
Citizen Charter Review Committee 
December 7, 2017 

11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m. 
Leon County Courthouse 

Commission Chambers, 5th floor 
 

AGENDA 
 

I.  Call to Order 
  
II.    Approval of  November 30, 2017 Meeting Minutes   
 
III.  Remarks of Interested Citizens  
 
IV. Proposed Charter Amendments for Committee Consideration 

a. Consolidation of Law Enforcement Services (Vincent S. Long) 
b. Hiring/Firing Process for the County Attorney  (Vincent S. Long) 
c. Standards for Community Redevelopment Agency Expenditures 

(Herbert W.A. Thiele) 
d. Nonpartisan Superintendent of Schools and Constitutional Officers 

(Herbert W.A. Thiele) 
 

V. Committee Idea Deliberation 
a. New Ideas for Committee Consideration (All) 

  
VI. Review of Committee Schedule  
 
VII. Adjournment  
 
 

The next meeting of the Citizen Charter Review Committee will take place on 
Thursday, December 14, 2017 at 11:30 A.M. 
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II. 
 

APPROVAL OF  NOVEMBER 30, 2017  
MEETING MINUTES  
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MINUTES 
LEON COUNTY 

2017-2018 CITIZENS CHARTER  
REVIEW COMMITTEE 
NOVEMBER 30, 2017 

 
The Leon County 2017-2018 Citizens Charter Review Committee (CRC) met on November 30, 
2017 at 11:30 a.m. in the Commission Chambers with Committee members Ted Thomas, 
Catherine Jones, Neil Fleckenstein, Bill Graham, Michael Eurich, Gordon Thames, Shane 
Hopkins, Casey Perkins, Kenneth Hart, Lee Hinkle, Jay Revell and Kim Williams in attendance.  
Committee members Reginald Ellis and Anice Prosser were absent.  Also present were County 
Administrator Vince Long, Deputy County Administrator Alan Rosenzweig, County Attorney 
Herb Thiele, Special Projects Coordinator Heather Peeples, and Deputy Clerk Rebecca Vause. 
 
I. Call to Order 

Chairman Hinkle called the meeting to order.  She introduced CRC members Shane 
Hopkins and Bill Graham, who provided brief introductory remarks. 

  
She mentioned the possibility that the December 14th meeting may not be needed, 
should the Committee conclude its deliberations on Committee initiated ideas.      
 

II. Approval of November 16, 2017 Minutes 
A motion to approve the November 16, 2017 CRC meeting minutes was offered by Michael 
Eurich and seconded by Kim Williams.  The motion carried 12-0 (Reggie Ellis and Anice 
Prosser absent).  

 
III. Remarks of Interested Citizens 

 Sheriff Walt McNeil appeared before the CRC to advocate that the election of 
Constitutional Officers remain partisan elections.  He opined that citizens have a 
right to know the political ideology of a candidate.     

 Doris Maloy, Tax Collector, reminded the CRC that when the Charter was 
established in 2002, Constitutional Officers were assured that the document would 
not negatively affect the status of Constitutional Officers.  She too urged the 
Committee to retain partisan elections for Constitutional Officers.     
 

IV. Proposed Charter Amendments for Committee Consideration 
  

a. Increasing Campaign Contribution Limits for Local Elections  
 
County Administrator Long introduced and provided a brief summary of the item.    
 
Mr. Fleckenstein asked by what percentage of the electorate voted in favor of the 2010 
amendment.  Mr. Long indicated that staff did not include that in their analysis; 
however, it would be included in staff’s further analysis.     
 
Mr. Williams advocated for the limit to be set at the established State limit of 
$1,000.  He suggested that limiting the amount of contributions makes it more 
difficult for individuals running against incumbents.   
 
Mr. Thames established that the City has a campaign contribution limit of $250 and 
submitted that consistency with the City may be something to consider.    
 
Kim Williams moved, seconded by Ted Thomas, to approve Option 1, as amended:  
Proceed to the next step in the proposed charter amendment process by requesting 
staff prepare proposed charter amendment language increasing campaign 
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contributions to the state level of $1,000 for the January 18, 2018 meeting.  The 
motion carried 7-5 (Michael Eurich, Neil Fleckenstein, Catherine Jones, Kenneth Hart 
and Gordon Thames in opposition and Reginald Ellis and Anice Processer absent. 
 
As there was some misunderstanding on the intent of the motion, Chairman Hinkle 
asked Mr. Williams to restate his motion and that the vote be revisited.    

 
 Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Ted Thomas, to approve Option 1, as amended:  

Proceed to the next step in the proposed charter amendment process by requesting 
staff prepare proposed charter amendment language which strikes from the Charter 
language the limitation of campaign contributions to $250 for the January 18, 2018 
meeting.  The motion carried 7-5 (Michael Eurich, Neil Fleckenstein, Catherine Jones, 
Kenneth Hart and Gordon Thames in opposition and Reginald Ellis and Anice 
Processer absent). 

 
After the vote was taken, Mr. Eurich asked that campaign fund balances for 
individual candidates from previous elections be included in the information brought 
back to the Committee.  (Approved without objection) 
 

b. Code of Ethics   
 
County Administrator Long introduced and provided a brief overview of the item. 
 
Mr. Fleckenstein remarked that his intent was to adopt a code of ethics ordinance to 
elevate the importance of ethical behavior and accountability in all elected and 
appointed officials and County staff.  He agreed that the amendment should require 
a date certain for an ordinance to be enacted and to include prescribed 
requirements.   
 
Ms. Jones asked how many charter counties with a Code of Ethics provision include 
constitutional officers.  Ms. Peeples did not have an exact number, but indicated 
that many county charters have a provision to include constitutional officers, as 
well as committees appointed by the Board of County Commissioners and County 
staff.  Ms. Jones inquired about enforcement of an Ethics ordinance.  County 
Attorney Thiele responded that provisions of the ordinance would be enforced as a 
law.   

 
Mr. Graham commented that ordinance language would need to be thoroughly 
vetted, as it can be difficult to properly define those provisions to ensure they are 
suitable for prosecution.   
 
Mr. Thiele discussed Chapter 112 of the Florida Statutes and conveyed that, where 
applicable, language from there would be incorporated into a County ordinance.   
 
There continued to be discussion amongst the CRC and staff, with Ms. Jones 
ascertaining that the ordinance would specify to whom it would apply and Mr. Long 
sharing that there are a number of existing County documents pertaining to this 
topic that would be utilized in the development of an ordinance. 
 
Mr. Thiele reminded the Committee that an ethics ordinance would be brought 
forward to the Board as a recommendation by the CRC; only the Board of County 
Commissioners can adopt an ordinance.    
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Mr. Eurich confirmed with Mr. Thiele that if an Ethics Ordinance was adopted by 
the Board, it would be Mr. Thiele’s recommendation that any duplication of 
language be removed from County documents, so as to ensure there is no duplicity. 
 
There was discussion regarding authority to include Constitutional Officers in an 
Ethics Ordinance; however, Mr. Thiele opined that the CRC, should it wish to do so, 
could include constitutionals in its recommendation.   
 
Mr. Eurich cited Section 3.1 of the current Charter, which states that constitutional 
officers should remain as independently elected constitutional offices whose status, 
powers, duties and function shall not be altered by the Charter.  He submitted that 
this portion of the Charter would have to be amended to alter the status of 
constitutional officers. 
 
Mr. Fleckenstein requested that further analysis include a legal prospective on the 
ramifications of applying a Code of Ethics to Constitutional Officers.    
 
Mr. Hart agreed that constitutionals should be included and that enforcement 
issues, whatever they may be, would be addressed by the County Attorney in 
development of the ordinance.  
 
The following motion was offered by Ms. Jones, seconded by Mr. Thames and 
amended by Mr. Hart. 
 
Ms. Jones moved Option 1, as amended:  Proceed to the next step in the proposed 
charter amendment process by requesting staff to prepare proposed charter 
amendment language related to a “Code of Ethics” for the January 18, 2017 meeting, 
which includes language for a ”Code of Ethics” which applies to Constitutional 
Officers.   
 
The motion carried 12-0 (Reginald Ellis and Anice Prosser absent). 

 
c. Charter Provision Related to Constitutional Officers 

 
County Administrator Long introduced and provided a brief overview of the item. 
 
Ms. Jones clarified that her intent for bringing this forward was to review and 
discuss each constitutional office to determine if it should be filled by the electorate 
or be an appointed position.    

 
Ms. Jones reiterated that this was not a statement against any Constitutional 
Officer, but was a discussion that should be held by every CRC.  She suggested that 
constitutional offices have become politicized and it was time to look at other 
options.   
 
Mr. Thomas voiced his support for the continuance of elected constitutional officers 
and opined that citizens prefer to have a say in the appointment of their 
constitutionals.   He also submitted that the constitutional offices need to have 
independence from the Commission. 
 
Ms. Jones requested that an analysis include a breakdown of the role of 
constitutional officers and how the appointments would be made for each office. 
 
Ms. Jones moved, seconded by Casey Perkins, to approve Option 2, as amended:  
Request additional information and analysis to include a summary of each 
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Constitutional Officer’s job duties and potential process for making appointments to 
constitutional offices.   
 
The motion failed 2-10 (Michael Eurich, Neil Fleckenstein, William Graham, Lee 
Hinkle, Shane Hopkins, Kenneth Hart, Jay Revell, Gordon Thames, Ted Thomas, and 
Kim Williams in opposition and Reginald Ellis and Anice Prosser in opposition). 

 
d. Modifying the District Composition of the Board of County Commissioners  

 
County Attorney Thiele introduced and provided a brief overview of the item, which 
included how to implement such a change since the County is under Federal Court 
Order to maintain five County Commission single-member districts and two at-large 
County Commission seats, including a minority-majority district and minority-
access district.   
 
Mr. Hart clarified that his intent for bring this item forward is to allow citizens to 
elect a majority of the Board of County Commissioners.  He suggested that most 
issues brought before the County Commission are countywide and voters should 
have a voice in electing a majority of the Commissioners.     
 
Mr. Revell recommended that the County maintain its minority-majority and 
minority access districts.  Mr. Thiele confirmed that would be his intent.    
 
Mr. Hart moved, seconded by Mr. Revell to approve Option 1:  Proceed to the next step 
in the proposed charter amendment process by requesting staff prepare proposed 
charter amendment language related to modifying the composition of the Leon County 
Board of County Commissioners for the January 18, 2018 meeting.  The motion 
carried 11-1 (Catherine Jones in opposition and Reginald Ellis and Anice Processer 
absent). 
 

e. Modifying the District Commissioner Election Process  
 

Mr. Revell, as the originator of the item, asked that it be removed from 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Revell moved, seconded by Neil Fleckenstein, to approve Option 3:  Take no 
further action at this time regarding modification of the District Commissioner election 
process.  The motion carried 11-1 (Bill Graham in opposition and Reginald Ellis and 
Anice Prosser absent). 
 

V. Committee Idea Deliberation 
 
a. County Attorney Hiring/Firing Process (Offered by Jay Revell) 

 
Mr. Revell provided that his intent was to have hiring/firing requirements for the 
County Attorney match the hiring/firing requirements of the County Administrator.   

 
Jay Revell moved, seconded by Neil Fleckenstein, to consider providing for a County 
Attorney hiring/firing process consistent with that of the County Administrator in the 
Leon County Charter.  The motion carried 12-0 (Reginald Ellis and Anice Prosser 
absent). 

 
 

b. Law Enforcement Consolidation (Offered by Ken Hart) 
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Mr. Hart indicated that he was unsure if this could be done; however, countywide 
consolidation has been a big topic of discussion within the community and he 
believed it a good idea to explore and discuss the feasibility of law enforcement 
consolidation.  He confirmed with Mr. Thiele that law enforcement consolidation 
could not be realized through a Charter amendment; but also established that it 
could be done through an interlocal agreement between the Sheriff and the City of 
Tallahassee or by a transfer of power (which would require a City referendum).  Mr. 
Thiele offered that a lot of “behind the scene” details would have to be worked out. 
 

Ken Hart moved, seconded by Neil Fleckenstein to request additional information and 
analysis related to consolidation of law enforcement services.    
 

Mr. Williams stated that he would not be in support of law enforcement 
consolidation and offered that the current system has worked well.   
 

Mr. Hart submitted that consolidation could result in a more efficient, streamlined 
and coordinated approach. 
 

Mr. Fleckenstein indicated that he was interested in learning the pros and cons of 
such an endeavor and asked that these be included in staff’s analysis. 
 

Mr. Thomas conveyed that he could not support the motion as he deemed it 
appropriate to look at total consolidation, not just in one area.  
 

Chairman Hinkle mentioned functional consolidation that has occurred between the 
County and City, such as animal control, environmental standards, joint dispatch, 
etc.  Mr. Long affirmed the extensive functional consolidation between the County 
and City and commented that there are not many more areas that could be 
considered. 
 

Mr. Williams expressed his support for the motion and was interested in the 
potential financial savings that could be gained.    
 

The motion carried 9-2 (Catherine Jones and Kim Williams in opposition and Reginald 
Ellis, Anice Prosser and Jay Revell absent). 

 

c. New Ideas for Committee Consideration 
 

There were no additional ideas offered.    
 

Ms. Peeples reminded the Committee that items can be brought forward up until the 
January 11, 2018 meeting.    

 

VI. Adjournment  
 

The Committee adjourned at 1:35 pm. 
 

         
 
       ______________________________________ 
       Lee Hinkle, Chair 
       Leon County Charter Review Committee 
 
______________________________ 
Rebecca Vause, Deputy Clerk 
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III. 
 

REMARKS OF INTERESTED CITIZENS 
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IV. 
 

PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENTS FOR 
COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 
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Citizen Charter Review Committee  

Agenda Item A 
December 7, 2017 

To: 2017-2018 Leon County Citizen Charter Review Committee 
  
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator 

Herb W.A. Thiele, County Attorney  
  
Title: Consolidation of Law Enforcement Services  
 

 
Review and Approval: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator   

Herb W.A. Thiele, County Attorney 
Department/ 

Division Review: 

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator  
LaShawn Riggans, Deputy County Attorney 

Lead Staff/ 

Project Team: 

Heather Peeples, Special Projects Coordinator 
Nicki Paden, Management Analyst  

Summary:   
This item provides additional information and analysis related to the consolidation of law 
enforcement services.   

Staff Recommendation:   

Option #4:  Committee direction. 
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Title: Consolidation of Law Enforcement Services 
December 7, 2017 
Page 2 

Report and Discussion 

 

Background:   

At the Leon County Charter Review Committee meeting of November 30, 2017, the Committee 
passed a motion to request additional information and analysis related to consolidation of law 
enforcement services.  
As discussed during the November 30, 2017 Charter Review Committee meeting, consolidation 
of law enforcement services cannot be effectuated through a charter amendment.  However, 
Florida law provides two methods for consolidating law enforcement services: (1) Transfer of 
Powers and (2) Interlocal Agreement.  
Transfer of Powers  
As outlined in Article VIII, Section 3 of the Florida Constitution (Attachment #1), the powers 
and functions of a county or municipality may be permanently transferred to and performed by 
another county or municipality. This transfer of power requires a special law or resolution of the 
governing bodies of each of the affected governments followed by approval from the electors of 
both governments through a dual referendum.  A “dual referendum” requires the residents of the 
City and unincorporated each to separately approve the referendum.  
Interlocal Agreement  
Section 166.0495, Florida Statutes, authorizes a municipality to enter into an interlocal 
agreement to obtain law enforcement services from an adjoining municipality within the same 
county, without requiring dual referenda for approval (Attachment #2).  An interlocal agreement 
allows governments to set their terms when contracting for services and/or transferring certain 
functions such as the duration of time that one government will provide services for the other.  

Regardless of the approach, consolidation cannot be effectuated unilaterally by any one 
government and requires mutual agreement of all parties.  

 

Analysis:  

Currently, the City of Tallahassee Police Department (TPD) provides law enforcement services 
to citizens within the incorporated area of the County, while the Leon County Sheriff’s Office 
(LCSO) provides countywide services and patrol services to the unincorporated area. In addition 
to patrol, LCSO is also responsible for school resource deputies, judicial services (warrants, civil 
process, bailiffs, inmate transportation, etc.), and the operation of the Leon County Detention 
Center. TPD and LCSO have mutual aid and other agreements to ensure cooperation for the 
provision of law enforcement services throughout the county.    
 
Consolidation of law enforcement services in Leon County would require either the transfer of 
the City’s law enforcement authority to LCSO by resolution and dual referendum or through an 
interlocal agreement between the City and the Sheriff. As the funding entity for the Sheriff’s 
Office, the Leon County Board of County Commissioners would also need to support the 
consolidation and work collaboratively with the City and LCSO.  
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Although the outcome of consolidation is dependent on the jurisdiction in which it occurs, 
general arguments in support of consolidation of law enforcement include:   

1. Consolidating law enforcement services can reduce service delivery and administrative 
costs to provide fiscal savings for tax payers by eliminating the duplication of services.  

2. Consolidation can leverage greater efficiency through the streamlining of services, 
greater flexibility related to large-scale issues, and improved utilization of resources.  

3. Consolidation provides law enforcement on a larger, cross-jurisdictional scale which can 
enhance coordination of services and reduce jurisdictional confusion of citizens. 

General arguments in favor of maintaining separate law enforcement authorities and in 
opposition of consolidation include:  

1. Consolidation of services is typically cost prohibitive due to the high cost of 
implementation such as new branding, uniforms, and vehicles/equipment.  

2. Citizens in the incorporated area that previously received City services may experience a 
reduction in services and/or a resulting increase in costs following consolidation.  

3. Merging law enforcement services of two entities may cause issues related to 
organizational structure, culture, and the alignment of priorities which may hinder 
coordination.  

Prior to implementing a consolidation of law enforcement services, the Board of County 
Commissioners, the City Commission, and the Sheriff would need to conduct a broad review to 
address several issues including but not limited to impacts to services and/or crime rates, 
variations in organizational structure and leadership, and development of consistent policies and 
training. Potential costs associated with implementation such as modifications to salaries and 
benefits packages, increased pensions, and issuing standard equipment/materials (uniforms, 
vehicles, branding, etc.) would also need to be identified and budgeted for.  Addressing these and 
other issues related to implementation, may require the respective entities to hire a consultant to 
perform an in-depth analysis.   
 
As consolidation of law enforcement cannot be effectuated by a charter amendment, the 
Committee is limited in how it may make such a recommendation to the Board. Should the 
Committee wish to further consider the issue, the Committee may by simple majority vote 
request that staff prepare language for inclusion in the Committee’s Final Report recommending 
that the Board coordinate with LCSO and the City to explore law enforcement consolidation 
through transfer of powers or interlocal agreement upon a thorough analysis of the costs/benefits 
to the community.    
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Options:   
 
1. Request staff prepare language for inclusion in the Citizen Charter Review Committee’s 

Final Report recommending that the Board of County Commissioners consider consolidation 
of law enforcement services.  
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

 
2. Request additional information and analysis.  

Voting Threshold: Four (4) Votes 

 
3. Take no further action at this time.   

Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 
 

4. Committee direction.  
 

Recommendation:  

Option #4:  Committee direction.  

Attachments:  
1. Article VIII, Section 3 and Section 4 of the Florida Constitution 
2. F.S. 166.0495 Interlocal agreements to provide law enforcement services 
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The Florida Constitution 
 

CONSTITUTION 

OF THE 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

AS REVISED IN 1968 AND SUBSEQUENTLY AMENDED 

 

ARTICLE VIII 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

 

SECTION 4. Transfer of powers.—By law or by resolution of the governing bodies of each of the 

governments affected, any function or power of a county, municipality or special district may be 

transferred to or contracted to be performed by another county, municipality or special district, after 

approval by vote of the electors of the transferor and approval by vote of the electors of the 

transferee, or as otherwise provided by law. 
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The 2017 Florida Statutes

 
 

 

Title XII 
MUNICIPALITIES 

Chapter 166  
MUNICIPALITIES 

View Entire Chapter  

 

166.0495 Interlocal agreements to provide law enforcement services.—A municipality may 

enter into an interlocal agreement pursuant to s. 163.01 with an adjoining municipality or 

municipalities within the same county to provide law enforcement services within the territorial 

boundaries of the other adjoining municipality or municipalities. Any such agreement shall specify 

the duration of the agreement and shall comply with s. 112.0515, if applicable. The authority 

granted a municipality under this section is in addition to and not in limitation of any other 

authority granted a municipality to enter into agreements for law enforcement services or to 

conduct law enforcement activities outside the territorial boundaries of the municipality. 

History.—s. 1, ch. 97-62. 
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Attachment #2 
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http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Index&Title_Request=XII#TitleXII
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0100-0199/0166/0166ContentsIndex.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0100-0199/0166/0166.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.01.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0112/Sections/0112.0515.html
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Citizen Charter Review Committee  

Agenda Item B  

December 7, 2017    

To: 2017-2018 Leon County Citizen Charter Review Committee 
  
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator 

Herb W.A. Thiele, County Attorney  
  
Title: Hiring/Firing Process for the County Attorney    
 

 
Review and Approval: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator   

Herb W.A. Thiele, County Attorney 
Department/ 

Division Review: 

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator   
LaShawn Riggans, Deputy County Attorney 

Lead Staff/ 

Project Team: 

Heather Peeples, Special Projects Coordinator  
Sara Pratt, Management Intern  

Summary:   
To provide for a County Attorney hiring/firing process consistent with that of the County 
Administrator in the Leon County Charter. 

Staff Recommendation:   

Option #4:  Committee direction 
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Report and Discussion 

 

Background:   

At the Leon County Charter Review Committee meeting on November 30, 2017, the Committee 
passed a motion to request an agenda item related to providing for a County Attorney 
hiring/firing process consistent with that of the County Administrator in the Leon County 
Charter.  
The 2009-2010 Citizen Charter Review Committee recommended the charter amendment 
providing for the appointment and removal of the County Administrator (Attachment #1). The 
Board of County Commissioners placed the proposed charter amendment on the November 2010 
General Election ballot, and the amendment was subsequently approved by the local electorate 
with 58.40% in favor.   
 
Regarding the County Administrator, Section 2.3. (1)(A) of  the Leon County Charter states: 

“The County Administrator shall be appointed by an affirmative vote of a 
majority plus one (1) of the entire membership of the Board of County 
Commissioners. The County Administrator shall serve at the pleasure of the 
Board of County Commissioners until such time as the County Administrator 
shall be removed by a vote for removal of a majority plus one (1) of the entire 
membership of the Board of County Commissioners voting during the first 
regularly scheduled meeting occurring after a meeting of the Board at which a 
motion expressing the intent of the Board to remove the County Administrator 
was adopted by majority vote of those present and voting. The County 
Administrator shall be the chief executive officer of the County and all executive 
responsibilities and powers shall be assigned to, and vested in, the County 
Administrator. The County Administrator shall exercise all executive authority 
provided by this Home Rule Charter and all other powers and duties authorized 
by general or special law.” 

Analysis:  
The process for terminating the County Attorney is not specified in the County’s Charter. Article 
I, sec. 2.4 of the Charter provides the following direction regarding the hiring of the County 
Attorney: 
 

“(1) There shall be a County Attorney selected by the Board of County 
Commissioners who shall serve at the pleasure of, and report directly to, the 
Board of County Commissioners, and shall reside within the County during 
his/her tenure as County Attorney.  
(A) The County Attorney shall provide legal services to the Board of County 

Commissioners, the County Administrator, and County departments, 
boards and agencies organized under the Board of County Commissioners.  

(B)  The compensation of the County Attorney shall be fixed by the Board of 
County Commissioners at a level commensurate with the responsibilities 
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of the position with performance appraisals conducted by the Board of 
County Commissioners at least annually.” 

 
The existing employment contract with the County Attorney includes a process for termination 
of employment whereby the County Attorney may be removed at any time by a majority vote of 
the full seven members of the Board of County Commissioners at any lawfully scheduled 
meeting.  
 
Of the 19 other Charter Counties, eight outline the hiring and firing process for both the county 
administrator and county attorney in their charters. Of these counties, the following six provide 
the same hiring/firing process for both positions:  

 Brevard County;  
 Clay County;  
 Hillsborough County;  
 Lee County;  
 Seminole County; and 
 Volusia County. 

 
The remaining two counties have differing hiring/firing processes for the county administrator 
and county attorney: 

 Broward County; and 
 Polk County.  

 
As noted, the majority of the of Charter Counties do not include a provision in their charter’s 
related to the hiring/firing provisions of the County Attorney.  Typically, the termination 
provisions are included as part of a negotiated contract between the County Attorney and a 
Board. 
 

Options:   

1. Proceed to the next step in the proposed charter amendment process by requesting staff 
prepare proposed charter amendment language related to the hiring and firing of the County 
Attorney for the January 18, 2018 meeting.  
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 
 

2. Request additional information and analysis.  
Voting Threshold: Four (4) Votes 
 

3. Take no further action at this time.   
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

 

4. Committee direction.  

Recommendation:  

Option #4: Committee direction.  
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Attachment:  
1. 2010 Charter Amendment Language, Ordinance No. 2010-24 
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Citizen Charter Review Committee  

Agenda Item C 
December 7, 2017 

To: 2017-2018 Leon County Citizen Charter Review Committee 
  
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator 

Herbert W.A. Thiele, County Attorney  
  
Title: Standards for CRA Expenditures 
 

 
Review and Approval: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator   

Herbert W.A. Thiele, County Attorney 
Department/ 

Division Review: 

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator 

Lead Staff/ 

Project Team: 

LaShawn D. Riggans, Deputy County Attorney 

Summary:   
This item provides the Committee with additional information and analysis concerning creating 
and imposing standards for expenditures made by the City of Tallahassee Community 
Redevelopment Agency. 

Staff Recommendation:   

Option #3:  Take no further action at this time. 
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Report and Discussion 

Background:   

At the Leon County Charter Review Committee meeting of November 16, 2017, the Committee 
passed a motion to request additional information and analysis related to imposing standards for 
expenditures made by the City of Tallahassee Community Redevelopment Agency 
 
The City of Tallahassee Community Redevelopment Agency is a public body corporate and 
politic that was created by the City of Tallahassee in 1998 to carry out and effectuate the 
purposes and provisions of Part III of Chapter 163, Florida Statutes (the Community 
Redevelopment Act of 1969).  On August 26, 1998, the City of Tallahassee adopted Resolution 
No. 98-R-0039, which declared that one or more blighted areas existed within the City limits and 
that the rehabilitation, conservation, or redevelopment of such areas was necessary.  On 
September 23, 1998, the City adopted Ordinance No. 98-O-0046, which created the City of 
Tallahassee Community Redevelopment Agency (the “CRA”).  The CRA is governed by the 
CRA Board, which is presently composed of nine members, including the Mayor of the City of 
Tallahassee, four City Commissioners, and four members of the Leon County Board of County 
Commissioners.  The CRA presently employs five full-time employees and one part-time 
employee, all of whom are considered to be City employees.   
 
Analysis: 

The Community Redevelopment Act of 1969 (Chapter 163, Part III, Florida Statutes) governs 
the creation of community redevelopment agencies and the exercise of powers in carrying out 
community redevelopment.  Pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of the Community 
Redevelopment Act, the City of Tallahassee established the CRA and CRA Board, and the 
provisions governing same are codified at Chapter 6, Article II of the City of Tallahassee Code 
of Ordinances.  Notably, Section 6-52(a) of the City of Tallahassee Code provides that the CRA 
“shall be governed by a board of commissioners consisting of the mayor, the four members of 
the city commission and four members of the county commission.”  The County does not have 
any ordinances or Charter provisions concerning the CRA and community redevelopment, but 
has entered into Interlocal Agreements pertaining to same.  
 
On June 23, 2004, the County, City of Tallahassee, and the CRA entered into an Interlocal 
Agreement regarding the creation and operation of the Downtown District Community 
Redevelopment Area.  As stated in the Recitals of this Interlocal Agreement, it is the County’s 
position that neither the City, nor the CRA, may legally create or designate any new community 
redevelopment areas, expand the boundaries of any existing community redevelopment areas, or 
exercise any powers within new or expanded community redevelopment areas without first 
obtaining the County’s specific delegation of power or consent.  Accordingly, Section 4 provides 
that any boundary adjustments to existing or newly created community redevelopment areas 
require the prior written approval of the County.  In addition, in Section 5 of the Agreement, the 
County delegated to the City the County’s powers pertaining to the Downtown District 
Community Redevelopment Area.  Section 6 of the Agreement contains the financial provisions, 
which include funding via “tax increment financing” by both the City and County, as well as the 
use of certain tourist development tax dollars.   
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The Interlocal Agreement was subsequently amended on October 4, 2007, February 9, 2009, and 
December 11, 2014, and included amendments to the financial provisions.  The Interlocal 
Agreement provides that, “any portion of the Agreement may be amended or waived only 
pursuant to an instrument in writing, approved by the City Commission, the Governing Board of 
the Agency, and the County's Board of County Commissioners, and jointly executed by the 
Parties.” For example, the 2014 amendments to the Interlocal Agreement provided that tourist 
development tax funds in the amount of $5,042,522, which had been previously collected 
through and including September 30, 2014, and which had been dedicated for a performing arts 
center, shall be set aside for use by the CRA, and, subject to the approval of the County and City, 
utilized for projects, programs and expenses related to culture, visual arts, and heritage programs, 
performing arts space as part of a convention center project, or other performing arts projects.  
 
Florida Statute articulates the allowable uses of CRA funds, and the existing Interlocal 
Agreements between Leon County and the City of Tallahassee further address financial 
expenditures of the CRA.  Imposing additional standards pertaining to CRA expenditures cannot 
be effectuated by a Charter amendment, but rather requires amendments to the existing Interlocal 
Agreements. Furthermore, amending the Interlocal Agreements cannot be done unilaterally and 
requires mutual agreement of both the City and County.  
 
Finally, it appears that additional regulations regarding community redevelopment agencies will 
be considered during the upcoming 2018 Legislative Session.  Both the Florida House and 
Senate are reportedly working on bills that will add transparency to and increase spending 
reporting requirements for community redevelopment agencies.   
 
 

Options:   
1. Direct County staff to prepare proposed charter amendment language and agenda the issue 

for further Committee consideration.  
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

2. Direct County staff to provide additional information and analysis.  
Voting Threshold: Four (4) Votes 
 

3. Take no further action at this time.   
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

 

4. Committee direction.  

 
Recommendation:  
Option #3: Take no further action at this time.   
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Citizen Charter Review Committee  

Agenda Item D 
December 7, 2017 

To: 2017-2018 Leon County Citizen Charter Review Committee 
  
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator 

Herb W.A. Thiele, County Attorney  
  
Title: Nonpartisan Superintendent of Schools and Constitutional Officers 
 

 
Review and Approval: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator   

Herbert W.A. Thiele, County Attorney 
Department/ 

Division Review: 

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator   

Lead Staff/ 

Project Team: 

LaShawn Riggans, Deputy County Attorney 
Heather Peeples, Special Projects Coordinator 

Summary:  
This item provides the Committee with additional information and analysis on the ability of 
Charter Review Committee to address making the office of Superintendent of Schools and 
Constitutional Officers nonpartisan. 

Staff Recommendation:   

Option #4:  Committee direction. 
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Report and Discussion 

 

Background:  On November 16, 2017, the Charter Review Committee requested legal analysis 
on whether the Leon County Charter may address whether or not the office of Superintendent of 
Schools and other Constitutional Officers may be made nonpartisan. 

 

Analysis:   This item is intended to provide a brief overview and seeks additional direction from 
the Committee.  The Florida Constitution address the subject of education in Article IX and the 
subject of local government in Article VIII.   
Constitutional Officers 
Regarding the question of changing Constitutional Officers to a nonpartisan election process you 
can look to Article VIII (d) County officers which states: “There shall be elected by the electors 
of each county, for terms of four years, a sheriff, a tax collector, a property appraiser, a 
supervisor of elections, and a clerk of the circuit court; except, when provided by county charter 
or special law approved by vote of the electors of the county, any county officer may be chosen 
in another manner therein specified….”  There is an Attorney General opinion (Fla. AGO 2000-
02) and case law that supports the position that either the Legislature or a charter amendment 
may make county officers electable on a nonpartisan basis.  
Of the Charter Counties in Florida (Attachment #1):  

 12 hold partisan elections for its Constitutional Officers. 
 Columbia, Polk, Volusia, and Wakulla County hold nonpartisan elections for  its 

Constitutional Officers. 
 Lee, Leon, Miami-Dade, and Palm Beach have both partisan and nonpartisan elections of 

Constitutional Officers.  
It should be noted that Leon County’s Charter currently requires that the election of the 
Supervisor of Elections shall be nonpartisan. This provision was included in the County’s 
original Charter adopted by the voters in 2002.  
 
Superintendent of Schools 
To address the question of whether or not the Leon County Charter could make the election of 
the Superintendent of Schools nonpartisan the County Attorney’s Office reviewed Article  VIII 
and IX of the Florida Constitution, searched Attorney General Opinions and reviewed available 
case law.  Additionally, we looked at each of the 19 other charters of the 20 Florida Charter 
Counties.  
It is worth noting that Article IX expressly provides for the election the Superintendent of 
Schools but has remained silent as to the selection process (partisan/nonpartisan) although in 
1998 the Constitution was amended to provide for the nonpartisan election of school board 
members. 
The current case law on this issue is not clear and does not provide a lot of guidance as to the 
legality of such a charter amendment.   
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Likewise, during our review of county charters it was found that only one, Columbia County, 
had incorporated in their charter a provision for making the Superintendent of Schools 
nonpartisan.  Columbia County appears to have based their decision on the interplay between 
Articles VIII and IX of the Florida Constitution and a 1993 advisory opinion to the Governor 
regarding his power to suspend a school board member who had committed a crime.  In the 
opinion, the Florida Supreme Court advised the Governor that the school board members and the 
superintendent were considered “county officers” within the meaning of Article IV of the 
Constitution which pertains to the Executive Branch.  However, in our opinion this does not 
mean that the Superintendent falls within the meaning of “county officer” as defined in Article 
VIII, which expressly enumerates said officers. 
Additionally, in our research of the issue we reached out to the Florida Association of District 
School Superintendents (FADSS).  Counsel for FADSS has opined that Superintendents are 
separate and distinct Constitutional Officers, not county officers that would fall under the 
purview of local governments. It is counsel’s opinion that the Superintendents are regulated and 
governed by the respective district school boards and government at a state and not local level.  
In conclusion, there is an argument that can be made that charter counties have the authority to 
make Constitutional Officers that are also considered “county officers” nonpartisan.  However, 
as it relates to the School Superintendents that same argument can be made but there is not a lot 
of information that supports that position.  Moreover, most opinions are to the contrary. Taking 
all the gathered information in its totality we concur with the opinion of counsel representing the 
FADSS. 
 
Options:   
1. Proceed to the next step in the proposed charter amendment process by requesting that staff 

prepare proposed charter amendment language making the Constitutional Offices of the 
Sheriff, Tax Collector, Property Appraiser, and Clerk of the Circuit Court nonpartisan.  
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

2. Request additional information and analysis.   
Voting Threshold: Four (4) Votes 
 

3. Take no further action at this time.   
Voting Threshold: Simple Majority Vote 

 

4. Committee direction.  

 
Recommendation:  
Option #4: Committee direction.  
 
Attachment:  

1. Comparative Analysis: Florida Charter Counties Partisan/Non‐Partisan Constitutional 
Officers 
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County Partisan Non‐Partisan Both Partisan & Non‐Partisan

Alachua X

Brevard X

Broward X

Charlotte X

Clay X

Duval X

Hillsborough X

Orange X

Osceola X

Pinellas X

Sarasota X

Seminole X

Columbia X

Polk X

Volusia X

Wakulla X

Lee

• Partisan Sheriff, Property Appraiser, Tax Collector, 

and  Clerk of the Courts

• Non‐Partisan Supervisor of Elections

Leon

• Partisan Sheriff, Property Appraiser, Tax Collector, 

and  Clerk of the Courts

• Non‐Partisan Supervisor of Elections

Miami‐Dade

• Partisan Clerk of Courts 

• Non‐Partisan Property Appraiser 

(Appointed: Supervisor of Elections, Tax Collector, and 

Sheriff)

Palm Beach

• Partisan Clerk of Courts and Tax Collector  

• Non‐Partisan Property Appraiser, Sheriff, and 

Supervisor of Elections 
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V. 
 

COMMITTEE IDEA DELIBERATION 
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VI. 
 

REVIEW OF COMMITTEE SCHEDULE 
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Charter Review Committee Meeting Schedule 
 
All meetings are held on Thursdays from 11:30 am to 1:30 pm in the Leon County Commissioner 
Chambers unless otherwise noted.  
 

November 9, 2017 / 9am 

Orientation 
 
November 16, 2017 

Issue/Discussion Meeting 
 
November 23, 2017 – No Meeting 
Thanksgiving Holiday 
 
November 30, 2017 

Issue/Discussion Meeting 
 
December 7, 2017 

Issue/Discussion Meeting 
 
December 14, 2017 

Issue/Discussion Meeting 
 
December 21 & 28, 2017 – No Meetings 
Winter Holidays 
 

January 4, 2018 – No Meeting 

New Year’s Holiday  
 

January 11, 2018 

Issue/Discussion Meeting 
 
January 18, 2018 

Decision Meeting 
 
January 25, 2018 

Decision Meeting 
 
February 1, 2018  / 6pm 

Public Hearing 
 
February 8, 2018 / 6pm 

Public Hearing 
 
February 15, 2018 / 6pm 

Public Hearing  
 
February 22, 2018 

(Tentatively scheduled if needed)  
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VII. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
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