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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

The Attorney General initiated this action by submitting a petition for an 

advisory opinion on April 24, 2015, pursuant to article IV, section 10, of the 

Florida Constitution. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to article V, section 

3(b)(10), of the Florida Constitution. 

IDENTITY OF THIS OPPONENT 

The Florida Council for Safe Communities appears in opposition to the 

proposed Solar Amendment. The council is a statewide nonprofit advocacy 

organization founded to promote public safety and consumer protection, including 

that of seniors and others living on fixed incomes. The council opposes this 

amendment because its ballot title and summary are inadequate and misleading, 

because it strips important consumer protections, and because it exposes Florida 

consumers to potential utility rate increases.  

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

The Solar Amendment’s ballot title and summary do not tell the voter what 

the amendment does, much less give the voter fair notice of the amendment’s chief 

purpose and effects. Using the ambiguous and metaphorical language of politics, 

the ballot title and summary speak of “limiting or preventing barriers,” without 

informing the voter of the actual terms and consequences of the proposal. No voter 
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would understand what specific actions the amendment “limits” or “prevents.” No 

voter would know that the amendment’s chief purpose is to convert a currently 

unauthorized business model for the retail sale of solar electricity into one that is 

not only legal but entirely unregulated as to rates and service, vital aspects of 

consumer protection. Nor would any voter have notice that the amendment 

constitutionalizes restrictions on charges that might be necessary to shield non-

solar customers from rate increases. 

The ballot title and summary suffer from defects that as a matter of course 

have been fatal in other cases before this Court: failing to communicate the chief 

purpose and legal effects of the amendment; using terminology that is misleading 

or, at best, ambiguous; and engaging in “wordsmithing” by using terms that 

materially deviate from corresponding terms in the amendment text. Moreover, the 

Solar Amendment itself engages in logrolling and thereby violates the 

constitution’s single subject requirement. For these reasons, this Court must strike 

the Solar Amendment from the ballot.  

ARGUMENT 

I. THE BALLOT TITLE AND SUMMARY VIOLATE SECTION 

101.161(1), FLORIDA STATUTES. 

The ballot title and summary in this case fail the most basic purposes of 

section 101.161, Florida Statutes: to “give the voter fair notice of the decision he 

must make” and to “assure that the electorate is advised of the true meaning, and 
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ramifications, of an amendment.” Askew v. Firestone, 421 So.2d 151, 155 (Fla. 

1982). Going against standards long established in this Court’s precedents, the 

ballot title and summary do not inform the voter of the chief purpose and legal 

effects of the proposal; are affirmatively misleading or, at best, ambiguous; and 

engage in impermissible “wordsmithing.” Because the ballot title and summary are 

clearly and conclusively defective in each of these respects, this Court must strike 

the Solar Amendment from the ballot. 

A. The ballot title and summary fail to inform the voter of the Solar 

Amendment’s content and implications. 

The most fundamental defect of the ballot title and summary is that they do 

not adequately inform the voter what the Solar Amendment actually does. The 

operative portion of the Solar Amendment is located in section 29(b) of the 

proposed amendment’s text, and its commands are specific. Instead of clearly 

conveying those commands, the ballot title and summary only use the vague and 

uninformative metaphor of “limiting or preventing barriers” to local solar 

electricity supply, language that deprives the voter of fair notice of the Solar 

Amendment’s actual content and scope. As this Court observed in Roberts v. 

Doyle, 43 So.3d 654, 659 (Fla. 2010): “A proposed amendment must be removed 

from the ballot when the title and summary do not accurately describe the scope of 

the text of the amendment, because it has failed in its purpose.” 
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The ballot title is: “Limits or Prevents Barriers to Local Solar Electricity 

Supply.” Similarly, the summary tells the voter that the proposal “limits or 

prevents government and electric utility imposed barriers to supplying local solar 

electricity.” The summary also says that “[b]arriers include government regulation 

of local solar electricity suppliers’ rates, service, and territory, and unfavorable 

electric utility rates, charges, or terms of service imposed on local solar electricity 

customers.” The ballot title and summary do not say how, or to what extent, the 

proposal “limits” or “prevents” such “barriers.” 

The Solar Amendment’s text, if approved, would actually have very specific 

legal effects, none of which the ballot title and summary disclose to the voter. 

Section 29(b)(1) of the amendment would exempt a “local solar electricity 

supplier” from “state or local government regulation with respect to rates, service, 

or territory.” Section 29(b)(2) prohibits any electric utility from imposing on any 

customer of “local solar electricity suppliers” any “special rate, charge, tariff,” etc., 

unless it is also imposed on customers “that do not consume electricity from a local 

solar electricity supplier.” Section 29(b)(3) mandates that traditional electric 

utilities must continue to furnish service to customers of “local electricity 

suppliers.” And section 29(b)(4) allows “reasonable health, safety, and welfare 

regulations,” but only to the extent they “do not prohibit or have the effect of 
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prohibiting the supply of solar-generated electricity by a local solar electricity 

supplier.” 

The “chief purpose” of the Solar Amendment is to bring about these legal 

effects. The ballot title and summary do not even come close to disclosing them in 

a manner that permits the voter to “cast an intelligent and informed ballot.” 

Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: Use of Marijuana for Certain Medical 

Conditions, 132 So.3d 786, 797 (Fla. 2014). 

Indeed, a brief comparison with two past ballot proposals illuminates the 

deficiencies in the ballot title and summary here. The first sentence of the ballot 

summary approved in Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen.—Limited Marine Net 

Fishing, 620 So.2d 997 (Fla. 1993), said: “Limits the use of nets for catching 

saltwater finfish, shellfish, or other marine animals by prohibiting the use of gill 

and other entangling nets in all Florida waters, and prohibiting the use of other nets 

larger than 500 square feet in mesh area in nearshore and inshore Florida waters.” 

Similarly, the first sentence of the ballot summary approved in Advisory Op. to the 

Att’y Gen.—Limited Political Terms in Certain Elective Offices, 592 So2d 225, 

228 (1991), said: “Limits terms by prohibiting incumbents who have held the same 

elective office for the preceding eight years from appearing on the ballot for re-

election to that office.” In these earlier cases, it surely would not have been 

sufficient for the summaries merely to say “limits the use of nets” and “limits 
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terms,” without explaining how net use was to be restricted and how many terms 

an incumbent would be permitted to serve. For these summaries to be legally 

sufficient, the voters had to be told the nature and extent of those limitations. 

Conversely, the ballot title and summary here are fatally deficient because they do 

not tell the voter how and to what extent the proposal “limits or prevents 

government and electric utility imposed barriers to supplying local electricity.” 

Even more telling is a contrast between the ballot title and summary here 

and a memorandum submitted by the Solar Amendment’s sponsor to the Financial 

Impact Estimating Conference. See Memorandum from Floridians for Solar 

Choice, Inc. to Financial Impact Estimating Conference (Apr. 8, 2015).
1
 Under the 

heading “Purpose of the Constitutional Amendment,” the sponsor introduces three 

brief and specific points with: “The Solar Amendment is intended to limit or 

prevent barriers to local solar electricity supply by accomplishing the 

following:…” (emphasis added). Id. at 3. The three numbered points after this 

introduction indicate that the amendment would: “prohibit” regulating small scale 

solar energy suppliers as an electric utility; “preserve” the electric utility’s current 

service obligations to customers who also choose to use local solar generated 

electricity; and “prohibit” certain “unique” charges for customers making this 

choice. Id. Immediately after this three-point summary, the sponsor’s 

                                                 
1
 Available online at: http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/constitutional-

amendments/2016Ballot/SolarAdditionalInformation.cfm 
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memorandum says: “In short, the Solar Amendment prohibits PSC-type regulation 

of local solar electricity suppliers.” Id. at 4. Section 101.161 and this Court’s 

precedents entitle the voter to a ballot title and summary with at least the same 

level of concise and informative detail. 

Because the ballot title and summary do not even disclose the actual legal 

effects of the Solar Amendment, they necessarily do not inform the voters of the 

major ways the Solar Amendment would upend the status quo. To begin with, the 

overriding goal of the Solar Amendment is to authorize a type of business 

arrangement that currently is not permitted under Florida law. Specifically, the 

amendment would result in a private company being able to sell electricity directly 

to Florida consumers without the company being subject to regulation by the 

Public Service Commission. Under current law, as confirmed by this Court’s 

holding in PW Ventures, Inc. v. Nichols, 533 So.2d 281 (Fla. 1988), any private, 

for-profit, retail seller of electricity—even to a single customer—is statutorily 

defined as a “utility” and is therefore subject to regulation by the PSC. 

The Solar Amendment would take this business model and not only make it 

legal, but actually put it beyond the scope of critical consumer protection 

regulation by the Legislature, by the PSC, and by local governments. This is a 

dramatic departure from Florida consumers’ existing legal protections and 

expectations. Current Florida law limits regulated utilities to charging “just and 
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reasonable” rates. §366.041, Fla. Stat. (2014). Florida law also now requires 

regulated utilities to provide service that is “reasonably sufficient, adequate, and 

efficient.” §366.03, Fla. Stat. (2104). Because the Solar Amendment prohibits 

regulation of “local solar electricity suppliers” as to “rates, service, and territory,” 

the amendment would preclude state and local governments from enacting similar 

consumer protection guarantees for customers of these newly-authorized retail 

sellers of electricity. 

The Solar Amendment’s protection of the local solar industry is so robust 

that, according to section 29(b)(4) of the amendment, even “reasonable health, 

safety, and welfare regulations” must give way if they would “prohibit or have the 

effect of prohibiting” electricity sales by “local solar electricity suppliers.” This 

extraordinary provision—which no voter could possibly infer from the ballot title 

and summary—means that the Solar Amendment would constitutionalize 

prioritizing this industry even over public safety. 

The Solar Amendment would also constitutionalize restrictions on the 

Legislature’s, regulators’, and utilities’ ability to protect ratepayers who do not 

choose to purchase electricity from “local solar electricity suppliers.” As this Court 

explained in PW Ventures, when an unregulated provider is allowed to sell 

electricity at retail, “revenue that otherwise would have gone to the regulated 

utilities which serve the affected areas would be diverted to unregulated producers. 
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This revenue would have to be made up by the remaining customers of the 

regulated utilities since the fixed costs of the regulated systems would not have 

been reduced.”  PW Ventures, 588 So.2d at 283. By taking off the table “special” 

charges for local solar electricity customers, the proposal would rule out a 

significant means of mitigating adverse effects on other ratepayers. 

The ballot title and summary do nothing to disclose to the voter these 

significant legal consequences of the Solar Amendment. To be sure, the ballot title 

and summary convey that there will in some sense be less regulation of “local solar 

electricity supply” and that certain charges are restricted. But there is a vast middle 

ground between comprehensive PSC-style regulation (i.e., the status quo) and the 

complete lack of regulation of rates and service mandated by this proposal. The 

unhelpful language of “limiting or preventing barriers” does not inform the voter 

where the Solar Amendment falls on that spectrum. 

This is particularly egregious given the importance of affordable and reliable 

electricity to consumers’ daily lives, given consumers’ deeply entrenched 

expectation that the law will protect their interests in this area, and given that the 

proposal could lead to rate increases for the vast majority of ratepayers who will 

never themselves purchase local solar electricity. As this Court has held, “[w]hen 

the summary of a proposed amendment does not accurately describe the scope of 
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the text of the amendment, it fails in its purpose and must be stricken.” Advisory 

Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: Term Limits Pledge, 718 So2d 798, 804 (1998). 

The sponsor here made a conscious decision not to inform the voter of the 

operative provisions of the proposal. It chose instead to summarize the proposal at 

a level of generality that hides from the voter the proposal’s true legal effects and 

consequences. Rather than inform the voter what the proposal authorizes, requires, 

and prohibits, the sponsor chose to speak in terms of “limiting or preventing 

barriers”—thought-clouding rhetoric that leads the voter into what Justice Cardozo 

famously called “the mists of metaphor.” Berkey v. Third Ave. Railway Co., 155 

N.E. 58 (Ct. App. NY 1926). 

To be clear, the defect in the ballot title and summary is not that they fail to 

explain every possible ramification of the proposal; this Court’s precedents have 

established that a ballot title and summary need not do so. The ballot summary and 

title are clearly and conclusively defective because of their complete failure to 

apprise the voter of the major purposes and effects of the proposal at a level that 

permits an informed decision. 

There is ample precedent for invalidating a ballot title and summary that 

suffer from this defect. This Court’s decisions in Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. 

Re: Fish and Wildlife Conservation Comm’n, 705 So.2d 1351 (Fla. 1998), and in 

In Re Adv. Op. to the Att’y Gen—Restricts Laws Related to Discrimination, 632 



 

11 
 

So.2d 1018 (Fla. 1994), struck ballot titles and summaries that did not disclose to 

the voter significant restrictions on the Legislature’s authority. In In Re Adv. Op. to 

the Att’y Gen. re Fairness Initiative, 880 So.2d 630, 636 (Fla. 2004), this Court 

struck a ballot title and summary for failing to inform the voter of an “important 

consequence” of the proposal. And in Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: 

Amendment to Bar Gov’t from Treating People Differently Based on Race, 778 

So.2d 888, 898 (Fla. 2000), this Court struck a ballot title and summary for not 

informing voters of “the potential breadth” of the underlying amendments. 

The ballot title and summary here do not give the voter fair notice of the 

Solar Amendment’s content and consequences. Accordingly, this Court must strike 

the amendment from the ballot. 

B. The ballot title and summary are affirmatively misleading or, at 

best, ambiguous. 

The preceding section explained why the ballot title and summary are fatally 

defective for what they fail to say. The ballot title and summary are also clearly 

and conclusively defective because of problems with what they do tell the voter. 

1. “Limits or prevents” is misleading or, at best, ambiguous. 

The words at the heart of the ballot title and summary—“limits or 

prevents”—are themselves misleading. As explained above, for entities the Solar 

Amendment labels “local solar electricity suppliers,” the proposal does not “limit” 

regulatory “barriers.” Rather, it eliminates them with regard to the critical elements 
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of “rates, service, and territory.” Nor does the Solar Amendment merely “prevent” 

such regulatory “barriers,” because they already exist. 

At a minimum, the ballot title’s and summary’s use of “limits or prevents” is 

ambiguous to an extent that prevents an informed decision by the voter. To state 

the obvious, “limits” has a different meaning from “prevents.” Yet the ballot title 

and summary do not tell the voter what is “limited” and what is “prevented.” 

Moreover, “limits” and “prevents” are inherently ambiguous terms that necessarily 

raise questions. Limits how? Prevents how? To point this out is not quibbling or 

nitpicking. This proposal raises serious policy issues on which reasonable voters 

can disagree, and the voters are entitled to a ballot title and summary that do not 

obscure the choices they are being asked to make. As this Court held in In Re Adv. 

Op. to the Att’y Gen.—Restricts Laws Related to Discrimination, 632 So.2d 1018, 

1021 (Fla. 1994): “We cannot approve an ambiguity that will in all probability 

confuse the voters who are responsible for deciding whether the amendment should 

be included in the state constitution.” 

2. The ballot summary’s use of the term “non-utility” is 

misleading. 

As written, the ballot summary gives the impression that the proposal affects 

entities that already can fairly be described as “non-utility.” But for the reasons 

explained above, that is not the case. Under current Florida law, any private, for-

profit, retail seller of electricity is by definition a utility and therefore subject to the 
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vast panoply of regulations in Chapter 366. Indeed, one of the principal legal 

consequences of—and undoubtedly the driving motivation for—the proposal is to 

change Florida law so that a “local solar electricity supplier” would not be deemed 

a utility. The ballot title and summary thus use the term “non-utility” in a manner 

that masks the policy choice facing the voter. 

3. The ballot title’s and summary’s use of the word “supply” is 

ambiguous and misleading. 

Another, more subtle, ambiguity is that the ballot title and summary refer 

only to the “supply” of local solar electricity, while the Solar Amendment’s text 

makes it clear that the operative portions of the proposal govern the “purchase and 

sale” of local solar electricity. This is significant, because existing law already 

permits Floridians to supply their own solar electricity, through equipment that 

they own themselves or lease from a third party. What is currently prohibited in 

Florida is the direct retail sale of electricity by a private entity that is not regulated 

as a utility under Chapter 366. 

By omitting any reference to “purchase and sale,” and by instead speaking 

only in terms of “supply,” the ballot title and summary mislead the voter about the 

nature and extent of any existing “barriers” to solar energy in Florida. The voter 

might believe the Solar Amendment is necessary to allow consumers in general 

access to solar electricity, when that is not the case. As the amendment’s sponsor 

wrote in a memorandum to the Financial Impact Estimating Conference: “The 
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focus of the Amendment is to remove regulatory barriers inhibiting the third-party 

local solar supplier business model specifically, not to protect the use of distributed 

solar electricity generally.” Memorandum from Floridians for Solar Choice, Inc. to 

Financial Impact Estimating Conference at 4 (Apr. 22, 2015).
2
 

Moreover, by avoiding the term “purchase and sale” as used in the Solar 

Amendment’s text, the ballot title and summary obscure the fact that a major 

purpose and effect of the proposal is to authorize a business model that Florida law 

currently prohibits. Once again, the ballot title and summary stand in the way of 

the voter’s ability to appreciate how the Solar Amendment would alter the status 

quo. 

4. The ballot summary deviates from the proposal’s text in a 

way that is material and misleading: “unfavorable” vs. 

“special.” 

A ballot summary is defective if there is a discrepancy between it and the 

proposal’s text and the discrepancy is “material and misleading.” Advisory Op. to 

the Att’y Gen. Re Patients’ Right to Know About Adverse Medical Incidents, 880 

So.2d 617, 623 (Fla. 2004). The ballot summary here contains such a discrepancy. 

Specifically, the ballot summary says that “barriers” include “unfavorable 

electric utility rates, charges, or terms of service imposed on local solar electricity 

customers.” (emphasis added). By contrast, the text of the Solar Amendment says 

                                                 
2
 Available online at: http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/constitutional-

amendments/2016Ballot/SolarAdditionalInformation.cfm 
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that “barriers” include “imposition by electric utilities of special rates, fees, 

charges, tariffs, or terms and conditions of service on their customers consuming 

local solar electricity supplied by a third party that are not imposed on their 

customers of the same type or class who do not consume local solar electricity.” 

(emphasis added). 

The words “unfavorable” and “special” are not synonymous. “Unfavorable” 

clearly has a negative connotation—it suggests opposition, adverseness, unfairness. 

By contrast, “special” connotes difference, but it does not inherently indicate that 

the difference is unwarranted. Interestingly, in one of its memoranda to the 

Financial Impact Estimating Conference, the sponsor used a third word—

“unique”—to describe the charges that the Solar Amendment would prohibit. See 

Floridians for Solar Choice April 8, 2015 Memorandum at 3.
3
 This reflects the 

sponsor’s implicit acknowledgement that the word “unfavorable”—the word used 

in the ballot summary—does not adequately convey the meaning of the word 

actually used in the amendment text. 

The discrepancy between the amendment text and the ballot summary is 

material because it goes directly to one of the key policy issues raised by the Solar 

Amendment: the question whether to constitutionalize restrictions on charges that 

may be imposed on customers of “local solar electricity suppliers.” As explained 

                                                 
3
 Available online at: http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/constitutional-

amendments/2016Ballot/SolarAdditionalInformation.cfm 
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above, such charges might be an important means of mitigating any possible 

adverse effects on other ratepayers. A reasonable voter might fairly conclude that 

“special” charges on local solar electricity customers are appropriate if the 

alternative is a rate hike for other ratepayers. That same voter would be far less 

likely to approve of imposing on others something that the ballot summary labels 

an “unfavorable” charge, no matter the circumstances. 

The discrepancy in terminology between the Solar Amendment text and the 

ballot summary has to have been deliberate, and it can only be explained as a form 

of “wordsmithing” that this Court has condemned. See Florida Dept. of State v. 

Slough, 992 So.2d 142, 149 (Fla. 2008). The sole reason to use the word 

“unfavorable” where it appears in the ballot summary is to mislead and to invite an 

emotional response from the voter, a practice that this Court has ruled 

impermissible. See In Re Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: Additional Homestead 

Tax Exemption, 880 So.2d 646, 653 (Fla. 2004). 

Even if this Court were to give the sponsor the benefit of the doubt and to 

deem the ballot summary’s use of the word “unfavorable” an inadvertent error, 

there nonetheless would be a materially ambiguous term in the ballot summary. As 

applied in this context, “unfavorable” is the type of word that leaves voters 

guessing as to its meaning, with each voter supplying her own conception of the 

term. For example, “unfavorable” could connote that a charge is unfair, or it could 
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suggest that the charge renders the local solar electricity too expensive—two 

completely different meanings. This type of ambiguity in a material term justifies 

striking the proposal from the ballot. See Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: 

Amendment to Bar Gov’t from Treating People Differently Based on Race, 778 

So2d 888, 899 (Fla. 2000). 

C. The ballot title and summary fail to inform the voter that the 

proposal would enact a sweeping statement of the “policy of the 

state.” 

This Court has stated: “Florida's state constitution reflects a consensus on 

the issues and values that the electorate has declared to be of fundamental 

importance.” In re Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen.—Restricts Laws Related to 

Discrimination, 632 So.2d 1018, 1019 (Fla. 1994). Thus, it is no small thing to 

enshrine in our state’s organic document an explicitly declared “policy of the 

state.” Currently the term “policy of the state” only appears twice in our 

constitution. Article II, section 7 says that “[i]t shall be the policy of the state to 

conserve and protect its natural resources and scenic beauty.” And Article VI, 

section 7 says that “[i]t is the policy of this state to provide for state-wide elections 

in which all qualified candidates may compete effectively.” 

The Solar Amendment text—which of course does not appear on the 

ballot—would add a third constitutional “policy of the state.” To wit: “It shall be 

the policy of the state to encourage and promote local small-scale solar-generated 
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electricity production and to enhance the availability of solar power to customers.” 

This sweeping statement of policy goes far beyond the specific legal mandates of 

the Solar Amendment, which themselves constitute only one application of the 

broader “policy of the state” declared in the amendment. Regardless of whether the 

statement of policy has any independent legal effect, if enacted, partisans will 

surely invoke it as expressing the will of the people. It will be trotted out in support 

of every program or initiative that purports to promote solar power. 

Florida’s voters deserve to know when they are being asked to declare in 

their constitution a “policy of the state.” It is no insult to question whether a 

reasonable voter would want to accord “enhancing the availability of solar power 

to customers” such a lofty status. Yet the ballot title and summary here do not even 

mention this aspect of the proposal. This omission constitutes yet another fatal 

defect requiring the Court to strike the proposal from the ballot. 

II. THE PROPOSAL VIOLATES THE SINGLE SUBJECT 

REQUIREMENT OF ARTICLE XI, SECTION 3, OF THE 

CONSTITUTION. 

In Evans v. Firestone, 457 So.2d 1351, 1354 (Fla. 1984), this Court declared 

“the prevention of logrolling” to be the “primary and fundamental concern” of the 

single subject requirement of article XI, section 3. This restriction protects voters 

from having to make an all-or-nothing decision whether to embrace unwanted 

elements of a proposal as a condition of supporting others that are more politically 
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appealing. See generally Fairness Initiative, 880 So.2d at 633-34; In Re Adv. Op. 

to the Att’y Gen.—Save Our Everglades, 636 So.2d 1336, 1341 (1994). 

The Solar Amendment purports to offer the voters an opportunity to support 

locally generated solar electricity, an issue that undoubtedly enjoys wide support—

at least in the abstract and at least to the extent that the costs of producing such 

electricity are borne by those who use it. But as explained, the Solar Amendment 

inextricably links this opportunity to conditions that are likely far less welcome. 

Specifically, it would create a new class of unregulated private retail sellers of 

electricity, expose consumers to harmful business practices without any legal 

protection, and hamstring the Legislature’s and the PSC’s ability to insulate non-

solar-using consumers from potential rate hikes. 

Florida’s voters should not be forced to accept stripped-down consumer and 

ratepayer protection as the price of supporting local solar electricity sales. This 

Court has protected the voters from this type of Hobson’s choice before, and it 

must do so again here. See, e.g., Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. Re: Right of 

Citizens to Choose Health Care Providers, 705 So.2d 563 (Fla. 1998). 

CONCLUSION 

The ballot title and summary violate section 101.161(1), Florida Statutes 

(2014), and the Solar Amendment violates the constitution’s single subject rule.  
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Accordingly, this Court is respectfully urged to strike the Solar Amendment 

from the ballot. Respectfully submitted this 10
th

 day of June, 2015. 

 

/s/ Carlos G. Muñiz 

Carlos G. Muñiz 

McGuireWoods LLP 

215 South Monroe St. Suite 602 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Ph. (850) 222-8900 

cmuniz@mcguirewoods.com 

Counsel For Opponent 

Florida Council for Safe Communities 
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