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STATEMENT OF IDENTITY OF AMICUS PARTY AND ITS 

INTEREST IN THE CASE 

 

 Article VIII, § 1(d) of the Florida Constitution states: 

(d) COUNTY OFFICERS. There shall be elected by the electors 

of each county, for terms of four years, a sheriff, a tax collector, a 

property appraiser, a supervisor of elections, and a clerk of the circuit 

court; except, when provided by county charter or special law approved 

by vote of the electors of the county, any county officer may be chosen 

in another manner therein specified, or any county office may be 

abolished when all the duties of the office prescribed by general law are 

transferred to another office. When not otherwise provided by county 

charter or special law approved by vote of the electors, the clerk of the 

circuit court shall be ex officio clerk of the board of county 

commissioners, auditor, recorder and custodian of all county funds. 

 

(emphasis added) 

 

 The state constitution thus provides that a Sheriff is to be elected, unless the 

county charter or a special law, approved by the voters, provides otherwise.  The 

proposed Amendment 10 would strike the language: “except, when provided by 

county charter or special law approved by vote of the electors of the county, any 

county officer may be chosen in another manner therein specified, or any county 

office may be abolished when all the duties of the office prescribed by general law 

are transferred to another office.”  Thus, the effect of the proposed amendment is to 

ensure that five constitutional officers, including the Sheriff, are elected. 

 The Florida Sheriffs Association (FSA) supports the subject constitutional 

amendment because it would require that all Florida Sheriffs be elected and would 

not permit county governments to interfere in the right of the people to select their 
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own Sheriff.   The FSA is comprised of the Sheriffs of this state.  All 67 Sheriffs in 

Florida are members.1  All but one of the Sheriffs is elected.  It is a paramount 

concern of the FSA that Florida Sheriffs be elected and this provision restores and 

memorializes that guarantee.  

 The Sheriffs are concerned that the challenge mounted by the Appellants 

would allow the current constitutional regime to survive, permitting a Sheriff to be 

chosen by local government officials, and could even result in some cases in the 

abolition of the historic Office of Sheriff, if a county chose to transfer the powers of 

that office to another.  Voters should have the fundamental right to vote for the 

constitutional officers of their choice, and their Sheriff in particular.  Only eight 

Florida counties have altered the manner of selection of constitutional officers. 

 

                                                           
1   https://www.flsheriffs.org/sheriffs/directory/ 
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 As shown on the map above, voter preference has historically been to preserve 

the independence of the constitutional officers enumerated in Art. VIII, § 1(d). 

Direct election of these officers ensures they are more responsible to the people than 

if they are appointed by a board or a single individual. The proposed amendment 

reaffirms the historic commitment to the election of these officers, and does so 

clearly and unambiguously. 

 History shows that this right of election must be protected, for there have been 

times when the power of appointment of critical officials has been given away. In 

1821, when Florida became a territory of the United States, Andrew Jackson was the 

military governor. That year, he appointed two Sheriffs. At that time, however, 

Sheriffs were not the chief law enforcement officers in their counties.  That task was 

assigned to a U.S. Marshal.2  

 Appointment of a chief law enforcement officer, as opposed to election of 

such an officer, was rightly perceived to cause serious problems. Appointees were 

viewed as the beneficiaries of political patronage with all the problems of favoritism  

 

 

                                                           
2   Florida Sheriffs:  A History 1821-1945, Rogers and Denham (Sentry Press, 

Tallahassee, FL 2001), at 6, 16; Silvestri, V.R. “A Look Back:  Florida’s First 

Sheriff.”  The Sheriff’s Star.  Florida Sheriff’s Association.  May/June 2004.  There 

were two counties at the time and thus two sheriffs. 
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and lack of accountability that goes with such appointments. Another major concern 

was the concentration of power in the hands of the appointing authority.3 

 By 1824, many of the duties initially assumed by federal marshals were given 

to county Sheriffs, and in 1828, the territorial assembly approved a bill over then-

Governor Duval’s veto that provided for the direct election of Sheriffs and other 

county officials.4  This was an example of how an official with appointment power 

will fight to keep it, and how important the assembly, and by extension the voters at 

the time, thought it prudent that the people themselves choose these officers. 

 The Constitution of 1838 provided for the local election of clerks of the circuit 

court.  It did not mention Sheriffs, which continued to be elected as per statute.5  And 

in fact, an 1845 statute provided that upon election a Sheriff would serve a two-year 

term.6  Election continued to be the rule during the Confederacy.7  

 This changed in 1868, with the Constitution adopted that year. This version 

of the Constitution gave the governor the power to appoint Sheriffs and clerks of 

                                                           
3  Florida Sheriffs at 15, 19-20. 

 
4  Florida Sheriffs at 14, 21. 

 
5   Art. V, s. 13, Art. VI, s. 19, Fla. Const. (1838); Florida Sheriffs at 22. 

 
6   Florida Sheriffs at 22. 
 
7  Florida Sheriffs at 65, 67. 
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court, subject to Senate confirmation.8  This created the same patronage problem as 

had been experienced earlier.  For instance, when one governor took office in 1877, 

he dismissed most of the Sheriffs and appointed replacements.9  

 A governor’s appointment for these officials was deemed improvident, and 

the 1885 Constitution returned to elections for the Sheriff and clerk of court: 

Section 15. The Governor, by and with the consent of the Senate, shall 

appoint a State Attorney in each Judicial Circuit, whose duties shall be 

prescribed by law, and who shall hold office for four years. There shall 

be elected in each county a Sheriff, and a Clerk of the Circuit Court, 

who shall also be Clerk of the County Court, except in counties where 

there are Criminal Courts, and of the Board of County Commissioners, 

and Recorder and ex officio Auditor of the County, each of whom shall 

hold office for four years. Their duties shall be prescribed by law. 

 

Art. V, § 15, Fla. Const. (1885). 

 

The 1885 Constitution also provided: 

 

Section 6. The Legislature shall provide for the election by the qualified 

electors in each county of the following county officers: A Clerk of the 

Circuit Court, a Sheriff, Constables, a County Assessor of Taxes, a Tax 

Collector, a County Treasurer, a Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

and a County Surveyor. 

 

Article VIII, § 6, Fla. Const. (1885) (e.a.).10 

                                                           
8   Article VI, § 19, Fla. Const. (1868). 

 
9  Florida Sheriffs at 118. 

 
10   See also Article XVIII, § 10, Fla. Const. (1885):  “Section 10.  The first election 

for County Judge, Clerk of the Circuit Court, Sheriff, Tax Assessor, Tax Collector, 

County Treasurer, County Superintendent of Public Instruction, County Surveyor, 

Justices of the Peace, Constables and all other elective County Officers shall be at 

the general election in 1888.” 
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 Among other significant consequences, the 1885 Constitution requiring 

election of Sheriffs, as opposed to appointment, allowed for the election of an 

AfricanAmerican Sheriff in Monroe County in 1889 who served until 1893.11  This 

arguably would not have happened if Sheriffs had been appointed rather than 

elected. 

 Exclusive election of Sheriffs and other county officers remained in place 

from 1885 until the adoption of the 1968 Constitution and the current Article VIII, 

when county voters were given an option to choose county constitutional officers in 

any manner as provided in a county charter or local law approved by voters.  

Notably, Florida voters have not embraced the ability to choose their Sheriffs in 

some manner other than election.  The Sheriffs of the Appellant counties, Volusia 

and Broward, continue to be elected, for instance.12  And there is only one appointed 

                                                           
11  Florida Sheriffs at 125. 

 
12http://www.volusiasheriff.org/about/sheriff.stml; 

https.//en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scott_Israel.   

Last visited July 20, 2018.  The Volusia County Sheriff’s Website indicates he was 

elected in 2016, but the Volusia County charter states:  “(2) Department of public 

safety;  The department of public safety shall be responsible for the control, 

operation and administration of the duties of law enforcement and such other duties 

provided by this charter.  All functions and duties now prescribed by the Constitution 

and laws of Florida for the office of sheriff are hereby transferred to the department 

of public safety, and the constitutional office shall thereupon be terminated, further 

providing that all functions relating to corrections and rehabilitation, the county 

prison farm, the Volusia County jail and all other similar facilities shall be 

transferred to the department of corrections.”  Sec. 601.1(2).  That is, Volusia County 

has abolished the constitutional, independent Office of Sheriff.  This section makes 
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Sheriff in Florida, in Miami-Dade County.13  The chief law enforcement officer there 

is appointed and holds the title of Miami-Dade Police Director.14 

 The Florida historical preference for an elected Sheriff is not unique. 

Nationwide, citizens prefer an elected Sheriff. Across the country, popular election 

is the common means of selection of the Sheriff. Sheriffs are elected to four-year 

terms in 41 states, two-year terms in three states, a three-year term in one state and 

a six-year term in one state. The races are on a partisan ballot in 40 states and on a 

non-partisan basis in 5 states. One state appoints Sheriffs and another has elections 

that are both partisan and non-partisan.15 

 In 40 years, only a single county in Florida, Miami-Dade, has abolished the 

Office of Sheriff.  Florida voters have not to date embraced the 1968 home rule 

provision allowing appointed Sheriffs, and the experiment allowing them to do so 

                                                           

similar provisions for the tax collector, the circuit court clerk, the property appraiser, 

and the supervisor of elections. 

 
13 Miami-Dade County Home Rule Amendment and Charter, § 9.01(C):  “On 

November 9, 1966, the Office of Sheriff is hereby abolished and the powers and 

functions of such office are hereby transferred to the Mayor, who shall assume the 

duties and functions of this office required under the Constitution and general laws 

of this state.  The Mayor may delegate to a suitable person or persons the powers 

and functions of such office.” 

 
14 http://www8.miamidade.gov/biographies/police.asp 

 
15   Sheriffs Across the United States Chart. Florida Sheriffs Association, attached 

as Exhibit 1 to FSA’s July 23, 2018 Memorandum of Law in the Trial Court. 

http://www8.miamidade.gov/biographies/police.asp
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should be judged a failure.  Given the voters’ lack of enthusiasm for appointment of 

Sheriffs, the Constitutional Revision Commission (CRC) in proposing Amendment 

10 has performed its task of suggesting the elimination of superfluous portions of 

the constitution. 

 Amendment 10’s chief purpose as to constitutional officers, including 

Sheriffs, is to make certain that the right of direct election of these officers remains 

in the hands of the people -- as has been the case through most of our history as a 

state -- rather than in the hands of bureaucrats.  The intent of Amendment 10 is plain.  

The FSA hopes that the Court will reject the appeal and, should the voters approve 

Amendment 10, allow return to a system of exclusively elected constitutional 

officers, including Sheriffs -- a guarantee that prevailed from 1886 to 1968, or for 

some 82 years. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

 

 The Appellant counties challenge the ballot summary for Amendment 10 as 

misleading.  Their main argument is that the language guaranteeing the election of 

constitutional officers does not sufficiently inform voters of the loss of the right of 

counties to control those constitutional officers.  They also argue that its purpose is 

“hidden” because it appears in the ballot summary with other structural changes 

concerning public office.   

 First, the language of the ballot summary is clear and unambiguously states 

that the proposed amendment would prevent a county charter from altering the 

elected status of those officers or diluting their duties by transferring them to other 

officers.  Second, Appellants overstate the effect of inclusion with the other proposed 

changes.  It simply does not follow that an otherwise clear proposal becomes unclear 

just because it is included in the ballot summary with these other changes.   

 The proposed change presents the voters with a clear choice.  They can either 

vote to guarantee that the subject officers will be elected in all instances, or reject 

that and continue with the status quo which sometimes, albeit rarely so far, can result 

in dilution of the voters’ power to control these officers. 

The trial court correctly found that the ballot summary was clear and that it 

adequately disclosed the purpose and effect of Amendment 10.  This Court should 

affirm the summary judgment granted to the Defendants, below. 
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ARGUMENT 

 

I. THE BALLOT SUMMARY GIVES THE VOTER 

FAIR NOTICE OF THE DECISION TO BE MADE 

 

 Article XI, § 2 of the Florida Constitution establishes a Constitutional 

Revision Commission (CRC), states that it shall meet every 20 years, and provides 

that it shall file with the state any proposals for revision to the constitution.  The 

CRC has proposed Amendment 10.  It revises the date on which the legislature would 

meet, creates an Office of Domestic Security and Counterterrorism within the 

Florida Department of Law Enforcement, requires that a Department of Veterans’ 

Affairs be created, and requires that five state constitutional officers, including 

Sheriffs, be elected, and that their duties may not be transferred to other officers or 

offices.  

Section 101.161, Fla. Stat. (2014), provides that: “Whenever a constitutional 

amendment or other public measure is submitted to the vote of the people, a ballot 

summary of such amendment or other public measure shall be printed in clear and 

unambiguous language on the ballot…The ballot summary of the amendment or 

other public measure shall be an explanatory statement, not exceeding 75 words in 

length, of the chief purpose of the measure.” 

The issue before this Court is whether the ballot summary and title for 

Amendment 10, to be included on the November 2018 general election ballot, fairly 

sets forth the proposed changes such that voters will understand it. 
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The ballot title is “STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE 

AND OPERATION.”  The summary is: 

Requires legislature to retain department of veterans’ affairs. Ensures 

election of sheriffs, property appraisers, supervisors of elections, tax 

collectors, and clerks of court in all counties; removes county charters’ 

ability to abolish, change term, transfer duties, or eliminate election of 

these offices. Changes annual legislative session commencement date 

in even-numbered years from March to January; removes legislature’s 

authorization to fix another date. Creates office of domestic security 

and counterterrorism within department of law enforcement. 

 

The Appellant counties, Broward, Volusia, and Miami-Dade oppose the 

amendment because it prevents county officials from selecting those state 

constitutional officers and further prevents county officials from transferring the 

duties of these officers to others.  The amendment accomplishes this by requiring 

that these officers, including Sheriffs, be elected.  In short, it preserves the power 

and duties of those officers in every county and ensures that each of them is elected 

by the voters, rather than appointed by county officials. 

 To be sure, the issue is not whether the proposed amendment is a good idea.  

That is up to the voters to decide.  Appellant Broward County correctly states that, 

because the actual language of the proposed constitutional change is not on the 

ballot, the question for the Court is more narrow and is simply whether the ballot 

title and summary give the voter “fair notice of the decision he must make.”  (Initial 

Brief of Broward County, p. 10, quoting Askew v. Firestone, 421 So.2d 151, 155 

(Fla. 1982)).  In this respect, the summary must provide actual notice via a “clear 
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and unambiguous explanation,” of the measure’s “chief purpose.”  Id.  The proposed 

amendment must be accurately represented on the ballot; otherwise voter approval 

of it is a nullity.  Florida Educ. Ass’n v. Florida Dept. of State, 48 So.3d 694, 699 

(Fla. 2010) (citing Article XI, § 5, Florida Const.;  Armstrong v. Harris, 773 So. 2d 

7, 12 (Fla. 2000).   

Regardless of the source of the proposed amendment, the requirement is the 

same for all ballot summaries: 

that the voter should not be misled and that he have an opportunity to 

know and be on notice as to the proposition on which he is to cast his 

vote.... All that the Constitution requires or that the law compels or 

ought to compel is that the voter have notice of that which he must 

decide.... What the law requires is that the ballot be fair and advise the 

voter sufficiently to enable him intelligently to cast his ballot. 

 

Armstrong, 773 So.2d at 13 (quoting Askew, 421 So.2d at 1545-55) 

The ballot summary language here is clear and unambiguous.  It states that 

the Amendment would “[e]nsure[] election of sheriffs, property appraisers, 

supervisors of elections, tax collectors, and clerks of court in all counties” and 

“[r]emove[] county charters’ ability to abolish, change term, transfer duties, or 

eliminate election of these offices.” 

The Appellants characterize the 1968 amendments as “granting Floridians 

robust rights to engage in self-governance,” as opposed to the 1885 Constitution 

which “forced voters to elect” the Sheriff and the other officers.  (Initial Brief of 

Broward County, p. 11).   This description is stilted.  The voters historically want to 
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select these officers.  In only one of 67 counties do they currently not do so, at least 

as to the Sheriff.  And, the right to vote for those officers is not “forced” upon the 

voters.  It is their right to do so, and the proposed Amendment preserves exactly that, 

with the proposed ballot summary clearly and unambiguously stating that the 

amendment achieves exactly that. 

As the trial court concluded: 

Plaintiffs argue that the ballot summary does not make its chief purpose 

clear and therefore it is defective and must be stricken from the 

November ballot.  This Court disagrees.  The ballot summary begins by 

declaring that the amendment ensures the election of the five listed 

constitutional officers “in all counties.”  The summary then says that 

the amendment “removes county charters’ ability to abolish, change 

term, transfer duties, or eliminate election of these offices.”  An average 

Florida voter should easily understand that the chief purpose of the 

amendment is to make all five constitutional officers and offices 

mandatory in all 67 counties of Florida; to mandate that all five 

constitutional officers be elected in all 67 counties; and that county 

charters may not abolish, change term, transfer duties, or eliminate 

election of these five constitutional officers.  

 

(August 9, 2018 Trial Court Order, p. 3) 

The Appellants complain that the proposed amendment takes away the power 

of local citizens in individual counties to change the structure of their own 

governments if the citizens so choose.  (See e.g. Initial Brief of Volusia County, p. 

13; Initial Brief of Volusia County, p. 7; Initial Brief of Miami-Dade County, p. 1).  

The FSA respectfully submits that this claim is illogical. 
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First, these officers have long been recognized to be state constitutional 

officers.  The County may provide funding and define the jurisdiction of its Sheriff, 

for example, but it should be the voters who pick the Sheriff, not the County or those 

who happen to be in power there at the moment.  Second, if the point really is to 

honor the intent of the local voters, then allowing the voters to pick the officers 

would seem much more likely to achieve that goal than allowing County officials to 

appoint those officers.  And, the proposed ballot measure clearly and unambiguously 

says that the proposed amendment ensures that right to the voters. 

Appellants argue that the ballot language should first inform the voters of their 

current rights for the purpose of explaining “how a proposed amendment would 

affect those powers.”  (Initial Brief of Miami-Dade County at pp. 1-2; p. 16).  

However, the ballot summary does state that it ensures that such officers will be 

elected and that it “removes county charters’ ability to abolish, change term, transfer 

duties, or eliminate election of these offices.”  If the reason for a more elaborate 

explanation is to explain the effect of the amendment, the current language meets 

that goal because it clearly states that under the amendment county charters will not 

be allowed to provide for selection of the officers other than by election and will not 

be permitted to abolish, change term, transfer duties, or eliminate election of those 

particular officers and offices. 
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“[T]he gist of the constitutional accuracy requirement is simple: A ballot title 

and summary cannot either ‘fly under false colors’ or ‘hide the ball’ as to the 

amendment’s true effect.”  Armstrong, 773 So.2d at 16.  The trial court correctly 

found that further explanation is simply not necessary because the current language 

is clear as to the “true effect” of the proposed amendment.  “As the case law points 

out the Court must assume some level of understanding on behalf of the voter.”  

(Trial Court Order, p. 4). 

II. THE BALLOT SUMMARY DOES NOT MISLEAD THE VOTER 

The Court should reject any argument that the ballot summary misleads the 

voter, largely for the same reasons expressed above.  Miami-Dade County frames 

the issue of whether the voter would understand that he or she is “trading” the right 

to vote for a county charter that would take away the right to vote for these five 

officers, in favor of a guarantee that such officers are elected.  (Initial Brief of 

Miami-Dade at p. 32).  Volusia County frames the issue in terms of the failure to 

advise the voter that a “yes” vote would “abolish or diminish a Florida constitutional 

right” as provided for in the constitutional language to be amended.  (Initial Brief of 

Volusia County, p. 21, citing Askew, Armstrong). 

 FSA submits that these claims take the requirement that the summary be clear 

and unambiguous too far and in the interests of protecting the counties’ interests over 

the voters’.  The ballot summary clearly states that the five officers are to be elected 
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in all counties and that a county charter cannot alter that process for selection of 

those officers.  It seems to the FSA that ballot language that would explain that 

counties currently have the right to, but rarely do, alter that selection process, and 

that this provision would prevent it if they tried down the road, would be confusing 

to an average voter.  And, it is unnecessary.  The language of the ballot summary 

states clearly that a county charter cannot change the selection process away from 

voting.  As the trial court found, that is the chief purpose and effect of the amendment 

and it is clear in the ballot summary. 

The Court should also reject any argument that the proposed amendments 

violate the “single subject rule.”  “[T]he single-subject rule prevents an amendment 

from engaging in either of two practices: (a) logrolling, or (b) substantially altering 

or performing the functions of multiple branches of state government.”  Advisory 

Opinion to the Atty. Gen. re: Extending Existing Sales Tax to Non-Taxed Services 

Where Exclusion Fails to Serve Public Purpose, 953 So. 471, 480 (Fla. 2007). 

However, the single subject rule applies only to citizen initiatives resulting in 

proposed amendments under Article XI, § 3, Fla. Const.  In re Advisory Opinion to 

Atty Gen. re Limits or Prevents Barriers to Local Solar Electricity Supply, 177 So.3d 

235, 242 (Fla. 2015).  “The single-subject requirement applies to the citizen initiative 

method of amending the Florida Constitution because the citizen initiative process 

does not afford the same opportunity for public hearing and debate that accompanies 
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other constitutional proposal and drafting processes.” Advisory Opinion to the 

Attorney Gen. re Voting Restoration Amendment, 215 So.3d 1202, 1206 (Fla. 2017) 

(citing Advisory Op. to the Att’y Gen. re 1.35% Prop. Tax Cap, Unless Voter 

Approved, 2 So.3d 968, 972 (Fla. 2009)).   

The Answer Brief of Appellees/Respondents, submitted by the Attorney 

General, correctly observes that the ballot summary states that the amendment 

ensures the officers are preserved and that they are to be elected, and that it 

“removes” the ability of a county charter to alter those officers or the election 

process.  (Answer Brief of Respondents, pp. 8, 16-17).  The statute on ballot 

summaries, § 101.161, Fla. Stat., requires that the “ballot be fair and advise the voter 

sufficiently to enable him intelligently to cast his ballot.”  Firestone, 421 So.2d at 

155 (quoting Hill v. Milander, 72 So.2d 796, 798 (Fla. 1954)).   

“To determine whether the ballot title and summary of [the proposed 

amendment] satisfy the requirements of section 101.161, Florida Statutes (2007), the 

Court must consider two questions: ‘(1) whether the ballot title and summary, in 

clear and unambiguous language, fairly inform the voter of the chief purpose of the 

amendment; and (2) whether the language of the title and summary, as written, 

misleads the public.’” Advisory Opinion to Attorney General re Standards for 

Establishing Legislative Dist. Boundaries, 2 So.3d 175, 184 (Fla. 2009) (quoting 

Advisory Opinion to Attorney Gen. re Prohibiting State Spending for 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2017980172&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8f328200268411e79de0d9b9354e8e59&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_972&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_3926_972
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2017980172&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I8f328200268411e79de0d9b9354e8e59&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_972&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_3926_972
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000006&cite=FLSTS101.161&originatingDoc=I16037104ee0e11ddbc7bf97f340af743&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
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Experimentation that Involves the Destruction of a Live Human Embryo, 959 So.2d 

210, 213–14 (Fla. 2007) (quoting Advisory Opinion to Attorney Gen. re Fla. 

Marriage Prot. Amendment, 926 So.2d 1229, 1236 (Fla. 2006)).  The Court should 

“exercise extreme caution and restraint before removing a constitutional amendment 

from Florida voters.”  Id. at 184-85 (citing Advisory Opinion to Attorney Gen. re 

Fla. Marriage Prot. Amendment, 926 So.2d 1229, 1233 (Fla. 2006).   

The challengers doubt the ability of the voters to understand the proposed 

ballot summary language.  But, “[u]nder our system of free elections, the voter must 

acquaint himself with the details of a proposed ordinance on a referendum together 

with the pros and cons thereon before he enters the voting booth. If he does not, it is 

no function of the ballot question to provide him with that needed education.”  

Advisory Op. to Att’y Gen. re Right to Treatment & Rehab. for Non–Violent Drug 

Offenses, 818 So.2d 491, 498 (Fla. 2002) (quoting Metro. Dade County v. Shiver, 

365 So.2d 210, 213 (Fla. 3d DCA 1978), aff’d sub nom. Miami Dolphins v. Metro. 

Dade County, 394 So.2d 981 (Fla. 1981)). 
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CONCLUSION 

In this case, the ballot title and summary are clear and unambiguous, and are 

not misleading.   The ballot title and summary reasonably place the voter on notice 

of the effect of the proposed amendment, and that is all that is required.  This Court 

should therefore affirm the summary judgment granted by the trial court below and 

allow Amendment 10 to remain on the November 2018 ballot. 
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