
PINELLAS PLANNING COUNCIL
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM: V B. MEETING DATE: February 18,2009

SUBJECT:
Interlocal Service Area Boundary Process Update

RECOMMENDATION:
Council Receive and Discuss As Is Appropriate
(Information Only - No Action Required)

L BACKGROAND
This process, initiated pursuant to Chapter I7l, Part II, is in follow-up to the Joint
PPC/CPA Subcommittee recommendation to seek an improved way of dealing with
annexation in Pinellas County.

As reported earlier to the Council, the process was initiated by resolution of the Board of
County Commissioners inviting municipal and special district jurisdictions to respond.
Fifteen municipalities and four fire districts have responded and are participating in the
process.

The initial organizational meeting was held on November 19, 2008. (Notes from that
meeting are attached.) County staff then met with several cities individually prior to the
second meeting of the full group on February 5, 2009. A copy of the agenda and the
County's outline of recommended positionsipolicies as well as accompanying preliminary
maps are attached. The cities discussed and responded to the outlined items and will
confer further to develop alternative language/positions ahead of the next joint meeting
targeted for April. In the interim, County staff will continue to meet with individual cities
and special districts to ascertain their objectives and recommendations.

The only direct issue on the table involving the Planning Council is the Ability to Serve
Report requirement contained in the Special Act (see Item 5 in County outline). The
objective is to fold this requirement into whatever interlocal agreements can be reached.
As identified in the County outline, the Ability to Serve Report would not be required to
be complied with within an agreed-upon planning/annexation area defined in the interlocal

PINELLAS PLANNING COUNCIL ACTION:

COANTYWIDE PLANNING AUTHORITY ACTION:

.H:\USERS\Annexation Review and Coordination\Subcommittee\Draft Interlocal\PPC agenda 2l809.doc



SUBTII9CT; Interlocal Service Area Boundary Proc,ess Update

agreement. The County Attorney's office noted potential problems with such provision
and indicated it might require an amendment to the Special Act. A better alternative was
suggested that a so-called "Master Ability to Serve Report" would be prepared by each
jurisdiction for their planning/annexation area as part of the Interlocal Agreement process,
with this one-time report fulfilling the requirement of the Special Act. This latter
approach is favored by the PPC staff.

Council staff will continue to monitor this process and report periodically to the Council,
whose input and direction is welcomed.



NOTES FROM THE NOVEMBER 19, 2OO8 MEETING
TO DEVELOP AN INTERLOCAL SERVICE BOUNDARY AGREEMENT

(Those attending the meeting are identified below)

Brian Smith, County Planning Director, convened the meeting and each person in attendance
was given an opportunity to introduce themselves.

Mr. Smith presented an overview of the process contained in Part ll of Chapter 171 of the
Florida Statutes to develop an interlocal service boundary agreement and that the focus would
be sitting at the table with representatives from the different local governments and agencies.

The representatives then proceeded with a discussion that indicated that the cities were
primarily interested in what the County annexation issues and suggestions were.

Gordon Beardslee presented an informal discussion of the issues listed in County Resolution
08-1  10 :
- Current requirements of Chapter 171

What is the County not happy with (if anything) - e.g. notice requirements
Definitions (some are ambiguous)

- Map issues (municipal service areas and unincorporated service areas - Pinellas County is
focused on annexation in this process and not trying to address service delivery issues.
- Roll in annexation issues addressed in the Charter Review Settlement Agreement. Pinellas
County has not included the dual referenda provision as a subject for discussion in this
process.
- Chapter 163 joint planning procedures
- Limiting the need to address the "ability to serve" criteria in the Countywide SpecialAct
- 10 year term with review in 8 years (several cities suggesting 20 years)

It was clarified that the County had no intent to propose more than the issues that it had
identified.
The County representatives agreed to provide specific wording at the next meeting that could
be the basis of discussion- it was recognized that this discussion would be more useful if the
documentation was provided in advance- County indicated it could provide this more than two
weeks before the next meeting.

Gordon explained the purpose of each of the three maps that had been provided to the
participants:
- a map showing existing jurisdictional boundaries and the municipal and unincorporated
service areas suggested by the County.
- a map showing the municipal and unincorporated service areas suggested by the County.
- a map showing the municipal and unincorporated service areas suggested by the
municipalit ies.
The participants were asked if there were any corrections.

It was decided that the County would meet and discuss municipal and unincorporated service
area boundaries with the several cities that had made that request before the next meeting and
then provide a report at the next meeting on the results.



It was agreed that there would be a co-chairman for future meetings- with one from the
County and one from the municipalities. The municipalities agreed to discuss among
themselves who would serve as the municipal co-chairman.

The question was asked whether there should be one agreement or several agreements?
One recommendation is to consider one master agreement that would contain provisions
applicable to all participants with the option of adding addenda containing additional provisions
specific to a jurisdiction. (However this was viewed as an objective)

Next meeting date to be set by Friday, November 21"t if at all possible.
Largo willing to host at the City Library if date works.
Oldsmar also offered to host.
Tentative - next meeting in Largo followed by the next meeting in Oldsmar.
Wednesdays do not appear to be good for a majority.

Opportunity was provided for public comment at this point in the meeting and several citizens
spoke.

The meeting was adjourned.

November 26,2OOB



Local Government and Aqencv Representatives Present
Joseph DiPasqua
Renea Vincent
Mark LeCouris
Jim Yacavone
Paul Marino
Mike Delk
Leslie Dougall-Sides
Catherine Porter
Bruce Haddock
Tom Trask
Chris Arbutine
Debra Sullivan
Robert David
Dave Goodwin
Jeanne Hoffmann
Jim Lawrence
Jim Denhardt
Tom Shevlin
Mike Gustafson
Matt McLaughlin
Alan Zimmet
CarolStricklin
Norton Craig
Teresa Brydon
Mary Hale
James Angle
Julie Adams
Vivien Campbell
John Elias
Mark Ely
Frank Edmunds
Greg Rice
Jewell White-Cole
David Healey
David Sadowsky
Brian Smith
Gordon Beardslee

Others in Attendance
Raymond Krepfle
Armanda Lampley
Ray Neri
Eleanor Lovell
Dot Miller
Betty Bootier
Jack Byrgin
Patricia Loop
Cpl. Lorena Bosser
Cpl. Dan Doherty
Meghan Lomas
Anne Lindberg
Biff Baker

Tarpon Springs
Tarpon Springs
Tarpon Springs
Tarpon Springs/lndian Shores
Kenneth City/Belleair Beach
Clearwater
Cleanrater
Cleanruater
Oldsmar

- Oldsmar/Belleair Bluffs
Belleair Bluffs
Belleair Bluffs
Belleair Bluffs
St. Petersburg
St. Petersburg
lndian Shores
Pinellas Park
Pinellas Park
Pinellas Park
Safety Harbor
Safety Harbor/Largo
Largo
Largo
Largo
Largo
Palm Harbor Fire Rescue
Lealman Fire District
Lealman Fire District
Seminole
Seminole
Seminole
Dunedin
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas County Attorneys Office
Pinellas County Planning
Pinellas County Planning

Tierra Verde
Pinellas County Cmty. Devel.
Lealman
Lealman
Seminole
Seminole
Seminole
Orange Estates
Sheriffs Office
Sheriffs Office
Sheriffs Office
St. Petersburg Times
Feather Sound Cmty. Srvc. District
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Agenda
Interlocal Service Boundary AgreemenUAnnexation Meeting

February 5, 2009 0 1:00 p.m.
Largo Library

120 Gentral Park Drive, Largo, Florida

Call to Order

Approval of the Meeting Notes

Selection of a Municipal Official as Cochairman
It was agreed at the last meeting that this work group would establish a
cochairman procedure with one from the county and one from the municipal group

Review Text on Annexation Policies and Procedures Proposed by the County
A copy of that draft proposal for the group fo discuss is attached

Report on County/City Meetings on the Municipal and Unincorporated Service Areas
The maps that were discussed are on the County's website at
http ://www. p i n ellascou ntv. ors/an nexation/pdf/meeti nq-2008-1 1 - 1 9. pdf
- the cities involved in those meetings were Pinellas Park, Seminole, Oldsmar, and
Largo

Vl. Draw Conclusions on Discussions to Date as to Direction of this Program

Vll. Set Next Meeting Date and Agenda ltems

Vll l .  Publ ic Comment

lX. Adjoumment

tv.

V.



CHANGES TO ANNEXATION PROCESS RECOMMENDED BY
PINELLAS COUNTY FOR INCLUSION IN AN

INTERLOCAL SERVICE DELIVERY AGREEMENT
(January 23,20091

f:
4.

( 1,) Annexation provisions in the May 2007 Settlement Agreement:\'- a. With respect to monetary incentives, an annexing municipality and the County may only offer,
negotiate, agree to provide, or provide, incentives or inducements in conjunction or connection with
an annexation proposal which (1) improve public properties, rights-of-way, or easements and the
infrastructure and/or facilities located thereon or therein, (2) involve the acquisition of property for
public use or benefit, (3) are in furtherance of the closure of enclaves, (4) provide public services
and/or facilities, (5) waive or pay development, permit and/or application fees, or (6) otherwise
advance a paramount public purpose as defined by Florida law.

b. Consents required by Section 17'1.0413(5) and (6), F.S., shall be express and in writing. Such
consent shall be obtained by the annexing municipality at least ten (10) days prior to the public
hearing on the ordinance required for annexation pursuant to Section 171.0413(6).

c. Without the cunent property owner's written permission, no municipality in Pinellas County shall
subject any property to a referendum pursuant to Section '171.0413, F.S. for a period of seven
years from the last date that such property was subject to an annexation referendum.

d. No municipality in Pinellas County shall subject any property to a referendum pursuant to Section
171.0413, F.S unless an informational notice has been mailed to all affected property owners at
least ten days prior to the public hearing.

Restrict the definition of enclave to any unincorporated area that is enclosed within and bounded on all
sides by a single municipality. This is similar to the definition in Section 17'1.031(13)(a), but excludes the
Type b enclave as defined in the Statutes.

The owner(s) of real property in an unincorporated area may petition the governing body of a municipality
for annexation or a municipality may annex an unincorporated area by referendum regardless of whether
the property is contiguous to the municipality if the subject property is located within the annexing
municipality's municipal service area and is located within and reduces an enclave existing on the effective
date of the lnterlocal Service Boundary Agreement, and neither involves a property that is subject to an
existing annexation agreement nor provides the basis for annexing an adjoining property that is subject to
an annexation agreement.

Planning Authority for Municipal Service Areas (per s. 163.3171(1), F.S.):
a. The County shall have full authority for the preparation and adoption of the Pinellas County

Comprehensive Plan and any amendments thereto pursuant to the Planning Act, and for the
adoption, amendment and enforcement of land development regulations thereunder, for all parcels
of property within a municipal service area llng outside the corporate limits of a city unless and
until such parcel is annexed by a city.

b. A city, in preparing and adopting its comprehensive plan for the development of land within the city,
and amendments thereto, may include its municipal service area with the city's plan in order to
advise both the County and the owners of parcels of property therein of the long-range planning
objectives of the city. However, the city acknowledges that the inclusion in the city's plan of parcels
of property within its municipal service area which lie outside the corporate limits of the city shall not
be binding on the County or the property owners prior to annexation of such parcels by the city.

c. Any affected person within a municipal service area shall have standing to participate in any
administrative, legislative, quasi-judicial or judicial proceeding in which the adoption or effect of the



city's comprehensive plan or any amendment thereto upon the affected person's property is an
issue, and may challenge the adoption of the plan or any amendment thereof, to the same extend
that the affected person would have standing if the property were included within the boundaries of
the city. For the purpose of this subparagraph, "affected person" includes the owner of the property
and any person residing upon it or owning or operating a business thereon, and shall be
synonymous with the "affected person" as defined by Section 163.3184(1)(a), Florida Statutes
(2008), as the same may be amended from time to time.

In the event that an owner of property within a municipal service area applies to the city for
annexation of the property, the owner may assent to the city's comprehensive plan as it applies to
the property if the city's comprehensive plan provides for intensity of use or density which is equal
to or less that the County's comprehensive plan as determined by the Pinellas County Planning
Department, in which case the city's comprehensive plan shall take effect as to the property at the
time of annexation and any subsequent public hearing and final plan amendment action for the
property that may be required, including but not limited to any required amendments to the
countywide Future Land Use Plan.

lf the contingencies of above sub-section are not met, with regard to the owners' assent or the
determination by the County Planning Department, a land-use designation will be established for
the newly annexed property pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 163.3184, Florida Statutes and
Chapter 73-594, Laws of Florida, as amended.

Property in a municipal service area shall become subject to the planning authority of the city upon
the effective date of annexation by the city as provided by the Interlocal Service Boundary
Agreement.

Annexations that occur within a municipal service area regardless of size shall not require an Ability to
Serve review and recommendation by the Pinellas Planning Council pursuant to Section 5 (13) of the
SpecialAct.

Only one legal notice shall be required for a voluntary annexation within a municipal service area rather
than the two that are currently required by statute (sec. 166.041).

Consider having a Z0-year time frame for the Interlocal Agreement.

A municipality would send the required certified notices for voluntary annexations to the County Planning
Department rather than the County Clerk's Office.

To ensure that annexation results in a municipal area that is reasonably compact at least 18 percent of the
total perimeter of an annexation area must be coterminus to the annexing municipality. (Proposed
percentage to be discussed.)

10.An annexation must not result in an unincorporated area being enclosed along more than 82 percent of its
perimeter by a single municipality. (May not be pursued.)

1 1 . Modify Section 171.0413(6) of the Florida Statutes so that:
a. The total percentage of consenting property owners in the entire proposed annexation area, on both

a parcel and acreage basis, exceeds some minimum percentage greater than the cunent statutory
requirement of 50% (percentage to be discussed), and

b. The acreage and parcels of consenting special districts, municipalities, the county or the state
would not count toward satisfaction of the minimum percentage requirement.

d.

e.

f.

6 .

7.

8 .

9 .
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