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Editor’s Note: The following case law summaries were reported
from November 1, 2003, through January 31, 2004.

Section 1. Recent Decisions of the
Florida Supreme Court
No cases reported.

Section 2. Recent Decisions of the
Florida District Courts of Appeal
MUNICIPAL CHARTERS – INITIATIVE PETITIONS – SINGLE
SUBJECT RULE – INITIATIVE PETITION CIRCULATED BY CITI-
ZEN COMMITTEE AND SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL AT GEN-
ERAL ELECTION WAS NOT SUBJECT TO SINGLE SUBJECT
PROVISION OF CITY CHARTER.
City of Pompano Beach citizens organized an initiative
petition committee to implement a charter amendment
providing for election of a mayor-at-large. The commit-
tee organized and secured enough petitions to place the
matter on the November 5, 2001, general election ballot.
The measure was passed by voters, but came under
attack based on an alleged violation of the single-subject
provision of the city charter. The trial court ruled that
the single-subject charter provision – which by its plain
language limited its application to “every proposed ordi-
nance or resolution” – inadvertently excluded initiative
petitions, and therefore entered a final judgment of in-
junctive relief permanently enjoining implementation of
the proposed charter amendment. On appeal the 4th

District Court of Appeal reversed, finding that neither
the Florida Constitution nor Florida Statutes applies the
single-subject rule to proposed amendments to county
or city charters and that any single-subject limitation
must be found in the city charter itself. Since the plain
language of the charter’s single subject provision was
clear and did not include initiative petitions, the injunc-
tion order was reversed. M. Ross Shulmister, as Chairman
of and on behalf of the MAYOR-AT-LARGE INITIATIVE
COMMITTEE v. E. PATRICK LARKINS, MINNIE
CAMPFIELD, SAMUEL JACKSON, JAMES L. JONES,
CAROLYN McDOUGAL, HAZEL K. ARMBRISTER,
CHARLES E. HUNT, ROSIE EVANS, MARGUERITE K.
LUSTER and CITY OF POMPANO BEACH, FLORIDA,
28 Fla. L. Weekly D2482 (Fla. 4th DCA October 29, 2003).

TAXATION – EXEMPTIONS – MUNICIPAL MARINA – MU-
NICIPALLY OWNED MARINA WAS HELD EXEMPT FROM AD
VALOREM TAXATION NOTWITHSTANDING ITS AVAILABIL-
ITY TO RESIDENTS AND NON-RESIDENTS AND ITS PROFIT-
ABILITY.
Islomorada, Village of Islands, appealed a final summary
judgment entered in favor of the Monroe County Prop-
erty Appraiser, finding the marina owned and operated
by the village was subject to ad valorem taxation. On
appeal to the district court, the court was satisfied that
because the village maintained operational control of
the marina and it generally satisfied the municipal or
public purpose requirement, the marina property was
not subject to ad valorem taxation. Islamorada, Village of
Islands v. Ervin Higgs, 28 Fla. L. Weekly D2650 (Fla. 3rd

DCA November 19, 2003).

TAXATION – AD VALOREM – NO ERROR WHERE TRIAL
COURT FOUND STATUTE FACIALLY UNCONSTITUTIONAL
WHERE IT IMPOSED AD VALOREM TAX ON MUNICIPALLY
OWNED PROPERTY USED TO PROVIDE TELECOMMUNICA-
TION SERVICES.
Florida Department of Revenue appealed a summary
judgment ruling that declared Section 2 of Chapter 97-
197, creating 166.047, Florida Statutes, facially unconsti-
tutional. For the same reason, the trial court declared
facially invalid a portion of Section 3 of Chapter 97-197,
which amended 196.0912, Florida Statutes, to provide
that a municipality’s provision of two-way telecommu-
nications services to the public does not constitute an
exempt use for ad valorem tax purposes unless the
services complied with certain conditions therein speci-
fied. On appeal, the First District Court of Appeal af-
firmed the trial court, reasoning that the property in
question was being used by the city for a municipal
purpose and the legislature’s attempt to condition the
provision of such municipal services on payment of an
amount equal to any ad valorem tax liability is in direct
conflict with Article VII, Section 3(a) of the Florida
Constitution. The court effectively endorsed the trial
court’s analysis which likened a municipality’s provi-
sion of telecommunication services to that of providing
other utility services such as electricity and water. De-
partment of Revenue v. The City of Gainesville, 28 Fla. L.
Weekly D2724 (Fla. 1st DCA November 26, 2003).



2

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW – FLORIDA ENVIRONMENTAL
LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1972 – TRIAL
COURT ERRED IN GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT TO LAND-
OWNER TO THE EXTENT THE RULING DECLARED LAND-
OWNERS NEED NOT DEMONSTRATE DETRIMENTAL RELI-
ANCE TO ESTABLISH VESTED RIGHTS UNDER SECTION
380.05(18), FLORIDA STATUTES.
Plaintiff Thora Ambrose filed a declaratory judgment
action against Monroe County, the Department of Com-
munity Affairs and the Village of Islamorada (the county)
regarding her right to proceed with a single-family home
development upon land she owned. At the time of plat-
ting and recording, the land was subject to local subdi-
vision plat law. However, the land was subsequently
declared an area of critical state concern. Additionally,
the local government approved new land development
regulations for the area. Plaintiff asserted these subse-
quent regulations limited or modified her rights to de-
velop the parcels of land. The trial court found that
under §380.05(18), plaintiff had vested rights to build
single-family homes simply by virtue of recording the
parcels of land. On review, the district court found that
§380.05(18) required plaintiff to demonstrate good faith
detrimental reliance upon existing land-use regulations
in order to establish vested rights. In reviewing the
facts, the district court explained that the property was
declared an area of critical state concern in 1979, but the
first land-use regulations were not enacted until 1986.
The court went on the explain if plaintiff did not start
development prior to the enactment of those land-use
regulations, she acted at her own peril in relying on the
absence of (or less restrictive) zoning ordinances. A
subjective expectation that land can be developed is no
more than an expectancy and does not translate into a
vested right to develop the property. Additionally, the
district court reasoned that it would undermine the
legislative intent behind §380.05(18) to permit landown-
ers who have not taken any steps to develop their
property to obtain vested rights. Accordingly, the court
concluded that landowners in plaintiff’s position must
show they relied on §380.05(18), and changed their
position in furtherance of developing their land, in or-
der to have vested rights to develop their property. The
case was remanded for a determination of whether there
was any evidence of detrimental reliance by plaintiff.
Monroe County, Department of Community Affairs and Village
of Islamorada v. Thora Ambrose, 28 Fla. Law. Weekly (Fla.
3rd DCA December 10, 2003).

MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS – LIENS – CODE VIOLA-
TIONS – TRIAL COURT ERRED BY IMPOSING CODE VIOLA-
TION LIEN AGAINST RESIDENT’S HOMESTEAD PROPERTY IN
VIOLATION OF ARTICLE X, SECTION 4 OF THE FLORIDA
CONSTITUTION.
Appellant Wendy Fong, a resident of the Town of Bay
Harbor Islands, appealed a summary final judgment in
favor of the town. The town instituted code enforce-
ment activities regarding the property on which Fong
lived. Following a hearing and special master ruling
that continuing violations existed, the town filed an

amended complaint, seeking to foreclose a lien on real
and person property owned by Fong. The trial court
granted the town’s motion for summary judgment, find-
ing that the town’s lien could be levied against Fong’s
homestead property, however precluding the town from
foreclosing on the lien at the present time. On review the
district court reversed that portion of the trial court’s
order permitting even the levy of the lien against the
property while it remained Fong’s homestead property.
Pursuant to Article X, Section 4 of the Florida Constitu-
tion, the court explained that a forced sale or “the simple
imposition of a ‘lien’ on homestead property” would
constitute a prohibited impairment of Fong’s rights.
The trial court’s order could only be enforced in regard
to any sale proceeds after Fong sold the homestead
property, or enforced upon the property in the event it
lost its homestead status while still owned by Fong. The
trial court’s order was also flawed to the extent it deemed
three of the four original code violations continuing
violations for which resulting civil penalties would con-
tinue to accrue on a daily basis until corrected. The
district court found this to be in error in light of §162.09(3)
which requires that fines may accrue until compliance
by the violator or rendition of judgment in a suit,
whichever occurs first. Accordingly, when the trial court
entered an order granting summary judgment for the
town, fine accrual should have ceased. The case was
remanded for further proceedings to address the errors
cited. Wendy Fong v. Town of Bay Harbor Islands, 29 Fla. L.
Weekly D55 (Fla. 3d DCA December 24, 2003).

TORTS – MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS – TRIAL COURT
DID NOT ERR IN DISMISSING COMPLAINT OF INDIVIDUAL
WHO ASSERTED COMMON LAW NEGLIGENT HIRING/RE-
TENTION CLAIM AGAINST TOWN, TO THE EXTENT SUCH
TORTIOUS ACTION FELL WITHIN THE DISCRETIONARY FUNC-
TION OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT UNDER SOVEREIGN
IMMUNITY ANALYSIS.
Plaintiff Richard Storm appealed from an order which
dismissed his compliant filed against the Town of Ponce
Inlet for failure to state a cause of action based on
sovereign immunity grounds. The compliant basically
alleged the town had a common law duty to supervise
its chief building official after knowing of his incompe-
tence, misfeasance in office, and refusal to properly en-
force compliance with the town’s building codes. This
action allegedly resulted in damage to Storm’s property
because of the building official’s misinforming Storm of
the required building elevations, and Storm’s reliance
on the building official’s express misrepresentations re-
sulting in Storm being unable to obtain flood insur-
ance, among other things. On review the fifth district
quickly acknowledged cases such as Trianon Park Condo.
Assoc. v. City of Hialeah, and others that uniformly hold
no waiver of sovereign immunity for tort claims based
on allegations the state or its agencies negligently misin-
formed members of the public about the issuance of
building permits, or provided incorrect information re-
garding the requirements for federal flood insurance
and in turn negligently issued building permits. How-
ever, the court also analyzed Storm’s effort to raise a
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common-law tort claim against the town for retaining
an employee known or reasonably known to be incom-
petent and likely to injure individuals in the perfor-
mance of his or her designated responsibilities. This
analysis involved a two-part analysis: (1) whether a
common law duty exists and (2) whether any claim
arising from a common law duty is barred based on an
discretionary act of the government. The district court
determined that based on the allegations of the compli-
ant, Storm sufficiently plead a common-law tort claim.
However, the court concluded that the decision to hire,
retain and/or fire a top executive appointee falls within
the highest level of governmental discretion. Accord-
ingly, Storm’s claim was barred by sovereign immunity
and the order dismissing Storm’s complaint was af-
firmed. Richard Storm v. Town of Ponce Inlet, 29 Fla. Law
Weekly D137 (Fla. 5th DCA January 2, 2004).

COUNTIES – INJUNCTIONS – TRIAL COURT PROPERLY EN-
TERED TEMPORARY INJUNCTION ORDERING COUNTY TO PRO-
CEED WITH PROCESSING APPLICANT’S SUBDIVISION PLAT
AND SITE PLAN APPLICATIONS BASED ON EVIDENCE OF
APPLICANT’S DETRIMENTAL RELIANCE UPON COUNTY’S
ENDORSEMENT OF PROJECT.
Plaintiff Vetter purchased a 92-acre parcel of land in
Charlotte County, Fla., that was zoned with an existing
intensive commercial use. They planned to develop it as
an industrial park. Vetter hired several professionals in
order to begin the desired re-platting and development.
The county enthusiastically and uniformly endorsed
the development in a January 2002 meeting. Vetter re-
ceived preliminary plat approval in May 2002, and there-
after sold two lots to the additional plaintiff, Tremron,
to build a concrete manufacturing facility. Tremron there-
after sought approval to build a 14,000-square-foot facil-
ity. The county eventually changed its position regard-
ing the industrial development, despite Vetter’s prelimi-
nary plat approval. It passed an ordinance reciting its
desire for less intensive commercial uses, which may
have excluded the specific type of project sought by
Tremron. Plaintiffs Vetter and Tremron filed a suit for
declaratory relief, permanent injunction, writ of manda-
mus, damages under 42 U.S.C. §1983 and for inverse
condemnation. Trial court granted the preliminary in-
junction, ordering the county to issue site plan ap-
proval to Tremron and to issue promptly all subsequent
building permits, to refrain from imposing a morato-
rium against plaintiffs and to enjoin it from applying
the less intensive use standards proposed in its ordi-
nance. On review, the district court affirmed the grant of
preliminary injunction, in light of competent evidence
supporting that portion of the order. However, the
district court found that the trial court exceeded its
power by effectively granting at the preliminary injunc-
tion stage the ultimate relief plaintiffs sought in their
complaint. The district court agreed with the county
that the purchase of land does not create a right to rely
on the existing zoning. However, to the extent plaintiffs
provided evidence of their reliance on the county’s rep-
resentations to their clear and substantial detriment, the
doctrine of equitable estoppel was applicable. The dis-

trict court ordered that the status quo be preserved by
affirming the order granting preliminary injunction and
ordering plaintiff’s permit applications be processed with-
out delay. However, the case was remanded for a final
hearing on the merits of the underlying claims asserted
by plaintiffs in their complaint. Charlotte County v. Richard
Vetter and Tremron of Miami, Inc., 29 Fla. L. Weekly D264
(Fla. 2nd DCA January 21, 2004).

CIVIL RIGHTS – DUE PROCESS – TRIAL COURT ERRED IN
GRANTING FINAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT TO COUNTY WHERE
IT FAILED TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS PLAINTIFF GAS STA-
TION OWNER’S DUE PROCESS CLAIM BASED ON LOSS OF
PROPERTY INTEREST.
Pinellas County “curbed off” two of the four driveway
entrances to plaintiff Johnson’s service station. Plaintiff
challenged the county’s action on due process grounds.
The trial court’s analysis in granting the county’s mo-
tion for summary judgment focused on the fact that
Johnson’s right of access had not been “substantially
diminished.” Because there was not substantial dimin-
ishment, the court concluded Johnson’s did not have a
property right subject to constitutional protection. The
trial court erroneously avoided Johnson’s procedural
due process argument and determined that Johnson did
not have a property right, in a constitutional sense, in
the curbed-off driveways because the county had not
substantially interfered with Johnson’s access to the
public roadways. However, the absence of compensabil-
ity does not obliterate the existence of the property
interest. The issue critical to the district court was the
absence of adequate procedural due process. Specifically,
the court noted that under Florida law, access rights to
public roadways are property interests. The county’s
deprivation of two of the four existing access rights
required a certain amount of procedural process prior to
the deprivation. Since the trial court analysis ended
with a finding that no property interest existed, it did
not reach the second prong of Johnson’s §1983 claim
regarding whether adequate process was afforded. The
record evidence of notice provided to Johnson came in
the form of an appraisal report and construction plans
provided to Chevron U.S.A., Inc., the company from
whom Johnson purchased the land and gas station. The
district court concluded that this evidence was sufficient
to create an issue of fact as to whether Johnson was
provided adequate notice and an opportunity to object
to the county action. The county’s motion for final
summary judgment was reversed and the matter was
remanded. Johnson’s Services, Inc. v. Pinellas County, 29 Fla.
L. Weekly D268 (Fla. 2nd DCA January 21, 2004).

INJUNCTIONS – MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS – TRIAL COURT
ERRED IN GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON GROUNDS
OF LAW OF THE CASE ESTABLISHED WHEN A PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION WAS ENTERED.
Plaintiff P.M. Realty appealed a permanent injunction
restraining its operation of an adult use in the City of
Tampa. The trial court granted summary judgment in
favor of the city reasoning that the decision was con-
trolled by the law of the case established previously in



4

P.M. Realty & Investments v. City of Tampa, 779 So. 2d 404
(Fla. 2d DCA 2000). However, the district court ex-
plained that the prior opinion affirmed the entry of a
preliminary injunction. The court stated it was well
established that a preliminary injunction does not create
law of the case that is binding at the time of the final
hearing. The court stated between the time of the its
2000 opinion and the trial court’s entry of the perma-
nent injunction in September 2002, there had been sig-
nificant developments in the law affecting the zoning of
adult uses. Accordingly, the trial court erred in entering
final judgment against plaintiff, and plaintiff must be
afforded another hearing at which current law would
be applied. P.M. Realty & Investments v. City of Tampa, 29
Fla. L. Weekly D284 (Fla. 2d DCA January 23, 2004).

Section 3. Recent Decisions of the
United States Supreme Court
No cases reported.

Section 4. Recent Decisions of the
United States Court of Appeals,
Eleventh Circuit
MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS – SIGNS – DISTRICT COURT
PROPERLY DENIED OUTDOOR ADVERTISER’S FIRST AMEND-
MENT CLAIMS AGAINST CITY’S SIGN CODE.
Granite State Outdoor Advertising (Granite State) ap-
plied for eight permits to build freestanding billboard
signs on each of eight parcels it leased in the City of
Clearwater. The permit applications were denied be-
cause Granite State sought to construct billboards more
than four times the allowable height and 10 times the
allowable area under Clearwater’s Community Devel-
opment Code (code). Granite State immediately filed
actions in federal district court, challenging those por-
tions of the code dealing with height and area restric-
tions as well as those dealing with the permit denial
appeals process. The district court found Granite State
had standing to challenge both portions of the code.
However on appeal, the court of appeals concluded
Granite State’s challenge as to the height and area por-
tions of the code failed because it was constitutionally
applied to Granite State, where Granite State sought to
construct billboards much larger than any sign allowed.
The code was further affirmed as to Granite State’s over
breadth challenge to the extent the code gave no discre-
tion to the permitting authority in making its approval
or denial decisions and the record demonstrated the
denials were immediately issued, thus preventing any
cognizable damages due to alleged unbridled discretion.
Accordingly, plaintiff’s constitutional challenge to the
height and area restrictions failed. Furthermore, the
court concluded Granite State did not have standing to
challenge the permit denial appeals process because plain-
tiff did not avail itself of that process in this instance.
Granite State Outdoor Advertising, Inc. v. City of Clearwater,
17 Fla. L. Weekly Fed C90 (11th Cir. November 28, 2003).

Section 5. Recent Decisions of the United
States District Courts for Florida
SIGNS – ZONING – SPEECH – DISTRICT COURT GRANTED
CITY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT WHERE MU-
NICIPAL ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIRING REMOVAL OF
BILLBOARD SIGNS ERECTED IN CERTAIN RECLASSIFIED AR-
EAS WAS FOUND A VALID CONTENT-NEUTRAL REGULA-
TION.
Plaintiff National Advertising Company brought a fa-
cial First Amendment challenge against the City of
Miami’s comprehensive zoning ordinance. National al-
leged that the ordinance’s reclassifications of various
zoning districts had the impermissible effect of making
some or all of National’s offsite signs nonconforming
with the zoning ordinance in violation of the First
Amendment. Additionally, National asserted the ordi-
nance lacked sufficient procedural mechanisms to satisfy
First Amendment requirements, violated the Equal Pro-
tection Clause, and the City of Miami’s decision to begin
immediate removal of the signs violated due process and
the First Amendment. The district court ruled the com-
pany lacked standing to raise any arguments aimed at
noncommercial speech aspects of the ordinance, given
National’s de minimum share of noncommercial speech
business. Furthermore, the court ruled that at base, the
city’s regulations were content-neutral and intended to
regulate structures rather than to suppress speech. Fi-
nally, to the extent the ordinance was found to be
content-neutral, the court found that the ordinance did
not amount to a speech licensing scheme, subject to the
stringent procedural requirements associated with speech
regulations. Instead, the court concluded the ordinance’s
enumeration of specific criteria for each sign permit
application and the provision of a time-certain appeal
period before the zoning board provided sufficient First
Amendment right protections. National Advertising Co. v.
City of Miami, 17 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. D23 (S.D. Fla.
September 25, 2003).

SIGNS – ZONING – RIPENESS – DISTRICT COURT GRANTED
CITY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT WHERE
PLAINTIFF’S SUIT ALLEGING CONSTITUTIONAL INFIRMITIES
OF CITY’S ZONING ORDINANCE WAS PREMATURE.
Plaintiff National Advertising Company brought suit
against the City of Miami following a zoning clerk’s
rejection of six sign-permit applications. The city moved
for summary judgment claiming National lacked stand-
ing. The district court found that National failed to
obtain a final determination from the city’s building
official. Additionally, the court found that National
failed to avail itself of alternative available remedies in-
cluding either seeking a rezoning of the subject property
or altering its application to conform to the zoning
requirements. To the extent National’s claim failed in
these respects, the court concluded the case did not
present a ripe case or controversy and granted the city’s
motion for summary judgment. National Advertising Com-
pany v. City of Miami, 17 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. D35 (S.D.
Fla. September 26, 2003).
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SPEECH – MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS – CITY’S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT GRANTED WHEREIN IT SOUGHT
TO ENFORCE NEWLY ADOPTED ORDINANCE WHICH FELL
OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF A PREVIOUSLY ENTERED CONSENT
ORDER ENJOINING CITY FROM LIMITING ORGANIZATION
FROM SELLING MESSAGE-BEARING T-SHIRTS ON ALL PUB-
LIC SIDEWALKS.
City of Key West moved for summary judgment in an
action initiated by One World/One Family, a California
non-profit organization. One World sold t-shirts bear-
ing its message about the spiritual aspects of problems
affecting the environment from portable tables at vari-
ous locations in Key West. In a 1994 action, One World
challenged a Key West ordinance banning the sale of t-
shirts from portable tables throughout the city’s his-
toric and commercial districts. That 1994 action resulted
in the parties filing a stipulation for final judgment and
order. Ultimately, the court issued a consent judgment
and order based on the parties’ stipulation that enjoined
the city from enforcing its ordnance banning the sale of
One World’s message-bearing t-shirts from tables on
sidewalks in the historic and commercial districts. Six
years later, Key West enacted an ordinance that prohib-
ited the use of portable tables to display or sell literature
or message-bearing t-shirts on all public sidewalks lo-
cated within the city. It filed a petition to dissolve or
modify the 1994 consent order so that it could enforce
the new ordinance against One World. One World coun-
tered, by filing a complaint that alleged the new ordi-
nance violated the consent order, violated the First
Amendment, and violated the equal protection clause.
On review of Key West’s motion for summary judg-
ment, the district court found the consent order prohib-
ited enforcement of the old ordinance, but specifically
excluded from its scope any subsequently adopted ordi-
nances on the same subject. Also, the court found that
under recent 11th circuit case law, a city may implement
content-neutral regulations of conduct, so long as it
represents a permissible time, place and manner regula-
tion. The court found the new ordinance satisfied the
content-neutral, time, place and manner test. At bot-
tom, the district court focused on how the new ordi-
nance merely sought to limit the sale of goods through
the placement of physical structures on sidewalks. The
new ordinance stated that all merchandise to be sold

“shall be borne and displayed by the person engaged in
offering it for sale in such a manner that the public
right-of-way will not be used for tables, containers,
boxes, racks or any other physical obstruction.” The
new ordinance was narrowly tailored to serve an im-
portant governmental interest to the extent it solely
sought to police public sidewalks by keeping them clear
of obstructive material to facilitate the heavy tourist
traffic endemic to Key West. Finally, the new ordinance
left open ample alternative means for selling message-
bearing t-shirts, such as on private property or other
non-sidewalk public areas. One World argued the new
ordinance was invalid on equal protection grounds as it
prohibited One World from using portable tables but
permitted other structures for similar purposes such as
news racks. However, the court succinctly dismissed
this argument, noting that the Equal Protection Clause
protects persons, not objects. One World One Family Now
v. City of Key West, 17 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. D132 (S.D. Fla.
November 12, 2003).

Section 6. Announcements
The 2004 Florida Municipal Attorneys Association Semi-
nar will be held July 15-17, 2004, at the Marriott Marco
Island Resort.

Florida Municipal Laws Manual – Available Now!
The “2003 Florida Municipal Laws Manual” is a brand
new tool for the busy government professional, created
by Municipal Code Corporation, in cooperation with
the Florida League of Cities. It is designed to provide a
convenient statutory reference source for local govern-
ment personnel in Florida. Statutory provisions most
relevant to municipal government, current through the
2003 Legislative Session, are included in this manual.
This handy reference is available in both paperbound
and electronic formats at nominal costs: paperbound
copy – $78 each, electronic copy – $78 each, paperbound
copy and electronic copy – $104.00 for both. If you
would like to purchase the manual, please contact Mu-
nicipal Code Corporation via e-mail at dist@mail.municode.
com or by phone at (850) 576-3171, or you may order
online by going to the FLC Web site, www.flcities.com,
and clicking on “Florida Municipal Laws Manual.”


