballot question language; whereupon, he read the previous language as follows, “Shall 
Section 604 of the Charter be revised to delete the requirement of the dual vote retaining a single 
vote requirement for any amendment affecting a transfer of city, county or special district service 
or regulatory authority so that the Charter procedures will follow the provisions of the Florida 
Constitution?”   

 
Attorney Churuti acknowledged that the new language is less understandable, but 

that it may be easier to defend should there be challenges; and stated that the members will have 
to decide whether to have clarity for the voters or specificity for the court system; whereupon, 
she described the process of a past challenge to a proposed charter amendment. 

 
Discussion ensued regarding the clarity of the language, and upon query by Ms. 

Parks, Attorney Churuti provided a summary of what the dual vote requires; whereupon, Ms. 
Parks suggested that language be included that states that services provided by the cities will 
remain protected by the Florida Constitution. 

 
Judge Jirotka and Ms. Burns suggested that a vote be taken to ascertain how many 

members would be in support of the proposed language change; whereupon, Mr. Decker moved, 
seconded by Ms. Burns, that the amended language be approved.  Following discussion, Ms. 
Burns withdrew her second; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein stated that the motion is defeated 
for lack of a second. 

 
Discussion continued during which Attorney Churuti noted that new Supreme 

Court case law pertaining to the dual vote issue has recently been distributed to the members; 
and suggested that the Chairman be delegated the ability to work with the County Attorney’s 
Office in its effort to clarify the amendment language prior to submission of the final report by 
July 1; whereupon, Commission Latvala moved, seconded by Mr. Wilson, that Amendment No. 
4 be approved; and that the Chairman be authorized to work with the County Attorney’s Office 
in clarifying the amendment language. 

 
 During additional discussion, Councilmember Bryan expressed concern with 

regard to the rewriting of the amendment; and Chairman Bomstein stated that he would email 
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any changes to the members, or a meeting could be scheduled to vote on the issue prior to July 1.  
Deliberations continued with regard to the delegation of authority to the Chairman; whereupon, 
following concerns expressed by several members, Attorney Churuti suggested that staff attempt 
to craft language to enable the members the opportunity to vote at this time.  In response to query 
by Councilmember Bryan, Chairman Bomstein indicated that the motion on the table is to 
approve the proposed amendment and delegate authority to the Chairman; whereupon, Mr. Bryan 
discussed the following issues concerning the proposed amendment: 

 
•  A total of 45 citizens spoke in opposition to the 

proposed dual vote amendment during the public 
hearing process. 

 
•  Approximately 17 cities have enacted resolutions in 

opposition to placing the amendment on the ballot. 
 

•  Many cities have hired attorneys for consultation 
and possible legal challenges.  

 
•  Passage of the amendment may affect city/county 

relations. 
 

Following a suggestion by Sheriff Coats to provide clarification of the language, 
Attorney Churuti distributed proposed amended language for review, a copy of which has been 
filed and made a part of the record.  Discussion continued regarding the proposed language and 
the dual vote issue during which Chairman Bomstein expressed concern with the language; 
whereupon, Attorney Churuti suggested that the members revert to the original language, and 
additional discussion ensued. 

 
Noting the concern of several members, Commissioner Latvala withdrew the 

portion of her motion delegating authority to the Chairman, and the seconder concurred.  
Chairman Bomstein clarified that the motion is to approve Amendment No. 4 as originally 
submitted, and not as amended by the County Attorney; whereupon, discussion continued 
concerning the most recent amendment language. 
 
   *   *   *   * 
 
  At the direction of Chairman Bomstein, there being no objection, the meeting was 

recessed at 6:46 P.M. and reconvened at 7:02 P.M. in order to enable the County 
Attorney’s Office to continue to review the wording of the proposed amendment. 

 
   *   *   *   * 
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  Referring to a document containing revised amendment language that had just 
been distributed, a copy of which has been filed and made a part of the record, Attorney Churuti 
noted that the new ballot title reads, “Amends Charter to Delete Dual Vote Except When 
Required by the Florida Constitution”; and stated that the new ballot question reads, “Shall 
Section 6.04 of the Charter be amended to delete the requirement of a dual vote and retaining a 
single vote requirement, for any Charter amendment effecting a transfer of county, city, or 
special district service or regulatory authority, so that the Charter procedures will follow the 
provisions of the Florida Constitution that requires a dual vote to effect a transfer of a county, 
city or special district function or power”?  During discussion, Mr. Wilson suggested that “As” 
replace “When” in the ballot title, and no objections were noted.  Chairman Bomstein requested 
and received consensus by the members to vote on the entire issue; whereupon, Councilmember 
Bryan commented that Commissioner Latvala had a motion on the floor. 
 
  Thereupon, Sheriff Coats moved that the members vote on the amendment as 
modified; however, the motion died for lack of a second.  In response to query by Mr. Kwall 
regarding Commissioner Latvala’s motion, Chairman Bomstein stated that the motion had been 
withdrawn before the recess, and Commissioner Latvala concurred. 

 
Thereupon, Mr. Kwall moved, seconded by Sheriff Coats, that the original 

language be adopted to go forward as part of the final report.  Following discussion and upon roll 
call, the vote was:  

 
Ayes:  None. 

 
Nays: Burns, Bryan, Davis, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Decker, Wilson, 

Cole, Bomstein, Kwall and Coats. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 
 
 Thereupon, Mr. Kwall moved, seconded by Sheriff Coats, that the language 

presented by Attorney Churuti following the recess be approved; whereupon, Chairman 
Bomstein clarified that the motion includes approval of the amendment and the amending 
language, and the seconder concurred.  Following discussion pertaining to clarification of the 
amending language and upon roll call, the vote was:  

 
Ayes:  Cole, Wilson, Decker, Latvala, Davis, Kwall, Coats and Bomstein. 

 
Nays: Parks, Jirotka, Bryan and Burns. 

 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 
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 Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 4, Deletion of the Requirements 
for the Dual Vote, has been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 

 
Amendment No. 5 – Annexation (Miscellaneous Controls) 
 
  Attorney Bennett provided an overview of the proposed charter amendment and 
noted that the proposed amendment to the amendment would include notice to both property 
owners and registered electors in a referendum election; whereupon, in response to query by Ms. 
Parks, he indicated that the intent of the maker of the original motion was to ensure that both 
property owners and electors received notice; and that the language had not been included in the 
proposed amendment.  
 
  Mr. Kwall moved, seconded by Mr. Davis, that Amendment No. 5 be approved as 
modified; whereupon, during discussion, Councilmember Bryan noted that ten people spoke in 
opposition and three people in favor of the proposed amendment during the public hearing 
process; and expressed concern regarding the fact that the proposed amendment requires more 
than a majority to win an initiative at the election polls.  In response to query by Mr. Wilson, 
Councilmember Bryan related that he is addressing all of the amendments concerning 
annexation, and not just Amendment No. 5. 
 
  During additional discussion, Chairman Bomstein pointed out that a two-thirds 
majority is required only in non-referendum referendum elections; and Councilmember Bryan 
commented that the annexation items would also have to be approved by the legislature; that a 
state law would have to be enacted making Pinellas County an exception to state annexation 
laws; and that approximately 98 percent of annexations are successful, negating the need for a 
special law; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein related that the intent of the amendments is to 
address abuses to the annexation system.  Discussion continued during which Commissioner 
Latvala stated that the purpose of the proposed annexation amendments is to put protections in 
place for citizens who do not wish to be annexed; and that the BCC has always been in support 
of voluntary annexations. 
 
  Discussion continued pertaining to the process whereby a citizen can revoke 
consent to annex up until the closing of the second public hearing, the seven-year hiatus, and a 
letter addressing proposed changes to the amendment received from Mr. Hamilton, representing 
the Pinellas Planning Council; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein called the question.  Upon roll 
call, the vote was: 

 
Ayes:  Wilson, Parks, Latvala, Jirotka, Davis, Burns, Coats, Kwall and 

Bomstein. 
 

Nays: Cole, Decker and Bryan. 
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  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 
 

 Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 5, Miscellaneous Controls, has 
been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 
 
Amendment No. 6 – Annexation (Limitations on Incentives) 
 
  Attorney Bennett reviewed the proposed amendment, and noted that there are no 
recommended changes; whereupon, he referred to a letter from City of Pinellas Park Attorney 
James W. Denhardt, a copy of which has been filed and made a part of the record, and noted that 
Mr. Denhardt indicated that incentives should not be an issue with regard to voluntary 
annexations.  Attorney Bennett related that after conducting research, he has determined that 
incentive issues exist with both voluntary and involuntary annexations; whereupon, Chairman 
Bomstein added that the CRC had determined that material incentives would apply in any 
situation that did not serve a paramount public purpose. 
 

Following additional discussion, Ms. Parks moved, seconded by Commissioner 
Latvala, that Amendment No. 6 be approved; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein called the 
question.  Upon roll call, the vote was: 

 
Ayes:  Burns, Davis, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Decker, Wilson, Cole, 

Kwall, Coats and Bomstein. 
 

Nays: Bryan. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 
 
 Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 6, Limitations on Incentives, has 

been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 
 
Amendment No. 7 – Annexation (Consent Requirements) 
 
  Attorney Bennett provided an overview of the proposed amendment; whereupon, 
Chairman Bomstein reiterated that it addresses commercial property owners who are voluntarily 
requesting to annex into a city; and that the amendment change states that only 33 percent of 
unwilling neighboring properties can be forced to annex. 
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   *   *   *   * 
 
  At this time, 7:46 P.M., Mr. Kwall left the meeting. 
 
   *   *   *   * 
 
  Following a brief discussion, Commissioner Latvala moved, seconded by Mr. 
Wilson, that Amendment No. 7 be approved .  Upon roll call, the vote was: 

 
Ayes:  Burns, Davis, Jirotka, Latvala, Parks, Wilson, Cole, Bomstein and 

Coats. 
 

Nays: Bryan and Decker. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta and Kwall. 

 
Chairman Bomstein noted that Amendment No. 7, Consent Requirements, has 

been approved to go forward as part of the final report. 
 
 
Special Act – Future Authorization to Repeal Charter 
 
   *   *   *   * 
  

 At this time, 7:48 P.M., Mr. Kwall returned to the meeting via telephone 
conference call. 

 
  *   *   *   * 
 

Chairman Bomstein advised Mr. Kwall that Amendment No. 7 had passed by a 
vote of 9 to 2; whereupon, Attorney Churuti indicated that Mr. Kwall could vote on the item.  
Mr. Kwall voted in the affirmative; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein noted that the final vote of 
Amendment No. 7 is 10 to 2. 

 
Attorney Churuti explained that the Special Act would afford future CRCs the 

ability to repeal the charter; and noted that the St. Petersburg Chamber of Commerce has 
endorsed the provision; whereupon, Commissioner Latvala moved approval of the Special Act. 

 
Chairman Bomstein added that the legislature must pass the Special Act to grant 

future CRCs the authority to repeal the charter if they deem it necessary; whereupon, Mr. Decker 
seconded the motion.  Upon roll call, the vote was: 
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Ayes:  Cole, Wilson, Decker, Parks, Latvala, Jirotka, Davis, Bryan, 

Burns, Coats, Kwall and Bomstein. 
 

Nays: None. 
 
  Absent and Not Voting:  Sebesta. 

 
 
DISCUSSION OF FINAL REPORT OF THE CRC 
 
  Mr. Spitzer referred to a draft copy of the final report; noted that the report and 
proposed amendments are due to the BCC no later than July 1; and that he will complete the 
report and submit it to the members for review by early next week. 
 

In response to query by the Chairman, Attorney Churuti related that the final 
report does have to be approved by the members; that the draft can be approved tonight; that 
authority can be delegated to the Chairman to ensure that all information has been included in the 
final report; that as previously discussed, he has authority to work with the County Attorney’s 
Office to ensure that the ballot question language has been conformed to the Florida 
Administrative Code provisions; and that no substantive changes are expected to be made. 

 
Councilmember Bryan moved, seconded by Ms. Parks, that Chairman Bomstein 

be delegated the authority to review and approve the final report and ballot question language.  
In response to query by Attorney Churuti regarding an opportunity for the members to review 
another draft final report, Mr. Spitzer indicated that he would distribute the report; and Chairman 
Bomstein added that he will make certain that each member receives a copy of the report; and 
that comments can be made to Mr. Spitzer with regard to any inconsistencies. 

 
During discussion, Mr. Decker commented with regard to the members’ earlier 

recommendation that the BCC be given parameters pertaining to the composition of future CRCs 
during the appointing process; and requested that the recommendation be included in the final 
report; whereupon, Chairman Bomstein noted consensus by the members; and at the request of 
the Chairman, Councilmember Bryan moved, seconded by Ms. Parks, that the additional 
recommendation be accepted. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
  Attorney Churuti indicated that it is typical to delegate authority to the Chairman 
at the end of the CRC process to make corrections to scrivener’s errors, grammar and technical 
issues; and that any errors will be included in the report; whereupon, Commissioner Latvala 
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commented that authority to approve any expenditures to close out the session should also be 
included. 
 
  Thereupon, Ms. Cole moved, seconded by Mr. Decker and carried, that authority 
be delegated to the Chairman to correct errors and approve expenditures. 
 
  Discussion continued during which Attorney Churuti suggested that the panel be 
officially adjourned as of election day, November 7, 2006, unless the Chairman is required to 
reconvene the panel before that date; whereupon, Mr. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Parks, that 
the panel be officially adjourned as of November 7, 2006.  Following a brief discussion and upon 
call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously. 

 
 Thereupon, Attorney Churuti announced that the panel, once reconstituted, is 

required to serve through December 1, 2006; and that it can be adjourned today with the 
understanding that the Chairman may need to reconvene the panel if necessary; whereupon, 
Chairman Bomstein requested and received consensus by the members to amend the language of 
the previous vote. 

 
   *   *   *   * 
 
   At this time, 7:59 P.M., Mr. Kwall left the meeting. 
 
   *   *   *   * 

 
 During discussion pertaining to the public education process, Assistant County 

Administrator Elithia V. Stanfield referred to the 2004 session and reminded the members that 
they had committed to speaking engagements, but that county staff had ultimately handled a lot 
of the educational process.  She related that staff was in an awkward position at times advocating 
for issues that were the results of an independent body; whereupon, she requested that the 
members give consideration to the issue during deliberation pertaining to the public education 
process.  Chairman Bomstein urged the members to do their civic duty in representing the 
commission. 
 
  Chairman Bomstein expressed appreciation to Mr. Spitzer and the members; 
whereupon, in response to query by Mr. Wilson, Attorney Churuti indicated that the members 
continue to fall under the Sunshine Law; and that an appearance at a public forum for the 
purpose of educating the public is considered a public forum exception to the Sunshine Law. 
 
  Mr. Davis, Commissioner Latvala and Ms. Burns expressed appreciation to the 
Chairman, other members, and Roy Harrell.  
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 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 8:07 P.M. 
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