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MINUTES OF THE
CITY OF NEW SMYRNA BEACH
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
MEETING OF MAY 5, 2010
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS,
210 SAMS AVE.
NEW SMYRNA BEACH, FLORIDA

Chair Linda DeBorde called the CRA meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.

Answering to roll call:

Linda DeBorde
Steve Dennis
James Kosmas
Cynthia Lybrand
Charles Belote
Doug Hodson

Also present were CRA Director Tony Otte; CRA Project Manager Michelle Martin;
CRA Coordinator Noeleen Foster; Administrative Specialist Claudia Soulie and CRA
Attorney Mark Hall. Commissioner Thomas Williams arrived at 2:15 pm.

Ms. DeBorde thanked her fellow CRA Commissioners and others for their support and
prayers during her recent illness and continued recovery period.

Ms. DeBorde asked that everyone please silence their cell phones.

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Approval of Minutes — Reqular Meeting April 7, 2010

Mr. Dennis made the motion to approve the April 7, 2010 minutes as written,
seconded by Mr. Hodson. The motion carried on a roll call vote 6 — 0.

B. CRA Commercial Grant Application: 300 Flagler Ave. — Atlantis Bistro

Mr. Hodson made the motion to approve the CRA Commercial Grant Application
for 300 Flagler Ave. as part of the consent agenda in the amount of $2,750.00;
seconded by Mr. Dennis. The motion carried on a roll call vote 6 — 0.

Ms. DeBorde stated she was very pleased that Mr. Otte had accepted the position of
Executive CRA Director.
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Ms. DeBorde welcomed former CRA Chair Mr. Alex Baetzman, Mayor Adam Barringer,
City Manager Pam Brangaccio and Assistant City Manager Khalid Resheidat to the
meeting.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In accordance with the City Commission Resolution #11-89, a three-minute limitation will be
imposed unless otherwise granted by the CRA Commissioners.

Ms. Cindy Jones, Southern Trends at 334 Canal Street and President of the Canal Street
Historic District presented a petition to the CRA with seventy-five signatures from Canal
Street merchants and visitors, asking that all the speakers of the outside sound system on
Canal Street be kept on during the day, broadcasting the local radio station. Ms. Jones felt
that this petition was necessary as there seemed to be a difference of opinion between
some of the merchants about this subject.

Ms. DeBorde asked Mr. Otte to make this an agenda item for the June CRA agenda.

Hearing no further requests, Ms. DeBorde closed the public participation portion of the
meeting.

OLD BUSINESS

A. Purchase and Sale Agreement — CRA property at 207 and 215 Florida Ave.

Mr. Otte stated that he; CRA Attorney Mr. Hall; David Swentor, Premiere Development
and his Attorney, Glenn Storch have had several meetings pertaining to the Purchase/Sale
agreement for the CRA properties on Florida Ave. Mr. Otte summarized the points of
these discussions as follows:

a. The purchase price for the CRA property was assessed at $500,000 and would be
due at closing.

b. Economic Incentives were to be provided by the CRA upon Certificate of
Occupancy and included up to $86,500 for the relocation of electrical power to the
businesses east of the project; a proposed $21,420 representing 50% of the value of
the utility easement required by the UC and $325,000 representing one-half of the
project’s impact fees. Furthermore, the Developer wants to recapture his $325,000
for the impact fees from the tax increment funds (TIF) payments for this project.
Should any amount of TIF be left after the developer’s reimbursement, the CRA
would be reimbursed that amount.

Mr. Otte continued that the TIF payment would be approximately $150,000 per year and
that it was estimated to begin on November 2012. Mr. Otte cautioned that these
calculations were estimates only and were contingent upon the current CRA revenue
stream remaining unchanged and the hotel being listed on the tax roll on January 1, 2012,
Mr. Otte stated that, if these estimates were accurate, the CRA would be reimbursed
$125,000 of its $325,000 for impact fees from TIF funds. Mr. Otte continued that the
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hotel developer shall reimburse the City for the current parking leases on the CRA
property in the amount of $8,400.
Mr. Otte stated that prior to closing, the Developer had to provide:

e evidence that this was an approved project by the Hampton Hotel chain;

e afinancing commitment and

e an executed sales agreement for the privately owned property at 214 Florida Ave.
this transaction could also occur simultaneously to the closing on the CRA
properties.

Mr. Belote inquired if staff would present the CRA a draft agreement with those
discussion points at the next CRA meeting. Mr. Hall agreed and stated that the City
Commission would then review the CRA’s recommendations at the first City
Commission meeting in June. Mr. Hall stated that staff had published a legal ad as
required by State statute on April 29, 2010, giving thirty (30) day notice of the CRA’s
intent to convey these properties.

Mr. Hall presented a topographical survey depicting the overhead electrical lines that
needed to be relocated and a boundary line survey, where he had highlighted all the
properties to be included in the hotel project.

Mr. Hall stated that public access to the CRA properties would be closed off once they
were sold and that the draft contract contemplated an early August closing. Mr. Hall
continued that the buyer had 180 days from receipt of entitlement by the City to get
started on the project. Mr. Hall stated that the repayment of the TIF needed to be
determined in more detail, as the CRA had a current sunset date of 2015.

Mr. Dennis asked for clarification on the TIF and the proposed incentives. Mr. Otte stated
that some of the impact fees were due at issuance of the building permit and others at
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (CO). Mr. Otte continued that one option
included the developer paying for all of the impact fees at the time of permitting and then
receiving a cash reimbursement from CRA at the time of CO for half of those impact
fees. Mr. Otte stated that the developer had asked to be able to recover their half of the
impact fees through TIF payments from the project, so in essence, the CRA would pay
for the entire impact fees (half cash/half TIF reimbursements). Mr. Hall stated that this
was a public policy discussion for the CRA to make and that staff was looking for
direction.

Mr. Belote inquired if the value of the Florida properties would be included in the TIF
calculation since they were not on the tax roll. Mr. Hall stated that this was his
understanding. A brief discussion ensued about the timeline for this project to make it on
the January 2012 tax roll and the possibility of any TIF remaining.

Mr. Belote asked about the developer acquiring an additional property in order to meet
the parking requirements per their franchise agreement and if this property had to be
rezoned. Mr. Hall stated that it was staff’s understanding that this property had been
purchased and that the developer had several options for modifying their current siteplan.
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Mr. Hall continued that staff had fashioned the parking reimbursement in such a way that
this issue would not effect the sale/purchase agreement and the developer only had to
provide proof of the franchise commitment. A brief discussion ensued about the yield of
parking spaces from the newly acquired property.

Ms. DeBorde stated that she would entertain a motion authorizing staff to create a draft
agreement with inclusion of these discussion points. Mr. Dennis commented on his
preferences pertaining to the proposed incentives and that he felt that the CRA’s financial
contribution was a fair investment, given the economic impact this project would have on
the area. Mr. Otte asked for clarification of who should receive the TIF first. Mr. Dennis
felt that the developer should receive the TIF first and he stated that this would be the
appropriate step to take.

Mr. Glenn Storch, Attorney for the developer who had joined the meeting, pointed out
that the developer had worked very hard to reduce the risk to the City and the CRA by
making sure this would be a viable project.

Mr. Belote thought that the issues with the relocation of electrical lines and the UC
easement were taken into account at time of appraisal. Mr. Storch stated that, in his
understanding this was not the case, since the easement was not reflected in the public
records, as it was considered a prescriptive easement. Mr. Hall added that resolving this
issue could be considered a legal dispute and that all interested parties had come to a
mutually acceptable agreement to avoid lengthy court procedures.

Ms. Lybrand felt that it was the CRA’s responsibility to ensure that the right
infrastructure was in place and did not object to these costs.

Mr. Williams inquired if the relocation of the utilities and placement of the required
transformer would be up to the developer. Mr. Storch stated that the UC dictated the
location and the need for an easement.

Mr. Kosmas was in favor of discounting the value of the property as an incentive and
questioned the incentive for half the cost of the UC easement that the CRA was asked to
approve, as he felt that this easement did not drastically impair the usability of the

property.

Mr. Kosmas inquired if this contract would be “as-is” or if the developer had a due-
diligence period. Mr. Hall stated that, if any, this would be a very short due-diligence
period, as the developer already had a final siteplan for this property. Mr. Storch stated
that the developer had already done extensive due-diligence.

A brief discussion ensued about the Florida Ave. parking lots possibly being used as a
staging area for construction material, etc. and about potential safety issues. Mr. Storch
stated that it was the developer’s intention not to impact the residents/merchants in this
area adversely. Mr. Storch continued that the developer was open for discussion on
possibly leasing spaces on these lots, should a staging area not be necessary.
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Mr. Kosmas stated that he had concerns with the funding/reimbursement schedule and
felt that it would be diligent to plan for the “worst-case” scenario, (e.g. that the hotel may
encounter construction delays and that the life of the CRA might not be extended past
2015), as all of this would affect the proposed TIF and how the CRA would be
reimbursed.

Mr. Belote inquired if the Franchise agreement was contingent upon getting approval for
the recently acquired parking lot. Mr. Storch stated that it was his understanding that the
Franchise agreement had already been obtained and that all conditions had been met,
except for the financing agreement, which was due to the CRA prior to the closing on the
Florida Ave. properties.

Ms. DeBorde felt that this public/private partnership was a great opportunity and that
small towns did not get such an opportunity often.

Mr. Dennis inquired if two (2) motions would be needed, as he felt that the sales price
and the incentives were two separate issues. Mr. Hall stated that this would be acceptable.

Mr. Storch felt that it may be necessary to have two (2) agreements, as any
obligations/incentives terminated at closing, if they were incorporated into the sales
contract. Mr. Hall stated that staff had fashioned the contract documents in such a way,
that this would not apply.

Mr. Kosmas stated that he would feel more confident if there would be two separate
agreements for clarity’s sake.

Mr. Dennis made the motion instructing staff to draft a sales agreement in the
amount of $500,000 for the properties at 207 and 215 Florida Ave. to the purchaser;
seconded by Mr. Hodson. The motion carried on roll-call vote 7-0.

Mr. Hall clarified that the purchaser was David Swentor, as registered agent of HiHo,
LLC; a South Carolina Limited Liability Company, dba Premiere Development Group.

Mr. Dennis asked for clarification on the total amount of the incentives to be given to the
Developer. Mr. Hall stated that the Developer would receive a total cash benefit from the
CRA of $432,903.00 at time of CO. Mr. Storch said that it was his understanding that
the CRA would assist by paying half of the impact fees and all of the proposed incentives
at time of CO and that the Developer would be allowed to recover their portion of the
impact fees they had paid at time of closing through the project’s TIF. Mr. Otte agreed
and added that, once the Developer had recovered their $325,000 that any extra
TIFwould go to the CRA.

A brief discussion ensued about the incentives being paid at Certificate of Occupancy
(CO) versus being deducted from the purchase price of the property and that this was a
security measure to ensure that the project would be completed in a timely manner.
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Mr. Dennis made the motion that the CRA provide the following incentives to the
Developer:

a) $325,000, which is one half of the Developer’s impact fees, to be paid at
issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

b) 50% ($21,420.00) of the land value of the utility easement and up to
$86,503.00 for materials and labor for relocation of overhead electric
utilities to be paid at issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

c) and that the Developer will be reimbursed his $325,000 out of the TIF
generated by this project, as long as it is available;

seconded by Mr. Hodson. The motion carried on roll-call vote 7-0.

Mr. Kosmas asked if the TIF was capped. Mr. Storch agreed and stated that they were
still working on further reducing the impact fees.

Ms. DeBorde stated that she was happy to be part of such a comprehensive economic
development package.

Mr. Dennis asked if an agreement had been reached pertaining to the proposed parking
requirements. Mr. Storch stated that the parties agreed to the numbers overall.

Mr. Dennis made the motion to propose a parking settlement to the Developer in the
amount of $8,400, for the 24 spaces currently leased in the Florida Ave. lot at $350
per space; seconded by Mr. Hodson. Motion carried on roll-call vote 7 - 0.

Ms. DeBorde clarified that this parking settlement was for the obligated spaces in the
Florida Ave parking lot and that, by paying the $8,400, the Developer will have met their
parking requirements per the City’s Land Development Regulations. Mr. Hall and Mr.
Otte agreed.

Mr. Kosmas felt that it would be appropriate to publicly recognize that this project
received financial assistance from the CRA and other contributing funding partners. Mr.
Storch duly noted this suggestion and stated that he would also recommend to his client
to include the CRA in any ceremonies pertaining to this project.

B. Flagler Ave. Boardwalk: Scope of work for project design

Mr. Otte stated that the Flagler Ave. Boardwalk was a priority project in the CRA Master
Plan update and that one of the City’s continuing engineering consultants had developed
a scope of services and fee estimate for the Flagler Ave. seawall, Boardwalk and parking
area. Mr. Otte continued that Mr. Khalid Resheidat, Asst. City Manager was present to
comment and answer any questions.

Mr. Resheidat stated that the City had secured four continuing consultant engineering
firms some time ago that could be called upon without a formal Request for
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Qualifications (RFQ), as long as the consultant services fee did not exceed $250,000 and
the construction cost was less than $2 million. Mr. Resheidat mentioned that Volusia
County personnel would assist the City in reviewing designs and coming up with a
concept.

Mr. Resheidat summarized the proposed tasks as follows and stated that the total fee was
estimated at $204,600:

Seawall Assessment and Design

Boardwalk & Breezeway Assessment and Restoration
Establish Annual Maintenance budget

Replace restroom and storage facilities

Parking Area upgrades and Utility design

Site Plan approval and permitting

Bidding services

Meetings and presentations

Allowances (Geotechnical, survey and printing)

CoNo~WNE

Mr. Resheidat informed the CRA that item No. 7 would be handled in-house and that
staff was in the process of renegotiating some figures and having the proposal redrafted
slightly. Mr. Resheidat also mentioned the possibility of having the parking lot
reconfigured to collect parking fees.

Mr. Resheidat asked the CRA to review this proposal and to give their
recommendation/approval, so staff would be able to move forward and present an actual
contract to the City Commission at their May 11, 2010 meeting.

Mr. Otte mentioned that the 2010 CRA Plan update contained a rendering of what the
Flagler Boardwalk could look like and stated that it had been suggested to tailor any
proposal to be in line with the elements in the Plan update. Mr. Resheidat stated that staff
had provided this rendering to the engineering consultant.

Ms. DeBorde reminisced about the opening ceremony for the Flagler Boardwalk and that
everyone had been so proud of this structure. She felt that there should have been a better
maintenance program put in place to prevent this kind of deterioration and that she would
love to see it restored.

Mr. Resheidat stated that he had asked the consultant to put an annual maintenance
schedule with the relating budget in the proposal.

Mr. Kosmas stated that he was under the impression that the CRA would be allowed to
discuss restoration options for this project after the completion of the CRA Plan update.
Mr. Kosmas continued that he felt uncomfortable making a decision on the design of a
project where public input should be requested, as the Public may have a different view
on what should be restored or replaced, affecting the draft proposal.

Community Redevelopment Agency
May 5, 2010,
Page 7 of 14



324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370

A brief discussion ensued about the prior repair/improvements history of the Flagler Ave
Boardwalk and that Mr. Resheidat had been asked to take over this project.

Mr. Williams stated that he was not opposed to performing “touch up” maintenance on
the structure to beautify it for a nominal amount in the interim; however, he felt that the
CRA had been waiting for the completion of the Master Plan to discuss what design
options were available. Mr. Williams continued that he was not comfortable with all
these tasks being lumped into this scope of services and commented on his preferences
for a possible redesign of the Boardwalk. Mr. Williams stated that he was in favor of
having the seawall assessed and redesigned first, before focusing on any other task.

Ms. Lybrand stated that the CRA Commissioners’ prior (and current) concerns pertained
to determining the condition of seawall and once this had been accomplished, the CRA
could make a decision on how to proceed with the design of the Boardwalk.

Mr. Resheidat asked for direction on the forum for the proposed public meeting.

Mr. Belote stated that he was reluctant to spend money on rehabbing a structure that may
have to be (re)moved in order to repair the seawall.

Ms. DeBorde questioned the need for getting public input in order to maintain a City
structure.

Mr. Kosmas stated that times, ideas and regulations change and that the CRA should
adapt and move forward.

Mr. Dennis inquired about the order of completion for the proposed tasks. Mr. Resheidat
stated that this proposal was to be reviewed as a whole; however, each task could be
prioritized individually.

A brief discussion ensued about what type of meetings should be held and with whom, in
order to make this process more efficient and time effective.

Mr. Dennis made the motion to authorize an amount up to $204,600 for the Scope of
Services for this project; seconded by Mr. Hodson. Motion failed on roll-call vote 2 -
5 with Commissioners Kosmas, Hodson, Lybrand, Williams and Belote casting the
dissenting votes.

Mr. Williams suggested the CRA approve the seawall assessment.

Mr. Williams made the motion to authorize an amount up to $50,000 for the
assessment and design of the Flagler Boardwalk seawall; seconded by Ms. Lybrand;
Motion carried on roll-call vote 6 — 1 with Chair DeBorde casting the dissenting
votes.

Mr. Otte clarified that no meeting would be scheduled until the assessment and design for
the Flagler Boardwalk seawall had been completed. Mr. Belote would like to see this
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item on a future CRA agenda, which would give the Public a chance to attend. Mr.
Williams was in favor of getting input from the City Commission.

A brief discussion ensued about the protocol on getting comments/directions from the
City Commission.

Discussion of restoration of Passenger Rail service and what the CRA can do

Mr. Otte stated that Flare Elliott and Jay Pendergast, local business owners, were present
to update the CRA pertaining to the restoration of passenger rail to New Smyrna Beach.

Flare Elliott, 421 Canal Street and contact person for the Coalition (comprised of
representatives from local governments, Florida East Coast Regional Planning Council,
FDOT, Rail America and Amtrak) gave a brief summary on the history of the rail service
in New Smyrna Beach and the efforts to restore passenger rail. Ms. Elliott clarified that,
contrary to what some may believe, each City could choose the location for a train
station, however, those Cities also had to prove why it would be worthwhile for Amtrak
to stop at those stations. Ms. Elliott continued that several different funding packages had
been presented over the years, but that funding did not get approved. However, the
people stayed committed and with the recent wave of federal stimulus funding, they were
looking to repackage this project to include high-speed rail. The new funding would
require a 20% match from each City and that the deadline to apply was mid July. Ms.
Elliott stated that in order to qualify, a project had to be shovel-ready and that the
Coalition was putting together several workshops in the participating Cities and all
interested parties were strongly encouraged to attend. Ms. Elliott asked for support in
lobbying all the key legislators about resolving the Amtrak Liability and Indemnification
Issues, as local governments really did not have any control over this. Ms. Elliott stated
that she had an email from the Coalition on this subject that she would be happy to
forward. Ms. Elliott explained that, in order to get a station stop, New Smyrna had to
include a station plan in their Land Development Regulations (LDR) and create a
marketing plan, proving to Amtrak why New Smyrna would be a lucrative place to stop
the train. Ms. Elliott stated that the City Commission and staff had already taken steps to
accomplish these tasks.

Ms. Elliott thanked the CRA for their continued support and stated that all of this
information was available on Facebook. Ms. Elliott asked everyone to join Facebook as a
Fan, as they were hoping to increase the “Fan base” to 1000 people.

Ms. DeBorde thanked Ms. Elliott for all her work and inquired about the FEC’s
commitment to be part of this project. Ms. Elliott clarified that Rail America, who owned
FEC, was listed as the member of the Coalition, but that FEC representatives were the
ones in attendance. Ms. Elliott continued that FEC was very supportive of the project.

Mr. Williams suggested having this project reflected in the CRA Master Plan update to
show the CRA’s support and gave his input on logistics involved in creating a train
station. Mr. Williams asked for a consensus of support from the CRA, as this could have
a very positive impact on New Smyrna’s economy.
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Mr. Jay Pendergast, Architect stated that he had done some research on the exact location
and style of the original train station in New Smyrna Beach, which was located on Lytle
Ave. Mr. Pendergast stated that the proposed location for the new station was the FEC
property on Canal Street and continued that it was imperative to get the property owner
on board with appropriate incentives to entice a public/private partnership. Mr.
Pendergast suggested tying together all modes of transportation and working out of one
intermodal area in the City.

Mr. Kosmas inquired if alternate locations had been considered. A brief discussion
ensued about finding the best station location that would be able to adapt to future
progress and change.

C. Review of AECOM’s (fka Glatting Jackson) Parking Study

Mr. Otte suggested that this item be postponed, due to the length of the meeting.

D. Review of Project Task Description for the Dunn Property

Mr. Otte stated that staff was asking for approval of the following proposals, however
staff would like to increase the dollar amount of proposal number 3 to up to $5,000, due
to some additional testing necessary for landscaping purposes:

1. Southeastern Archaeological Phase | Cultural Resource Survey - bid proposal in
the amount of $9,200.

2. Kimley Horn bid preparation and demolition oversight - bid proposal in the
amount of $6,200.

3. Kimley-Horn bid proposal to collect and analyze soil samples on the S.W. corner
of U.S. 1 and Canal St. and provide data regarding the presence of hazardous
materials. If hazardous materials are confirmed - remediation recommendations
will be provided in the amount of $2,375.

4. Kimley-Horn bid proposal for site assessment, preparation of interim source
(arsenic) removal plan, oversight of source (arsenic) removal by FDEP, project
management and reporting provided in the amount of $15,550 under the EPA
Brownfield Assessment Grant.

Mr. Williams made the motion to approve the proposals based on staff’s
recommendations and to increase the amount of proposal number 3 to an amount
up to $5,000, seconded by Mr. Dennis. The motion carried on a roll call vote 7 - 0.

Mr. Kosmas asked for clarification on why assessments on the southwest side were
needed. Mr. Otte stated that he had conferred with the City Attorney.
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A brief discussion ensued about the potential of contaminated soil in an area proposed for
a landscape buffer, the disposal requirements as well as the possibility of being able to
determine the source of the contamination.

NEW BUSINESS

A. CRA Commercial Grant Applications 207 S. Atlantic Ave — Flagler
Dunes Parking Lot

Mr. Otte stated that the CRA had previously approved $58,000 in CRA funds to create
parking spaces at the Flagler Dunes parking lot. This was done as part of a public/private
agreement to lease parking spaces back to the CRA at $500 per space until the advance
had been expended. Mr. Otte continued that staff had learned that the cost of construction
had increased and staff felt that this was an approvable expense. Mr. Otte suggested
adding an additional $10,000 to the previously approved amount and adjusting the draft
agreement accordingly.

Mr. Williams stated that he was representing the owners, who were not able to attend the
meeting and that he would abstain from voting on this topic (see attached FORM 8B
MEMORANDUM OF VOTING CONFLICT).

Mr. Belote made the motion to add the $10,000 to the previous $58,000 and to
amortize this amount over a longer period of time, seconded by Ms. Lybrand. The
motion carried on a roll call vote 7 - 0.

Mr. Otte clarified that the motion was to authorize staff to amend the lease agreement
versus approving the Commercial Grant application. Mr. Belote agreed.

A discussion ensued about the total construction cost, how the CRA was being
reimbursed and a construction timeline.

B. Amendment to the Grants & Aids Program

Mr. Otte stated that staff was asking for approval to revise the current Grants and Aids
Guidelines as follows:

1. special Event Insurance as an allowable expense with Grants and Aids funding;
2. allow an additional three years of Grants and Aids Program support if the event is
substantially expanded (to be determined by the CRA on a case by case basis).

Mr. Kosmas was in favor of being clearer on the verbiage for revision 2 by stating that
the extension would be a one-time additional three (3) year extension.

Mr. Dennis felt that the CRA could aid merchants to attract lucrative events by funding
the event insurance and a brief discussion ensued about the legalities of the CRA paying
for the insurance versus including it in the Grants and Aids programs and concerns with a
blanket insurance policy, where applicants may not be clearly identified.
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Adele Aletti, Flagler Merchants Association President, stated that she sends a list of all
their yearly events to her insurance company and they provide her with an annual
payment figure. Ms. Aletti continued that this was being funded by the merchant
member dues.

Mr. Williams preferred that the events coordinators of each organization secured their
own event insurance and to make this cost a reimbursable expense through the Grants and
Aids Program.

Cindy Jones, President of the Canal Street Historic District stated that their merchant
group was planning to apply for a blanket policy, but that at present the group only had
limited events, this was why they were hoping to have the insurance requirements as a
reimbursable expense through the Grants and Aids program.

Mr. Williams made the motion to authorize the proposed revisions to the Grants
and Aids Guidelines to specifically include Event Insurance as an allowable expense
and to allow a one-time three (3) year extension, should the event have substantially
expanded; seconded by Mr. Belote; Motion carried on roll-call vote 7 - 0.

C. Review of Esther Street Beachfront Park Conceptual Plan

Mr. Otte asked Gail Henrikson, Planning Manager, to address the CRA. Ms Henrikson
presented the CRA with two (2) versions of a concept plan for the Esther Street Park,
depicting concepts with and without the use of a private easement. Ms. Henrikson stated
that she was looking for the CRA to recommend which of the two plans they would like
staff to forward to the City Commission for approval. Ms. Henrikson commented on the
additions made to the original plan.

A brief discussion ensued about the differences between the two concepts with all their
pros and cons.

Mr. Williams stated that he would prefer concept plan no. 2.

Mr. Paul Gephart, Windsand Condominiums on Atlantic Ave. asked for clarification of
the differences between the two concepts. Ms. Henrikson stated that concept no 1 had
traffic entering/exiting the park on Esther Street and concept no 2 had one lane going into
the park on Esther and exiting through the parking lot onto N. Atlantic Ave, as well as
allowing for eight more parking spaces.

Ms. Sandra Karr, Windsand Condominiums inquired if steps to the beach were proposed,
which Ms. Henrikson confirmed.

Mr. Otte stated that he was in favor of concept plan No. 2, as no easement would be
required, thus eliminating possible litigation costs. Ms. Henrikson stated that
implementation of either plan would bring additional costs, and that the Planning staff
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was in favor of concept plan # 1, feeling it would have less impact on the surrounding
neighbors.

Some CRA Commissioners felt uncomfortable with making a recommendation and a
brief discussion ensued about how best to handle this topic, as this was mainly a City
project.

Mr. Belote made the motion that the CRA would accept the City Commission’s

decision on which plan to implement; seconded by Mr. Hodson. Motion carried on
roll call vote 6 — 1, with Ms. Lybrand casting the dissenting vote.

D. Discussion of concepts for new business incentive programs

Mr. Otte suggested that this item be postponed, due to the length of the meeting.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

A. Director’s Report

Mr. Otte suggested that this item be postponed, due to the length of the meeting.

B. CRA Attorney’s Report

Mr. Hall stated that the SEVHD had submitted a check to the City/CRA in the amount of
$787,421 pertaining to the recent dispute between the City and the SEVHD about their
required CRA Trust fund contributions. Mr. Hall continued that this was only a principal
amount without any penalties or interest and that he and the City Attorney recommended
the City/CRA waive the penalties and interest.

Ms. DeBorde inquired about the total dollar figure for the penalties and interest to be
waived. Mr. Hall stated that the penalties were $39,371.05 and the interest $31,496.84
and clarified that the City/CRA had the capacity to waive those amounts per the amended
statutes.

Ms. DeBorde stated that she felt that this money should be paid.

Ms. Lybrand made the motion to accept the CRA/City council’s recommendation
that the settlement with the Hospital was appropriate as received, seconded by Mr.
Kosmas. Motion carried on roll call vote 7-0.

Mr. Williams hoped that the CRA’s relinquishing of the penalties would be viewed as a
good faith act.
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Mr. Hall stated that he had also received correspondence from Mr. Bob Williams,
President and CEO of SEVHD, requesting that the Hospital be exempt from contributing
to the CRA Trust fund. Mr. Hall stated that the City/CRA counsel was now in a 120 day
response period.

Ms. Kosmas stated that he was very surprised that the Hospital had withheld their 2009
TIF payment and felt that it needed to be clearly stated that the 2010 Master Plan update
recognized the Hospital as a major contributor/partner and that a percentage of the CRA
budget had been committed to improving the hospital district. Mr. Kosmas wanted to
create an atmosphere of cooperation so that everybody could move forward as partners in
bringing this community to its greatest potential.

Ms. Lybrand felt it might be wise to investigate how much money the Hospital would be
contributing until the CRA sunsets and weigh that against the dollar amount that the CRA
was planning to invest for improvements in the Hospital district. Mr. Lybrand continued
that this may determine if the CRA should let the Hospital keep their contributions and
invest them the way they saw fit.

Mr. Hodson inquired about the SEVHD’s intention on having a seat on the CRA Board.
Mr. Hall stated that this option was currently being discussed and a brief discussion
ensued about adding an additional seat, having to keep an odd number of seats and if this
had to be approved by the City as well as the County, based on the County’s new
resolution.

C. Commissioner Report

Mr. Belote inquired about the status of the replacement of the bollard lights on the N.
Causeway. Mr. Otte stated that they were ordered and that he would provide Mr. Belote
with a more specific date.

Mr. Otte informed the CRA that a meeting had been scheduled with the original steering
committee for the current CRA Master Plan update. The meeting would be held on May
6, 2010, 5:30 pm at the Brannon Center.

Ms. DeBorde thanked her fellow Commissioners for assisting her in completing this
agenda.

D. Correspondence - Response letter from the office of the Governor pertaining
to the FEC/Amtrak Passenger Rail Service Support Letter.

No comments.

ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made to adjourn; all agreed. Meeting adjourned at 4:02 pm.
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