
Kevin Shaughnessy, Chair – Eddie Fernandez, Vice Chair – Fred Brummer – Maribel Gomez Cordero –  
Gail Cosby – Edward DeAguilera – Pasquale “Pat” DiVecchio – Stina D’Uva –Jose Fernandez – Doug Gondera –  

Walter Hawkins – Matthew Klein – Robert Mellen – Cheryl L. Moore – Mikaela Nix 
Wade Vose, General Counsel – Anissa Mercado, Staff Assistant 

 

Agenda 
2016 Charter Review Commission (CRC) 
Initiative Petitions Work Group 
201 South Rosalind Avenue – Comptroller Conference Room 
A & B, 4th Floor – County Administration Center 

  
Thursday, October 22, 2015 
Meeting begins at 4:00 p.m. 

 
 

 
I. Call to Order Chair Mellen 
   
   
II. Financial Impact Statement Requirement for Initiative 

Petitions and Applicability of 75-Word Ballot Limitation 
Attorney Vose  

   
   
III. Continue Discussion on Proposals by Topic Groupings Chair Mellen 
 Procedural Requirements for Initiative Petitions   
   
   
IV. Review and Discuss Actions of Work Group to 

Formulate Recommendations to Charter Review 
Commission (as time permits) 

Chair Mellen 

   
   
V. Public Comment Public 
   
   
VI. Adjourn  
   
   

 
 

PARA INFORMACIÓN EN ESPAÑOL, FAVOR DE COMUNICARSE CON LA OFICINA DE CHARTER REVIEW 
COMMISSION  AL 407-836-5430. 

 
 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if any person with a disability as defined by the ADA 
needs special accommodation to participate in this proceeding, then not later than two business days prior to the 
proceeding, he or she should contact the Orange County Communications Division at (407) 836-5500. 

 



-*/2016 ORANGE COUNTY CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION (CRC) 
   
 
      Work Group Summary Report 
 
  Initiative Petitions Work Group  
      Thursday September 24, 2015 
      Comptroller’s 4th Floor Conference Room 
      4:00 p.m. – 5:48 p.m. 
 
 
Work Group Members:   Rob Mellen, Chair 

Fred Brummer 
Gail Cosby 
Stina D’Uva 
Maribel Gomez Cordero 
Matt Klein  
Katie Smith, Assisting CRC as Staff 
Wade Vose, CRC Attorney 
Kate Latorre, Assistant County Attorney 
Anissa Mercado, Staff Assistant 

 
 
A meeting was held to discuss Initiative and Referendum /Procedure for Initiative and 
Referendum/Limitation, specifically Sections 601-603 of the Orange County Charter. 
 
Review Additional Topics Suggested by Mayor Jacobs at 9-10-2015 CRC Meeting 

• Financial impact analysis for all petition initiatives placed on the ballot 
Chair Mellen indicated this topic was the next item on the work group’s agenda under 
Substantive Requirements for Initiative Petitions. 

 
• Process by which the BCC may place an amendment on the ballot 

Attorney Vose explained to the work group Mayor Jacobs’ reasoning behind this topic.  
Discussion ensued.  After the discussion, Chair Mellen suggested adding this topic 
under the grouping Procedural Requirements for Initiative Petitions. 

 
• Procedures relative to language certification 

Ms. Latorre explained to the work group Mayor Jacobs’ reasoning behind this topic.  
Discussion ensued.  Chair Mellen noted this topic can be discussed in detail along with 
the work group’s discussion on legal review of Initiative Petition to observe compliance 
with law. 

 
• Public meeting or hearing in front of the BCC at the beginning of the initiative petition 

process for discussion regarding implementing the proposed change 
Chair Mellen noted this topic was already on the work group’s original list under 
Procedural Requirements for Initiative Petitions. 

 
 
 
 



Bill Cowles, Supervisor of Elections Letter Regarding Initiatives and Referendum 
Chair Mellen acknowledged a letter Bill Cowles submitted to the members proposing an 
amendment to Sec. 601 Initiatives and Referendum. He suggested the topic be added under 
Procedural Requirements for Initiative Petitions. 
 
Continue Discussion on Proposals by Topic Groupings 

a) Substantive Requirements for Initiative Petitions 
o Provide for a legal review process for initiative petitions (Potentially modeled on 

Brevard County Charter language): 
 Who would conduct this review?  
 If those persons are appointed, who would appoint them?  
 At what point in the process would the legal review occur?  

• Potentially, upon attaining a minimum threshold percentage of 
signed petitions. 

Chair Mellen reviewed Sec. 7.3.2.3 of the Brevard County Charter as an example of Charter 
language.  Discussion ensued.  Attorney Vose suggested the members could add a standard 
procurement policy (Request for Proposals – RFP process) to the Charter language to ensure 
an objective legal review panel is selected. 
 
Motion/Second: Members Brummer/ D’Uva 
Absent: Member Cosby 
AYE (voice vote): All present members  
Action: The Initiative Petitions Work Group approved the motion to draft a proposal  modeled on 
7.3.2.3  of the Brevard County Charter including language on selecting a legal review panel bi-
annually under the County’s RFP (Request for Proposals) process. 
 

o Require that a Financial Impact Statement prepared by the County Commission or 
other body be included with an initiative petition ballot summary on the ballot.  
(Potentially modeled on Hillsborough County Charter language, Section 8.05) 

 
Attorney Vose presented on the Hillsborough County Charter and suggested speaking with the 
Hillsborough County Attorney’s Office in regards to his concern with including a separate 
financial impact statement, not exceeding an additional 75 words on the ballot.  Discussion 
ensued.  Chair Mellen suggested tabling further discussion until the members receive feedback 
from Attorney Vose. 
 

o Provide for a period of time after a charter amendment is passed, during which such 
charter amendment cannot be disturbed, i.e., amended or repealed. 

o Provide for a period of time after an initiative petition is placed on the ballot and fails 
to pass, during which an identical or substantially similar initiative petition:  
 May not be placed on the ballot; or  
 Is made subject to a higher percentage petition requirement (as in the Duval 

County Charter, providing for a 10% threshold rather than 5% in such a 
case.) 

 
Chair Mellen asked the members if the two topics should remain separate or combined. 
Discussion ensued.  Chair Mellen suggested adjourning and addressing these topics on the 
Agenda at the next work group meeting scheduled for October 1, 2015. 
 
 
 



Public Comment 
The following persons addressed the Work Group: 
- Mike Ketchum - commented on the topics of: 

• Legal Review Process stating he supports the direction of the work group. 
• Financial Impact Statement asking if the  statement should include the impact 

on the private sector or individual tax payers. 
• Provide a Period of Time During Which a Charter Amendment Cannot be 

Disturbed/Provide a Period of Time After an Initiative Petition has Failed to 
Pass on the Ballot stating he agrees these issues should be addressed. 

- Michelle Levy - commented on the topics of: 
• Legal Review Process mentioning the League of Women Voters would not be 

comfortable with the RFP process. 
• Financial Impact Statement asking for clarification as to what impacts should 

be addressed. 
• Provide a Period of Time During Which a Charter Amendment Cannot be 

Disturbed/Provide a Period of Time After an Initiative Petition has Failed to 
Pass on the Ballot stating the League of Women Voters has no position on 
the topics. 

- Bill Cowles - commented on the topics of: 
• Legal Review Process noting the legal review should not stop or delay the 

petition process. 
• Financial Impact Statement suggesting a panel can also be commissioned to 

complete a financial impact statement.  He also included a reminder that 
everything has to be prepared in English and Spanish. 

- Cynthia Ellenberg - commented on the topics of: 
• Legal Review Process stating she agrees with Mike Ketchum’s statements. 
• Financial Impact Statement noting she prefers the Orange County Charter 

language because it includes the impact on the citizens. 
- Todd Catella - commented on the topic of: 

• Provide a Period of Time During Which a Charter Amendment Cannot be 
Disturbed/Provide a Period of Time After an Initiative Petition has Failed to 
Pass on the Ballot asking what issues have been raised in the past to create 
the need for these topics to be considered. 

 
Katie Smith recommended to the members to begin considering the pros/cons of each proposed 
change to the Charter and the reasons why the work group is moving forward with each of the 
actions taken to prepare for their presentation to the full CRC. 
 
Action Plan 
Following discussion, Attorney Vose agreed to provide the work group with the following 
information: 

• Financial Impact Statement – Make inquiry to the Hillsborough County 
Attorney’s Office in regards to his concern with the separate financial impact 
statement not exceeding the 75 word limitation on the ballot. 

 
The next scheduled Initiative Petitions Work Group meeting will be held on Thursday, October 
1, 2015, at 4:00 p.m. 



-*/2016 ORANGE COUNTY CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION (CRC) 
   
 
      Work Group Summary Report 
 
  Initiative Petitions Work Group  
      Thursday October 1, 2015 
      Comptroller’s 4th Floor Conference Room 
      4:03 p.m. – 6:07 p.m. 
 
 
Work Group Members:   Rob Mellen, Chair 

Fred Brummer 
Stina D’Uva 
Maribel Gomez Cordero 
Matt Klein  
Wade Vose, CRC Attorney 
Kate Latorre, Assistant County Attorney 
Anissa Mercado, Staff Assistant 

 
Absent Member(s)    Gail Cosby 

Katie Smith, Assisting CRC as Staff 
 
 
A meeting was held to discuss Initiative and Referendum /Procedure for Initiative and 
Referendum/Limitation, specifically Sections 601-603 of the Orange County Charter. 
 
Continue Discussion on Proposals by Topic Groupings 

a) Substantive Requirements for Initiative Petitions 
o Require that a Financial Impact Statement prepared by the County Commission or 

other body be included with an initiative petition ballot summary on the ballot. 
(Potentially modeled on Hillsborough County Charter language, Section 8.05) 

 
Attorney Vose informed the members that he has not received a response from the Hillsborough 
County Attorney’s Office in regards to his concern with the separate financial impact statement 
not exceeding the 75 word limitation on the ballot.  Discussion ensued.  Chair Mellen noted the 
work group was generally in favor of having a financial impact statement requirement and will 
discuss the topic further at the next meeting. 
 

o Provide for a period of time after a charter amendment is passed, during which such 
charter amendment cannot be disturbed, i.e., amended or repealed. 

Chair Mellen asked the members for their thoughts on this topic.  Discussion ensued. 
 
Motion/Second: Members Klein/Brummer 
Absent: Member Cosby 
AYE (voice vote): All present members 
Action: The Initiative Petitions Work Group approved the motion to protect initiative petition 
charter amendments from change (i.e., amended or repealed) for one (1) year after passage. 
 



o Provide for a period of time after an initiative petition is placed on the ballot and fails 
to pass, during which an identical or substantially similar initiative petition: 
 May not be placed on the ballot; or  
 Is made subject to a higher percentage petition requirement (as in the Duval 

County Charter, providing for a 10% threshold rather than 5% in such a 
case.) 

Action Plan: Strike topic off the work group’s list since no member is in support of such a 
change. 
 
Before concluding discussion of Substantive Requirements for Initiative Petitions, Member Klein 
suggested adding language with respect to the requirement of a legal review process for 
initiative petitions stating the RFP for legal counsel should specify that such counsel be an 
active member of the Florida Bar. 
 

a) Procedural Requirements for Initiative Petitions 
o Time periods for process 
o Moving due date for petitions to qualifying period for election 
o Provide for a mandatory public hearing on charter amendments proposed by 

initiative petition. 
Attorney Vose presented on the Timeline of Initiative Petition Process under Article VI, Orange 
County Charter.  Discussion ensued.  Nick Shannin, counsel to the Supervisor of Elections, 
contributed to the conversation. 
 
Motion/Second: Members Klein/D’Uva 
Absent: Member Cosby 
AYE (voice vote): All present members 
Action: The Initiative Petitions Work Group approved a motion to require petition gatherers to 
turn in all petitions gathered in a calendar month by the fifth (5th) day of the following month; 
further require the Supervisor of Elections to verify within thirty (30) days of such date that the 
signatures on the petition are valid and post same on the Supervisor of Elections’ website for 
public view; further, eliminate the requirement for the Board of County Commissioners to review 
and approve the initiative petition at the end of the process for placement on the ballot but rather 
provide for a public hearing before the BCC within sixty (60) days of the 1% legal review being 
approved; further, remove the special election language from the charter at which the 
referendum could be placed on the ballot; and further, add a requirement of fifteen (15) days 
after filing for the Supervisor of Elections to determine that the petition is in proper form at the 
beginning of the initiative process. 
 
 
Public Comment 
The following persons addressed the Work Group: 
- Todd Catella - commented on the topics of: 

• Provide a period of time during which a charter amendment cannot be 
disturbed asking if the one (1) year protection would be a separate 
clarification from the requirement for additional petition signatures. 

• Provide for a mandatory public hearing on charter amendments proposed by 
initiative petition stating he likes the decision of having the public hearing 
early in the process and asking what is the purpose for the maximum of 30 
days for the BCC to call a referendum by resolution 



• Time periods for process mentioning he likes the thought of petitions being 
submitted in a timely manner and suggesting that the group organizing the 
petition indicate which election date they would prefer their petition to be 
placed on the ballot and possibly specify a secondary option as well. 

- Nick Shannin - commented on the topics of: 
• Provide a period of time after an initiative petition has been placed on the 

ballot and failed to pass during which an identical or substantially similar 
initiative may not be placed on the ballot stating the office of the Supervisor of 
Elections appreciates the work groups’ decision not to move forward on the 
this topic. 

• Provide for a mandatory public hearing on charter amendments proposed by 
initiative petition agreeing with Ms. O’Keefe’s comment that the Supervisor of 
Elections does not have the power to put an initiative petition on the ballot; 
the BCC must place the initiative petition on the ballot even if an affirmative 
vote does not have to take place to do so.  He also answered Mr. Catella’s 
question in regards to “what is the purpose for the maximum of 30 days for 
the BCC to call a referendum by resolution” by stating the Charter provides 
the BCC the opportunity to call for a referendum by resolution. 

- Bill Barnett - commented on the topics of: 
• Provide a period of time after an initiative petition has been placed on the 

ballot and failed to pass during which an identical or substantially similar 
initiative may not be place on the ballot noting there are outside groups that 
would spend money a second time. 

• Provide for a mandatory public hearing on charter amendments proposed by 
initiative petition stating he feels the Commission serves a purpose to ensure 
the County does not implement something that is damaging to the County. 

- Terri Falbo - commented on the topic of: 
• Time periods for process asking if the group circulating a petition is aiming to 

be on the November ballot but because of the rolling time period they may 
get enough signatures sooner, would that cause the petition to be placed on 
an earlier ballot.  Is this a possible scenario and is anyone concerned with 
this type of issue? 

- Linda O’Keefe - commented on the topic of: 
• Provide for a mandatory public hearing on charter amendments proposed by 

initiative petition stating she is in favor of making sure the initiative process is 
followed correctly by having the BCC vote on the petition as a last measure. 

 
 
Action Plan 
Following discussion, Chair Mellen suggested adjourning and addressing the remaining topics 
at the next work group meeting.  Attorney Vose noted that Charter staff will work on formulating 
a list of all the recommendations made to date by the work group to distribute at the next 
meeting so discussion can begin on the presentation to the full CRC. 
 
The next scheduled Initiative Petitions Work Group meeting will be held on Thursday, October 
22, 2015, at 4:00 p.m. 
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