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OFFICE OF THE CTIY ATTORNEY
401 Clematls Street, 5% Floor
PO Box 3366 (33402)
West Falm Beach, FL 334p1
- TEL: 88617 8231355
FAX: 561/ B22-1373

FACSIMILE
" To:  Andrew J. McMahon, Chief Assistant County Attornaey

Fax No.: (561) 355-4234

Martin J. Alexander, Esquire

Fax No. (561) 650-8389

Nathan A. Adams, 1V, Esguire

Fax No. 850-224-8832
From: Daouglas N, Yeargin, Assistant City Attorney
Subject: Town of Gulf Stream v Palm Beach County; Inspector General, 11-10874.003
Date:  August 13, 2012
Pages: 18 (Including Cover Page} |

Please find attachad Plaintifis’ Reply to Defendant, Palm Beach County's,
Amended Affirmative Defernses and Counter-Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss

Amanded CounterClaim.
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IN' THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN
AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY,
FLORIDA

CASENO.: 502011CA01 7933XXKHMB
DIVISION: AN :

TOWN OF GULF STREAM, VILLAGE OF
TEQUESTA, CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH, TOWN
OF JUPITER, CITY OF DELRAY BEACH,
TOWN OF PALM BEACH SHORES, TOWN OF
MANALAPAN, TOWN OF MANGONIA PARK,
CITY GF PALM BEACH GARDENS, TOWN OF
HIGHLAND BEACH, TOWN OF LAKE PARK,
CITY OF WEST PALM BEACH, TOWN OF
OCEAN RIDGE, and CITY OF BOCA RATON,
municipal corporations of the State of Florida,

Plaintiffs,
V8.

PALM BEACH COUNTY, a political subdivision,

Defendant,
/

SHARON R, BOCK, in her Official Capacity as the
Clerk & Compuoller of Palm Bench County, Florida,

Intervenor.
/

PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY TO DEFENDANT, PALM BEACH COUNTY! S,
- AMENDED AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

Plaimtiffs, TOWN OF GULF STREAM, et al. (the “Municipalities™), by and through their

undersigried counsel, hereby file their reply to the amended affirmative defenses asserted by the
Defendant, PALM BEACH COUNTY (the “County™), and state as follows:

L. The Municipalities avoid the First, Third and Fifth Affirmative Defenses on
grounds that the charges to the Municipalities for the Inspector General Program do not

constitute regulatory fees. There ig Do constitutional or statulory provisfon that allows the
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County to impose regulatory fees on the Mmﬁcipaliﬁes for this Program. In addition, regulatory
fees can be fmposed only where there is actual regudation, The IG iz not regulating the
Municipalities. ARather, the IG provides g COlmI}’WiFie service, which is limited tq -making
recommendations, Thus, the fees cannot be “imposed” on the Municii:aiities.

2. The Municipa.lities avoid the Second and Fourth Affirmative Defenses on grounds
that the Coumnty cannot do something by referendum vote that it cannot do on its own. Gaines v,
City of Orlando, 450 So. 2d 1174 (Fla. 3th DCA 1984). On ite own, the County does not have
the legal authority to tax the Municipalities for the countywide Inspector General Program,
Therefore, the County cannot use the referendum process to give itself such authority,

3. . The Municipalities avoid the Fifth Affirmative Defense on grounds that they have
no constitutional or statutory anthority to pass the County’s “regulatory foe” onto their municipal
vendors, Section 166,211, Florida Statutes, clearly states that only the governmental entity
providing the regulation can impose the regulatory fee. Even assuming that the IG provides
actual regulation, which is reﬁlfed by the plain language of both the Charter Amendment and the

Implementing Ordinance, the Municipalities are not the ones providing the regulatory service.

passing on the fee or imposing the fee on their municipal vendors, Finally, the County has
admitted &uring public meetings that the fee callected from vendors will not cover the entire cost
of the IG Program. Therefore, even if the Municipalities could pass on the costs to their vendors,
the Municipalities will still have to fund a portion of the IG Program through general fimd tax

dollars.
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4. The Municipalities avoid the Sixth Affirmative Defense on the following grounds:

a The County’s charges for the (G Program constitute uiﬂawful taxes, The
County cannot impose taxes under a contract implied in law or a quasi-contract theory, An
illegal tax is still an illegal tax.

b. The Ordinance that implemented the IG Prograz in the Mﬁnicipa}itics
constitutes a writing outlining the obligations of the parties. A claim under & contraet implied in
law or quasi contract theory cannot exist when there is a writing,

c. The Municipalities dispute that they are required to pay for the IG
Program under a contract implied in law or quasi contract theory, If, however, the Municipalities
are required to pay, then they are only required to pay for the benefit actually received. The
Comity’s current demand for payment for the IG Program is not commensyrate with the benefits
received by any of the Municipalitics,

d. The taxpayers of the Municipalities already pay for the IG Program with
their County taxes, Thex;é is no additional benefit confarred op the Municipalities, which would
require additional payment,

e. The County demands that the Municipalities pay for the IG Program in
perpetuity under a contract impled in law or quasi contract theory. The County, however, can
only recover costs commensurate with benefits actually conferred, Alleged benefits for future
years Have not been conferred. Therefore, the County has no right to payment in perpetuity. The
County’s claims for future years are not yet ripe,

f The County demands that the Municipalities pay for the 1G Program in
perpetuity under a contract mmplied in law or quasi confract theory, Florida law, however,

provides that perpetual contracts cannot be enforced in equity.
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g. The County demands that the Municipalities pay for the IG Program in
perpetuity under a contract implied in law or quasi contract theory. It is undawful, however, for
the Municipalities to commit unspecified amounts of taxpayer dollars to the IG Program in
perpetuity. Florida law requires that Municipalities maintain conirol over thejr own budgets aud
appropriations including, but not limited o, appropriations for obligations cﬁtending beyond the
current fiscal year. See Art, VIII, § 2, Fla, Const.; and Chapters 166 and 200, Fla. Stat.

h, The County’s ¢laim for impiied contract oy quasz—ccsntract is barred hy the
doctrine of sovereign immunity,

i, The County demands that the Municipalities pay for the IG ngram in
perpetuity under a conttact implied in law or quasi contract theory. The County’s claim is barred
by the statute of frauds given that any alleged contract cannot be performed within the space of
ong (1) year,

i The County fails to state a claim for implied contract or guasi-contract.
The Florida Statutes, certain m@cipﬂ charters and certain municipal ordinances provide
specific requiremnents for the creation and execution of interlocal agreements between the County
and the Municipalities, The County falied 1o follow these requirements. Therefore, any alleged

contract is void ab initio.



Moo LS

MLT L E E AL dheed Tt W

- e (I

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
S LA ALK OF SKRVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and corrett copy of the foregoing has been furniched by

facsimile and U.S, Mail t6: Andrew J. MtMahon, Esq,, Chief Assistan? County Attorney, P.O. Box
1989, West Palm Beach, Florida 33402, Martin Alexander, Esq.,l Holland & Knight, -LLP, 222
Lake\_fiaw Avenue, Suite 1000, West Palm Beach, Florida 33@01, and Nathan A, Adams, IV, Esq.,
Post Office Drawer 810, Tellzhassee, Florida 32302, tis /3 day of August, 2012,

Clandia M. McKenna, City Attorney

CITY OF WEST PALM BEACH
P.O. Box 3366
West Palm "- 4052

(561)8 -‘ e /
By: & ]

Douglas N, Yearg%_flsﬁxﬁm City Attorney
Florida Bar No. 7

dyeargin@wpb.org

Attorney for Plaintiff City of West Palm Beach

And

/sf
John C. Randolph, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 12900
Jones, Foster, Johnson & Stubbs, P.A.
P.0. Box 3475
West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3475
Phone (561)659-3000/fax (561)832-1454
irandolph@iones-foster.co
Attorney for Plaintiff Town of Gulf Stream

And

/s/
Keith W, Davis, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 957577
Corbett and White, P.A.
1111 Hypoluxo Road, Sujte 207
Lantana, Florida 33462-4271
Phone (561)586.7116/ fax (561)386-9611

keith(a},corbettandwhite.com

5
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Attorney for Plaintiffs Village of Tequesta,
Town of Patm Beach Shores, and
Town of Mangonia Park

And

s/

Pamala Hanna Ryan, City Attorney

Florida Bar No, 996432

City of Rivera Beach Attorney’s Office

600 W. Blue Heron Boulevard

Riviera Beach, Florida 33404-4311

Phone (561)845-4069/fax (561)845-40Q17
an@rivierabeh.com

Attorney for Plaintiff City of Riviera Beach

And

faf
Thomas Jay Baird, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 475114
Jones, Foster, Johnson & Stubbs, P.A.
801 Mapelwood Drive, Suite 204
Jupiter, Florida 334588821
Phone (361)650-8233/fax (561)746-6933
thaird(@jones-foster.com
Attorney for Plaitniffs Town of Jupiter
and Town of Lake Park

Ard

e/
Roger Brian Shutt, City Attomey
Florida Rar No. 000961
City of Delray Beach
200 NW 1* Avenye
Delray Beach, Florida 33444-2763
Phone (561)243-7091/fax (561)278-4755
shutt@et delray-beach. fl.us
Attorney for Plaintify City of Delray Beach

And
{s/

A S
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Trefa J. White, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 0323764
Corbett and White, P.A.

1111 Hypoluxo Road, Suite 207
Lantana, Florida 33462-4271
Phone(361) 5867116/ fax (561)586-9611
trelat@corbattandwhite.cam
Attorney for Plaintiff Town of Manalapan

And

/8!
Max R. Lohman, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 0715451
Corbett and White, P A.
1111 Hypoluxo Road, Suite 207
Lantana, Florida 33462-4271
Phone (561)586-7116/ fax (561)3586-9611
max(deorbettandwhite.com
Attorney for Plaintiff City of Palim Beach Gardens

And

/s/
Glen J, Torcivia, Bsquire
Flotida Bar No. 343374
Torcivia & Associates, DA,
Northpoint Corporate Center
701 Northpoint Picwy, Suite 209
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407
Phone (561)686-8700/ fax (561)686-8764

glen@torcivialaw.com

Attorney for Plaimtiff Town of Highland Beach
And

/s/
Kenneth G. Spillias, Esquire
Flotida Bar No. 253480
Lewis Longman & Walker
515 N. Flagler Drive, Suite 1500
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401.4327
Phone (561)640-0820/ fax (561)640-8202
kspillias@ltw-law com
Aftorney for Town of Ocean Ridge

And
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/sl
Diana Grub Frieser, City Attorney
Florida Bar No. 837921
City of Boca Raton
201 W, Palmetto Park Road
Boea Raton, Florida 33432.3730
Phonie 561-393.7716 Fax 56 1-393.7780

dgfricscrf'a)lci.bocwramn. fl.us

Attorney for Plaintiff City of Baca Raton
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT F OR THE
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN
AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY,
FLORIDA

CASE NO.: 50201 1CAQ] 7953XXXXMB
DIVISION: AQ

TOWN OF GULF STREAM, VILLAGE OF
TEQUESTA, CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH, TOWN
OF JUPITER, CITY OF DELRAY BEACH,
TOWN OF PALM BEACH SHORES, TOWN OF
MANALAPAN, TOWN OF MANGONIA PARK,
CITY OF PALM BEACH GARDENS, TOWN OF
HIGHLAND BEACH, TOWN OF LAKE PARK,
CITY OF WEST PALM BEACH, TOWN OF
OCEAN RIDGE, and CITY OF BOCA RATON,
municipal cotporations of the State of Florida,
Plaintiffs,
Vs,

PALM BEACH COUNTY, a political subdivision,

Defendant.
/

SHARON R. BOCK, in her Official Capacity as the
Clerk & Comptroilet of Palm Beach County, Florida,

Intervenor.
/

COUNTER-DEFENDANTS?® MOTION TO DISMISS AMENDED COUNTERCEAIM

Coumer-i)efeﬂdants, TOWN OF GULF STREAM, ef gl ("Municipalities ™), by and

through undersigned counsel, pursuant to Fla. R, Civ, D. 1,140 (b)(S), and by the filing of this
Motion to Dismiss, move this Court for entry of an Order dismissing Amended Counterclaim,
Counter-Plaintiff, PALM BEACH COUNTY (“County™) has failed to state a claitﬁ against
Municipalities upon which relief can be granfed. As grounds in Support of this Motion,

Municipalitig?s state as follows:
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INTRODVYCTION

County brings a two count Amended Counterclaim agamst Municipalities, secking
damages for an alieged violation of its Inspector General Ordinance. Count I s an action for
breach of County Ordinance Na. 2011-009 and Count I 1s an action for breach of contract
implied in law or quasi-contract based on County Ordinance No, 2011-009, Dismissal is
warranted as to all counts becayse County is not entitled to enfotee its ordinance by requesting
an award of damages. Dismissal further js w_arfanted as to Count II becauss 1) the action is
barred by sovercign ﬁnmﬂniry; and 2) the County's claim for futwre damages under a contract
implied in law or quasi-contract theory is not ripe for review,

STANDARD FOR DISMISSAL

A motion to dismiss “tests whether a plaintiff hes alleged a good cause of action in his or
her complaint.” Fisor v, Buhl, 760 So. 2d 274, 275 (Fla. 4" DCA 2000); see also Fla. R. Civ, P,
1.140 (b)(6). Ths Fourth District Court of Appeal .in Rubenstein v. Primedice Healtheare, Inc.,
753 So. 2d 746, 748 Fla. 4" DCA 2000) é::pfained, “‘[w}hen ruling on a motion to dismiss for
failure to state g cause of action, the trial court must aceept the aHegétions of a complaint as trye
and in the Jight most favorable to the plaintiffs.” This court is confined to & consideration of the
allegations found within the four coers of the complain, BeZI v. Indian River Mem. Hosp., 778
So. 2d 1030, 1032 (Fla 4th DCA 200i). The court must assume that all allegations in the
complaint are tme and decide whether the plaintiff would be entjtled to relief, Jd. Here, the
aliegations contained in the counts against City demonstrate with certainty that Plaintiff is not

entitled to relief under any set of facts which could be proved in support of each elaim.
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ARGUMENT

Dismissal as to Count I of the Amended Counterclaim is warranted because the Ccunty
ordinance carmot he enforced by awarding damages. Dismissal as to Count II of the Amended
Counterclaim also is warranted because: (1) under Florida law, sovereign immunity bars such
claim; and (2) the County’s claim for fiture damages under a confract implied in law or quasi-
contract theory is not ripe for review, As such, Judgment should be granted in favor of
Municipalities on all counts, as a matter of law.

ORDINANCE CANNOT BE ENFORCED BY AWARDING DAMAGES '

In paragraph 10; Count I and paragtaph 19, Count I of the Amended Coumterclaim, the
County alleges that Article X11, Sec. 2-431, provides that Ordinance No. 2011-009 is enforceable
by all means provided by law, éncluding injunctive relief in this Coust, (Emphasis added). In its
prayer for relief, however, rather than seeking enforcement, the County seeks damages for the
breach of the Ordinance or forlthe value or cast of the benefit conferred by the OIG oversight of
the Municipalities. There are no set of facts that the County can allege which would entitle it 1o
enforce its ordinance by demanding an award of damages, See gererally Art. VIN, §1, Fla,
Const.; §125.01, et seq., Fla. Stat, Therefore, this Court should diézniss Counts T and IT of the

County’s Amended Counterclaim,

Corporation, 908 So. 2d 458, 471 (Fla, 2005). The Florida Supreme Cowt hag identified three
policy considerations that underpin the doctrine of sovereign immunity: 1) the preservation of

the constitutional principal of separation of poweré; 2) protection of the public freasury; and 3)
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sovereign immunity must be clear and wnequivocal, . at 472, 1 1973, the Legisiature
authorized.a limited waiver of state soversign immunity in tort for personal injury, wrongful
death, and loss or injury to pi'operty by emactment of section 768.28, 74, In addition to fort
-actions, the Florida Supreme Court held that sovereign immunity from contractual suits is
waived for suits based oy €Xpress written contracts to which the state and agency had the
authority to enter. Pan-Am Tobacco Corp, v, Department of Corrections, 471 So. 24 4, 6 (Fla.
1984). T Pandm, the Florida Supreme Court specifically limited it holding to written
contracts stating, “[wle would also emphasize that ouy holding here is applicable only to suits on

EXpTess, written contracts which the state sgency has statutory autherity to enter ™ Jd. The

County of Brevard v, Miorell; Engineering, 703 So. 2d 1049, 1051 (Fia, 1997) (finding the
doetrine of sovereign immunity precluded recovery for cost of extra work performed without a
written change order); City of Key West v. Floride Keys Community College, 81 So0. 34 494, 497
(Fla. 3d DCA 2012) (ﬁnding College protected by sovereign iniminity agatnst an action by-City
to collect stormwater utility fees where no agreement existed between College and City
obligating College to pay City’s stormwater utility fees),

In Key West, the City enasied an ordinance creating 3 stormwater utility system apd
establishing stormwater utility fees to fund the System. Id. at 496. There is o written contract
Or agreement between the City and the College obligating the College tg pay the City's
stormwater fees, 1 at 496, Nevertheless, the City billed the college for stormwater services. /4.

Tke College filed an action seeking a declaration that it enjeyed sovereign immunity, the tria]
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affirmed. 1. at 496-97,
The City adopted its ordinance pursuant to the authority prapted by 403,0893, Florida

Statutes, which states in pertinent part:

In addition to any other fimding mechanism legally available to

local government 1o construct, operate, or maintain stormwater

Systems, a county or municipality may:

(1) Create one or more stormwater utilities and adept stormwater

utility fees sufficient 1o plan, construct operate, and maintain

stormwater management systems et out in the local program

required pursuant to section 403 OBOL(3). Id. at 497,

The court pointed out that “sovereign Immumity is the rule, rather thay the €Xception,” citing Pay.-

In this case, the County seeks to recover costs for its i:mpector General Program through
filing a claim based on a contract implied in law or quasi-contract. The County, however, hag
failed to state how sovereign immunity has heep waived.  Without an expresswwaiver, the
County’s claim for breach of an implied contract is barred by the doctrine of sovereipn
immunity, See County of Brevard v, Miorelli Engineering, 703 S0, 24 1049, 1051 (Fla. 1997);
City of Key West v Florida Keys Community College, 81 So. 34 494, 497 (Fla. 3d DCA 2012),

Therefore, this Court should dismiss Coune 1T of the Amended Counterclaim,

'The saversign immunity granted to the State has been inverpreted 1o extend to municipalities, Commercial Carriar
Carp. v. Indian River County, 371 So, 2d 1010, 1016 (Fla, 1 o7,
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COUNT IT'S DEMAND FOR FUTURE DAMAGES iS NOT RIPE FOR REVIEW

Count II of the Amended Counterclaim alleges a olaim for contract implied in law or

quasi-contract. In thig Count, County demands that Municipalities pay for the Inspector
General’s oversight “in the foture,” including, but not limited to payments for the “benefit
conferred” on Municipalities through “Fiscal Year 3013 See paragraphs 14, 16, and 18 of
Amended Counterclaim. In essence, County dernands that Municipalities pay for the Inspector
General Program in perpetuity based on alleged future benefits conferred, Florda law is clear,
however, that & claim for implied contract or quasi-contract only allows the County to recover
benefits actually conferred on Municipalities, if auy. See e.g, Swafford v Schweitzer, 906 So,
2d 1194, 1195 (Fla. 4% DCA 2005) (claim does not acerue until benefits conferred), Alleged
benefits for “futnre years,” by their very hature, have not yet been tonferred on Municipalities,
ft wonld be impossible to do so. This includes any alleged benefits conferred on Municipalities

for Fiscal Year 2013, which has not yet begun. For thege Teasons, the County cannot state a

cause of action for a contract implied in lsw or quasi-contract based on alleged futurs benefits

conferred. Such claim is not ripe for review and should be dismissed,

CONCLUSION

or quasi-contraet theory also is not ripe for review.
WHEREFORE, the Municipalities request that this Court enter an Order Dismissing the

County’s Amended Counterclaim.
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CERYIFICATE OF SERVICE

facsimile and U.S. Mail to: Andrew J. McMahon, Esq., Chief Assistant County Attorney, P.O, Box
1389, West Palm Beach, Florida 33402, Martin Alexander, Esq., Holland & Knight, LLP, 222
Lakeview Avenue, Suite 1000, West Palw Beach, Fiorida.i}fﬂl, and Nathan A Adams, IV, Esq,,
Post Office Drawer 810, Tallahassee, Florida 32302, this | f_} day of August, 2012, .

Claudia M. McKemng, City Attorney
CITY OF WEST PALM BEACH
P.O. Box 3366

West Palm Beach, FL 33402

(561) 822-1350

(561) 822-1373 (fussimile)

By: Juhed . Fox -"’..c%’f*f'-'-/?’
g{’/ Douglas N, Yeargin, Assistant Ciry ; tney
Florida Bar No. 777560
dyearein b.or

Attorney for Plaintify City of West Palm Beach

And

fs/
John C. Randolph, Esquire
Florida Bar No, 12900
Jones, Foster, Johnson & Stubbg, PA.
P.O. Box 3475
- West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3475
Phone (561)659-3000/fax (561)832-1454
irandolph@ ones-foster.com
Attorney for Plajptify Town of Gulf Stream

And

/s/ '

Keith W, Davis, Esquire

Florida Bar No. 957577

Corbett and White, P.A.

1111 Hypohixo Road, Suite 207

Lantana, Florida 33462-4271

Phone (56 1)586-7116/ fax (561)586-9611
keith corbettandwhite com

Attorney for Plaintiffs Village of Tequests,
Town of Palin Beach Shores, and

Town of Mangonia Park

And
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Pamala Hanng Ryan, City Aftomey

Florida Bar No. 896432

City of Rivera Reach Attorney’s Office

600 W, Blue Herop Boulevard

Riviera Beach, Florida 33404-4311

Phone (561)845-4069/fax (561)845-4017
an@rivierabeh com

Attorney for Plaintify City of Riviera Beach

And

s/
Thomas Jay Baird, Esquire
Fiorida Bar No, 475114
Jones, Foster, Johnson & Stubbs, P.A.
801 Mapelwood Drive, Suite 224
Jupiter, Florida 33458-8821
Phone (561)650-8233/Fax (561)746-6933
tbaird@ones-foster.com
Attorney for Plaitniffs Town of Jupiter
and Town of Lake Park

And

/s

Roger Brian Shutt, City Attomey

Florida Bar Na. 0009511

City of Delray Reach

200NW 1" Avenue

Delray Beach, Florida 33444-2763%

Phone (361)243.7091/fax (561 12784755
shuit@ ci.delrav-beach fl.us

Attorney for Plaintiff City of Delray Beach

And

/s/
Trela J. White, Esquire
Florida Bar Na, 0323764
Corbett and White, P.A,

1111 Hypoluxo Road, Suite 207
Lantang, Florida 33462-4271
Phone(561) 586.71 16/ fax (561)586-061 1
trela@ corbettandwhite. com
Attorney for Plainti ff Town of Manalapag

And

ML
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/s5/
Max R. Lobkman, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 7 15451
Corbett and Whits, P.A,
1111 Hypoluxe Road, Sujte 207
Lantana, Florida 33462-4271
Phone (561)586-711¢/ fax (561)586-9611
nmax@corbettandwhite, com
Attorney for Plaintifr City of Palm Bench Gardens

And

- 18/
Glen J. Torcivia, Esquire
Florida Bar No, 343374
Torcivia & Associates, P.A_
Northpoint Corporate Center
701 Northpoint Pkwy, Suite 208
- West Palm Beach, Florida 33407
Phone (561)686-8700/ fax (561)686-8764
tlen loreivialaw.com
Attorney for Plaintiff Town of Highland Reach

And

/s/
Kenneth G, Spillias, Esquire
Florida Bar No. 253480
Lewis Longmay & Walker
315N, Flagler Drive, Suite 1500
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401-4327
Phone (561)640-0820/ fax (361)640-8202
ks iias@liw-law com
Attorney for Town of Ocean Ridge

And

s/
Diana Gnub Frieser, City Attomey
Florida Bar No, 837921
City of Bocu Raton
201 W. Palmetio Park Road
Boca Raton, Florida 33432.3 730
Phone 561-393-77 16 Fax 361-393-7780
d frieser@ci.boca—raton.ﬂ.us

Attomey for Plaintife City of Boca Raton
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