
Clearwater, Florida, June 2,2008

The Joint Pinellas Planning CounciVCountywide Planning Authority Annexation Subcommittee
met at the Clearwater Courthouse, Clerk's Large Conference Room, 315 Court Street,
Clearwater, at 10:03 A.M. on this date with the following members present:

Pinellas Planning Council (PPC)
City of Dunedin Mayor Bob Hackworth, Chairman, PPC; Subcommittee Chairman
City of Tarpon Springs Mayor Beverley Billiris, Vice-Chairman, PPC
City of Pinellas Park Councilmember Sandra L. Bradbury, Member, PPC

Countywide Planning Authority (CPA)
Commissioner Ronnie E. Duncan, Board of County Commissioners (BCC)
Commissioner Susan Latvala, BCC
Commissioner John Mononi. BCC

Also Present:
David P. Healey, Executive Director, PPC
Jewel White Cole, Managing Assistant County Attorney
David S. Sadowsky, Senior Assistant County Attomey
Other interested individuals
Arlene J. Kennare, Deputy Clerk

I .

AGENDA

Call to Order
A. Approval of Agenda
B. Approval of Minutes of April28,2008

Chapter lTl,Part II, Interlocal Boundary
Service Agreemenf - Draft of Initiating
Resolution, Including Consideration of:
A. Issues
B. Map
C. InvitedA{otified Parties
D. Action/Direction by Subcommittee

Memorandum Outlining Typical Single Family
Costs for Various Services

Citizen Input

Next Meeting
A. Material to Be Provided Bv Staff
B. Date/Time/Place

Adjourn

II.

u.

IV.

V.

VI.
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CALL TO ORDER/APPROVAL OF AGENDA/}4INUTES

Chairman Hackworth called the meeting to order at 10:03 A.M., and at his request,
Subcommittee members introduced themselves. Upon motion by Commissioner Latvala,
seconded by Commissioner Duncan and carried, today's agenda was approved. Upon motion by
Mayor Billiris, seconded by Commissioner Duncan and carried, the minutes of the April 28,
2008 meeting were approved as submitted.

INTERLOCAL SERVICE BOUNDARY AGREEMENT/DRAFT OF INITIATING
RESOLUTION

Mr. Healey presented a draft of the initiating resolution to be reviewed by the Subcommittee, a
copy of which has been filed and made a part of the record; whereupon, Attorney Cole provided
detailed information with respect to specific provisions contained in the resolution, including
statutory authority for the process, the goal of the process, the invited municipalities, and the
proposed planning annexation area, noting that the resolution specifically states that any area not
included in one of the planning areas will remain unincorporated. She related that the Service
Boundary Agreement will incorporate all of the relevant issues identified and agreed to under the
settlement agreement resulting from the Charter litigation; that it will reference the joint planning
agreements currently in place between the County and various municipalities; that any reference
to "ability to serve" requirements has been removed, since the agreement assumes a municipality
participating in an annexation pursuant to a negotiated agreement is able to meet those criteria;
and that a definite term will be determined for the agreement.

Attorney Cole noted that as the draft resolution stands, only the municipalities with planning
areas based on the formerly enacted Ordinance No. 00-63, as listed on Exhibit A, will be invited
to participate in the agreement process; and that the remaining municipalities, as listed on
Exhibit D, will be notified as to the initiation of the process. Mr. Healey stated that this could
have unanticipated consequences even after an agreement is reached; whereupon, responding to
query by Chairman Hackworth, Attomey Cole confirmed that in accordance with state law, if a
party is invited to participate in the process and chooses not to do so, that party will still be
bound by the terms of any agreement reached.

Following discussion, Commissioner Morroni moved, seconded by Councilmember Bradbury,
that the 24 municipalities listed on Exhibits A and D be invited to participate in the process.
Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Hackworth noted that there should be a discussion as to the term of the agteements;
whereupon, Mr. Healey related that this could either be decided by the Subcommittee or
determined by the negotiating parties; and Commissioner Latvala suggested that a uniform term
of ten years would be appropriate. Following additional discussion and in response to query by
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Commissioner Latvala, Attorney Cole suggested that at a time certain near the end of its term,
the agreement should be reviewed by the parties, and Commissioner Latvala concurred.

Following discussion, Commissioner LaVala moved, seconded by Commissioner Duncan, that
the term of the agreements will be ten years; and that a review mechanism will be incorporated
into the agreements in order to provide for extension by mutual understanding between the
parties. Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Referring to the map revisions made at the direction of the Subcommittee at its meeting of April
28,2008, Mr. Healey queried whether the Subcommittee wished to include the revised map with
the initiating resolution or spend more time determining where some of the botrndaries should
change; whereupon, Mayor Billiris suggested that the changes discussed at the last meeting
should not be made and the boundaries should be determined by the negotiation between the
County and a municipality, and Chairman Hackworth concurred, noting that it is not the
responsibility of the Subcommittee to determine boundaries. Discussion ensued wherein
Commissioner Duncan suggested that the boundaries be those shown on the map based on the
formerly enacted Ordinance No. 00-63, and Mayor Billiris concurred.

During additional discussion Commissioner Morroni expressed his concerns with respect to
those proposed changes; but noted that if it is the wish of the Subcommittee, he will support
adoption of the map; whereupon, Commissioner Duncan amended his comments and suggested
that the boundaries be those shown on the map based on the formerly enacted Ordinance No. 00-
63, together with the changes proposed by the Subcommittee's predecessor entity as follows:

l. Pull back the boundaries for the cities of Largo and St. Petersburg around
the airport and judicial complex.

2. Remove the boundaries for the Town of Redington Shores because the
town no longer has any area available for annexation.

3. Square offthe arurexation boundary lines for the City of Seminole.

4. Amend the boundary lines for the Tierra Verde area.

Following discussion wherein Mr. Healey confirmed that the revisions noted above had been
proposed by the Subcommittee's predecessor entity, Commissioner Duncan moved, seconded by

Mayor Billiris, that the boundaries be set in accordance with the formerly enacted Ordinance No.

00-63 and the revisions proposed by the Subcommittee's predecessor entity, with the proviso that

a detailed explanation of the revisions and that entity's intent be included with the document.

Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously.

In response to queries by Councilmember Bradbury and Commissioner Duncan, Mr. Healey

agreed that the Subcommittee could offer its services as a facilitator during the course of the
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negotiation process; provided detailed information with respect to the statutory time guidelines;
and noted that the process could take approximately one year; whereupon, Commissioner
Duncan suggested that when the resolution is sent to the municipalities, the transmittal letter
should include specific information with respect to the time guidelines; and Attomey Cole
provided additional information.

Following brief discussion, Commissioner Duncan moved, seconded by Mayor Billiris, that the
proposed initiating resolution, with the Subcommittee's comments and modifications with
respect to issues, term, map and invited parties, be transmitted to the BCC for its consideration.
Upon call for the vote, the motion carried unanimously.

TYPICAL SINGLE-FAMILY COSTS FOR VARIOUS SERVICES

Refening to his memorandum of May 27 , 2008, a copy of which has been filed and made a part
of the record, Mr. Healey presented detailed information with respect to costs to a typical single-
family home in each of the various taxing jurisdictions. He noted that staff examined typical
rates of use for water, sewer and electricity, which are averages; that the millage rates used for
the fire districts and the ad valorem taxes are for the current fiscal year; that the millage rates for
the municipal departments are computed; that there is a series of costs that have not been
accounted for, such as individual street lighting or recreation districts, but the ultimate cost may
take into account some of those items; whereupon, he provided a summary of those costs, as
follows:

) Water * Cost ranges from $20 to $34 per month; average cost of $28.55
assuming average use of 6,000 gallons per month.

) Sewer * Cost ranges from $27 to $37 per month; average cost of $33 for the
11 sanitary sewer systems.

) Electricity - Cost ranges from $168 to $193 per month based on Progress
Energy estimates of an average use of 1,500 kilowatt hours per month; utility
charges and franchise taxes charged by some jurisdictions account for the
difference in cost.

Noting that the Subcommittee also requested information on the average ad valorem taxes paid,
Mr. Healey provided detailed information on the process used to compute average ad valorem
taxes for a single family home in both the municipalities and the unincorporated area; related that
the costs are dependent on the value of the home; and stated that since the average home value in
Tierra Verde is so much higher than the rest of the courty, it was not included when the averages
were calculated; whereupon, referring to Table 7, Mr. Healey noted that the average of the
combined utility costs and ad valorem taxes for a single-family home in both the municipalities
and the unincorporated areas ranges from $4,500 to $6,500 annually.
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Chairman Hackworth noted that it appears that services are provided in a consistent manner; and
Mr. Healey indicated that services in a given jurisdiction are not necessarily more or less
effrcient; whereupon, Commissioner Latvala noted that even greater efficiency could be gained
by combining service providers, and discussion ensued.

CITIZENS' COMMENTS

Responding to the Chairman's call for comments from the audience, Ray Neri,
Lealman Community Association, commended the Subcommittee for its effons; and two
unidentified individuals stated their concerns; and Chairman Hackwo'rth and Mr. Healey
responded and provided additional input.

NEXT MEETING

Chairman Hackworth suggested that the next meeting should not be scheduled until the BCC has
taken action on the initiating resolution, and no objections were noted.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 A.M.
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June 16,2008

Honorable Robert Stewart Chairman and Members
Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners
315 Court Street
Clearwater,FL 33756

Dear Chaiffnan Stewart and Board Members:

Mayor Bob Hackworth, Chairman
Mayor Beverley Billiris, Vice-Chairman

Vice-Mayor Jerry Knight, Secrctary
Commissioner John Morroni, Treasurer

Vice-Mayor Sandra L. Eradbury
Vice.Mayor John Dorair

MayorPat Cerard
Mayor Dick Holmes

Council Member.lim Kennedy
School Board Member Linda S. Lemer

Mayor Mary H. Maloof
MayorJim Ronecker

Mayor Andy Steingold

David P. Healey, AICP
Executive Director

On behalf of the Joint PPC/CPA Annexation Subcommiffee, we are pleased to transmit to
the Board the enclosed Initiating Resolution and accompanying exhibits with our
recommendation for your consideration and approval.

The Initiating Resolution, if approved by the Board, would establish the process to be
followed and issues to be negotiated in the interest of establishing an Interlocal Service
Boundary Agreement pursuant to Chp. 17l,Part II, F.S.

The Subcommittee also suggested, in transmitting the Initiating Resolution to the invited
and notified parties, that staff include an outline of the procedure to be followed and the
timetable therefor, in order that all parties be as well-informed as possible as to the
responsibilities and expectations of this process.

The Joint Annexation Subcommittee has worked diligently over the past several months
to identiff and establish the parameters of this process that we believe can be productive
in resolving annexation issues in Pinellas Counfy.

We appreciate your consideration of this recommended course of action and stand witling
to assist in its facilitation as the process moves forward, should the Board and the cities
so desire.

Sincerelv.

Mayor Bob Hackworth, Chairman
Joint PPC/CPA Annexation Subcommittee

Subcommittee Members
Fred E. Marquis, Interim County Administrator
David P. Healey, Executive Director Pinellas Planning Council

P L A N N I N G  F O R  T H E  P I N E L L A S  C O M M U N I T Y



RESOLUTION NO. 08-110

A RESOLUTION OF THE PINELLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS, PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 171, PART II, FLORIDA
STATUTES, THE INTERLOCAL SERVICE BOUNDARY AGREEMENT
ACT, INITIATING THE PROCESS PROVIDED FOR THEREUNDER FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ADDR.ESSING THE ISSUES MORE PARTICULARLY
SET FORTH HEREIN.

WHEREAS, Part II, Chapter l7l, Florida Statutes, entitled the "Interlocal Service

Boundary Agreement Act" (Act) provides an alternative to Part I of said Chapter for local

govemments regarding the annexation of territory into a municipality and the subtraction of

territory from the unincorporated area of the county; and

WHEREAS, the Act further intends to establish a more flexible process for adjusting

municipal boundaries and to address a wider range of the effects of annexation; and.

WHEREAS, a more flexible and clear process providing greater certainty is appropriate

and desirable within Pinellas County given the highly urban character of the county, which

distinguishes it from many of Florida's other counties; 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 local services and

increase political transparency and accountability; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners to

initiate discussions with those invited municipalities listed in Exhibit A regarding the

development of an interlocal service boundary agreement to address the above referenced

concems.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of

Pinellas County, Florida, as follows:



l. The governing body of Pinellas County hereby invites the municipalities listed in

Exhibit A to enter into negotiations under the Act to address issues concerning planning and

annexation for the areas identified below and as set forth in Exhibit B.

2. The goveming body of Pinellas County hereby defines the area to be considered

as the geographical boundaries of Pinellas County as set foth in 57.52,F1a. Stat. (2007).

3. The goveming body of Pinellas County hereby identifies the issues to be

negotiated as follows:

A. The process, definitions, and criteria for voluntary and referendum

annexations in replacement or modification of the requirements of Ch lTl,Part I, Fla.

Stat. (2007);

B. The establishment of municipal service areas, as defined in

$171.202(ll)(a), Fla- Stat., for each of the invited municipalities within which such

municipalities may plan for and annex, and conversely, unincorporated service areas, as

defined in $171.202(16)(a), Fla. Stat., which shall remain unincorporated, as suggested in

Exhibit B, r.vhich exhibit consists of those plaruring areas previously provided for under

Pinellas County Ordinance No. 00-63, as recommended for amendment by the Joint

Pinellas Planning Council/Countywide Planning Authority Annexation Subcommittee

convened in2A05-20A6:

C. Incorporation of those relevant issues identified and agreed to in the

Settlement Agreement between all of the Cities of Pinellas County, and Pinellas County,

Florida for the Resolution of Issues Related to the Charter Review Committee, dated May

2,2007, and atiached hereto as Exhibit C;

D. The incorporation and exercise of those joint planning procedures set forth

in $163.3171, Fla. Stat. (2007), based on boundaries established in paragraph B above

and Exhibit B attached:



E. Declaration of legislative intent and a presumption that annexations that

occur pursuant to any alternative procedures established by Pinellas County and the

invited municipalities within the planning and annexation areas as set forth in paragraph

B above and Exhibit B attached shall meet the "ability to serve" criteria established in

Section 5(12) of ch.88-464, Laws of Fla. (1988), as amended;

F. Establishment of a recommended term of 10 years for any interlocal

service boundary agreement negotiated to completion, with a review of such agreement

to be performed by the parties after the initial 8 years.

4. The Clerk is hereby directed to provide by United States Certified Mail to the

Chief Administrative Officer of every invited municipality, as set forth in Exhibit.A. The Clerk

is further directed to send a copy to the Chief Adrninistrative Officer of each independent special

district, as set forth in Exhibit D, in the unincorporated area designated w,ithin this Resolution a

copy of this Resolution-

This Resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

Commissioner Latvala offered the foregoing resolution and moved

for its adoption, which was seconded by Commissiollgl Welch upon the roll

call the vote was:

Ayes: IIaEris, Latvala, l"lorroni and Welch.

Nays: None.

Absent and not voting: Stewart, Seel and Duncan.
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EXHIBIT A

Invited Municipalities

Belleair
Belleair Beach
Belleair Bluffs
Belleair Shore
Clearwater
Dunedin
Gulfport
Indian Rocks Beach
Indian Shores
Kenneth City
Largo
Madeira Beach
North Redington Beach
Oldsmar
Pinellas Park
Redington Beach
Redington Shores
Safety Harbor
Seminole
South Pasadena
St. Pete Beach
St. Petersburg
Tarpon Springs
Treasure Island



EXHIBIT B

Proposed Planning/Annexation Areas

See Attached Map
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E)GIIBIT C

Settlement Agreement



SETTLEMENT A GREEMENT BETIV-EEN
AIT Tffi CITIES OFPINELII.S COTINTYAND

PINELLAS COTINTY, AORIDA FOR
THE RESOLT]:IION OF'ISSUES RELATED TO TEE CHARTERREYIEW

COMTIITTEE L
mIrIT AcREEMEN? ((Agreemenf) is etercd t* *r.{U} 

",2O07, betwmthe Cities and/or Towns ofBelleair, Bellcair Beactr, Itrll*frtllr&

}*^*li*:fr ;1y"*lyot.gTrry4rndimRocksp*."qng*$;*;G:,dileffi il;yf:'l-Y:E- ** *diut= po4 
-ole"",o, p;r,enas iaa(, 1J"c.;;;T;d;il;.

plTl-*IT*^TTl1a1csrpcrratioqs_1.,Qro1;ira"i*c";G"6'u?Jii;ffi r,ii#ffi :state ofF]orid4 fcounty) (collectivery "parties,') and rbomas rr"rr gr,'"t1.

W I T N E S S E T E :

WffiREAS, the P_inellas County Ctarr€r Review Committee place,il sev-en amendlents to the?inellas corroty cbarter before ths voters fof referen&m approval; and

WEEREAS, the Cities objected to the amendnrerrts fcrr,:arious legal aodpaactical reasos; an4

WffiREAS' the Cities filed a ]aw:suit against tbe Cor.nty, CAarta Review Cornmission aod tbesupqrngor of Elegtions (ciiy of Pinellas paslc, et ai vs supervisoiof Elections,-o 
"f-cir"oit 

civil cascNo- 0G5975-CLII) (bereinaftcrrefered to as "Lawsuit'); ana

WBREAS' tbe County filed a coimterilaim to &c Lawsuit which allegd tlat porticrns of tbeCoullty Charterprotecting the rights of the Cities by a 'dual vote' as to the tansfer of ccrtain matters uasunoonstitrtjonal; and

WHEREAS, -rhe Corm denied ths Cities' requesi for hjuoctrve relief beforc the electicq md

$ETERE-A.s, the voters rejected four of tbe proposexi amendments; and

wmREAs" tlre cities harrc no objection to.tmcarJment 1; and

T{4mREAs, the Cities believe tbat the ballot lmguage tir Amsndments 5 and 6 is ambiguous
and does aot accurately reflect tbe actsl arnendrmts propoiea b be inctuded in the pineilas County
Chrtec ind

'wEEREas' the Cities aad Cormiy bave met to discr.rss a resolutiq of tlre Lawsuit wbich would
reflcct the will of the voterr as itlentitred in the ballot opestions; md

V{EEREAS' it is in the best interests of lie Parties io resolve these issues: ad



WEEREAS, by entering into tbis Agreemat rieitberthe Cities, individdfy or collectively, nor
the Corerty waive aay dcfense in any action relatbg to arnexation nor shall thqr be *toru"d tom ra;sing
any defense in any action relating to a:rrexafion as aresult of this Agreemeag and

WHEREAS, tbs Agreeurmt is enfered into betvreen &e Parties to settle ttre foregoing Lawsuit
and to address issues of concern expressed by tbe cities and. counfl6 ad

WHEREAS, reference to the 'Cities' or 'Parties' in these 'WIiERIJAS' claus€s sball aot include
the cities of Drmedi4 Redington Beaclq and Iudia Rocks Beach \r&o werc not parties to tbe Lawsuif
however bccause trey are Deoessay pades to this Asreenrgrl frey are included in refereaces to .Citied
and 'Parties'in the re,mainder ofthis Agreement; and

WHEREAS, refqesce to tbe 'Cites', 'Cormty', and 'Paties' shall include their elected offcia\
appoinicd officials, err:ployees, agents, p€rsons or entities contacting with theaq or my other person or
entity associated or afF'liatcd with one or more of tbe Cities aod Couty.

NOW TEEREFORE in consideration of one dollar and other good and rraluable consideration,
the receipt and adequacy of wbich is hcceby acilcaowledged aad the p-*is"s and covenants contained
herei4 the Parties and Traslc agree as follorvs:

l - The above recitatious are true and c€nrect atrd are incorporated herein by refererrce.

2- The Parties named in the Lawsuit hereby agree to settle tbe above referenied Iaqrsuit in
tbe follovrinU 

T*ter 
and the Parties Dot oem€d in the lawsuit hcrby also agrcc to the foliowing:

a- Notwitbstanding auy other pgovision of law, with respect to moaetary incentivcq a
municipality aod the Cor:ot-v may ouly offer, negotiate, agree o poo"id., or provide, mcedives

or in&-r-eernents in eouJ-rmction or eormection with an annexation proposal whicb (i) iryrove publi,c
propexties' rigbts of way, or- easenents atl ttre infrasFuctre aud/or a"rtiUes located-tbaeon or tblrein,
(2) iuvolv'e thc acquisition of propgryty for publie use or benefit, (3) a-e in firtberance of the closurc oi
enclavbs, (4) provide public services aad/or facilities, (5) waive tr pay dcvclopuen! pcrEflit ad/or
ryPlicaiion fees, or (6) otierwise adrraace a paramormt p,r65" p,-rpose as defined by Florida law.

. b- Consents required by Scction 171.0413(t and (O, F.S. shall be erpress and in writing_
Such consent shall be obtained .by thc anncxilg rrunisipzliqr at l€ast ten (lOi days prior to anl,
referendun required pursrant to Section l7l-A413, F-S, or at least t€o (10) days prior L tUc puUtic
Learingru tre ordinance required ior *rmexationprsoatto section 171-0413(q-

c- Without the current Fop€rty osroers sritt€n pamission, no muricipalilr in Pinellas
Cormty shall s'bject any property to a referendrrin to Section l?1.0413, f-S. foi a period of
severr years &om ihe last date that suchproperiy was subject to a armexationrefererrdlrn-

d- No muaicipality in Pinellas Cotmty shall subje{t arry propert5l to a rcferendr.rm. pursuart
to Scsticm 771-0413" F-S- unless sr infomational notice has been mailed to alt affeced property o$'ncrs
at Jeast ten days prior to tbc pub'lic hearing.

e- The Panics agree that the dual vote provision set forth in Scctiagr 6-04 of the Coqnty
Charts is coasiibriional, tbc Coonty sh"ll noi $ryport ay future litigation challe,nging tbe
constiturionality of thatprovisjon, nor sh:ll the Courty srryport legislation orrefcrenda seebg to ,J11o.ru
this provision from ite Cbarter. TheCormty shall notifytlre Cities wi*hi. thiriy days of receipt of servicc



of any laq'suit or the.filing of my claim chaitenging ihis provisron. The parties shall request&e Cow toenter a judgmeat finding this provision to Ue constiti6onai-

f The Parties sha1l not'drzfc sqpporq request, or propose aay enabling Iegislarion forAmen<imeuts 5 zl.d 6,e tTTP hercby jointiy r"q,*Jpresent aud fth.re legislaares aad lcgislativedelegations to not pass any anabling tegtsiadon wrthreqpecf to Amen&neaats 5 and 6-

g' Tbe Cbarter Revicw Corrmissr-ou aod tle Srpewisor of Elections shall be dismissctl &omthe rawzuit The rernainiag claims in the abov-e refsencedr^awsuit and cormterclaim, and. the lawsuitIiled by Tom Trush sgled Trask vs pinellas Corngv, Cir""ri Ci"n No- OeztZtdl_l I chnll be disnissed.

b- All Parties slrall bear their own fees and
agreernent betwees the Cities fs tbe Cities, fees or costs).

i This Agreement shall, to the extmt
interlocal agreement betq/eea the parties.

j' Tbis Agreement shall, to the extent necessalv.to be enforceable,- constitute antnterlocal agreement between the parties e,ntered into ptrrsuant {o part 4 Chapter l7l Florida
Stanrtes.

k- A" 
1 result of entering into this neitbcr tbc Cities, individually wcollectively, nor the 9o]t9 waivc ay defense in any curreact o, frtr. acticn relating to .rrncxati@ norshail freybe estopped from raisbg any defease i" 

"rrv 
cun€nt or fi:tre aciion relatin!o arinerati@ norshell thcf be preveated in utry uray from raising *y 

"t"t- 
in 

"ny 
curent * Otr"-a""rit relating to

"ne:ratio!- The fmegoiag sball noi apply to aoy action necessfiy to cnforce the tcrms of this Agreeurmt

l' This Agreerent may be executed in several counterpai'ts, each of wbich sball be deeEedau orig:inal and ali such conntergrats taken together shall constitrte oae agree.menL

3' The Court shall retain jurisdictionto enforce &e terms of thls Agreeme,nt

IN- WTTITESS IYHEREOF the Paties hereto have caused &is Agreemeat to be executed bytheir dulyaufhorizedrqF.e.satativas satbe dayarrddatefirst abovcrzritten-

END OF SI'BSTAI\TIVE PROVISIONS. SIGNATURE PAGES TO F,OLLOW.
v-:12

cosb (tbis shall not apply to any cost shaiog

Decessary to be enforceable, constitrte a



PINELLAS COUNTY

.A,TTESn
KENBURKE, CLERK

;{PPROVED AS. TO FORM:

PINELTAS COUNTY, ELORIDjq,, by andthro"gh its Board of County C".JiriJ""

==-4e--"^r-Ofice of the Couory atforofl



EXIIIBIT D

Notified Independent Special Districts

o Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)
o Tampa Bay Water (TBW)
. Pinellas Park Water Management District (PPWMD)
o Pinellas Suncoast Fire & Rescue District
o Eastlake Special Fire Control District
. Lealman Special Fire Control District
. Palm Harbor Special Fire Control & Rescue District
. Clearwater Cay Community Development District
o Eastlake Oaks Community Development District
o Entrada Community Development District


