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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 
 

On February 8, 2022, the Court issued an Order to Show Cause 

in three different cases involving citizen initiatives. These cases arise 

from petitions for an advisory opinion by the Attorney General 

pursuant to Article IV, section 10 of the Florida Constitution. The 

Court’s orders all required the sponsors of various initiatives to show 

cause why the Attorney General’s petitions should not be dismissed 

as moot since the signatures supporting each initiative were now 

expired. The Florida Senate believes that the Court should dismiss at 

this juncture. Since the issue is the same and the arguments raised 

by the various sponsors are similar, the Senate is filing the same brief 

in all three cases dealing with all the arguments. It is not the intent 

of the Senate to address the merits of any of the particular initiatives 

in this brief but to focus on the jurisdictional issue raised by the 

Court. 

The first initiative at issue is entitled “Provide Medicaid 

Coverage to Eligible Low-Income Adults.” (Medicaid). The sponsor is 

Florida Decides Healthcare. (FDH) The Medicaid initiative was filed 

with the Court on June 27, 2019. It was initially seeking placement 

on the November 2020 ballot. On August 12, 2019, FDH announced 
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they would not be able to obtain the requisite number of signatures 

and would instead seek placement during the 2022 general election.1 

On January 6, 2020, the Senate filed a motion to dismiss arguing 

that since the signature threshold would change as a result of the 

2020 presidential election, it was no longer certain that Medicaid 

initiative met the threshold for review and should be dismissed as 

moot. See SC 19-1070 DE 1/6/19. On April 13, 2020 the Senate filed 

an amended motion adding the additional ground that because 

Chapter 2020-15, Laws of Florida has raised the review threshold 

from 10% of the signatures required to 25% of the signatures 

required, the initiative needed to meet the new threshold. See SC 19-

1070 DE 4/13/20. On January 29, 2022, the last of Medicaid’s 

signatures expired as being more than two years old.2 

The second initiative is entitled “Limited Authorization of Casino 

Gaming.” (Casino Gaming) The sponsors are Florida Voters in 

                                                           
1 https://health.wusf.usf.edu/health-news-florida/2019-08-
10/ballot-proposal-to-expand-medicaid-pushed-back-to-
2022#stream/0 (last visited 2/16/22) 
2 

https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/initSignDetailCount
y.asp?account=73891&seqnum=1&ctype=CSV&elecyear=2024 (last 
visited 2/16/22) 
 

https://health.wusf.usf.edu/health-news-florida/2019-08-10/ballot-proposal-to-expand-medicaid-pushed-back-to-2022#stream/0
https://health.wusf.usf.edu/health-news-florida/2019-08-10/ballot-proposal-to-expand-medicaid-pushed-back-to-2022#stream/0
https://health.wusf.usf.edu/health-news-florida/2019-08-10/ballot-proposal-to-expand-medicaid-pushed-back-to-2022#stream/0
https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/initSignDetailCounty.asp?account=73891&seqnum=1&ctype=CSV&elecyear=2024
https://dos.elections.myflorida.com/initiatives/initSignDetailCounty.asp?account=73891&seqnum=1&ctype=CSV&elecyear=2024
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Charge. (VIC). The petition was sent to the Supreme Court on 

January 7, 2022.  

The third initiative is “Authorizes sports and event betting; if 

betting revenues are taxed, taxes must supplement public 

education.” (Sports Betting). The sponsors are Florida Education 

Champions. (FEC). On February 1, 2022, the Attorney General filed 

a request for an advisory opinion.  

On February 1, 2022, the signatures that Casino Gaming and 

Sports Betting had obtained expired. Fla. Stat. § 100.371(11)(a). The 

Court’s order followed.
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
  

The present case involves three citizen initiatives that were 

submitted to the Court based on reaching the statutory threshold for 

review. After being submitted, all the signatures the initiatives had 

obtained expired. The Court is charged with reviewing the initiatives 

to ensure compliance with the single subject requirement and the 

ballot summary rule. The Legislature has set thresholds for initiatives 

to meet before the Court reviews them. If an initiative no longer meets 

these standards, then the Court no longer has jurisdiction to proceed 

with its review. 

Contrary to the claims of the sponsors, there are not separate 

phases to the review. It is all part of the process to determine whether 

an initiative should be placed on the ballot. The argument that 

signatures expire for ballot placement, but maintain their validity for 

review is not a natural reading of the relevant portions of the 

Constitution and statutes governing the initiative process. 

The primary purpose of the review by the Court is to protect the 

Constitution and enforce the single subject rule. The sponsors’ 

claims that it is to provide guidance for them ignores the structure of 

the Constitution and precedent. 
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The Court has not addressed the issue of whether it maintains 

jurisdiction when all signatures expire in the past. The sponsors’ 

claims to the contrary misunderstand the precedents. 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Court has no Jurisdiction to Review an Initiative 
which does not meet the Review Standards.  

 
The advisory opinion process is an unusual feature of Florida law. 

The first notable feature is that it is not truly advisory. The Court has 

observed that “an ‘advisory’ opinion produces significant 

consequences.” Roberts v. Brown, 43 So. 3d 673, 682 (Fla. 2010). 

“[W]e point out that when our ‘advisory’ opinions conclude that there 

is a defect in the ballot title and summary or a violation of the single-

subject requirement, the effect of our ‘advice’ is the removal of the 

amendment from the ballot.” Ray v. Mortham, 742 So. 2d 1276, 1284 

(Fla. 1999). 

However, even though there can be a significant impact to the 

Court’s ruling, the advisory opinion process is not an adversarial 

proceeding. For instance in Advisory Opinion to the Attorney Gen. re 

Raising Florida's Minimum Wage, 285 So. 3d 1273, at 1275 (Fla. 

2019)(Minimum Wage), the Court received no briefing in support or 
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opposition to the initiative but the Court still completed the review 

process.  

This review stems from Article IV, section 10 Florida Constitution 

which requires the Attorney General to request the opinion of the 

Justices “as directed by general law.” The Justices are to issue their 

opinion by “April 1 of the year in which the initiative is to be 

submitted to the voters.” See Id. The opinion shall address issues “as 

provided by general law.” 

General law provides the Secretary of State shall submit an 

initiative to the Attorney General to petition for review if the sponsor 

has “[o]btained a letter from the Division of Elections confirming that 

the sponsor has submitted to the appropriate supervisors for 

verification, and the supervisors have verified, forms signed and 

dated equal to 25 percent of the number of electors statewide 

required by s. 3, Art. XI of the State Constitution in one-half of the 

congressional districts of the state.” § 15.21(3), Fla. Stat.  

At this point, the initiatives meet none of these conditions. All the 

signatures they had obtained prior to February 1, 2022 have expired. 

See § 100.371(11)(a) Fla. Stat.  
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As this Court observed in Minimum Wage: “this Court does not 

create its own jurisdiction, but rather exercises the jurisdiction 

provided by the constitution.” See Minimum Wage at 1280. In this 

instance the Constitution directs that the Legislature provides the 

standards for review. The Legislature could raise the threshold for 

review or could provide for a lower threshold. The Legislature has 

provided that review could occur at 10% of the necessary signatures 

and need reach that threshold in only a one-quarter of the 

congressional districts. In 2020, that was changed to the present 

standard of 25% of the necessary signatures and reach that 

threshold in one-half of the congressional districts. See Ch. 2020-15 

§ 1, Laws of Florida. 

To ignore the reset of the petitions and to proceed with its review, 

the Court would be presuming that there is a separate initiative 

process for review then there is for ballot placement. There is nothing 

in the statute or the Constitution that supports that reading. The 

Constitution presumes that the Court knows when the initiative will 

be placed on the ballot by creating a deadline of “April 1 of the year 

in which the initiative is to be submitted to the voters.”  See Art. IV, 

§ 10 Fla. Const.  
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“Mootness has been defined as ‘the doctrine of standing set in a 

time frame: The requisite personal interest that must exist at the 

commencement of the litigation (standing) must continue throughout 

its existence (mootness).’” Ahearn v. Mayo Clinic, 180 So. 3d 165, 

177 (Fla. 1st DCA 2015)(citing Henry P. Monaghan, Constitutional 

Adjudication: The Who and When, 82 Yale L.J. 1363, 1384 (1973)). 

The “standing” created in this matter is the initiative having the 

requisite number of signatures. There is one requisite party in the 

case, the Attorney General, who is the petitioner and does not have 

to take any position. No other parties, including the sponsor are 

indispensable. It is the initiative that at issue, not the interest of a 

party. As noted before, there have instances initiatives are reviewed 

without briefs. Therefore, if the initiative has lost its signatures, then 

it has lost its standing. The initiative can be resubmitted if it 

subsequently meets the standards during a future election cycle. The 

Court should not expand its jurisdiction by proceeding in this 

instance. What the Court is ultimately ruling on is whether an 

initiative can be placed on the ballot. “It is the function of a judicial 

tribunal to decide actual controversies by a judgment which can be 

carried into effect, and not to give opinions on moot questions, or to 
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declare principles or rules of law which cannot affect the matter in 

issue.” Carlin v. State, 939 So. 2d 245, 247 (Fla. 1st DCA 2006). The 

fact that an initiative may, at some point in the future, regain the 

signatures it needs for review and ultimately obtain ballot placement 

does not change the fact that for the current election cycle it does not 

have those signatures. The Constitution and statutes do not 

contemplate the Court resolving whether initiatives that do not have 

those signatures get an authoritative decision on the ballot.  

II. The Different Parts of the Initiative Petition Process 
are not Independent Phases. 

VIC argues in its brief that the initiative process, “proceeds in three 

distinct phases, each with its own requirements.” See VIC Brief p. 6. 

Similarly, FEC argues that section 15.21 Florida Statutes operates 

independent of section 100.371 Florida Statutes. See FEC Brief p. 3. 

This approach ignores the Related-Statutes Canon. This is the idea 

that “laws dealing with the same subject- being in pari material 

(translated as ‘in a like matter’) should if possible be interpreted 

harmoniously.” Antonin Scalia & Bryan A. Garner, Reading Law: The 

Interpretation of Legal Texts 252 (2012). The sponsors would have the 

Court believe the signatures which expire for ballot placement 
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purposes, do not expire for purposes of Court review. Reading the 

statutes together does not lead to that conclusion. 

“Several acts in pari material, and relating to the same subject, are 

to be taken together, and compared in the construction of them, 

because they are considered to have one object in view, and as acting 

upon one system.” James Kent, Commentaries on American Law 433 

(1826) quoted in Reading Law: 252. Article XI, § 3 Fla. Const. 

provides for amending the Constitution by Citizen Initiative and sets 

the number of signatures needed to be gathered and the number of 

congressional districts they need to be distributed among. Article XI 

§ 5(c), Fla. Const. provides that an initiative petition must make the 

ballot by February 1 of the year the general election is held. Article V 

§ 5(10) Fla. Const. provides the Court shall issue an opinion when 

requested by the Attorney General as provided by general law. Article 

IV § 10 Fla. Const. provides: 

“The attorney general shall, as directed by general law, 
request the opinion of the justices of the supreme court as 
to the validity of any initiative petition circulated pursuant 
to Section 3 of Article XI. The justices shall, subject to their 
rules of procedure, permit interested persons to be heard 
on the questions presented and shall render their written 
opinion no later than April 1 of the year in which the 
initiative is to be submitted to the voters pursuant to 
Section 5 of Article XI.” 
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 All of these clauses clearly work together. They refer to one 

another. There is no indication that there are separate phases. The 

sponsors make much of the use of the word “shall” to argue that once 

the petition is submitted the Court has a mandatory duty to issue its 

opinion. These argument ignore that the Court has no duty to issue 

an opinion until it is clear that the initiative will make the ballot.  

In the same way, when you look at the statutes that implement 

the constitutional clauses you see one process. The Legislature, in 

Section 15.21(3) Florida Statutes, provides that if the sponsor, 

“Obtained a letter from the Division of Elections confirming that the 

sponsor has submitted to the appropriate supervisors for verification, 

and the supervisors have verified, forms signed and dated equal to 

25 percent of the number of electors statewide required by s. 3, Art. 

XI of the State Constitution in one-half of the congressional districts 

of the state.” Again, the statute refers to the constitutional provision. 

It refers to the signature threshold and sets a portion of that 

threshold to request the Attorney General petition the Court.  

Section 16.061, Fla. Stat. in the same way refers to the 

Constitution. It also refers to Section 100.371 and the Financial 
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Impact Estimating Conference. These are all tied to the signatures 

gathered by the sponsors. The idea that those signatures can 

completely expire, there can be no clear deadline for the Court to act 

and no indication of when the initiative may make the ballot or if the 

sponsor is making any kind of real effort to advance to the goal not 

only gives the Court jurisdiction, but compels it to act is absurd. 

Everything in the process revolves around the signature gathering 

efforts. Those efforts are judged by the thresholds laid out by the 

Constitution. Which means they are reset when there is a 

presidential election or, as at the present moment, there is 

redistricting. Furthermore, the signatures do not last forever. In this 

instance they are expired. If the facts that gave rise to the Court’s 

jurisdiction completely change, then it follows the Court’s jurisdiction 

cannot last.  

The Medicaid Initiative shows the folly of the sponsors’ position. 

DFH has not collected any signatures in over two years. Their 

signatures have all expired. Yet, under the sponsors’ view of the case, 

the Court is compelled to issue an advisory opinion so they can have 

the benefit of knowing whether they can proceed. This exercise 

benefits no one but the sponsor. The sponsors all have legal counsel, 
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they have the benefit of past precedent and they have access to the 

Constitution and statutes. They can judge for themselves whether 

they can proceed. 

III. The Purpose of the Initiative Review Process is to 
protect the Constitution, not Primarily to Benefit 
Sponsors. 

Sponsors VIC and FEC both contend that the primary purpose of 

the review process is for the benefit of the sponsors. The purpose of 

the review process is to protect the Constitution from defective 

amendments. This is demonstrated clearly by the timing, formalities, 

and amendments to the process. 

The first thing to note is that review of citizen initiatives occurred 

prior to the automatic review process established in the Constitution. 

In Fine v. Firestone, 448 So. 2d 984, 992–93 (Fla. 1984), the Court 

stated the reason for review: ““Solely on the basis of the legal issue 

presented to this Court, we find that the Citizens' Choice proposal is 

clearly and conclusively defective because it fails to meet the intent 

and purpose of the single-subject requirement of article XI, section 3 

of the Florida Constitution… It is our duty to enforce this rule.” 

(Emphasis added). This is the purpose of the automatic review 

process to enforce the single-subject requirement and ballot 
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summary rules. It is not to provide guidance to sponsors. VIC in its 

brief cites Justice Overton’s concurrence in Evans v. Firestone 457 

So. 2d 1351, at 1356 where he urged: “a process whereby misleading 

language can be challenged and corrected in sufficient time to allow 

a vote on the proposal.’”  He was quoting his concurrence in Askew 

v. Firestone, 421 So.2d 151 at 157. However, VIC overlooks that 

Justice Overton was only talking about correcting “ballot language” 

not the single subject review. Id. When it comes to single-subject 

concerns, Justice Overton took a dim view of litigants who were not 

sure what the effect of their proposal was:  

It is totally incomprehensible to me that proponents of a 
constitutional amendment can freely admit that they do 
not know how important parts of the proposal should be 
applied and that it should be left to the discretion of this 
Court to make this determination. Such admissions were 
made in Fine v. Firestone, 448 So.2d 984 (Fla.1984), by the 
Citizens' Choice proponents, who did not know which 
constitutional provisions were amended by the proposal 
and left to this Court the responsibility of identifying and 
redrafting those provisions by judicial construction after 
the initiative proposal's adoption by the people. Evans at 
1356. 
 

He was certainly not recommending that the Court become outside 

counsel to initiative petition sponsors. Ultimately, Justice Overton 

never got his wish that process be created to correct ballot summary 
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problems.3 It is still the case that if the Court finds a ballot summary 

issue in a proposed amendment, regardless of its source, the 

proposed amendment does not go on the ballot.  

VIC and FEC also point to dicta in Roberts v. Brown, 43 So. 3d 

673, at 678: “The purpose of the process ‘is to allow the Court to rule 

on the validity of an initiative petition before the sponsor goes to the 

considerable effort and expense of obtaining the required number of 

signatures for placement on the ballot.’” Quoting Armstrong v. Harris, 

773 So.2d 7, 13 n. 18 (Fla.2000). Armstrong (which was not a citizen 

initiative case) in turn relies on William A. Buzzett & Deborah K. 

Kearney, Commentary (1986 House Joint Resolution 71). None of this 

actually looks at anything contained in the Constitution or statute. 

It also overlooks that the Commentary is based on an older version 

                                                           
3 “As has been previously noted, the process of amending the 
constitution through the initiative process would benefit if an 
objective entity, such as the Secretary of State or Attorney General, 
were authorized by the Legislature to prepare an objective ballot 
title and summary for all initiative petitions, and if this Court were 
given the authority to modify the language to eliminate any such 
defects. See, e.g., Advisory Op. to the Att'y Gen. re Tax Limitation, 
644 So.2d 486, 497 (Fla.1994) (Overton, J., concurring specially)” 
Advisory Opinion to the Atty. Gen., 656 So. 2d 466, 469–70 (Fla. 
1995) 
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of Art. IV, § 10 Fla. Const. In 2004, the Constitution was amended to 

provide that citizen initiatives had to be verified by February 1 of the 

general election year (rather than 90 days before the election) and the 

Court had to issue its opinion by April 1 of the election year (rather 

than “expeditiously”). See SJR 2394 (2004).4  

Were the review process to exist primarily to mitigate the risk that 

initiative sponsors do not commit resources to unconstitutional 

petitions, as the Sponsors contend, the deadline for the Court to 

issue its opinion would not be predicated on the time in which the 

initiative is placed on the ballot, but instead would be in relation to 

when the request is submitted by the Attorney General. The fact that 

the deadline for review, April 1 of the year in which the initiative is to 

be submitted to the voters, is set at a later date then the deadline for 

the requisite number of signatures to qualify for the ballot be 

submitted, February 1 of that same year, demonstrates that the 

Court’s review is contemplated, first and foremost, as a safeguard 

against unconstitutional initiatives being placed on the ballot.  

                                                           
4 

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2004/2394/?Tab=Analyses  

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2004/2394/?Tab=Analyses
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The Constitution grants the Court broad discretion regarding the 

timing of its advisory opinion, the only limitation of that discretion is 

in relation to its placement on the ballot, as opposed to when the 

Court receives it. It is well within the framework of this process to 

imagine a circumstance where an initiative reaches the threshold for 

both review and placement on the ballot within an election cycle, yet 

more than a full year before the Court is required to issue its ruling. 

Thus, it is clear that the Sponsors assertion that the review exists for 

the single purpose of mitigating the risk that a sponsor would expend 

the effort and resources into reaching the threshold for the ballot for 

a deficient proposal is erroneous.  

The Legislature was directed by the Constitution to provide the 

framework for the review process “by general law.” See Art. IV § 10 

and Art. V § 5(10) Fla. Const. As such, the Legislature had to balance 

the separate interests of ensuring an appropriate amount of time for 

the Court to review the initiatives, while also ensuring that the Court 

was not burdened by having to review every initiative filed, regardless 

of the likelihood an initiative would have to reach the ballot. The 

Legislature, by setting thresholds, clearly expects that a certain 

amount of progress be shown before the Court goes through the 
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process of performing its review. That progress is not merely 

incidental or ceremonial, it is intended to ensure that the Court’s 

attention is taken only by initiative petitions with a reasonable 

prospect of reaching the ultimate threshold requirements for the 

ballot.  

The Court would be evading this objective by performing its review 

when it is clear the initiative will not be placed on the ballot for which 

the Court is conducting its review.  

The formality of the advisory opinion also serves as an indication 

of the primary purpose of the review process. The Court’s review is 

triggered at the behest of the Attorney General, not the sponsors. The 

Attorney General then transmits the Court’s opinion to the Secretary 

of State, not the sponsors. Therefore, the Court’s advice is being 

given, not for the benefit of the sponsors, but for the benefit of the 

Secretary of State whose duty it is to set the ballot.  

The Court is not required to offer advice to the sponsors as to how 

they can remedy any defects the Court finds with the initiative.  The 

Court has realized this. For instance, in a recent case the Court held 

“While the parties have raised a number of issues for this Court's 

consideration, we address only one issue which is dispositive—that 
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the ballot summary affirmatively misleads voters…” Advisory Opinion 

to Attorney Gen. re Right to Competitive Energy Mkt. for Customers of 

Inv'r-Owned Utilities, 287 So. 3d 1256, 1260 (Fla. 2020). The Court 

saw it did not have to address every possible defect the initiative, as 

it would if was trying to benefit the sponsor, but that it could 

conclude its review once it identified a clear defect. 

The Court has also previously stated, “regardless of whether we 

receive arguments on the validity of an initiative petition, we review 

the petition to ensure the following: (A) that the proposed amendment 

“embrace[s] but one subject and matter directly connected therewith” 

(except when the proposed amendment limits the power of 

government to raise revenue), art. XI, § 3, Fla. Const., and (B) that 

the petition includes a ballot title and summary in compliance with 

the word-count, clarity, and content requirements of section 

101.161(1), Florida Statutes.” Advisory Opinion to the Attorney Gen. 

re Raising Florida's Minimum Wage, 285 So. 3d 1273, 1275 (Fla. 

2019).  

This shows that the Court recognizes that its role is to determine 

whether an initiative can proceed to the ballot, not to provide free-
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ranging guidance on how to get an initiative to comply with the 

single-subject and ballot summary requirements. 

IV. The Court has not addressed this Issue in the Past 
 

The Court has never ruled on the issue of whether the expiration 

of the signatures gathered impact its jurisdiction to review a petition. 

VIC claims that Advisory Opinion to the Atty. Gen. re Casino 

Authorization, Taxation and Regulation, 656 So. 2d 466 (Fla. 

1995)(Casino Gaming) stands to the contrary. See VIC Brief at 12-13. 

In Casino Gaming the sponsor “could not provide a sufficient 

number of verified signatures to meet the constitutional 

requirements in time for the 1994 election.” Id. at 467. The Court 

went on: “However, enough signatures were collected to entitle 

Proposition for County Choice Gaming, Inc., to an advisory opinion 

from this Court under the authority of sections 15.21 and 16.061, 

Florida Statutes (1993).” VIC argues this language establishes that 

the Court has held there is lasting jurisdiction. Looking at the 

circumstances does not support that conclusion. First, signatures 

would not have expired in the time between submission and the 

ruling. Secondly, there was no redistricting or presidential election in 

1994. So there was the same criteria and the same signatures in 
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place. So the Court’s statement does not really address the present 

issue.  

The other case VIC cites as precedent in this area is Advisory 

Opinion to Attorney Gen. re Adult Use of Marijuana, 315 So. 3d 1176, 

1177 (Fla. 2021)(Adult Use). VIC notes that the Senate filed a motion 

to dismiss in the case. It also notes the Court issued an opinion 

finding it had jurisdiction. See VIC Brief at 14. However, what the 

VIC brief overlooks it that prior to the Court’s ruling, there was 

intervening presidential election and, after that election, Adult Use 

had enough signatures to meet the review thresholds. So, on 

November 9, 2020 the Senate withdrew its motion and the Court 

never reached the issue.5 Jurisdiction was no longer a contested 

issue in that case when the opinion was issued. 

V. By Following the Election Cycle the Court can 
Evaluate Initiatives based on Current Law 

The structure that the Legislature has created for Court review 

follows the election cycle and process in the Constitution. A sponsor 

creates a committee and submits language to the Secretary of State. 

                                                           
5 https://efactssc-
public.flcourts.org/casedocuments/2019/2116/2019-
2116_notice_90292_notice.pdf  

https://efactssc-public.flcourts.org/casedocuments/2019/2116/2019-2116_notice_90292_notice.pdf
https://efactssc-public.flcourts.org/casedocuments/2019/2116/2019-2116_notice_90292_notice.pdf
https://efactssc-public.flcourts.org/casedocuments/2019/2116/2019-2116_notice_90292_notice.pdf
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§ 15.21 Fla. Stat. They can then begin gathering signatures. Those 

signatures are good until the constitutional deadline of February 1 

for the next general election. § 100.371(11) Fla. Stat. When the 

sponsor obtains 25% of the signatures required by the Constitution 

for ballot placement, the Attorney General is notified to submit for 

review. §§ 15.21 & 16.061 Fla. Stat.  

Following this cycle benefits the Court’s review. For instance, there 

could be changes in the law that impact how the initiative works. In 

the example of Medicaid, it is a Federal program that the Federal 

government could modify. Also, since the initiative was submitted, 

the Legislature updated the standards and thresholds for review. See 

Ch. 2020-15 § 1, Laws of Florida. In the gambling context, both 

proposed initiatives make reference to Indian gaming compacts, 

which are governed by the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (“IGRA”). 

All of these things, and the Constitution itself, can change. The 

process that the Legislature has created allows the Court to rule at a 

natural point in the context of the cycle to give the Court plenty of 

time to conduct its review without having to rush at the last moment 

while minimizing the possibility the Court will have to revisit its 

review due to changes in the law or performing numerous reviews on 
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initiatives that never go anywhere. To accept the sponsors’ 

arguments would defeat this structure by allowing sponsors’ to push 

questionable initiatives and then use the Court for legal advice.  

CONCLUSION 

The Court should dismiss the subject petitions as moot with no 

prejudice for them to be refiled at any point they meet the threshold 

requirements set by section 15.21 Florida Statutes and are actively 

pursuing ballot placement. 
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