
PINELLAS PLANNING COUNCIL
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM: V B. MEETING DATE: JanuarY 20,2010

SUBJECT:
Interlocal Service Area Boundary Agreement (ISBA) Process Update

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

T BACKGROUND

This process, initiated pursuant to Chapter 17l,Part II, in follow-up to the Joint PPCICPA
Subcommittee recommendation to seek an improved way of dealing with annexation in

Pinellas County, has been concluded.

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 responded and participated in the process.

After several meetings held between November 2008 and December 2009, it was
determined, by consensus of the participants, that the process be terminated. It was
further determined that the most efficient way to conclude the ISBA process was for the
County Commission to rescind the initiating resolution.

In addition, those participants that passed responding resolutions identiffittg additional
issues to be addressed will likely need to rescind those resolutions to remove those items
from further consideration.

The meeting notes of the December 8,2009 meeting at which this decision was made are
attached (Attachment l), as is the resolution rescinding initiating Resolution No. 08-110
that is scheduled to be approved by the Board of County Commiisioners on January 19ft.
(Attachment 2)
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S(/B..IECT; Interlocal Service Area Boundary Process Update

Annexation in Pinellas County will continue to be governed by Chapter 17l, Part I, and
the applicable provisions of the 2007 Settlement Agreement between the County and the
cities, items 2. a.-d., a copy of which is attached. (Attachment 3)

II. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment I Meeting Notes of December 8, 2009
Attachment 2 Proposed Rescinding Resolution
Attachment 3 Settlement Asreement from2007



Attachment 1

Agenda and Meeting Notes
lnterlocal Service Boundary AgreemenUAnnexation Workgroup Meeting

December 8, 2009 0 10:00 a.m.
Sunken Gardens

1825 4th Street N. St. Petersburg, FL

l. Call to Order - Bruoe Haddock, Oldsmar City Manager and Co-Chair of the Workgroup,
opened the meeting at 10:03 a.m. Introductions around the table followed'

ll. Approval of the Meeting Notes -There were no comments on the notes for the September
30th, 2009 meeting and they were approved as drafted.

lll. $urnmary of the December 4, 2009 Gity Managers Meeting with the Gounty
Administrator

Bruce Haddock reviewed the meeting that took place between County Administrator Bob

LaSala and city managers on the lnterlocalservice Boundary Agreement (ISBA) process that

was initiateO in July of ZOO$. Twelve city managers attended that meeting. After they had

discussed the status of negotiations, everyone-at the City Managers Meeting was in favor of

ending the process. The c'riy managers and the County Administrator concurred that enough

time and energy had been devoted to the process. Bruce had spoken with Robert DiSpirito'

City Manag"t 6i Oun"din, who had not attended the December 4rn meeting, and he also

agieed witir ttris decision. In terms of annexation, the cities would comply and follow the

Florida Statues and the lnterlocalAgreement from 2007 that has an impact on annexation.

Brian Smith, who had attended the City Manager's Meeting, relayed that he agreed wlth Mr'

Haddock's summary of the meeting, whicn was to end the ISBA process. The idea is to end it

now, with the understanding of unwinding the process as simply as possible, without having to

go through the Chapter 16a conflict resolution process. This would still leave open the

6pportunity for reaching agreements with individual cities under the current law.

Bruce Haddock therr asked if anyone in the group had any comments, objections, or different
positions. No comments were received from the group. As there were no comments, it was

assumed that all were in agreement. Mr. Haddock noted that the process would be ended with

the understanding of "no hirm, no foul" on the paft of all negotiating parties. Bruce then went

to ltem Vll C on the agenda.

Vll. C. How best to proceed with the program

Bruce moved to this item on the agenda, discussing how best to proceed with bringing this

effort to a conclusion, The municipalities requested that the County Commission rescind the

resolution that they adopted in Juiy of 2008, This would undo County Resolution 08-110,

which initiated the ISBA Process.

David Sadowsky explained how this could happen. Under Chapter 171, Part ll, the
participants in the ISBA process may declare an impassg in negctiations and then have to go

ihrougn a Chapter 164 process, have another meeting of the ISBA group, and then have a
joint public meeting. To avoid this cumbersome way to end the process, Mr. Zimmet, prior to

ihe meeting, had r6commended that the County could rescind their resolution that initiated the



process, David Sadowsky had spoken with County Attorney Jim Bennett, who then spoke with

bounty Administrator Bob LaSala, who said that he would be willing to recommend rescinding

the resolution to the County Commission. This approach to ending the negotiations would

avoid the Chapter 164 process. Jim Yacavone thought that those cities that had passed

responding resolutions that had additional issues noi included in the County's resolution would

also need io rescind their resolutions in order to remove those issues from the negotiations.
David Sadowsky agreed and stated that the recommendation of Jirn Bennett would be for the

Coung to rescind i[s initiating resolution, and that those cities that had identified additional

issues also rescind their resfonding resolutions, othenruise those additional issues would stil]

be on the table. The County Commission could probably vote on rescinding their resolution in

January 2010. The first stef would entail going to the County Commission to get permission to

do the rescinding resolution. Permission 6ould probably be obtained this month' Secondly, we

would need a lefter from a representative of the cities, requesting that the County do this, and

send it to Mr. LaSala, who would then bring it to the County Commission.

Bruce Haddock requested that the minutes reflect that it was a unanimous decision from the

Workgroup participants and the jurisdictions attending the meeting this morning, that the
proceir be brought to an end, Fie again asked the group if there was anyone who obiected to

the decision to eid the process, No oUlections were heard. A question was asked as to the

County resolution number that initiatedthe ISBA process; it was determined to be Resolution

0S-110. Once again, hearing no objections, it was agreed that the lnterlocal Services

Boundary Agreeireni ProceJs be biought to a conclusion, and the recommendation for

accomplishiig this is that Resolution og -t tO be rescinded. lt was agreed that there will be no

need for tne l6tter that David $adowsky is requesting since the minutes clearly reflect the

action of the Workgroup. Bruce Haddock and Brian Smith can sign the notes of the meeting

for documentationbf the action taken. The County will follow up with providing the Workgroup
participants with the dates for County action on rescinding the County's initiating resolution'

Vlll. Set Next Meeting Date, Location and Agenda ltems

Bruce Haddock stated that there was no need for another meeting, so a date will not be set.

lX. Public Comment
Mr. Haddock asked if there were any public comments. One cornment was received from a

representative of the Council of North County Neighborhoods, asking about the County. map'

Brian Smith stated that it was the final revision, from the County website, but it was no longer

relevant, because the process is being ended'

The meeting was adjourned at 10:20 a.m.

ruce Hadd
nd ary AgreemenUAn nexatio n Workg rou p
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PINELLAS COUNTY:

BELLEAIR BLUFFS

CLEARWATER:

DUNEDIN:

EAST LAKE
TARPON FIRE:

KENNETH CITY

LARGO:

LEATMAN FIRE:

OLDSMAR:

PALM HARBOR FIRE:

PINELLAS PARK:

SAFEW HARBOR:

SEMINOLE:

SO. PASADENA:

ST. PETERSBURG:

TARPON SPRINGS:

PPC:

GENERAL PUBLIC:

Attendees - December 8, 2009

Brian Smith
Gordon Beardslee
David Sadowsky

Tom Trask, -attorney

Leslie Dougall-Sides

Greg Rice

Tom McKone

John Elias - City Atty

Mike Staffopoulos
CarolStricklin
Mary Hale
Norton Craig

Jim Mil l ican

Bruce Haddock
Tom Trask - attorney

Jim Angle

Regina Kardask, attorney
Mike Gustafson
Tom Shevlin

Matt Spoor

John Elias

Linda Hallas

Dave Goodwin
Gary Jones
Jeanne Hotfman

Renea Vincent
James Yacavone - Attorney

David Healey

Rep of Council of North County Neighborhoods
Ray Neri



Attachment 2

RESOLUTIONNO, 10.

RESOLUTION OF THE PINELLAS COLTNTY BOARD OF COUNTT

CoMMISSIONBRS, RESCTNDTNG PTNELLAS COLNTY RESOLUTION NO.

08-110, wHrcH HAD INITIATED THE PROCESS PROVIDED UNDER

CHAPTER I7I, PERT II, FLOFJDA STATUTES, THE INTERLOCAL

SERVICE BOUNDARY AGREEMENT ACT.

WHEREAS, Pd II, Chapter 171, Florida Statutes, entitled the "Interlocal Service
Boundary Agreement Acf' ('Act") provides an afternative to Part I of said Chapter for local
governments regarding the annexation of territory into a municipality and the subtraction of
territory from the unincorporated area of the county; and

WHEREAS, the Act perrrits the adoption of a more flexible process for adjusting
municipal boundaries and addressing a wider mnge of the affects of annexation; and

WHEREAS, the overriding goal of the process set forth within the Act is to promote
sensible boundaries that reduce the cost of local govemment, avoid duplicating local services,
and increase political transparency and accountability; and

WHEREAS, on June 2,2008, the Joint PPC/CPA Aru:exation Subcommittee, consisting
of three (3) municipal representatives and ttrree (3) County representatives, recomtnerded to the
Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners ("Board') that the Board commence
discussions with invited municipalities and independent special districts within the framework of
the Act regarding the development of an interlocal seryice boundary agreement to address the
above referenced concerns; and

WHEREAS, on July l, 2008, the Board adopted Pinellas County Resolution No. 08'110
which initiated the above referenced process arid negotiations under the Ac!

WHEREAS, in Resolution No. 08-110, the County invited twenty-four (24)
nrunicipalities to participate in said process and notifi.ed ten (10) independent special districts of
said process; and

WHEREAS, a total of fifteen (15) municipalities and four (4) independent special
districts as listed in Exhibit "A" adopted resolutions in order to participate in the negotiations
with the County with the goal of achieving one interlocal service boundary agreemenq and

WHEREAS, the participating entities held a series of meetings from November 19, 2008

through December 8, 2009; and

WHEREAS, at the meeting on December 8, 2009, the patticipating municipalities and

independent special disticts voted unanimously to cease the above negotiations and declare an
impasse, and requested that the Boaid rescind Resolution No. 08-l l0 in order to avoid the

Chapter 164, Florida Statutes process; and



WHEREAS, the Board has agreed to the request of the participating municipalities and
independent special districts to end the above negotiations under the Act and to rescind
ResolutionNo. 08-110.

NOW, TTmREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by The Board of County Commissioners of
Pinellas County, on this day of January, 2AlA, that Resolution No. 08-110 is hereby
rescinded. The Clerk is hereby directed to provide a copy of this Resolution by United States
Mail to the Chief Adnainis{p1ive Office of every participating municipality and special distict
listed in Exhibit *A."

This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

Commissioner offered the foregoing Resolution and moved for its
adoption, which was seconded by Commissioner
call, the vote was:

and upon the roll

Ayes

Nays

Absent and not voting

2



EXHIBIT A

Municipalities

. Belleair Beach

. Belleair Bluffs

r Clearwater

o Dunedin

r Gulfoort

. Indian Shores

o Kenneth City

r Largo

e Oldsmar

. Pinellas Park

o Safety Harbor

. Seminole

r South Pasadena

o St. Petersburg

r Tarpon Springs

Indep endent,$ pp gieLl i sfr iptq

. Pinellas Suncoast Fire & Rescue District

o East Lake Tarpon Special Fire Control Dishict

. Leahnan Special Fire Conhol Distuict

r Palm Harbor Special Fiie Control & Rescue District



Attachment 3

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
ALL TIfi CITIES OF PINELLAS COTJNTT ATTD

PINELLAS COUNTY, TLORIDA FOR
THE RESOLUTTON OF ISSUES RELATED TO TEIE CIIARTER REYIEW

COMMITTEE I

,IIENT AGREEMENT fsAgreement') is entered *r. *u afd] o,

Safety Haiboq SL Petc Beac\ St. Petersbrrg Seminole Soutb Pasadena, Tarpon Spriags, and Treasure
Island, all Florida mrmicipal corpcrafions ("Citics'J and Pinellai County, a political subdivision of tbe
State ofFlorida, ("Corinty") (collectiveiy "Parties") and Thomas Trask ("Irask').

,2007, between the Cities and/or Towns of Belleair, Belleair Beacir, Belleair Bluft,

@ater, Dunerlin, G.rISort,Indian Rocks Beach,Indian Shores" Largo, Kerretb City,

Madeira Beac{ Nortb Redington Beac}r" Oldsrnar, Pinellas Parb Rediagton Beach, Redingto'a Sihores,

W I T N E S S E T H :

WEEREAS, the Pinellas Cornrty Charter Review Committee placed seven amendments to the

Pinellas County Charter before the voter for referendl.m approval; and

WEEREAS, the Cities objected to the amendments fon various legal and practical reasons; and

, the Cities filed a lawzuit against tbe Coruty, Ctarter Review Corn:nission and the

Srpervisor of Elections (Crty of Pineilas Partg et al vs Supervisor of Elections, et al, Circuit Civil Case

No. 06-5975-CL11) (hereinafter referrcd to as 'T-awsuit''); and

WEEREAS, the County filed a coirnterciaim to the Lawsuit which alleged that portions of the

Couty Charter protecting tbe rights of the Cities by a 'dual vote' as to tbe ffansfer of cerlain matters was

unconstihrtional; and

WfiEREAS, the Court denied the Cities' request for injunctive relief before the election; md

WIIEREAS, the voters rejected for:r of tbs proposed amEndments; and

WHEREAS, the Cities have no objection to Amsrdment i; and

WTEREAS, the Cities believe that the bailot language fcir Ameardmcnts 5 and 6 is ambiguous

and does not aocurately reflect the actral arnendments proposed to be included in fhc Pinellas Couty

Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Cities and County have met to discuss a resolution of the Lawsuit which would

refleot thc will of the voters as ideatified in the ballot questrons; and

WIIEREAS, it is in tle best interests of the Parties !o resolve tbese issues; and



WEEREAS, by entering into this Agreement neither the Citieq individually or collectively, nor

the Cor.nty waive any defense in any action relating to armexation nor shall they be estopped &om raising

any defense in any actiol relating to amroration as aresult of this Agreerneirt; aad

WflEREAS, this Agreement is gr1tered into between the Parties to settle the foregoing Lawsuit

and to address issq.res of concern expressedby the Cities and Cornty; and

WEEREAS, reference to the 'Gties' or nParties' in these 'U&{EREAS' clauses shall not include

the cities of Dunedia, Redington Beactr, and ladian Rocks Beach r&o were uot pariies to the Lawsui{

however because they are *iesr*ry parties to this Agreenrnt, they are included in references to 'Cities'

and 'Parties' in the remainder of this Agreeurent; and

WEER-EAS, reference to the 'Cities', 'Cormfy ', and 'Parfies' shall include their elected officials'

appointed officials, enployees, ag€nts, persoBs or entities co,ntacting with them, or any other person or

entity associated or affi,liated with one ormore of the Cities and Comty-

NOW TffiREFORE, in consideration of one dollar and oiber good and valuable coasideration,

the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby acknowlcdged and the promises and covenants contained

hereiq the Parties and Trask agree as follows:

1- The above recitations are true and correct end are incorporated herein by reference.

2. The Parties named in the Lawsuit hereby zgre to seftle the above refsen0ed Lawzuit in

the follovring rnanner and the Parties notnamed in the lawsuit helty also agree to the following:

. a. Nonriftstanding any oth€r provision of law, with respect to monetary ince,lrtives, m

amexing municipality and the County may only offer, negotiate, agree to provile, or plovide' inoedives

or jnducemeirts ia coujunction or 
"ouo"ition 

with al armexation proposal which (1) iryrove public

properfies, rights of *uy, *. 
""".meats 

ancl the infrasructr:re and/or facilities locaGd thereqn or therein'

iZ; i""otul tie acquisition of propgr.ty for public use o{ benefit, (3) are in lrtUgrance of the closure of

"o"lu*r, 
(+) provide public i*i"qt and/or facilities, (5) waive or pay development, permit and/or

applicatioa ie"r, or (q ;tkwise advance a paramormt public pupose as defined by Florida law.

. b. Consents requred by Section l71.A4lfl$) and (O, F.S. sball be express and in owiting'

Such consent shatl be obtained by the annoring municipality at least ien (10) days prior to any

refer€Nodum required pursr:anf to Section L71.34n, F.S, or at ieast t€n (i0) days prior to the public

hearing on the ordinanoe reguired for annexation plrbuant to Section 17i.0413(q.

c. Without the current prop€rty ownctr's written permission, no municipality in Pinellas

Connty shall subject any prope(y toa ieferendum pursuant to Section 171.M13, F-S. for a period of

seven ye:rs from the last date that sucbpropeity was subject to an annexafionreferendum.

d. No mrmicipality in Pinellas County shall subject any Fop€rry to a referendum pursuant

to Sectioa 17L-O413, F.S. rnrless an informational notioe has bee,n mailed to all affected properfy ovtrsrs

at least ten days prior to the pubrlic hearing.

e. The Prties agree that the dual vote provision set forth in Sectio.n 6.04 of the County

Charter is constitutional, th" County shall not support any funrre litigation challenging tlrc

constitrtionality of that provisiorl nor shall the County sttpport legislation or referenda seeking to remove

tlis provision from the Ch"tt"r. The County shall notify tlre Cities within thirty days of receipt of sernice



of arey lawsuit or the filing of any claim cbailengng tbis provision. The Parties sball request the Court to
enter a judgment finding this provision to be constihrtional.

f. The Parties shail not draft, supporl request, or propose any enabling legislation for
Amendments 5 and 6. The Partics hereby jointly request present and futr:re legislaures and legislative
delegations to not pass aay enabling legislarion with respeci to Amendmc,nts 5 and 5.

g. The Cbarter ReviEw Cornmission and the Supeivisor of Elections shall be disnissed from

the Lawsuif The remaining claims in tbc above referenced tawzuit and cormtercleim, and tbe lawsuit

filed by Tom Traslg sfyted Trask vs Pinellas County, Circuit Civrl No. 06:l |7L-CL1 1 shall be dismissed.

h. A1l Parlies shall bear their own fees and costs (this shall not apply to any cost sharing
&greemqrt betwea the Cities fs 8re Cities' fees brr costs).

i. This Agreement shall, to the extent necessary to be enforceable, constitute an

interlocal agreerrent between the parties.

j. This Agreeuoent shall, to the extent necessary to be ei:forceable, constihrte an

interlocal agreement between the parties entered into pursuant to Part tr, Chapter 171 Florida

Stanrtes.

k. As a result of entering into this Agreeraenl neither tbe Cities, individually or
collectirrely, nor the County waive any defense in any curreirt or firture action relating to armexation nor
shall they be estoppea from raising any defense in any current or future action reiating to annexation nor
shall they be prevented in atry vray from raising any claim ia any current or future lawsuit relating to
annexation The foregoing shall not apply to my actioa necessary to enrforce tbe term,s of this Agleem€nt.

l. This Agreemnt may be executed in several cormterparts, each of which sball be deemed
an original, and al1 such couuterpats taken together shall constiArte one agreeanent

3. The Corrt shall retsia jurisdiction to enforce the terms of this Agreement

IN WTTNESS WEEREOF tle Parties hereto bave caused this Agreement to be execr:led by
their duly authorized representatives on tle day and date first above writtcn-

END OF SUBSTAI\TTTVE PROVISIONS. SIGNATURE PAGES TO FOLLOW.

v.l2



PINELL^A,S COT'NTY

ATTEST:
KENBURKE, CLERK

PINELLAS COLINTY, FLORIDA, by and
tluough iA Board of County Cornmissioners

-LW
Office of the CormtyAttorne;r


