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Editor’s Note: The following case law summaries were reported
from December 15, 2004, through March 31, 2005.

Section 1. Recent Decisions
of the Florida Supreme Court

PUBLIC UTILITIES – FRANCHISE FEE AGREEMENT –
MUNICIPALITY CAN CONTINUE FRANCHISE FEE CHARGE
ON UTILITY USING LOCAL RIGHTS OF WAY DURING
HOLDOVER PERIOD WHILE PARTIES NEGOTIATE A NEW
ARRANGEMENT.
The Town of Belleair appealed an adverse ruling from
the Second District Court of Appeal, finding it could not
impose its franchise fee charge on Florida Power Corpo-
ration for use of local rights of way during the parties’
re-negotiation of an expired franchise agreement. Citing
its recent decision in Florida Power Corp. v. Winter Park,
887 So. 2d 862 (Fla. 2004), the court reversed the district
court, explaining that continuing to assess the franchise
fee is permissible where “the conduct and interaction of
the parties, and the balance of equities involved, may
render such action necessary and proper.” Town of Belleair
v. Florida Power Corp., 30 Fla. L. Weekly S151 (Fla. March
10, 2005).

ELECTIONS – INITIATIVE PETITION – PROPOSED CONSTI-
TUTIONAL AMENDMENT THAT WOULD HAVE REQUIRED
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO PUT NEW COMPREHENSIVE
LAND USE PLANS OR AMENDMENTS TO COMPREHEN-
SIVE LAND USE PLANS TO A VOTE BY REFERENDUM
PRIOR TO ADOPTION STRICKEN BECAUSE BALLOT
SUMMARY FAILED TO PROVIDE ACCURATE, OBJECTIVE,
NEUTRAL SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT.
A group known as Florida Hometown Democracy, Inc.
proposed a constitutional amendment that would have
required local governments to adopt new comprehen-
sive land use plans or amendments thereto through
referendum vote. The court found no problems with the
ballot language on single-subject grounds. However,
the court concluded the first sentence of the ballot lan-
guage – “Public participation in local government com-
prehensive land use planning benefits Florida’s natural
resources, scenic beauty and citizens.” – was more akin
to an editorial comment than an accurate summary of
the amendment. The references to Florida’s “natural

resources” and “scenic beauty” were taken as superflu-
ous to the chief purpose of the amendment which was to
require referenda before any changes or adoptions of
comprehensive land-use plans. Accordingly, the ballot
summary was stricken as misleading and non-compli-
ant with section 101.161(1). Advisory opinion to the Attorney
General Re: Referenda required for adoption and amendment of
local government comprehensive land use plans. 30 Fla. L.
Weekly S165 (Fla. March 17, 2005).

WRONGFUL DEATH – SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY – CITY HAD
OPERATIONAL LEVEL DUTY TO WARN PUBLIC OF ANY
REASONABLY DANGEROUS CONDITIONS ON PUBLIC
BEACH AT WHICH CITY PROVIDED MAINTENANCE, PUB-
LIC PARKING, PUBLIC FACILITIES AND CONCESSIONS.
The estate of a husband and wife who drowned off the
City of Miami Beach coast, the victims of rip currents,
sued the city. The suit alleged the city was negligent in
its failure to warn swimmers of the dangers of rip cur-
rents or take other action to safeguard swimmers who
use the beach. The trial court granted the city’s motion
for summary judgment on the grounds of sovereign
immunity. The district court affirmed the trial court’s
ruling explaining the city had no duty to warn because
the city did not control the beach area or undertake a
particular responsibility to do so. The supreme court
reversed on the issue of duty, concluding that based on
a totality of circumstances test, the city exercised control
over the beach and was operating a “public swimming
area” as it previously defined that phrase in Fla. Dept. of
Natural Resources v. Garcia, 753 So. 2d 72 (Fla. 2000). The
court construed the city’s actions – providing metered
parking at the beach location, licensing a concessionaire
to rent beach chairs, umbrellas, and watercraft, etc. – as
indicia of operating a public swimming area. The city
council’s failure to formally designate the area a public
swimming area was not considered determinative. Case
law dictates where a city operates a public swimming
area, it owes a duty of reasonable care to the public. As
such, the court found a duty to warn of the danger of
rip currents and other reasonably dangerous conditions
existing at the time of the drownings. The court re-
versed and remanded the case for a factual determina-
tion of whether the city knew or should have known of
the rip current danger on the day of the accidents.
Frederica E. Breaux v. City of Miami Beach, 30 Fla. L.
Weekly S177 (Fla. March 24, 2005).
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Section 2. Recent Decisions of the
Florida District Courts of Appeal

CONTRACTS – AMENDMENT TO INTERLOCAL AGREE-
MENT GOVERNING SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AMONG
FOUR COUNTIES WAS HELD VOID AB INITIO BASED ON
FAILURE OF THREE COUNTIES TO SATISFY EXPRESS RE-
QUIREMENT OF SECURING PRIOR APPROVAL OF FOURTH
COUNTY BEFORE AGREEING WASTE FROM A NEW AREA
WOULD BE DIRECTED TO FOURTH COUNTY.
Dixie, Taylor, Jefferson and Madison counties entered
an interlocal agreement regarding the disposal of solid
waste for the four counties. By the original terms of the
agreement, Madison County was designated as the re-
ceiving or host site for all four areas’ solid waste and the
inclusion of waste from any extra-regional areas would
require the prior approval of Madison County. Further,
the agreement generally provided that amendments re-
quired approval of three-fourths of all counties. Dixie,
Taylor and Jefferson counties amended the interlocal
agreement to include the solid waste from a new area
with that already being delivered to the Madison County
host site. Madison County filed a declaratory judgment
action seeking a declaration that the amendatory lan-
guage was void and that such language should be
severed from the agreement. The trial court declared the
amendment null and void ab initio but left the amend-
ment in the agreement. Dixie, Taylor and Jefferson coun-
ties appealed the declaratory judgment finding the amend-
ment void and Madison County cross-appealed the trial
court’s failure to sever the amendment from the agree-
ment. On appeal the Second DCA found that while
three-fourths of the counties could enact amendments
to the agreement in a general sense, rules of construc-
tion dictated that the more specific provision that re-
quired the approval of the host city before the addition
of extra-regional waste should control the issue. Hav-
ing reconciled the competing provisions, the court con-
cluded it was unnecessary to sever the amendment.
Aucilla Area Solid Waste Administration, Dixie, Jefferson, and
Taylor Counties v. Madison County, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D56
(Fla. 2nd DCA December 23, 2004).

APPEALS – AUTOMATIC STAY – FORFEITURE – TRIAL
COURT DID NOT ABUSE ITS DISCRETION IN DECLINING
TO VACATE AUTOMATIC STAY OF ACTION UPON FILING
NOTICE OF APPEAL BY MUNICIPALITY IN CIVIL FORFEI-
TURE ACTION AGAINST APPELLANT.
Appellant was the owner of an arcade amusement busi-
ness in Melbourne. Melbourne officials obtained a search
warrant and probable cause affidavit alleging Appellant’s
arcade machines were illegal gambling devices. The city
seized currency and goods under the authority of the
Florida Contraband Forfeiture Act. Following an initial
preliminary adversarial hearing, the lower court found
no probable cause existed for the seizure of the machines
and entered an order releasing the seized items. The
following day, the city filed a notice of appeal and an
automatic stay was entered in accord with Rule
9.310(b)(2), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. Appel-

lant argued the automatic stay should not apply be-
cause the forfeiture proceeding emanated from alleged
criminal activity. The Fifth DCA rejected this argument
given that section 932.704(2) provides that “all civil
forfeiture cases shall be heard before a circuit judge of
the civil division [and] the Florida Rules of Civil Proce-
dure shall govern forfeiture procedures.” Having estab-
lished that foundation, the court concluded that the
stay required under Rule 9.310(b)(2) was clear and un-
ambiguous, thereby affirming the trial judge’s issuance
of the stay. Joanne Gervais v. City of Melbourne, 30 Fla. L.
Weekly D70 (Fla. 5th DCA December 23, 2004).

CIVIL RIGHTS – PAYMENT OF JUDGMENT – CITY NOT
OBLIGATED TO PAY CIVIL RIGHTS ACTION JUDGMENT
AGAINST ITS OFFICER WHERE OFFICER CAUSED HARM
INTENTIONALLY.
Appellant was found to have suffered damages as a
result of sexual harassment and assault by former city
manager of the City of Opa-locka. A jury determined in
the civil rights trial that the manager raped Appellant
during the course of the harassment and assault. Conse-
quently, the jury awarded Appellant one half million
dollars in damages. The manager declared bankruptcy
and ultimately, Appellant looked to the city for payment
of the judgment. A trial court granted the city’s motion
for summary judgment and final judgment. On appeal,
the Third DCA cited section 111.071(1)(a), which pro-
vides in part, “payments for the full amount of judg-
ment may be made unless the officer…has been determined in
the final judgment to have caused the harm intentionally.” The
district court concluded the jury’s determination the
manager raped Appellant established the city officer acted
with conduct that is per se intentional and harmful.
Accordingly, the judgment in favor of the city was
affirmed. A. Griffin and Soneet R. Kapila, v. City of Opa-
locka, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D96 (Fla. 3rd DCA December 29,
2004).

INJUNCTIONS – DEVELOPMENT ORDERS – TRIAL COURT
ERRED IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S MOTION FOR
EMERGENCY TEMPORARY INJUNCTION BASED ON ITS
REQUIREMENT THAT HE SHOW “SPECIAL DAMAGES” TO
ESTABLISH IRREPARABLE HARM.
Dollar General Stores sought to build a retail operation
at the entrance to Appellant’s residential neighborhood.
Appellant sought an emergency temporary injunction
to enjoin further action on a development order issued
by the City of Deltona’s Department of Development
Services to Dollar General Stores. Appellant filed his
motion alleging the order was rendered in violation of
the Deltona Code. In denying Appellant’s motion, the
trial court concluded Appellant’s allegation he would be
harmed by the increase in traffic through the neighbor-
hood and by a potential negative decrease in property
value did not rise to the level of irreparable harm set
forth in Skaggs-Albertson’s, 332 So. 2d at 117-7. On ap-
peal, the Fifth DCA distinguished the special damages
requirement discussed in Skaggs-Albertson’s as pertain-
ing only to the issue of standing, not irreparable harm
for purposes of a temporary injunction analysis. The
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court pointed to several other Florida courts that had
similarly distinguished the decision as a specific rule
relating to the standing issue. Accordingly, the court
reversed and remanded the order denying Appellant’s
petition for temporary injunction. Tony M. Cole v. City of
Deltona, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D119 (Fla. 5th DCA December
30, 2004).

FORFEITURE – DUE PROCESS – TRIAL COURT ERRED BY
ENTERING SUMMARY JUDGMENT FORFEITING VEHICLE
WITHOUT ALLOWING OWNER, A STATE INMATE, OPPOR-
TUNITY TO APPEAR OR BE HEARD AT HEARING.
The City of Lakeland filed a complaint seeking forfeiture
of Plaintiff’s vehicle under the Florida Contraband For-
feiture Act. The city filed a motion for summary judg-
ment. Plaintiff, a state prison inmate, filed a motion to be
transported from prison to the hearing or alternatively,
requested a continuance of the hearing until his release.
At the hearing, the court denied Plaintiff’s motion and
entered a summary judgment and final order of forfei-
ture in favor of the city. The court’s order denying
Plaintiff’s motion explained that Plaintiff’s presence was
not necessary since the court would dispose of the mo-
tion based solely on a consideration of the record. On
appeal, the Second District Court of Appeal reversed,
holding Plaintiff had been denied due process due to his
inability to appear in some capacity at the hearing. Burch
v. City of Lakeland, Florida, 30 Fla. Law Weekly D309 (Fla.
2nd DCA February 2, 2005).

EASEMENTS – TELECOMMUNICATIONS – TRIAL COURT
PROPERLY DENIED EASEMENT INTERPRETATION SOUGHT
BY CITY TO THE EXTENT EASEMENTS IN GROSS FOR
OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINES DID NOT MAKE EXPRESS
PROVISION FOR LEASE OF EXCESS CAPACITY OF CITY
FIBER OPTIC LINES WITHIN EASEMENT.
The City of Orlando sought declaratory relief that would
have enabled it to lease excess capacity in its fiber optic
lines within an overhead easement in gross for electric
transmission lines. The city appealed that decision and
the Fifth DCA affirmed the trial court. The Fifth DCA
reasoned the express language of the easement did not
contemplate any uses beyond those directly related to
the provision of electric power transmission, including
use of some line capacity for communications between
electric substations and the main energy control center.
Leaning upon the “bundle of sticks” notion of property
rights, the court maintained the rights not given out-
right to the city are deemed to remain in the hands of the
grantor. The city cited several cases to show additional
rights should be recognized in the servient estate above
the express grant within the easement language. How-
ever, the court distinguished both. Nerbornne v. Florida
Power Corporation was distinguished in that the use sought
by the servient estate in that case came within an excep-
tion for “adaptations of traditional [uses] made because
of changing technologies.” The city offered no evidence
that the telecommunication use it sought reflected a
change in the state of electric transmission line usage.
Finally, Davis v. MCI Telecommunications Corporation was

distinguished in that the use sought by the servient
estate turned on a specific Florida statute that expressly
permitted the proposed use. The City of Orlando could
point to no similar statutory support for its desired use.
City of Orlando and Tampa Electric Co. v. MSD Mattie,
L.L.C., 30 Fla. L. Weekly D341 (Fla. 5th DCA February 4,
2005).

TORTS – FALSE ARREST – OFFICER WHO FAILED TO
PERSONALLY CONDUCT ANY INVESTIGATION INTO AL-
LEGED PRESCRIPTION DRUG FRAUD PRIOR TO ARREST-
ING SUSPECT SUPPORTED TRIAL COURT’S DENIAL OF
CITY’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT.
Trial court denied the City of St. Petersburg’s motion
for summary judgment and a jury awarded Plaintiff
$45,000 in damages for his false arrest claim. The city
appealed the summary judgment ruling. However, the
facts of the case revealed the police officer’s information
leading to the arrest was received from a night pharma-
cist where the prescription was filled. The pharmacist’s
review of the day’s prescriptions suggested irregularities
in the prescribing physician’s handwriting. Addition-
ally, an emergency room physician wrote the prescrip-
tion and included one re-fill. Based on the night
pharmacist’s experience, emergency room physicians do
not write prescriptions with re-fills. These facts were
relayed to the police and Plaintiff was aroused from sleep
at 5:00 a.m. and arrested at his home the next day. Given
the night pharmacist’s hearsay evidence suggesting pre-
scription fraud, it was incumbent upon the arresting
officer to establish the requisite probable cause for arrest
by obtaining more direct evidence of the crime such as a
direct phone call to the hospital or to the prescribing
physician. Since probable cause investigations are a func-
tion of factual information and exigency, the court be-
lieved phone calls of this sort were warranted. And
absent a showing Plaintiff posed a flight risk, any delay
necessitated by waiting until the next day to contact
sources to corroborate the suspicions of the night phar-
macist was outweighed by the need to secure direct
evidence of fraudulent intent. Accordingly, the jury
award was affirmed. City of St. Petersburg v. Austrino, 30
Fla. L. Weekly D375 (Fla. 2nd DCA February 9, 2005).

EMINENT DOMAIN – INVERSE CONDEMNATION – TRIAL
COURT PROPERLY DISMISSED LANDLORD’S CLAIM FOR
INVERSE CONDEMNATION BASED ON FAILURE TO ISSUE
OCCUPATIONAL LICENSE TO PROSPECTIVE TENANT SINCE
LANDLORD NEVER ALLEGED LEASEHOLD WAS IN COM-
PLIANCE WITH MUNICIPAL FIRE CODE AND FIRE CODE
DEFICIENCY WAS BASIS FOR LICENSE DENIAL.
Plaintiff filed a complaint against the City of Cocoa
Beach, alleging inverse condemnation. Plaintiff, owner
of three floors of a condominium office building con-
taining five floors and a penthouse residence, admitted
that since it did not own all floors, it could not bring the
entire building into compliance with the fire code. On
review, the appellate court concluded that because the
complaint did not allege the building was in compliance
with fire code, obliging the city to issue the occupational
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license, the complaint was defective and properly dis-
missed. JRD Development of Brevard, Inc. v. City of Cocoa
Beach, Florida, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D502 (Fla. 5th DCA
February 18, 2005).

TORTS – SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY – TRIAL COURT IM-
PROPERLY DISMISSED PLAINTIFF’S NEGLIGENT RETEN-
TION AND NEGLIGENT SUPERVISION CLAIMS AGAINST
CITY FOR ACTS OF CITY CODE INSPECTOR WHERE
SUCH CLAIMS RESTED ON COMMON LAW DUTY OWED
PLAINTIFF.
The City of West Palm Beach’s code inspector allegedly
shoved plaintiff and shouted, “I’ll kick your ass,” after
Plaintiff discarded a citation recently issued by the in-
spector. Plaintiff sued the city for assault, battery and
negligent supervision and retention. Before trial, the
court dismissed the negligent supervision and retention
claim, finding those claims to fall within the city’s plan-
ning level function, protected by sovereign immunity. A
jury returned a verdict in favor of the city on the re-
maining assault and battery claims. On appeal, Plaintiff
asserted the negligence claims were not barred by sover-
eign immunity. Citing Trianon Park Condominium Ass’n v.
Hialeah, the Fourth District Court of Appeal agreed,
explaining “the lack of a common law duty for exercis-
ing a discretionary police power function must . . . be
distinguished from existing common law duties of care
applicable to the same officials or employees in . . . the
course of their employment . . .” Since there is no
sovereign immunity barrier to making a claim against a
governmental agency for negligent retention or super-
vision, Plaintiff’s allegations on those claims were suffi-
cient to state a claim and should not have been dis-
missed. Slonin v. City of West Palm Beach, Florida, 30 Fla. L.
Weekly D614 (Fla. 4th DCA March 2, 2005).

ORDINANCES – TRIAL COURT ERRED IN GRANTING
MOTION FOR CLASS ACTION CERTIFICATION ABSENT
REQUISITE DEGREE OF CARE AND CONSIDERATION OF
UNDERLYING RAMIFICATIONS OF SUCH CERTIFICATION.
The City of Tampa appealed an order granting Plaintiff’s
motion for summary judgment and motion seeking class
action certification in connection with the city’s vehicle
impound ordinance. Upon review, the district court
affirmed the summary judgment ruling in light of two
other district courts that struck down similar municipal
vehicle impound ordinances. However, the district court
reversed and remanded that portion of the trial court
order granting class action certification, as it appeared
the trial court’s consideration of the issues of damages
and the adequacy of Plaintiff’s representation of the
class did not include a number of practical implications.
First, the district court noted facts raised by the city’s
lawyer that Plaintiff was not arrested in connection
with his vehicle, but on other grounds. Accordingly,
the type of claim for which Plaintiff was suited to serve
as class representative would differ greatly from those
who might have legitimate claims that fall squarely
against the vehicle impound ordinance. Also, Plaintiff’s

theory of damage recovery was of a variety that, under
sovereign immunity provisions of section 768.28, might
require service of certain notice that did not appear to
have been considered at the hearing. Additionally, since
the vehicle impound ordinance is typically triggered by
such criminal acts as prostitution and illegal drugs, the
use of normal opt-out notice provisions might offend a
number of potential class members who do not wish to
further publicize matters of past indiscretion such as
prostitution solicitation or perhaps a former drug habit.
The case was remanded for a hearing to consider those
issues. City of Tampa v. McAfee, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D655
(Fla. 2nd DCA March 9, 2005).

Section 3. Recent Decisions of
the United States Supreme Court

CIVIL RIGHTS – ZONING – TELECOMMUNICATIONS –
COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN HOLDING PLAINTIFF
AGGRIEVED UNDER SECTION 332(C)(7) OF THE COMMU-
NICATIONS ACT OF 1934 AS ADDED BY THE TELECOM-
MUNICATIONS ACT OF 1997 MAY NOT ADDITIONALLY
ASSERT A CLAIM FOR MONEY DAMAGES UNDER 42
U.S.C. SECTION 1983.
Plaintiff sought to erect a wireless communications tower
on his residential property. The City of Rancho Palos
Verdes, Calif., denied the required conditional use per-
mit. Plaintiff sued the city alleging the permit denial
violated the limitations placed on the city’s zoning au-
thority by section 332(c)(7) and seeking injunctive relief.
That section imposes specific limitations on the tradi-
tional authority of state and local governments to regu-
late the location, construction and modification of wire-
less communication facilities. Additionally, plaintiff sued
the city under 42 U.S.C section 1983 seeking money
damages. The U.S. District Court granted Plaintiff’s
requested injunctive relief seeking issuance of the per-
mit, however, it denied the claim for money damages.
The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the grant
of injunctive relief but reversed on the issue of damages.
The Supreme Court granted certiorari on the issue of
whether Congress intended the availability of relief un-
der section 332(c)(7) to coincide with relief under section
1983. The Court concluded the provision of an express,
private means of redress contained within the statute at
issue indicated Congress did not intend for the availabil-
ity of an alternative remedy under section 1983. Addi-
tionally, the Court dealt with the so-called “savings
clause” of section 332(c)(7), which suggested the provi-
sion was not intended to impair or otherwise diminish
other rights available under section n1983. The court
dismissed this issue by finding that Plaintiff would have
had no right of redress in this area but for the enactment
of section 332(c)(7), therefore, no previously extant right
could be limited or diminished. City of Rancho Palos
Verdes, California v. Mark Abrams, 18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed.
S187 (U.S. Supreme Court January 19, 2005).
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Section 4. Recent Decisions of
the United States Court of Appeals,
Eleventh Circuit
No Cases Reported.

Section 5. Recent Decisions of the United
States District Courts for Florida

SPEECH – RELIGION – INJUNCTION – PLAINTIFF GRANTED
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION REQUIRING CITY TO INCLUDE
NATIVITY SCENE ALONGSIDE EXISTING MENORAH DIS-
PLAYED ON PUBLIC PROPERTY.
Plaintiff filed suit against the Town of Bay Harbor
Islands, its mayor and town manager, alleging violation
of her First Amendment rights, violation of the Estab-
lishment Clause and violation of the Equal Protection
Clause of the U.S. Constitution. Plaintiff alleged for the
prior three years, the city permitted erection of a menorah
on public property during the December holiday sea-
son. When asked to place a nativity scene alongside the
menorah, the city rejected the request. Following
Plaintiff’s request, the city modified its existing holiday
display by adding a giant Christmas tree alongside the
menorah. Ultimately, the district court concluded
Plaintiff’s first amendment and equal protection claims
were sufficiently meritorious that a preliminary injunc-
tion was issued, requiring the city to erect the nativity
scene as requested by Plaintiff. The court characterized
the city’s act of permitting the menorah to stand to the
exclusion of the nativity scene as impermissible view-
point discrimination under the First Amendment. In the
court’s establishment clause analysis, it viewed as sus-
pect the city’s protocol of allowing the private party
who donated the menorah to actively maintain the
menorah, including storing it during off months of the
year. However, given the city’s recent modification of
the display, moderating the once singularly religious
purpose of the menorah display, the violation already
had been remedied. Finally, the court took a favorable
view of Plaintiff’s equal protection claim, essentially
holding the basis for Plaintiff’s likelihood of success on
the First Amendment claim likewise supported the equal
protection claim. Snowden v. Town of Bay Harbor Islands,
Florida, 18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. D133 (S. D. Fla. December
15, 2004).

Section 6. Announcements

FMAA Web Site
Please visit the FMAA Web site at www.fmaa.us for
municipal attorney news, an online version of this news-
letter, and discussion boards.

Mark Your Calendar
The 2005 Florida Municipal Attorneys Association Semi-
nar will be held July 21-23, 2005, at Amelia Island Plan-
tation.

Florida Municipal
Laws Manual Available
The 2004 Florida Municipal Laws Manual, created by Mu-
nicipal Code Corporation in cooperation with the Florida
League of Cities, provides a convenient statutory refer-
ence source for local government personnel in Florida.
Statutory provisions most relevant to municipal gov-
ernment, current through the 2004 legislative sessions,
are included. The manual is available in both paper-
bound and electronic formats at the cost of $78 each, or
both formats can be purchased for $104. To purchase the
manual, call Municipal Code Corporation at (850) 576-
3171.

Florida Cities of
Excellence Awards Program
The second annual Florida Cities of Excellence Awards,
sponsored by the Florida League of Cities, is right around
the corner. Award brochures will be available in May,
so now is the time to start thinking about your nomina-
tions. The League would like every city, town and
village to participate in the awards program this year.
Once again, there will be a category for “City Attorney
of the Year.” Other categories are: City of Excellence,
City Spirit Award, Mayor of the Year, Council Mem-
ber of the Year, City Clerk of the Year, City Finance
Official of the Year, City Manager of the Year, and
City Employee of the Year.
A new category, “Citizen of the Year,” has been added.
The nominee in this category must be involved as a
volunteer with a city project or committee, such as
serving on an advisory board or with a sister-city pro-
gram. Nominees for the Citizen of the Year must work
with the city directly, but cannot be a paid employee.
This awards ceremony is designed to focus public atten-
tion on all the good things cities do to improve the
quality of life in Florida, and to honor outstanding city
leaders and cities for their excellent, innovative and
highly praised programs.
This year’s banquet will be held on November 18, 2005,
at the Hyatt Regency Orlando, in conjunction with the
FLC Legislative Conference.
Rules, guidelines and nomination procedures for the
awards program will be sent directly to your city and
posted on the League’s Web site, www.flcities.com, in
May.
A list of the 2004 finalists and winners is available at
www.flcities.com/muni_winners.asp. To see a city’s narra-
tive, which was part of each nomination packet, click on
the city’s name.
For information, call or e-mail Beth Mulrennan
(bmulrennan@flcities.com), Lynn Tipton (ltipton@flcities.com)
or Mandy Rogers (mrogers@flcities.com) at the League
office, 1-(800) 342-8112.


