








process. David Sadowsky had spoken with County Attorney Jim Bennett, who then spoke with
County 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 not included in the County's resolution would
also need to rescind their resolutions in order to remove those issues from the negotiations.
David Sadowsky agreed and stated that the recommendation of Jim Bennett would be for the
County to rescind its initiating resolution, and that those cities that had identified additional
issues also rescind their responding resolutions, otherwise those additional issues would still
be on the table. The County Commission could probably vote on rescinding their resolution in
January 2010. The first step would entail going to the County Commission to get permission to
do the rescinding resolution. Permission could probably be obtained this month. Secondly, we
would need a letter 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
process be brought to an end. He again asked the group if there was anyone who objected to
the decision to end the process. No objections were heard. A question was asked as to the
County resolution number that initiated the ISBA process; it was determined to be Resolution
08-110. Once again, hearing no objections, it was agreed that the Interlocal Services
Boundary Agreement Process be brought to a conclusion, and the recommendation for
accomplishing this is that Resolution 08 -110 be rescinded. It was agreed that there will be no
need for the letter that David Sadowsky 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 documentation of 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.

VIil. 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.

IX. Public Comment

Mr. Haddock asked if there were any public comments. One comment 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.

Bruce Haddock

Co-Chairman, Interiocal Seﬁ undary Agreement/Annexation Workgroup
iR e\ Bt e X
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Attachment 2

RESOLUTION NO. 10-

RESOLUTION OF THE PINELLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS, RESCINDING PINELLAS COUNTY RESOLUTION NO.
08-110, WHICH HAD INITIATED THE PROCESS PROVIDED UNDER
CHAPTER 171, PART II, FLORIDA STATUTES, THE INTERLOCAL
SERVICE BOUNDARY AGREEMENT ACT.

WHEREAS, Part I, Chapter 171, Florida Statutes, entitled the “Interlocal Service
Boundary Agreement Act” (“Act”) provides an alternative 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 permits the adoption of a more flexible process for adjusting
municipal boundaries and addressing a wider range 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 government, avoid duplicating Iocal services,
and increase political transparency and accountability; and

WHEREAS, on June 2, 2008, the Joint PPC/CPA Annexation Subcommittee, consisting
of three (3) municipal representatives and three (3) County representatives, recommended 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 service boundary agreement to address the
above referenced concerns; and ‘

WHEREAS, on July 1, 2008, the Board adopted Pinellas County Resolution No. 08-110
which initiated the above referenced process and negotiations under the Act,

WHEREAS, in Resolution No. 08-110, the County invited twenty-four (24)
municipalities to participate in said process and notified 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 agreement; 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 participating municipalities and
independent special districts voted unanimously to cease the above negotiations and declare an
impasse, and requested that the Board rescind Resolution No. 08-110 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 negotlatlons under the Act and to rescind
Resolution No. 08-110.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by The Board of County Commissioners of
Pinellas County, on this day of January, 2010, 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 Administrative Office of every participating municipality and special district
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 , and upon the roll
call, the vote was:

Ayes

Nays

Absent and not voting




EXHIBIT A
Municipalities

Belleair Beach

Belleair Bluffs
Clearwater
Dunedin
Gulfport

Indian Shores
Kenneth City
Largo

Oldsmar
Pinellas Park
Safety Harbor
Seminole
South Pasadena
St. Petersburg
Tarpon Springs

Independent Special Districts

Pinellas Suncoast Fire & Rescue District

East Lake Tarpon Special Fire Control District
Lealman Special Fire Control District

Palm Harbor Special Fite Control & Rescue District




Attachment 3

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
ALL THE CITIES OF PINELLAS COUNTY AND
PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA FOR
THE RESOLUTION OF ISSUES RELATED TO THE CHARTER REVIEW
COMMITTEE . A

TBIS S MENT AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is emtered into this day of
, 2007, between the Cities and/or Towns of Belleair, Belleair Beach, Belleair Bluffs,
Belleair Shore learwater Dunedin, Gulfport, Indian Rocks Beach, Indian Shores, Largo, Kemmeth City,
Madeira Beach, North Redington Beach, Oldsmar, Pinellas Park, Redington Beach, Redington Shores,
Safety Harbor, St. Pete Beach, St. Petersburg, Seminole, South Pasadena, Tarpon Springs, and Treasure
Island, all Florida municipal corporations (“Cities”) and Pinellas County, a political subdivision of the
State of Florida, ("County") (collectively "Parties") and Thomas Trask (“Trask”).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Pinellas County Charter Review Committee placed seven amendments to the
Pinellas County Charter before the voters for referendum approval; and

WHEREAS, the Cities objected to the amendments for various legal and practical reasons; and

WHEREAS, the Cities filed a lawsuit against the County, Charter Review Commission and the
Supervisor of Elections (City of Pinellas Park, et al vs Supervisor of Elections, et al, Circuit Civil Case
No. 06-5975-CI-11) (hereinafier referred to as “Lawsuit”); and

WHEREAS, the County filed a counterclaim to the Lawsuit which alleged that portions of the
County Charter protecting the rights of the Cities by a ‘dual vote’ as to the transfer of certain matters was

unconstititional; and
WHEREAS, the Court denied the Cities’ request for injunctive relief before the election; and
WHEREAS, the voters rejected four of the prdposed amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Cities have no objecﬁon to Amendment 1; and

WHEREAS, the Cities believe that the ballot language for Amendments 5 and 6 is ambiguous
and does not accurately reflect the actual amendments proposed to be included in the Pinellas County

" Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Cities and County have met to discuss a resolution of the Lawsmt which would
reflect the will of the voters as identified in the ballot questions; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of the Parties to resolve these issues; and



WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement neither the Cities, individually or collectively, nor
the County vyaive any defense in any action relating to anmexation nor shall they be estopped from raising
any defense in any action relating to armexation as a result of this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, this Agreement is entered into between the Parties to settle the foregoing Lawsuat
and to address issues of concern expressed by the Cities and County; and

WHEREAS, reference to the ‘Cities’ or ‘Parties’ in these “WHEREAS® clauses shall not include
the cities of Dunedin, Redington Beach, and Indian Rocks Beach who were not parties to the Lawsuit,
however because they are necessary parties to this Agreement, they are included in references to ‘Cities’
and ‘Parties’ in the remainder of this Agreement; and '

WHEREAS, reference to the ‘Cities®, “County’, and ‘Parties’ shall include their elected officials,
appointed officials, employees, agents, persons or entities contracting with them, or any other person or
entity associated or affiliated with one or more of the Cities and County. B

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of one dollar and other good and valuable consideration,
the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby acknowledged and the promises and covenants contained
herein, the Parties and Trask agree as follows: :

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

2. The Parties named in the Lawsuit hereby agree to settle the above referenced Lawsuit in
the following manner and the Parties not named in the lawsuit herby also agree to the following:

: a. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, with respect to monetary incentives, an
annexing municipality and the County may only offer, negotiate, agree to provide, or provide, incentives
or inducements in comjunction or connection with an amnexation 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) watve 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 171.0413(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 any
" referendum required pursuant to Section 171.0413, F.S. or 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 current 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.

e. The Parties agree that the dual vote provision set forth in Section 6.04 of the County
Charter is constitutional, the County shall not support any future litigation challenging the
constitutionality of that provision, nor shall the County support legis]ation or referenda seeking to remove
this provision from the Charter. The County shall notify the Cities within thirty days of receipt of service



of any lawsuit or the filing of any claim challenging this provision. The Parties shall request the Court to
enter a judgment finding this provision to be constitutional.

f The Parties shall not’ draft, support, request, or propose any enabling legislation for
Amendments 5 and 6. The Parties hereby jointly request present and future legislatures and legislative
delegations to not pass any enabling legislation with respect to Amendments 5 and 6.

g The Charter Review Commission and the Supervisor of Elections shall be dismissed from
the Lawsuit. The remaining claims in the above referenced Lawsuit and counterclaim, and the lawsuit
filed by Tom Trask, styled Trask vs Pinellas County, Circuit Civil No. 06-7171-CI-11 shall be dismmssed.

h. All Parties shall bear their own fees and costs (this shall not apply to any cost sharing
agreement between the Cmes for the Cities’ fees or costs). .

1. This Agreement shall, to the extent necessary to be enforceable, constitute an
interlocal agreement between the parties.

J- This Agreement shall, to the extent necessary to be enforceable, constitute an
interlocal agreement between the parties entered into pursuant to Part II, Chapter 171 Florida

Statutes.

k. As a result of entering into this Agreement, neither the Cities, individually or
collectively, nor the County waive any defense in any current or future action relating to annexation nor
shall they be estopped from raising any defense in any current or future action relating to arinexation nor

shall they be prevented in any way from raising any claim in any current or future lawsuit relating to
annexation. The foregoing shall not apply to any action necessary to enforce the terms of this Agreement.

L This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts, each of which shall be deemed
an original, and all such counterparts taken together shall constitute one agreement.

3. The Court shall retain jurisdiction to enforce the terms of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives on the day and date first above written.

END OF SUBSTANT. IVE PROVISIONS. SIGNATURE PAGES TO FOLLOW.



Office of the County Attorney

PINELLAS COUNTY

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, by and
through its Board of County Commissioners




