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June 15, 2006

Mr. Alan Bomstein

Chairman

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
c/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst. County Administrator

315 Court Street, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Mr. Bomstein:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

I, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. | really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt {o address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. 1 do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements." In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives fo induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply fo the situation with voluntary annexations.

| would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to staie "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations."
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. | will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any questions.

Very touly yours,

o LU @a/éuﬁ

James W. Denhardt
cc:  Mayor William Mischler

Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Mr. Ricardo Davis

Vice-Chairman

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
¢/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst. County Administrafor

315 Court Street, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Mr. Davis:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 20086, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

I, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. | really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property, However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as fo voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements.” In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply to the situation with voluntary annexations.

| would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations.”
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. | will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any questions.

v xguuy%

James W. Denhardt

cc:  Mayor William Mischler
Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Honorable Susan Latvala

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
c/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst. County Administrator

315 Court Street, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Commissioner Latvala:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, 1 would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

|, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. | really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements.” In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply fo the situation with voluntary annexations.

| would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations.”
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. { will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any questions.

Very tpuly/ yours,

James W. Denhardt
cc:  Mayor William Mischler

Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Honorable George Jirotka VIA HAND DELIVERY
Pinelias County Charter Review Commission

c/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst. County Administrator

315 Court Street, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Judge Jirotka:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2008. Atthe conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

[, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. 1 really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements." In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, 1 do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. 1 am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply to the situation with voluntary annexations.

I would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state “"This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations.”
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. | will be present at your meeting
Monday njght to discuss this matter if you should have any questions.

Ver

ujy yours,

W L, u/}%we

James W. Denhardt
cc:  Mayor William Mischler
Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Mr. Roger Wilson

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
c/o Elithia Stanfieid

Asst. County Administrator

315 Court Stireet, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Mr. Wilson:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time,

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waliving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

|, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. | really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit {0 you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

I see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements.” In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash paymentis are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply to the situation with voluntary annexations.

I would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations.”
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. | will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any guestions.

Very jrifly yours,
Ctaned u‘) W

James W. Denhardt
cc.  Mayor William Mischler
Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Ms. Katie Cole

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
c/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst. County Administrator

315 Court Street, 6th Floor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Ms. Cole:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, uniess it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

|, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. 1 really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficuities with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements." In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply to the situation with voluntary annexations.

| would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change to
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations."
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. 1 will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any gquestions.

Very {f)ly yours,

ot Ss st

Jamés W. Denhardt
cc:  Mayor William Mischler
Members of the City Council
of Pinelias Park

JWD/dh
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June 15, 2006

Ms. Karen Burns

Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
c/o Elithia Stanfield

Asst, County Administrator

315 Court Street, 6th Fioor

Clearwater, Florida 33756

RE: Pinellas County Charter Review Commission
Dear Ms. Burns:

| addressed the Pinellas County Charter Review Commission at your last two
public hearings, held on May 22 and June 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the public
hearing on June 8th, the Charter Review Commission decided that you had
already conducted your three public hearings, and that at your meeting on June
19, 2006, you would not accept further public comment, unless it dealt with a
specific amendment that was proposed at that time.

On behalf of my client, the City of Pinellas Park, and without waiving any other
objections | have to the procedures or actions being taken by the Charter Review
Commission, | would like to bring up one item pertaining to annexations that |
would request you consider when you are discussing any possible amendments.

I, or my associate, Christopher Hammonds, have attended most of the meetings
this past year of the Charter Review Commission as you have discussed
annexation issues. Your discussions have been directed toward referendum and
non-referendum/referendum annexations, as a result of the proposed 49th Street
annexation, and some property owners in other areas of the County being
subjected to multiple referenda. | really do not recall your discussions being about
any problems with voluntary annexations.
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Specifically, as to incentives being offered to property owners, that discussion
arose as a result of some of the statements you heard from individuals involved in
the proposed 49th Street annexation, indicating that they had been offered checks
to sign consents to annexation, so that their property could be used to leverage
other properties. As a result of those statements and allegations, your
Commission proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, to add a new Section 2.07 of
the Pinellas County Charter pertaining to material incentives or inducements. |
know this section was intended as a good faith attempt to address issues about
which you heard testimony at your meetings pertaining to the leveraging of
property. However, | would submit to you that the wording of proposed Charter
Amendment No. 6 might be construed to apply to any annexation in the County,
voluntary, referendum, or non-referendum/referendum. | do not believe this was
your intent as | do not believe you heard any testimony or issues pertaining to
voluntary annexations, or any allegations that the current system as to voluntary
annexations needs any changes.

| see a number of difficulties with the language of proposed Charter Amendment
No. 6. The Amendment contains no definitions of "material incentives or
inducements." In a voluntary annexation, the property owner desires to become
part of the municipality and the municipality desires to have the property located
in the municipality. No one is being forced to be annexed without their consent.
Annexation agreements sometimes provide for a reduction in or a waiver of some
fees that might otherwise be owed to the municipality (other than taxes). However,
this is no different than the Pinellas County Economic Development office offering
such incentives to induce relocation of businesses or industries to Pinellas County.
Cash payments are not made to the property owner, but the property owner may
receive some economic benefit by being located in the municipality, other than the
County, such as increased services and easier development opportunities.

Again, | do not believe you have heard any complaint or fault with the current
system of voluntary annexations. | am not sure that you intended for proposed
Charter Amendment No. 6 to apply to the situation with voluntary annexations.

| would suggest and strongly recommend that you consider a simple change fo
proposed Charter Amendment No. 6, and include the following as a final sentence
of the proposed language to Section 2.07. of the Pinellas County Charter, after the
current final sentence, to state "This section shall not apply to voluntary
annexations.”
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Thank you for consideration of this amendment. | will be present at your meeting
Monday night to discuss this matter if you should have any questions.

Very fuly yours,

James W. Denhardt
cc:  Mayor William Mischler
Members of the City Council
of Pinellas Park

JWD/dh



