











































































































Attachment 3

\1 COUNCIL COUNCIL MEMBERS

; ; _ Mayor Beverley Billiris, Chairman

600 Cleveland Street, Suite 850  Clearwater, Florida 33‘755 4160 _ . Vice—Ma%? Lerry Knight, Viee-Chairman
Telephone 727.464.8250 » Fax 727.464.8212 ¢ www.pinellasplanningcouncil.org Mayor Pat Gerard, Secretary

Commissioner John Morroni, Treasurer

Commissioner Nina Bandoni

Councilmember Sandra L. Bradbury

Commissioner Dave Carson

Councilmember John Doran

Councilmember Jim Kennedy

School Board Member Linda S. Lerner

Commissioner Stephanie Oddo

June 3, 2009 Mayor Jim Ronecker
Mayor Patricia ). Shontz

David P H.ealey{ AICP
Frederick Metcalf, Community Development Director Frecutive Director
City of Gulfport
2401 53™ Street South

Gulfport, FL 33707-5161

Re: Proposed Referendum Annexation — Advisory Review Findings

On May 20, 2009, we received from your office an Annexation Service Report as
produced for compliance with Ch. 171, Florida Statutes (F.S.) and as submitted for our
review.

As you are aware, on July 1, 2003, the Board of County Commissioners, sitting as the
Countywide Planning Authority, adopted Pinellas County Resolution No. 03-128 that
authorizes Pinellas Planning Council staff to review annexations that utilize the
provisions of Section 171.0413, F.S. for consistency with the adopted advisory review
guidelines. The procedures and guidelines set forth in the resolution are intended to
assist local governments by advising them of any issues or discrepancies with the
requirements for annexation. As stated in the resolution, PPC staff is.to notify the parties
of interest within 15 days of receipt as to whether the proposed annexation is consistent
with the advisory review process and guidelines of the resolution.

Based on the information provided by the City of Gulfport and PPC staff’s review of the
data, the proposed annexation appears to comply with Resolution No. 03-128.
Specifically, the requirements found in Section II of the Resolution have been met for the
following:

1) All data submission requirements have been met.

2) More than 30% of the owners of the land area are registered electors.

3) Data sources are sufficient.

4) Legal descriptions have been checked and correspond to the area indicated.

5) Individual parcels are not split or severed in compliance with the requirements.

PLANNING FOR THE PINELLAS COMMUNITY




However, there is one requirement not fully in compliance with Resolution No. 03-128;
the numerical calculations shown are not accurate. A 43.80-acre area of submerged land
owned by the State of Florida, parcel #30-31-16-00000-440-0100, has been lessed out of
the 70/30 area calculation. Since this submerged land has a parcel identification number
(PIN) it needs to be included in the calculations. Even though this changes the final
acreage calculation, this proposed annexation still meets the 70/30 acreage requirement.

Furthermore, the table on page four of the Urban Services Report needs to be corrected.
The acreage calculation to include the submerged land needs to be updated. Also, the
residential units listed in the table are incorrect and do not match the units in the data and
calculations submitted.

Please resubmit the report or portions thereof with these corrections by June 19, 2009.

Separately and in addition, as required by Chapter 88-464, Laws of Florida, the PPC
conducts a review that determines whether or not the local government has the ability to
serve the proposed annexation area. This review is for all annexations that are greater
than 10 acres in size. A comprehensive review of the ability to serve will be prepared
and considered at the PPC meeting scheduled for July 15, 2009.

Thank you for your cooperation in this effort and please call Michael Schoderbock or me
if you have any questions concerning this information.

Sincerely,

\%
avid P. Healey, AICP

Executive Director

CC: Commissioner Stephanie Oddo, Pinellas Planning Council Representative
Jim O’Reilly, Gulfport Interim City Manager
Members, Countywide Planning Authority
Members, Pinellas Planning Council
Brian Smith, Pinellas County Planning Director
Bob LaSala, Pinellas County Administrator
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Attachment 4

Schoderbock, Michael D

From: Linda Hallas [legal@ci.south-pasadena.fl.us]
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2009 11:04 AM

To: Schoderbock, Michael D

Subject: Gulfport annexation of south pasadena fire district

Attachments: response to ability to serve.doc

Hi Michael: | wasn't sure if you had or wanted South Pasadena’s review comments on the urban services report
filed by Gulfport involving a portion of the South Pasadena Fire District. | attached a copy just in case. The S.
Pasadena fire district collects 300,000. from the unincorporated residents of the fire district and the proposed
annexation only targets the south side of Gulfport Blvd. but would remove 77% of the taxable value. We have
discussed with Pinellas County the difficulty that might arise for the County in securing fire protection for the
remaining unincorporated area which currently contributes only 67,326 per year. The South Pasadena City
Commission considered possibly annexing the entire fire district however we would need to spend a large amount
of money to assess the needs of the area and compare those needs to our current City LOS and resources. Our
interpretation of the statutory requirements for the urban services report was that a full investigation and mapping
of the in place utilities was required and that plans to bring infrastructure up to City standards including a
financially feasible proposal for amendments to our 5 year capital improvement plan would be required. The
approach taken in the Gulfport report of failing to identify the present infrastructure and simply including a
statement that anything needed will be included in future budgets is of very little use to either the Gulfport City
Commission or the residents of the area in making an informed decision. We are hoping that the Pinellas
Planning Council will require Gulfport to perform a true study to evaluate the status of the infrastructure the impact
that the increased demand for services will have on garbage,fire , police and recreational facilities and set forth
what improvements will be required how many employees will need to be hired and what interlocal agreements
they will put in place with current providers of urban services for this area. Please send me a copy of any report
issued by your staff. Thank you. Linda Hallas lindah3@verizon.net

6/30/2009




The City of South Pasadena reviewed the urban facilities report adopted by the City of
Gulfport in Resolution 2009-51 and offers the following comments regarding the report.

The report fails to include a map of present major trunk water mains and sewer
interceptors and outfalls” as required by Florida Statute 171.042. The report states on
page six that Florida Statute 171.042(a) requires a map of proposed water mains and
sewer outfalls. The statute also requires a map of present water mains and sewer
interceptors and outfalls. The map legend on figure 4a shows the existing potable water
mains in only a tiny fraction of the proposed annexation area that is already served by
Gulfport for potable water. No water mains are shown for the balance of the annexation
area. The map depicted on 5a states that inlets, stormwater pipes, manholes, sanitary
manholes and sanitary pipe are depicted on the map, however the facilities shown are
all within the existing boundaries of the City of Guifport and there are no facilities
depicted in the area proposed for annexation. The report states “the City of South
Pasadena provides sanitary sewer service to the area generally on the southwest side of
Robin Road”. This is incorrect. As a pre-requisite to annexation Gulfport is required to
produce a map which depicts the existing utility lines. This is an expensive and time
consuming task that will provide valuable information necessary to support the
conclusions contained in the report that no extension of Gulfport's facilities is necessary.
A reader of the report should be able to ascertain exactly what utilities are in place as
well as the name of the entity that owns and maintains the infrastructure. The report
contains a statement that sewer and water will continue to be provided, maintained and
billed by the current provider. This cannot be accurate because the statement that
South Pasadena provides sanitary sewer service is not accurate.

A municipality that intends to annex an area that is currently served by another
municipality with basic services such as water, sanitary sewer and storm water is
required to submit a plan demonstrating on the date of annexation urban services will be
provided on substantially the same basis and in the same manner as such services are
provided within the rest of Gulfport. At the very least Gulfport should demonstrate that
the provider of utilities is willing to enter into an interlocal agreement with Gulfport to
continue to provide these services and will do so at a level of service that meets the level
of service adopted within the City of Gulfport. This is an older residential neighborhood
that is very likely in need of some major replacement and repair of sanitary, storm and
potable water facilities. It is South Pasadena’s understanding that the lack of adequate
fire hydrants in this area is due in large part to undersized water mains that are unable
to support hydrants. In its comprehensive plan the City of Gulfport established a level of
service for potable water that includes specific water pressure to each property at the
street at peak hour. The City of Gulfport capital improvement plan includes replacing all
residential 11/2 inch potable water lines with 2 inch pipes. There is nothing in the urban
service report that indicates what size pipes are in the area proposed for annexation nor
what types of water pressures are available in the area to be annexed. Without this
information it is not possible for Gulfport to meet its statutory obligation of providing
potable water on substantially the same basis and in the same manner as water is
provided within Gulfport. Why should the residents of this area begin paying Guifport
millage and not receive the same level of service and the same price for water as the
residents of Gulifport enjoy? The blanket statement that another jurisdiction will be
responsible for provision of these municipal services does not meet the requirement of
FI St. 171.042(c). If new water mains and distribution pipes are needed in order for this
area to have the same level of service as other residents of Gulfport in terms of quantity
and water pressure the report should lay out Gulfport’s plans for achieving this including




























