
 
December 1, 2016  

8:30 AM 

 

 

 

Welcome to the City of St. Petersburg City Council meeting.  To assist the City Council in 

conducting the City’s business, we ask that you observe the following: 

 

1. If you are speaking under the Public Hearings, Appeals or Open Forum sections of the 

agenda, please observe the time limits indicated on the agenda. 

2. Placards and posters are not permitted in the Chamber.  Applause is not permitted 

except in connection with Awards and Presentations. 

3. Please do not address Council from your seat.  If asked by Council to speak to an issue, 

please do so from the podium. 

4. Please do not pass notes to Council during the meeting. 

5. Please be courteous to other members of the audience by keeping side conversations to 

a minimum. 

6. The Fire Code prohibits anyone from standing in the aisles or in the back of the room. 

7. If other seating is available, please do not occupy the seats reserved for individuals who 

are deaf/hard of hearing. 

GENERAL AGENDA INFORMATION 

 

For your convenience, a copy of the agenda material is available for your review at the Main 

Library, 3745 Ninth Avenue North, and at the City Clerk’s Office, 1st Floor, City Hall, 175 

Fifth Street North, on the Monday preceding the regularly scheduled Council meeting. The 

agenda and backup material is also posted on the City’s website at www.stpete.org and 

generally electronically updated the Friday preceding the meeting and again the day 

preceding the meeting. The updated agenda and backup material can be viewed at all St. 

Petersburg libraries.  An updated copy is also available on the podium outside Council 

Chamber at the start of the Council meeting. 

 

If you are deaf/hard of hearing and require the services of an interpreter, please call our TDD 

number, 892-5259, or the Florida Relay Service at 711 as soon as possible. The City requests 

at least 72 hours advance notice, prior to the scheduled meeting, and every effort will be 

made to provide that service for you. If you are a person with a disability who needs an 

accommodation in order to participate in this/these proceedings or have any questions, please 

contact the City Clerk’s Office at 893-7448. 

 

http://www.stpete.org/
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December 1, 2016  

8:30 AM 

Council Meeting 

 

A. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call. 

Invocation and Pledge to the Flag of the United States of America. 

A moment of silence will be observed to remember fallen Firefighters and Police Officers 

of the City of St. Petersburg that lost their lives in the line of duty during this month: 

Chief James Mitchell - December 25, 1905  

Officer James J. Goodson - December 25, 1947  

Firefighter George W. Ludwig - December 19, 1966 

B. Approval of Agenda with Additions and Deletions. 

C. Consent Agenda (see attached) 

Open Forum 

If you wish to address City Council on subjects other than public hearing or quasi-judicial 

items listed on this agenda, please sign up with the Clerk prior to the meeting.  Only the 

individual wishing to speak may sign the Open Forum sheet and only City residents, owners 

of property in the City, owners of businesses in the City or their employees may speak.  All 

issues discussed under Open Forum must be limited to issues related to the City of St. 

Petersburg government. 

Speakers will be called to address Council according to the order in which they sign the 

Open Forum sheet.  In order to provide an opportunity for all citizens to address Council, 

each individual will be given three (3) minutes.  The nature of the speakers' comments will 

determine the manner in which the response will be provided.  The response will be provided 

by City staff and may be in the form of a letter or a follow-up phone call depending on the 

request. 

D. Public Hearings and Quasi-Judicial Proceedings - 9:00 A.M. 

E. Reports 

1. Public Arts Commission - (Oral) (Councilmember Kennedy) 

2. Land Use & Transportation -  (Oral) (Councilmember Kennedy) 

(a) Forward Pinellas  

(b) Tampa Bay Transportation Management Area (TBTMA)  

(c) MPO Action Committee  

(d) PSTA - (Vice-Chair Rice)  

(e) Tampa Bay Area Regional Transportation Authority (TBARTA) - (Vice-Chair Rice) 
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3. Approving a multi-year agreement between the City and Endorfun Sports, LLC for a half-

marathon running event to be held in St. Petersburg beginning in November 2017. 

4. Boley Center Summer Youth Intern Program [DELETED] 

5. Sewer Report 

6. Tampa Bay Estuary Program – (Oral) (Councilmember Kornell) 

F. New Ordinances - (First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing) 

Setting December 15, 2016 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s): 

1. Ordinance amending the Comprehensive Plan to implement legislative requirements of 

Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital 

Improvements Element. (City File LGCP-CIE-2016)  

G. New Business 

1. Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure committee a discussion of our public 

water quality monitoring protocols, along beaches and in Tampa Bay. (Councilmember 

Kornell) 

2. Requesting funding not to exceed $65,000 from BP settlement funds for infrastructure 

needed for the Tall Lynx Ship in the North Basin. (Councilmember Montanari) 

3. Referring to the Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee a request to provide $50,000 of 

one time funding from the remaining BP settlement funds for My Sistah’s Place, a home 

for young women aging out of foster care. (Councilmember Kornell) 

4. Requesting that additional Biosolids information be included in the Sewage Report at the 

City Council meeting on November 21, 2016. (Councilmember Kornell) 

H. Council Committee Reports 

1. Housing Services Committee (11/21/16) 

(a) Approving the agreement between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and the 

Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“Authority”) that provides 

the City with oversight rights for the Jordan Park Apartments similar to the rights it 

possessed through the Contractor Agreement dated December 28, 2000, (“Contractor 

Agreement”) between the City and Jordan Park Development Partners, LTD 

(“Developer”);  approving the termination agreement between the City and the 

Developer to terminate the Contractor Agreement, subject to certain conditions; 

consenting to the assignment of the Amended and Restated Ground Lease dated 

November 9, 2000, between the Developer and the Authority, subject to execution of 

the Agreement with the Authority and the termination agreement; approving the 

cancellation of the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage Note and release of the 

Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage, as recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, official 

records book 11303, page 424, effective when the assignment of the Jordan Park 

Apartments from the Developer to the Authority or an entity controlled by the 

Authority occurs; authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute the Agreement 

with the Authority, the termination agreement, and all other necessary documents, 

including a cancellation of the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage Note, a release of the 
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Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage, and any acknowledgment and agreement with an 

Authority-controlled ownership entity made in accordance with the Agreement with 

the Authority. 

2. Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee (11/21/16) 

I. Legal 

J. Open Forum 

K. Adjournment 

A 
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Consent Agenda A 

December 1, 2016 

 

NOTE: Business items listed on the yellow Consent Agenda cost more than one-half million dollars while 

the blue Consent Agenda includes routine business items costing less than that amount. 

(Public Works) 

1. Approving an Architect/Engineering Agreement with Brown and Caldwell for the 

SWWRF Capacity Upgrade Project (Agreement) in an amount not to exceed $2,299,777 

and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute the Agreement and all other 

documents necessary to effectuate this transaction. (Engineering Project No. 16109-111) 

(Miscellaneous) 

2. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year agreement in the amount of 

$505,086.48 between the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City of St 

Petersburg for the continuation of the School Resource Officer Program in the public 

school system of Pinellas County, and to execute all other documents necessary to 

effectuate this transaction. 
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Consent Agenda B 

December 1, 2016 

 

NOTE:  The Consent Agenda contains normal, routine business items that are very likely to be approved by 

the City Council by a single motion.  Council questions on these items were answered prior to the meeting.  

Each Councilmember may, however, defer any item for added discussion at a later time. 

(Procurement) 

1. Renewing an annual service agreement with Intergraph Corporation for records 

management software applications for the Police Department at a total cost of 

$273,026.72. 

2. Awarding a contract to Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC in the amount of $147,500 

for the removal of two asphalt milling piles from Maximo Park (Oracle Project No. 

15623). 

3. Renewing an annual software support agreement with InSource Software Solutions, Inc., a 

sole source supplier, for the Water Resources Department, at a total amount of 

$70,003.98.   

4. Approving the purchase of storage area network (SAN) equipment, including three- year 

software and hardware support, from Corus Group, LLC. at a total cost of $109,720. 

(City Development) 

5. Resolution approving the plat of USFSP College of Business, generally located between 

6th Avenue South and 8th Avenue South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South. 

(City File 14-20000010)  

  

(Miscellaneous) 

6. Approving the minutes of the October 6, October 13, and October 20, 2016 City Council 

meetings. 

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year agreement in the amount of 

$505,086.48 between the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City of St 

Petersburg for the continuation of the School Resource Officer Program in the public 

school system of Pinellas County, and to execute all other documents necessary to 

effectuate this transaction. [MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA "A" AS CA-1] 
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings. Meeting Agenda 

Housing Services Committee 

Monday, November 21, 2016, 9:00 a.m., Room 100 

Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee 

Monday, November 21, 2016, 10:30 a.m., Room 100 

City Council Meeting: 2nd Reading Budget Cleanup Ordinance 

Monday, November 21, 2016, 3:00 p.m., Council Chamber 

Committee of the Whole: South St. Petersburg CRA Grant Program; TIF Sunshine and 

Accountability Ordinance 

Thursday, December 1, 2016, 3:00 p.m. or immediately following City Council., Room 100 

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

Thursday, December 8, 2016, 8:00 a.m., Room 100 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Thursday, December 8, 2016, 9:15 a.m., Room 100 

Youth Services Committee 

Thursday, December 8, 2016, 10:30 a.m., Room 100 

CRA / Agenda Review 

Thursday, December 8, 2016, 1:30 p.m., Room 100 

City Council Meeting 

Thursday, December 8, 2016, 3:00 p.m., Council Chamber 
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Board and Commission Vacancies 

Civil Service Board 

1 Alternate Member 

(Term expires 6/30/17) 

City Beautiful Commission 

4 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/16 and 12/31/18) 
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PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED FOR QUASI-JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS: 
 

1. Anyone wishing to speak must fill out a yellow card and present the card to the Clerk. All 

speakers must be sworn prior to presenting testimony. No cards may be submitted after the close of the 

Public Hearing. Each party and speaker is limited to the time limits set forth herein and may not give 

their time to another speaker or party. 

 

2. At any time during the proceeding, City Council members may ask questions of any speaker or party. 

The time consumed by Council questions and answers to such questions shall not count against the time 

frames allowed herein. Burden of proof: in all appeals, the Appellant bears the burden of proof; in rezoning 

and land use cases, the Property Owner or Applicant bears the burden of proof except in cases initiated by the 

City, in which event the City Administration bears the burden of proof; for all other applications, the 

Applicant bears the burden of proof. Waiver of Objection: at any time during this proceeding Council 

Members may leave the Council Chamber for short periods of time. At such times they continue to hear 

testimony because the audio portion of the hearing is transmitted throughout City Hall by speakers. If any 

party has an objection to a Council Member leaving the Chamber during the hearing, such objection must be 

made at the start of the hearing. If an objection is not made as required herein it shall be deemed to have been 

waived. 

 

3.   Initial Presentation.  Each party shall be allowed ten (10) minutes for their initial presentation.   

 

a.   Presentation by City Administration.  

b. Presentation by Applicant followed by the Appellant, if different. If Appellant and Applicant 

are different entities then each is allowed the allotted time for each part of these procedures. If the Property 

Owner is neither the Applicant nor the Appellant (e.g., land use and zoning applications which the City 

initiates, historic designation applications which a third party initiates, etc.), they shall also be allowed the 

allotted time for each part of these procedures and shall have the opportunity to speak last. 

c. Presentation by Opponent.  If anyone wishes to utilize the initial presentation time provided 

for an Opponent, said individual shall register with the City Clerk at least one week prior to the scheduled 

public hearing. If there is an Appellant who is not the Applicant or Property Owner, then no Opponent is 

allowed. 

 

4. Public Hearing.  A Public Hearing will be conducted during which anyone may speak for 3 minutes.  

Speakers should limit their testimony to information relevant to the ordinance or application and criteria for 

review.  

 

5. Cross Examination.  Each party shall be allowed five (5) minutes for cross examination. All questions 

shall be addressed to the Chair and then (at the discretion of the Chair) asked either by the Chair or by the 

party conducting the cross examination of the appropriate witness. One (1) representative of each party shall 

conduct the cross examination. If anyone wishes to utilize the time provided for cross examination and 

rebuttal as an Opponent, and no one has previously registered with the Clerk, said individual shall notify the 

City Clerk prior to the conclusion of the Public Hearing. If no one gives such notice, there shall be no cross 

examination or rebuttal by Opponent(s). If more than one person wishes to utilize the time provided for 

Opponent(s), the City Council shall by motion determine who shall represent Opponent(s). 

 

a. Cross examination by Opponents. 

b.  Cross examination by City Administration.   

c.   Cross examination by Appellant followed by Applicant, followed by Property Owner, if 

different. 

 

6.   Rebuttal/Closing.  Each party shall have five (5) minutes to provide a closing argument or rebuttal. 

 

a. Rebuttal by Opponents.    

b.   Rebuttal by City Administration.   

 c. Rebuttal by Appellant followed by the Applicant, followed by Property Owner, if different.   

 













































ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December 1,2016

TO: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE

_______-H

modifying the Comprehensive Plan to implement
legislative requirements of Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, related to the
annual update of the Capital Improvements Element.

REQUEST: It is requested that a proposed modification to the Local Government
Comprehensive Plan related to the annual update of the Capital Improvements
Element be approved.

Detailed analysis of the proposed modification is provided in the attached Staff
Report to the Community Planning & Preservation Commission (City File LGCP
CIE-2016).

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the proposed
ordinance.

Community Planning & Preservation Commission: On November 8, 2016 the
Community Planning & Preservation Commission (CPPC) conducted a public
hearing on this matter and approved by a vote of 7 to 0.

Public Input: The Planning & Economic Development Department did not
receive any phone calls, visitors or correspondence regarding these amendments.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading of the
proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the second reading and public hearing for
December 15, 2016.

Attachments: Proposed Ordinance including CIP schedules, Staff Report and
Roadway Data and Analysis.



ORDNANCE NO.

____-H

AN ORDNANCE MODIFYING THE CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF THE CITY Of ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA BY UPDATING THE
FIVE-YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
SCHEDULE AND REPLACING ALL PREVIOUSLY
ADOPTED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
SCHEDULES; ADOPTING FUND SUMMARIES
FOR THE GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
FUND (3001), BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
GRANTS CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (3004),
NEIGHBORHOOD AND CITYWIDE
INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
FUND (3027), RECREATION AND CULTURE
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (3029),
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES CAPITAL
PROJECTS FUND (3071), DOWNTOWN PARKING
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (3073), WATER
RESOURCES CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (4003),
STORMWATER DRAINAGE CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4013), AIRPORT CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4033), MARINA CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4043), AND PORT CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT FUND (4093). FOR THE FISCAL
YEARS 2017 THROUGH 2021; ADOPTING THE
FDOT DISTRICT 7 ROAD CAPACITY PROJECTS
REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 2017
THROUGH 2021; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg has adopted a Comprehensive Plan to establish
goals, policies and objectives to guide the development and redevelopment of the City; and

WHEREAS, the City has adopted level of service (LOS) standards for potable water,
sanitary sewer, drainage, solid waste, recreation and open space; and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan includes a Capital Improvements Element
containing five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources for capital
improvements necessary to achieve and/or maintain the City’s adopted LOS standards; and

WHEREAS, the Capital Improvements Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan,
including the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources, must be
reviewed by the City on an annual basis pursuant to F.S. § 163.3 177(3)(b); and



WHEREAS, the City has reviewed the Capital Improvements Element for Fiscal Year
2016-2017 and has revised the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue
sources for Fiscal Years 2017 through 2021, as set forth in Exhibits A through L attached to this
ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources
for the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 7 Road Capacity Projects have
been reviewed and revised for Fiscal Years 2017 through 2021, as set forth in Exhibit L attached
to this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to modify its Capital Improvements Element to update the
five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources for Fiscal Years 2017
through 2021; and

WHEREAS, modifications of the Capital Improvements Element to update the five-year
capital improvements schedules may be accomplished by ordinance pursuant to F.S. §
l63.3177(3)(b); and

WHEREAS, under F.S. § 163.3177(3)(b), such modifications of the Capital
Improvements Element to update the five-year capital improvements schedules may not be
deemed to be amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission has reviewed the
proposed updated five-year capital improvements schedules of costs and revenue sources at a
public hearing on November 8, 2016, and has recommended approval; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, after taking into consideration the recommendations of the
City Administration and the Community Planning and Preservation Commission, and the
comments received during the public hearing conducted by the City Council on this matter, finds
that the proposed modifications of the Capital Improvements Element to update the five-year
capital improvements schedules are in the best interests of the City; now, therefore,

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. Chapter 10, the Capital Improvements Element of the Comprehensive
Plan, is hereby modified and updated by deleting pages C115-CI25 containing the existing fund
summaries for Fiscal Years 2016 through 2020, and by replacing such deleted pages with the
attached Exhibits A through L containing the fund summaries for fiscal Years 2017 through
2021:



Exhibit Fund Summary

A General Capital Improvement Fund (3001)
B Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Grants Capital Projects fund (3004)
C Neighborhood & Citywide Infrastructure Capital Improvement fund

(3027)
D Recreation and Culture Capital Improvement Fund (3029)
E Transportation Impact Fees Capital Projects fund (3071)
F Downtown Parking Capital Improvement Fund (3073)
G Water Resources Capital Projects Fund (4003)
H Stormwater Drainage Capital Projects fund (4013)
I Airport Capital Projects fund (4033)
J Marina Capital Projects Fund (4043)
K Port Capital Improvement Fund (4093).
L FDOT District 7 Road Capacity Projects

(Exhibit L lists projects for which the City has no funding responsibility)

Section 2. Severability. The provisions of this ordinance shall be deemed to be
severable. If any provision of this ordinance is deemed unconstitutional or otherwise invalid,
such determination shall not affect the validity of any other provision of this ordinance.

Section 3. Effective date. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth (5th)

business day after adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice
filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance
shall become effective immediately upon filing of such written notice with the City Clerk. In the
event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall not
become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in accordance with the City
Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful vote to override
the veto.

City file: LGCP-CIE-2016REVIEWED AND APPROVED AS TO
FORM AND CORRECTNESS:

City Attomey/Desi ee

Pla4i & Economic Development Dept.

Date

II- Z—1,

ii//i

Date
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Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Community Planning & Preservation Commission
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on November 8, 2016
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File #LGCP-CIf-2016

Request

City Administration requests that the Comprehensive Plan be modified to implement legislative
requirements of Chapter 163, Part IT, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital
Improvements Element (CIE). Florida law continues to require that the CIE and the schedule of
capital improvements, also referred to as the Capital Improvement Program (CIP), be reviewed
on an annual basis and modified as necessary.

Changes to the growth management laws in 2011 resulted in the following changes to the CIE
modification process from prior years:

1. The CIP is no longer required to be financially feasible. (Regardless of this change, the
City’s budget remains in balance and the CIP continues to be financially feasible as
explained further in this report and as reflected in the CIP schedules.)

2. The annual CIE update is now considered a modification to the Comprehensive Plan and
not an amendment, therefore can now be adopted by ordinance. (Pursuant to the 2011
Community Planning Act, the City can modify its CIE faster as there is no longer state
and regional agency review. The ordinance will continue to require public hearings by the
Community Planning & Preservation Commission and City Council.)

3. Capital projects must be identified as either funded or unfunded and given a level of
priority for funding. (All projects listed in the City’s CIP are considered priority and are
fully funded. There are no unfunded or partially funded projects in the City’s budget.)
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4. The statutory provisions for school concurrency were rescinded. At its September 7, 2011
meeting the Pinellas Schools Collaborative recommended that the County and
municipalities work toward an updated Public Schools Interlocal Agreement to reflect the
change. On July 26, 2012 the St. Petersburg City Council approved a new Public Schools
Interlocal Agreement which rescinded school concurrency requirements while continuing
the City’s residential development reporting and school planning coordination
responsibilities. On February 21, 2013 the St. Petersburg City Council approved
modifications to the Comprehensive Plan which deleted provisions related to the
implementation of school concurrency, including the requirement to adopt the Pinellas
County School Board’s Five Year Work Program by reference in the CII Annual Update.

5. The statutory provisions for transportation concurrency were rescinded. In the absence of
state imposed transportation concurrency management requirements, the Pinellas County
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) authorized a multi-jurisdictional task force to
develop a countywide approach to manage the transportation impacts associated with
development or redevelopment projects through local site plan review processes. The task
force created the Pinellas County Mobility Plan, which was adopted by the MPO in
September 2013, and called for the renaming the Transportation Impact F cc Ordinance
the Multimodal Impact Fee Ordinance. On March 3, 2016 the St. Petersburg City Council
approved amendments to the Future Land Use, Transportation, Capital Improvements and
Intergovernmental Coordination elements of the Comprehensive Plan in order to ensure
consistency with the countywide approach to managing transportation impacts associated
with development or redevelopment projects. The City no longer has a LOS standard for
major roads, but the vast majority of the City’s major roads operate at the City’s previous
standard of”D,” or better, based on the Pinellas County MPO’s 2016 LOS Report. Four
major road segments not on the Interstate system operate at LOS “E” or “F,” which have
a total length of 3.7 miles. The total distance of the City’s major roadways not including
the Interstate system is 211.8 miles. Consequently, only 1.8% of the major roads not on
the Interstate system are deficient. This is partly due to the street network’s efficient grid
pattern and history of providing extensive road capacity improvements citywide. The
City will continue to work with the Florida Department of Transportation and Pinellas
County to identify and fund cost feasible capacity improvements on LOS “E” and “F”
roadways that do not have a significantly negative impact on established residential and
commercial developments. In tenns of traffic impact review for land development
projects, transportation management plans, and in some cases traffic studies, are required
for large development projects (51 new peak hour trips or more) that impact deficient
roads, which are defined countywide as major roads operating at peak hour LOS “E” and
“F” and/or volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio 0.9 or greater without a mitigating

improvement scheduled for construction within three years.

The attached proposed ordinance modifies the CIE and replaces the existing schedules with new
five-year capital improvement schedules (Exhibits A through L) for FY 2017 through FY 2021.
These twelve schedules itemize projects over $250,000 which maintain or improve the City’s
adopted LOS (level of service) standards for the following public facilities: potable water,
sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, and recreation and open space. Due to their importance in
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the future growth and development of the City, capital projects related to the City’s
transportation network are also included.

Concurrency

Concurrency means that the necessary public facilities and services to maintain the adopted LOS
standards are available when the impacts of development occur. The schedules of capital
improvements that are part of the CIE contain prioritized projects meant to ensure that adequate
levels of service are maintained.

The City has adopted LOS standards for the following public facilities and services: potable
water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, and recreation and open space. The City is in the
unique position of having excess public facility capacity, with the exception of portions of the
drainage system. The City’s CIP projects generally fall under the category of “replacement” and
“maintenance” rather than “new” facilities or even “expansion” of existing facilities, largely due
to the built-out nature of St. Petersburg. The adopted LOS standards for all of the City’s public
facilities and services are being maintained.

Potable Water

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the City’s 2016 potable
water demand is approximately 28.8 million gallons per day (mgd). While the City’s adopted
LOS standard for potable water use is 125 gallons per capita per day, it is estimated that the
actual per capita demand is 79 gallons per capita per day. With an overall potable water system
capacity of 68 million gallons per day, there is more than adequate capacity to meet demand.
Due to the excess capacity in the water system, no additional capital expenditures are anticipated
beyond those concerning replacement, maintenance and efficiency, energy conservation and
modernization (see Exhibit G, Fund 4003).

Sanitary Sewer

In the beginning of 2015, the City’s aggregated sanitary sewer system capacity for its four
wastewater treatment facilities was 68.4 mgd, while the average flow rate was 37.85 rngd,
resulting in an estimated excess capacity of 30.55 mgd. In April 2015, the Albert Whitted Water
Reclamation Facility (WRF) was closed and the wastewater flow was transferred to the
Southwest WRF, reducing the overall sanitary sewer system capacity to 56.0 mgd from 68.4.
Following three (3) major rain events, the Water Resources Department is currently evaluating
the need for additional capacity. City staff anticipates that the results of this evaluation will be
included in future reports for subsequent annual updates.

Sanitation/Solid Waste

Solid waste collection is the responsibility of the City, while all solid waste disposal is the
responsibility of Pinellas County. The City and the County have the same designated level of
service (LOS) of 1.3 tons per year per person, while there is no generation rate for nonresidential
uses. The City’s actual demand for solid waste service is approximately 1.2 tons per person per
year, less than the adopted LOS standard. For 2015, the overall county demand for solid waste
service was approximately 0.97 tons per person per year. The County currently receives and
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disposes of municipal solid waste, and constriction and demolition debris generated throughout
Pinellas County. The Pinellas County Waste-to-Energy (WTE) facility and the Bridgeway Acres
Sanitary Landfill are the responsibility of Pinellas County Utilities, Department of Solid Waste
Operations. While the WTE facility incinerated 868,083 tons of garbage in 2015, it has the
capacity to bum 985,500 tons per year. The Bridgeway Acres landfill has approximately 30 years
remaining, based on current grading and disposal plans. There are no solid waste related projects
listed in the capital improvement schedules.

Drainage/Stormwater

Prior to the development or redevelopment of any property in the City, site plan approval is
required. At that time, the storrnwater management system for the site will be required to meet
all City and SWFWMD (Southwest Florida Water Management District) storrnwater
management criteria. The City’s Storrnwater Management Master Plan (SMMP) contains
detailed infonnation on the 26 basins that comprise the stormwater management area. The
SMMP includes 85 projects. It is estimated that the City will spend an average of $6 million per
year over a 20 year horizon to complete the projects. SWFWMD grants are listed under funding
resources in Exhibit K, fund 4013, with the City match coming from “Penny for Pinellas” funds
which are listed in Exhibit C, Fund 3027.

Recreation & Open Space

While the City has adopted a LOS standard of nine (9) acres of recreation and open space per
1,000 resident population, it enjoys an estimated 28.1 acres per 1,000. There are no recreation or
cultural projects listed in the capital improvement schedules to address LOS deficiencies.

financial Feasibility

While 2011 legislative changes no longer require the CIP to be financially feasible, the City
continues to demonstrate a balanced program. Financial feasibility means that sufficient funding
sources (revenues) are available for financing capital improvement projects (expenses) intended
to achieve and maintain the adopted LOS standards. St. Petersburg accomplishes this by
following fiscal policies that are codified in the City’s Administrative Policies and Procedures:

1. General Fiscal Policy I.A.4. — “The city shall prepare and implement a Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) consistent with State requirements, which shall schedule the
funding and construction of projects for a five-year period, including a one-year CIP
Budget. The CIP shall balance the needs for improved public facilities and infrastructure,
consistent with the city’s Comprehensive Plan, within the fiscal capabilities and
limitations of the city.”

2. General Fiscal Policy I.A.5. — “The city shall maintain its accounting records in
accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), applied to
governmental units as promulgated by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB) and the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB). In addition, federal and
state grant accounting standards will be met.”

Page 4 of 6



3. Fiscal Policy for Capital Expenditures and Debt Financing, Policy IV.A.l.a. — “Revenue
projections for the one-year Capital Improvement Program Budget and five-year Capital
Improvement Program Plan shall be based on conservative assumptions of dedicated fees
and taxes, future earnings and bond market conditions.”

4. Fiscal Policy for Capital Expenditures and Debt Financing, Policy IV.A.2.a. — “Capital
projects shall be justified in relation to the applicable elements of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.”

Capital Improvement Budget

Each year the City Council approves an operating budget and a capital improvement budget.
The capital improvement budget is the first year of the five-year Capital Improvement Program
(CIP). The Capital Improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan includes the five-year CIP
along with 12 exhibits which are fund summaries for the various capital improvement funds. The
fund surni-naries provide detailed revenue sources and project expenditure amounts, by fund, for
FY17 through FY21. All funds are balanced in all years.

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

Early in each calendar year, the Planning & Economic Development Department reviews the
proposed capital improvement projects for the next fiscal year’s budget to make sure the projects
comply with the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan objective and policies identified
below.

The attached proposed ordinance and CIP schedules have been prepured to update the Capital
Improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed CIP schedules do not commit
the City to any financial expenditure beyond those itemized in the annual Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) Budget. The following objective and policies from the Capital Improvements
Element of the Comprehensive Plan are applicable to this annual update.

Policy CI1.l:

Those projects exceeding $250,000, identified in the other elements of the
Comprehensive Plan as necessary to maintain or improve the adopted level of service
standards and which are of relatively large scale and high costs, shall be included in the
Capital Improvement Element.

Objective C15:

To demonstrate the City’s ability to provide for needed improvements identified in the
other elements of the Comprehensive Plan, the City shall develop and adopt the capital
improvement schedule, as part of the Comprehensive Plan. The Capital Improvement
Schedule shall include: a schedule of projects; funding dates; all costs reasonably
associated with the completion of the project; and demonstrate that the City has the
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necessary funding to provide public facility needs concurrent with or prior to previously
issued Development Orders or future development.

Policy CI5A:

Proposed capital improvement projects must be reviewed by the planning department
based on the following:

A. General consistency with the Comprehensive Plan - projects found inconsistent
with the Comprehensive Plan shall not be approved until appropriate revisions are
made to the project and/or the Comprehensive Plan to achieve consistency.

B. Evaluation of projects regarding the following eight areas of consideration from
the State Comprehensive Planning Regulations:

1. Elimination of Public Hazards;
2. Elimination of Existing Capacity Deficits;
3. Local Budget Impact;
4. Locational Needs Based on Projected Growth Patterns (Activity Centers);
5. Accommodation of New Development and Redevelopment Service Demands;
6. Correction or replacement of obsolete or worn-out facilities;
7. Financial Feasibility; and
8. Plans of State Agencies and Water Management Districts that provide public

facilities within the Local Government’s jurisdiction.

The planning department shall advise the Department of Budget and Management of its
findings regarding these eight areas of consideration to assist said Department with the
ranking and prioritization of capital improvement projects.

Recommended Action

Staff recommends that the Community Plaiming & Preservation Commission, in its capacity as
the City’s Local Planning Agency, recommend to City Council APPROVAL of the attached
ordinance modifying the Capital Improvements Element based on consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan and compliance with statutory requirements.

Attachments: Proposed Ordinance and Exhibits A through L (CIP Schedules)
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GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 3001)

2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “A”

Cent Ave Bus Rapid Trans (BRI) CorrIdor
City Trails Bicycle Trails USF St Pete
City of Gulfport Contribution/49th St Imp
FBIP - Bay Vista Boat Ramp
FDEP/LWCF - Grandview Park
FDOS- Division of Cult Affairs (Mahaffcy)
FDOT - Intermodal Facility Sttidy
FDOT - District 7 ROW Landscape trnpr
FDOT/157235 11th A’S over Booker Creek
FDOT/ 157117 MLK S over Booker Creek
FEMA- USDIIS AFG Grant FY14
I IUD/EDI Grants( 1) - Jordan School
LWCF Lake Maggiore Park Improvements
USD01- Demens Landing Park Boat Ramp
USDOI-Grandview Park Boat Ramp Const.

0 60,000
30 218

8 0 910
58 0 39
66 0 7

140 0 0
44 0 0

0 0 1,500
112 0 95
785 0 3,911

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 479

46 0 12
41 0 135

187 0 0
0 0 38

240 0 0

0 0 0
248 200 150

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
1) 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 3,750

351) 0 3,400
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 625 625
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

200 200 200
0 0 0
0 0 0

2,000 1,770 850

3,256
60,000

1,034

0 0 918
0 0 97
0 0 72
0 0 140
0 0 44
0 0 1,500
0 0 207
0 0 4,696
0 0 3,750
0 0 3,750
0 0 479
0 0 58
0 0 176
0 0 187
0 0 38
0 0 24t)

TOTAL RESOURCES

REQ!. IREM ENTS

Transportation System .lanagement:
tntown Streetscape Improvements

I’ublic Buildings and Grounds:
MOB Repairs and Improvements
Pier Approach
Pier Visioning

Bridge Reconstruction/Replacement
157235 11th A/S over Booker Cr (+ 3027)
157117 MLK Sotith Over Booker Creek

Projects not in the CIE

12.781 970 71,454 2,798 2,795 8,975 2,175 1.775 103,723

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 17.134 940 66,077 2,600 2.014 8,243 1,805 1.485 100,297

Increase/(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

30 5,127
(4.352) (4.322)

(177) 156 108 (5) (85)
805 628 781 891 836

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 9/30 (4.352) (4.322) 805 628 784 891 886 801

RESOURCES

Beginning Balance
Bond Proceeds/TIF
Earnings on Investments
Grants/External Funding

Prior \ear
Carr forward Budget Change Bt’DGET

Actual 16 16 17 18 19
(t)OOs omitted)

Estimate

3,256
0

38

Total
20 21 15-21

0 0
100 50

Other
Transtërs From

General Ftind 0 0 2,200
General Fund-Public Safety 1,000 0 250
Intown ‘Vest Tax Increment District 150 0 0
South St Petersburg Redev. District 0 0 418
Downtown Redev. District Ftind-I’ier 5,200 0 273
Downiown Redev. District Fund-Intoi 21 I 200 0
Preservation Reserve 0 0 970
Fleet Operating Fund 800 0 0
Municipal Office Buildings Fund 400 740 0

0
375

0
0
0

200
0
0

1,500

0 2,20t)
375 3,250

0 150
0 418
0 5,473

200 1,111
0 970
0 800

1,150 8,410

200 200 0 200 200 200 200 200

400
0

9,727

740 0
0 20.000
0 40,273

2,000 1,770 850 1,500 1,150
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 3.750 0 0
0 0 0 350 0 3,400 0 0

6.806 0 5,804

1,400

8,410
20,000
50,000

3,750
3,750

50 44 13 105 135 12,987

CI - 15



BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN SAFETY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FtIND (Fund 3001)
2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior Year

Exhibit “B”

RESOURCES

Carryforwarci Budget Change BUDGET Estimate
Actual 16 16 17 18 19 20

(000s omitted)

Total
21 15-21

Beginning Balance
Earnines on Investments
Grants:

294
0 0 0 0 0

294

REQUIREMENTS

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements:
HSIP Downtown Bulbouts
Sexton Elementary Sidewalk

Projects not in the CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Increase(Decrease) in fund Balance
Beginning Balance

0 2,577
(2,283) (2,283)

0 (33) (82) 0
294 294 261 179

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 9130 (2,283) (2,283) 294 294 261 179 179 179

Baysvay Trail North - Phase II 1,720 0 218 0 0 0 0 0 1,938
Bicycle Facility - 30th Ave N. MLK to 58th St 62 2734 (62) 0 0 0 0 0 2,734
Bicycle Lanes - Priority Projects Phase tI 22 0 894 0 0 0 0 0 916
FOOT- 38th!4Oth Ave Median Project 484 0 131 0 0 0 0 0 615
FOOT - 54th Ave South Right Turn Lane 264 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 264
FOOT- HSIP Downtown Bulbouts 0 0 0 0 1,338 1,335 0 0 2,673
FOOT LAP- Ped Crosswalk Enhancements 106 0 797 0 0 0 0 0 902
FOOT LAP- 112th Avenue N4th Street 113 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 126
FOOT LAP - Walter Fuller Park Trail 345 0 76 0 0 0 0 0 421
FOOT LAP- Treasure Island Trail 76 0 1,217 0 0 0 0 0 1,294
FOOT LAP - Sexton Elementary 0 48 (1) 0 0 295 0 0 342
Pinellas Trail Extension Landscaping 9 0 342 0 0 0 0 0 351

TOTAL RESOURCES 3,497 2,782 3,625 0 1,338 1,630 0 0 12,872

Appropriation as of
9 3015

0 0 0 0 1,338 1,335 0 0 2,673
0 48 (1) 0 0 295 0 0 342

5,779 2,734 1,049 0 33 82 0 0 9,677

5,779 2,782 1,048 0 1.371 1,712 0 0 12,692

0
179
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NEIGhBORHOOD AND CITYWIDE INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 3027)

2017-2020 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “C”

Beginning Balance
Local Option Sales Surlax
Earnings on lnsestments
Pinellas County Interlocal Agreements

Sidewalks
West Central Avenue

Other

Prior \‘car
Carryforwarci Budget Change BUDGE1’

Actual 16 16

o .700 0 0
0 0 0 4,300

10 0 0 0

22,087
2,710 56,689

100 1,792

0 0 0 1,700
0 0 0 4,300
0 0 0 10

TOTAL RESOURCES 33,1)7 11,034 60 14,921 12,216 12,420 2,810 86,578

REQUIREMENTS

Street & Road Improvements:
Street and Road Improsements
Curb Replacement Ramps
Sidewalk Reconstruction
Alley Reconstruction - Unpaved

Railway Crossing Improvements:
9th A N at 19th Street

Transportation & Parking Management:
Bicscle Pedestrian Facilities
Comp Streetscaping Greenscaping
Neighborhood Trans Mgmt Program
Sidewalks- Expansion Program
Traffic Signal Mast Arm Programs
Complete Streets (Also in 3071)
Sidewalks- Neighborhood & ADA Ramps
Wayfaring Signage and Sign Replacement

Britlge Reconstruction/Replacement:
Bridge ReconstructionLoad Testing
11th A:S over Booker Creek (also in 3001)
157184 Bayou Gd Blvd. N ofTnglwd
157)86 Venetian Blvd W of Shore Acres

Channel Dredging:
Emergency Dredging Small Boat Channels
Dredging Arterial Channels FY17

Stormwater Management Projects (also in 4013):
8th AS at 44th S 5
Drainage Line Rehab Replacement
Stormwaler Vaults

Appropriation as of
93015

0 750
0 700
0 300

149 1,948
0 2,425
0 1,400

429 624

Economic Development Infrastructure:
Innovation District
Warehouse Arts District Action Plan
West Central Avenue Streetscape

Seasvall Renovation & Replacement

0 0 0 500
0 0 0 1,000
0 0 0 4,300

1,600 400 0

0 0 0 500
0 0 0 1,000
0 0 0 4,300

800 400 132 3,332

Projects not in the CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

lncrease(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 9.30

Notes

(2,298) 559 (1,352) 1,730 (752)
3,644 1,346 1,906 554 2,284

I) Projects shown in the plan for years 2017-2020 may be mosed on a year-to-year basis to balance this fund. Decisions to move projects will be based on the status of
previously scheduled projects and project priorities.

2) In FY16. as prosided for in an interlocal agreement with Pinellas County, SI 7 million was programmed as a resource from Pinellas County and is being used to fund the
installation of missing sidesvalk segments along county roads svithin the city

3)ln FY17. as provided for in an interlocal agreement with Pinellas County. 54.3 million is programmed as a resource from Pinellas County and will be used to provide for
Central Avenue improvements betsveen Park Street and 58th Street

RESOURCES

22.087
10.728 9.044

292 290

Estimate Total
18 19 20 15-2017

(000s omitted)

0 10,271 11,866 12,070
60 350 350 350

4,500 4.500
0 500
0 600

300 300

0 0 0

(2) 4,500 4.500 1.500
0 500 500 500
0 600 600 600

(3) 0 300 0

1,485 23,983
165 2,165
198 2,598

0 897

0 50 255 0 305

600 100
1,000 250

397 100
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 70

400 150

500 250
100 0

0 0
0 0

0 100 00 100
(200) 250 250 250

0 100 100 100
0 350 350 350
0 300 300 300
0 450 450 450
0 100 100 100
0 150 150 150

(I) 300 350 400
0 650 0 1,575
0 (1 80 1,320
0 0 0 195

33 1,033
83 1,883
33 830

132 1,182
0 900

140 1,490
33 403
50 1,050

0 50 0 50 50 50 17 217
0 0 0 400 0 0 0 400

0 823 0 0 0 1,573
0 700 700 700 231 3,031
0 0 300 0 99 699

20,076 4,3 12 (294)

29,473 13,332 (499) 16.273 10.486 13.172 3,946 $6,182

150 456 777 539 26,016

3,644 1.346 1.906 554 2.284 1,532 395

(1,136)
1,532
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RECREATION AND CULTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 3029)

2017-2020 CAPITAL IMPRO’EtsIENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior Year

Exhibit “D”

Carry forward Budget Change EU DGUT Estimate
Actual 16 16 17 18 19 20

10,002
6,041

0
118

6.093
0

102

10,002
38,316

20
665

TOTAL RESOURCES 16,161 6,195 20 7,373 8,211 8,754 2,289 49,003

REQUIREMENTS

Recreation/Community Centers:
Mirror Lake Complex Upgrades
Recreation Center Improsernents
Refinish Gym Floors
Shore Acres Center Replacement

Pool Improsements:
Swimming Pool Improseinents
Northwest Aqciatic Complex Phase II

Athletic Facilities:
Athletic Complex Restrooms/Concessions
Athletic Field Lighting Improvements
Athletic Facilities Improvements
Dugout Improvements
Outdoor Court Facility Improvements
Resurface Basketball Courts
Resurface Tennis/Shuftieboard Courts

Parks & Open Space:
Lake Nlaggiore Boyd Hill Park
Park Restroom Renovatioft’Improvements
Park facilities Improvements
Parking Lot Improvements
Parks Lighting Improvements
Play Equipment Replacement (also in 300 1/3027)
Restoration to Park Fountains/Statues
Spa Beach Improvements

615 50 0 601) 0 200 0
350 175 0 200 200 200 50
125 0 0 125 0 0 125

0 0 0 151) 0 0 0

191 300 0 350 350 350 300
0 0 0 (I 200 1,600 0

4l5 (4) 0 415 0 0
0 0 0 0 250 0

200 0 200 200 200 200
60 0 0 60 60 0

0 0 0 285 0 0
0 0 75 0 0 0
0 0 200 0 0 0

500 0 500 1,000 0 0
0 0 210 0 210 0

250 0 250 250 250 185
125 0 125 125 125 0
125 0 125 125 125 0
250 0 100 450 450 450
100 0 0 ISO 125 0

0 0 175 0 0 0

Sunken Gardens:
S tinken Gardens Park Improvements
Sunken Garden Service Elevator
Sunken Gardens Perimeter Wall Repair/RepI

480 160 0 160 200 200
0 0 0 250 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 250

66 1,266
0 250
0 250

Projects not in the CIE 5,749 3.455 31 1,930 2,458 1.427 872 15,922

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Assignment for Shore Acres Recreation Center

Increase(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 9/30

Notes

15.407 6.265 28 6,025 6.46$ 6022 2.348 12.562

240 283 2 1,414 1582 1.632 1.231

(353) (10) (66) 161 1.100 (1,290)
515 162 152 86 247 1,348

515 162 152 $6 247 1,348 58

6.384

1) Projects shown in the plan for years 20 17-2020 may be moved on a year-to-year basis to balance this fund. Decisions to move projects will be based on the
status of previously scheduled projects and project priorities

2) Assignments for the Shore Acres Recreation Center include 8240K in FY15, 8285K in FY16 and $5859 million in FYI7-20 In FY16, 8264K was
appropriated for the Shore Acres Park Expansion program and in FY17, $1 50K is being appropriated for the Shore Acres Recreation Design The grand total for
the Shore Acres Recreation Center Project is $6798 million.

RESOt’RCES

Beginning Balance
Local Option Sales Surtax
‘transfer from City Facilities Capital Imp. Fund (303 I)
Earnings on Investments

Total
15-20

(000 omitted)

0 7,268 8,086 8,619 2,209
20 0 0 0 0

0 105 125 135 80

Appropriation as
of 9/30/IS

830
1,200

480
120
855

75
0

2,278
210
250
375
250
546
300
125

1.565
1,275

375
150

1,844
1,80(1

1,656
1,450
1,480

300
1.140

151)
2(10

4,278
630

1,435
875
750

2,546
675
300

CI - 1$



TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 3071)
2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “E”

Beginning Balance
Earnings on Investments
Transfers:

Carillon (District 8)
District 8 (Not within Subdistrict)
District II (Not within Subdistrict)

Transportation Impact Fees:
GATISAF

TOTAL RESOURCES

REQUIREMENTS

GATISAF Projects
Gateway Areawide DRI Mitigation Pro.
28th Street Trail- GATISAF
Carillon- Intersection Modifications

Bike Share
CityTrails - Bicycle Trails
Complete Streets
Downtcwn mt & Ped Fac
Sidewalks
Traffic Safety Program

Projects not in the CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

lncrease,’(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

Prior Year
Carryforward Budget Change BUDGET

Actual 16 16 17

Appropriation as of
9 3015

(000s omitted)

93
3,000
2,500

914
4,595
1,450
2,106
1,200
2,630

1,402

19.890

RESOURCES

14,901
158 213

0
2 0

674 350

158 100

17,161 963

Estimate Total
18 19 20 21 15-21

14,901
16 185 185 185 185 185 1,312

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 2
0 350 350 350 350 350 2,774

0 150 200 100 100 100 908

16 785 1,135 1,235 1,035 735 23,065

(487) 0 0 0 0 0
0 2,500 0 0 0 0
0 2,500 0 0 0 0

500 0 75 256 83 0
0 500 75 0 0 0
0 450 450 100 0 0
0 250 250 250 250 250
0 200 200 200 100 100
0 250 250 250 250 250

(841) 0 33 53 51 60

(827) 6,650 1,333 1,109 734 660

843 (5,865) (198) 126 301 75
7,892 8,735 2,870 2,673 2,799 3,100

8.735 2,870 2,673 2.799 3,100 3,175

580 0
0 500
0 0
0 0

3,520 500
0 450

606 250
200 200

1,130 250

1,746 300

7.782 2,450

(1,487)
9,379

9,379 7,892UNAPPRO1RIATED BALANCE 930
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DOWNTOWN PARKING CAPITAL IMPROVENIENT FUND (FUND 3073)
2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior Year

Exhibit “F”

Carry forward Budget Change BtL)GET Estimate
Actual 16 16 17 18 19 20 2t

(000s omitted)

1.052 1.052
15 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 37

500 782 112 850 750 300 100 200 3,594

1,567 782 134 850 750 300 100 200 4,683

Appropriation as of

New Meter Technology
New Meters
MSC Garage. 24 Hr Access
Sundial Garage Waterproofing
Sundial Garage Improvements
Sundial Garage Restoration
Sundial Garage Rev Control
SotithCore Garage Tech Upgrades

985 200 (345)
0 0 0
0 0 0

540 0 0
200 132 0

0 0 0
200 100 0

0 250 0

200 200 200 0 0
20)) 50 100 100 200

50 500 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

250 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 502 I) 0 0 0 0

100 II 150 19 15 8 20

782 167 850 769 315 lOS 220

0 (19) (15) (8) (20)
110 110 91 76 69

ItO 91 76 69 49

RESOURCES

Beginning Balance
Earnings on Investments
Transfer from Parking Ftind

TOTAL RESOtiRCES

REQUIREMENTS 9/30/IS

Total
15-21

0

(502)

1424

Transfer to Parking Ftind

Projects not in CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Increase/(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRLAJED BALANCE 9/30 143

1,44))
650
550
54))
332
250
300
250

502

(241)

&573

0 (33)
113 143

143 110

CI - 20



VAT[R RESOURCES CAI’[lAL PROJECTS FUND (FUND 4003)

2017-2020 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “G”

Beicinning Balance
Bond Proceeds
Future Borrowinits
Connection Fees,Meter Sales.

Water
Sewer
Reclaimed Water

Earnings on Investments
Grants:

DOE-Department of Energy Biosolids
RESTORE grant
Tampa Bay Estuary Prog /RESTORE Grant

Joint Participation Agreements
Verizon- TV Bridge Utilities Replacement
Brighthouse- TV Bridge Utilities Replacement

Other
Reclaimed Water Assessments
SRF Funding
Transfer from Water Resources Operating Fund

Prior ‘ear
Carryforward Budget Change Bt’DGEI

Actual 16 16 17

40.357
32.340

0

563 707
397 250

32 50
145 107

1,037 0 0 0
0 0 0 271
0 271 (271) (1

0
0

(I)
21

0
4,000

5,203
1,897

332
1,861

0 0 0 0 1,037
0 0 0 0 271
0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL RESOURCES 78,892 84.724 1.153 58,123 46,142 39,431 35,640 49,382 393,387

Appropriation
REQUIREMENTS asof930 IS

WATER TREATMENT/SUPPLY
Cosme WTP Improvements

Enhanced Waier Treatment - Phase 2
Filter Media Evaluation
Gulf-to-Bay PS Elec MCC Swtchgr Rehah
Lime Sludge Lagoon Cleaning
Roof Es aluation Rehab
Vulnerability Assess Basin Security Cosers

Washington Terrace PS
Valve Replacement 250 0 250

RESOURCES

Estimate

19 20

Total

21 15-211$
(000s omitted)

41)357
28.243 773 0 0 0 0 0 61,357

0 0 50,060 37,300 29,500 24,650 37,400 178,910

0 735 765 796 827 810
0 250 250 250 250 250
0 50 50 50 50 50
0 242 262 320 348 357

0 325 0 0 0 0 0 325
0 325 0 0 0 0 0 325
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I)

15 0 15 15 15 15 15 III
50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 50,000

5,000 0 6,500 7,500 8,501) 9,500 10,500 51,500

0 0 0
0 0 21
0 0 0
0 0 100
0 0 0

300 770 0

0
525

0
1.000

0
0

5,000
536
452

1,100
54t)

1,070

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM INIP.
Dosvntosvn Main Replacement
US I 9Whtny SR6O Ph2 N FY07
USl9Whtny SR6O S fY 2007
FDOT Gandy Blv &Pass 16th St to 4th St
FDOT Gandy Oak Relo
DIS FDOT Gandy Blvd USI9 to 1-275
FDOT Gateway! 118th Ave
DIS Long Bayou Main RepI FY16
PC Haines Road 5 1-60 Ases
PC Haines Rd 60th AN US 19 Drain Inip
PC ParLStarkey Road
PC San Martin Blvd. Bridge Rep
Pipe Leak Testing
Potable Nesv Water Main Extensions
Potable Water Main Relocation
Potable MainValve Repi Aqueous Cross
Potable Water Serv.Taps Meters. Backflosvs
Potable Water Backflosv Prey Meter Rep)
48” WFM at Lake Tarpon Outfall Canal

WASTEWATER COLLECTION
Sanitary Sewer Collection Ss

Annual Manhole Rehabilitation Contract
Annual Pipe Repair Lining Contract
Annual Pipe Rehab, & RepI. Contract
FDOT Gandy Blvd &Pass (16th to 4th Si)
Force Main Design (AW Transfer)
LS #85 Force Main Part C

0 0 0 5.000
0 0 0 0
0 63 0 389
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 830
0 0 0 0

o 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

614 (60) 0
0 60 0
0 0 100
0 0 1,100
0 1,189 0

350 1,188 365
0 0 900

1.400 (1,360) 2,930
0 0 50
0 0 100

50 (31) 50
0 (106) 150

3,000 (2,032) 3,000
625 (61) 650

1.235 0 1.280
0 0 0

0 2,125 0
500 0 500

1.500 1,000 0
1,950 500 2,000

361 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0
324
415

2,627
0
0
0
0

25
0

20
0
0

50
ISO

6,100
625

1,190
0

0
500

2,000
2,900

985
2,924
6,741

200
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

too
50

ISO
3,000

700
1,370

0

1,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

100
50

100
3,000

700
1.4 15

100

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

300
too
50

ISO
3,000

650
1,325

0

0
750

2,400
3,200

0
0
0

1,000
0
0
0
0

1,000
0
0
0
0
0
0

100
50

100
3,000

700
1,460
1,000

0
750

2,400
3,200

0
0
0

2,200
324
415

3,181
6(1

1,100
1,100
1.189
1,928

900
2.990

350
500
319
693

22,068
4,589
9,275
1,100

2,125
3,500

14.100
20,150

1,346
2,924
6,741

0 0
750 750

2,400 2,400
3,200 3,200

0 0
0 0
0 0
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Exhibit “G”

WATER RESOURCES CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (FtIND 4003)

201 7-2020 CAPITAL IMPRO’EM EN’i PROGRAM PLAN

Prior \ear
Carryforwarci Budget Change Bt’l)GET Estimate Total

Actual 16 16 17 18 19 20 21 15-21
(000s omitteti)

Cs 85 Force Main Part D 7.957 0 (1,414) 0 0 0 0 0 6,543
Cs 85 Force Main Part E 1,890 0 (115) 0 0 0 0 0 1,775
CS 87 Childs Park Force Main 490 3,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,990
lnflov, and Infiltration RemoaI 66 500 0 8,000 8.000 $000 8.000 8.000 40,566
ManholeRim&CoerReplacement 82 50 (18) 0 150 150 150 150 714
Pasadena Force Main Phase III 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 5,200 5,700
PC San Martin Bkd Bridge Replacement 0 0 0 80 700 0 0 0 780
Roser Park Drive Sewer Rehab 1,200 0 (252) 0 0 0 0 0 938
Tierra Verde FM Replacement 1,230 0 1,307 0 0 0 0 0 2,537
SAN Wet Weather Mitigation 0 0 231 0 0 0 0 0 231
SAN Wet Weather Mitigation Phase II 0 0 3,200 0 0 0 0 0 3,200

Lift Station Improvements
LST Landscape & Fence Repl-20 Stations 0 0 0 0 0 t) 250 0 250
Lift St # I Sunrise Drive Rehab. 700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 700
Lift St #2, 12,29,55 Rehabilitation Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 225 1,500 1,725
Lift St. #3,9,57.60 Rehabilitation Plan 0 0 0 0 0 100 1,200 0 1,300
Lift St # II Snell Isle Rehab 880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 880
Lift St. # 14.29,44,66 Rehab. 0 0 0 160 60 0 0 0 320
Lift St. # 17.92 Ase N, FRC 4-6 565 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 565
Lift St # 2 I, 22, 34, 40. 4 I Rehab Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 300
Lift St # 23.24,79,80 Rehab. Replac 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 300 600
Lift St # 30 Rehab Pinellas Point 370 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 370
Lift St #42 Jim Walter Rehab. 70 100 0 0 100 1,000 0 0 1.271)
Lift St. #63 NE Master Improsements 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 0 1,500
Lift St. 9 $7 Childs Park Master 260 3.500 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,760
Lift St. SCADA System Replacement 0 150 0 1,200 0 0 0 0 1,350
Lift St. Portable Emergency Generator 0 500 (100) 0 0 0 0 0 400
Lift St. Pump Station Construction 8.485 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,485

\VASTEW..TER TREATMENT 0 0 1.381 0 0 0 0 0 1,381

Albert Whitted WRF-Improvements
Pump Station Final Design I .045 0 (92) 0 0 0 0 0 953
Demo Design 240 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 295
AW Demolition 0 3,304 (2,954) 0 0 0 0 0 350

Northeast WRF-lmprovements
Actuator and Valve Replacement 0 200 0 200 200 200 200 200 1,200
Aeration Basin Diffused Air Rehab 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 800 1,051)
Aerator Equipment Replacement 250 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 250
Backwash Upgrade 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 500
Clarifier3Rehab. 400 0 (13) 0 0 0 0 0 387
Clarifier 3 & 4 Pumping Station Rehab 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 2,500 2,750
Clarifier #4 Rehab & Clean 0 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 500
Disinfection Improvements 1,579 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,579
Electrical Distribution Improvements 0 0 0 0 500 5,000 0 0 5,500
Headworks Rehab. 1,600 0 (424) 0 850 0 0 0 2,026
Emergency lnf Pipe RepI 850 0 234 0 0 0 0 0 1,084
NE & NW SludgeX Pump Stations FY13 531 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 531
NE & NW Slude X Force Mains FY13 653 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 653
NE & NW Sludge Odor FY15 0 0 532 0 0 0 0 0 532
NE Sludge PS & FM Imp FY15 16 2,083 730 (1.472) 0 0 0 0 0 1,341
NE Process Control Instruments 0 0 0 0 300 0 0 0 300
NE Secondary Grit Remosal System 0 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 300
NE Filter Piping Upgrade 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 0 500
NE Curbing & Paving 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 0 250
NE Filter Pump Station 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 0 800
NE Filter Valve & Piping Replacement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 500
NE Reclaimed Storage Tanks Painting 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
NE Operations & Lab Bldg Replacement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 300
NE Upgrade or Add Additional Effluent Filter 0 0 0 0 300 2,700 0 0 3,000
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Exhibit cCG

WATER RESOURCES CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (FUND 4003)

2017-2020 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior \ear
(‘arryforisarcl Budget Change BUDGE1’ Estimate Total

Actual 16 16 17 18 19 20 21 15-21
(000s omitted)

Plant Lighting Upgrade 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 0 300
SCADA Phase H 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 500
Security Improvements 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300

Northwest WRF-tmpro ements
Clarifier r2 Rehab 0 700 0 0 0 0 0 0 700
Disinfect Dosing 1.404 0 (98) 0 0 0 0 0 1,306
Distribution Pumps 0 0 0 350 400 200 0 0 950
Electrical Rehabilitation 5940 0 (16) 0 0 0 0 0 5,924
Influent Course Screen Odor Control 0 0 0 0 0 5,200 0 0 5,200
Intermediate Motors Pumps 280 0 (133) 350 400 200 0 0 1,097
Nesv Headsvorks Screening Odor Control 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 1,100
NW Actuator and Valve RepI 0 0 0 200 200 200 200 200 1,000
NW GBT Controls Design and Const. 0 0 0 300 0 0 0 0 301)
NW SCADA Upgrade 0 0 0 50 500 0 0 0 550
NW Clarifier #4 Rehab. 0 0 0 0 0 75 750 0 825
NW Nesv Blower Replacement 0 0 0 0 150 0 400 400 950
NW 3D Scan Survey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 100
NW Maintenance Shop Replacement 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 1,500 1,601)
NW Sludge PS & FM FY15 3.257 1.010 57 0 0 0 0 0 4,324
NW Generator Switchgear System Upgrade 0 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 350
NW Old Influent Pump Station Replace 0 0 0 0 0 400 4,000 0 4,400
NW Injection Well Acidizations 0 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 100

Southivest WRF-Improvements
Backwash Filter Pump 336 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 186
Biosolids Dewatering 57! 10,650 (6,285) 0 0 0 0 0 4,936
Biosolids CMAR 388 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 388
Clarifier Rehab 500 0 (383) 0 0 0 500 0 617
CNG Fueling Station 1,193 6,480 (6,636) 0 0 0 0 0 1,337
CNG Perm Fueling Station 0 0 380 0 6,000 0 0 0 6,380
CNG Generator Evaluation 10.299 2,950 (1,422) 0 0 0 0 0 11,827
Digesters Construction (DOE Partially) 4,093 39,300 13,030 0 0 0 0 0 56,423
Effluent Filter Addition 0 0 0 7,000 0 0 0 0 7,000
GBT Rehabilitation 0 2.240 (1,408) 0 0 0 0 0 832
Generator 3 Replacement 2,682 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,682
Injection Well Acidization 550 0 (45) 0 0 0 0 0 505
Paving and Curb Replacments 0 0 0 0 0 200 200 0 401)
Plant Reclatmed Water Storage 4,500 0 (1,000) 0 0 0 0 0 3,500
RW l’ump Station Evaluation Modifications 1,793 0 (123) 0 0 0 0 0 I,67t)
SW Upsize Injection Well Pipe 0 0 0 1,900 0 0 0 0 1,900
SW Waste Sludge Pump RepliLarger Cap, 0 0 0 50 500 0 0 0 550
SW Improvements FY13 479 0 (54) 0 0 0 0 0 425
SW Nesv Clarifier 0 0 0 3,000 0 0 0 0 3,000
Replace Aeration Blosvers 0 0 0 150 150 150 0 0 450
Replace Return Pumps and Equipment 0 0 0 150 150 150 0 0 450
SCADA Upgrades 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500
Security WaIL Fence 200 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 400
Solids Thickening Improvements 394 0 (49) 0 0 0 0 0 345
SW 4 New Return Pumps 0 0 0 250 0 0 0 0 250
SW Replace. Rebuild Distribution Pumps 0 0 0 150 150 0 0 0 300
SW Administration & Lab Building 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 5,000 5,300
SW Nesv Injection Wells 0 0 0 500 11,700 0 0 0 12,200
SW Chlorine Contact Chamber 0 0 0 800 0 0 0 0 800
SWNesv Additional Heathvorks(76mgd) 0 0 0 6,100 0 0 0 0 6,100
SW Nesv Effluent Pumps 0 0 0 2,900 0 0 0 0 2,900

RECLAIMED SYS. IMPROVEMENTS
New Reclaimed Serv Taps & Backflows 75 75 0 75 75 75 50 50 475
Main Vahe RepI flushing Appurtances 50 50 (28 50 50 50 50 50 322

WATER RESOURCES BUILDING IMP.
FAC Emergency Generator Improsements 0 85 0 200 0 0 0 0 285
Enerv Efficiency Improsements 0 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 350

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
Laboratory Improsements 484 0 0 50 300 50 0 50 934
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Exhibit “G”

WATER RESOURCES CAPITAL PROTECTS FUND (FUND 4003)

2017-2020 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior Year
Carrvforward Budget Change Bt’I)GET Estimate Total

Actual 16 16 17 1$ 19 20 21 15-21
(000s omitted)

Computer Hardssare Softsare RepI 250 100 (41) 100 100 100 100 100 $09

Projects not in the CIE (29.400) 1,034 2.353 1,123 1,551 2.242 2,747 4.979 (13,371)

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 73,169 89.506 596 58,532 47,161 39,332 35,508 49.264 393,068

Increase (Dectease) in Fund Balance (4,782) 557 (409) (1.019) 99 132 119
Beginning Balance 5.723 941 1,498 1,089 70 169 300

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 5,723 941 1.498 1,089 70 169 300 419

Notes:
I) This five-year plan includes approximately 51 79M in future borrossings necessary’ to fund the CIP program.

2) Florida Department of Transportation tFDOT( projects shown are based on the FDOT project plan; howeser, FDOT project schedules arc very uncertain. FDO7’
projects have historically impacted the water transmission mains
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STORMWATER DRAINAGE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 3013)

2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior Year
Change BUDGET Estimate

Exhibit “H”

16 17 18 19 20 21 15-21
(000s omitted)

Beginning Balance
Earnings on Investments
Transfer from Stormwater Operating Fund
Grants/External Funding

PC/Gandv Blvd & Oak S/NE SDI
SWFWMD/MLK & Gatessav Mall
SWFWMD/4th St & 14th A/N to Cres. Lk
SWFWMD/Sth A/S at 44th S/S
SWFWMD/94th A/N at Tinney Creek
SWFWMD/Riviera and Snell Isle Vaults
SWFWMD/SneII Isle Blvd and Rafael
SWFWtVID/Stormwater Vaults

Contributions from Developers

6,242
63

800

0 0 0
868 0 627

0 800 0
0 0 2,635

393 0 284
176 0 101

0 0 1,650
0 200 0

22 It) 0

0 87 $7 87 87 87
0 3,660 2,500 1,000 1,000 1,000

360 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

10 10 10 10 10

TOTAL RESOURCES

REQUIREMENTS

Master Plan Update

8,564 2,120 5,297 1,117 2,597 1,097 1,097 1,097

Appropriation as
of 9/30/15

0 0 0 1,50(1 1.500 0 0 0

25,986

3,Ot)0

Master Plan Storm Drainage Improvements
MLK & Gateway Mall SDI
Snell Isle Blvd and Rafael
Riviera and Snell Isle Vaults
8th Ave SE Storm Drain Imp
94th A/N at Tinny Creek
4th S/I4th A/N Crescent Lake
Gandy Blvd & Oak Street NE SDI
8th Avenue South at 44th Street South

Storm Drainage
Minor Storm Drainage
Drainage Line Rehab Replacement (+ 3027)

Lake Maggiore Alum Upgrade

6,980
2,600
1,300

391
1,179

800
300

0

6,685
2,600
1,186

283
862
800

1,290
4,372

2,197
5,796

Projects not in the CIE (5.090) 200 0 210 26 53 79 100 (4,423)

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Increase/(Decrease) in Fund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE

9,710 2,550 (1.638) 8,622 2.576 1,103 1,129 1,097 25,148

(430) 6.935 (4,505) 21 (6) (32) 0
(1,146) (1576) 5,359 854 875 870 838

(1.116) (1,576) 5,359 854 875 870 838 838

RESOURCES

Carry forward Budget
Actual 16

Iota I

110
1,000

6,242
608

10,960

360
1,495

800
2,635

677
277

1,650
200

$2

0 (295) 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 (III) 0 0 0 0 0
0 (108) 0 0 0 0 0
0 (317) 0 0 0 0 0

800 (800) 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 990 0 0 0 0

500 0 3.872 0 0 0 0

500 250 0 500 250 250 250 197
250 800 (4) 1,550 $00 800 800 800

500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 500
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AIRPORT CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (FUND 4033)

2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “I”

Beginning Balance
Earninas on Investments
Grants

Prior Year
Carry forward Budget Change BUt)GET

16 16 17 18
(000s omitted)

0 0 0 0 0

Federal (FAA) Discretionary Funds
FAA/Airport Airfield Improvements
FAA/Master Plan Update
FAA/Airport PAPIS/RE[LS
Design Runway 18/36
FAA/Ruinssay 18/36
FAA/Runway 7/25 & TW I Stub Coon
FAA/Taxiwav “C” Rehab
FAAPWiIdlife Assessrnent/Mgmt Plan

EDOT/State Funds
Design Runway 18/36
Airport Hangar #1 Rehab
Airport Hanger #1 FY14 (SW Hangar Phase
Airport PAPIS/REILS
Airport Southwest llangar Red (Phase 3)
Airport Runway 7/25 & TW I Sttih Conn
Airport Runway 7/25 Extension Study
Airport Runway 18/36
Airport Terminal Hanger
Master Plan Update
Taxiwav “C” Rehab

Transfer from Airport Operating Fund

o o 0
o 0 0
o 0 0
o 0 0
o 0 0

229 0 2,360
0 108 0

59 0 0

0 0 0
102 0 227
43 0 1,157

0 0 0
0 600 2,400

25 0 200
0 0 40
0 0 0

25 0 535
0 0 0
0 10 0
0 103 0

0 0 150 0 0
0 315 0 0 0
0 0 0 18 90
0 0 0 225 0
0 0 0 0 4,050
0 0 0 0 0

293 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 20 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 2 8

600 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 360
0 0 0 0 0
0 28 0 0 0

350 0 0 0 0
125 125 125 125 127

150
315
108
225

4,1)50
2,589

401
59

20
329

1,200
10

3,600
225

40
360
560

2$
360
730

TOTAL RESOURCES 667 821 6,918 1,368 468 275 390 4,635 15,542

REQUIREMENTS
Appropriation as

of 9/30/15

2.000
0
0
0
0

700 1255
0 0
0 0
0 0

121 2

4,705
4,75))

350
431
423

Projets not in CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Increase/(Decrease) in fund Balance
Beginning Balance

0 5,266
(5,085) (5,085)

(113) 109 101 99 (376)
181 68 177 278 376

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE (5,085) (5,085) 181 68 177 278 376 0

RESOURCES

Actual

181

Estimate
19 20 21

Total
15-21

181
0 2

Airport Southwest Hangar Redev
Design Rtinwav 18/36 Rehab (Match built in)
Master Plan Update (Match built in)
Rehab Taxty “C” South Ramp (Match built it

Taxiway “C” Rehab (Match built in)

3,753

750 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 250 4,500
0 350 0 0 0

431 0 0 0 0
300 0 0 0 0

0 395 0 9 174 41 511 4,883

5,753 821 1.652 1,481 359 174 291 5.011 15,542
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MARINA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FtIND 4043)

2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Prior ear

Exhibit “I”

RESOURCES

Carrvfor,ard Budget Change BUDGET
Actual 16 16 17 18

(0t)Os omitted)

Estimate Total
19 20 21 15-21

Beginning Balance
Earnings on Investments
Future Borrowings
Transfer from Marina Operating Fund

2,150
25 29 0 27 27

0 0 0 2,000 0
80 440 0 550 ISO

2,150
27 27 27 189

0 0 0 2,000
220 220 220 1,910

TOTAL RESOURCES

REQUIREMENTS

Marina Facility Improvements
Marina Piling Repi FY16
Marina Rebuild Central Yacht Basin
MarIna Transient Dock

Projects not in the CIF

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

2,255 469 0 2,577 207 247 247 247 6,249

Appropriation as
of 9/30/15

1.905 165 (199) 430 0 500 0 500 3.301
0 0 0 0 165 0 165 0 330
0 0 0 2,500 0 0 0 0 2,501)
0 0 226 121 0 0 0 0 347

(486) 0 14! 0 4 25 12 50 (253)

1419 165 168 3,051 169 525 177 550 6,225

Increase/( Decrease) in lund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE

304 (16$) (474) 38
836 1.140 972 498

(27$) 70 (303)
535 257 327

836 1,140 972 498 535 257 327 24
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PORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (FUND 4093)

2017-2021 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “K”

RESOURCES

REQU IREM ENTS

Port Whart’ Renovs

Inflation Contingency

Projects not in the CIE

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Increase/(Decrease) in fund Balance
Beginning Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE

Prior Year
Carry forward Budget Change BUDGET

Actual 16 16 17
(000s Omitted)

Estimate

1$ 19 20 21

Total

15-21

Beginning Balance 205 205
Earnings on Investments 3 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 21
FSTED Grants

Port Wharf Renovations 481 0 0 50 50 50 50 50 731
Port Repair & Renovation 24 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 92

TOTAL RESOURCES 713 9 68 59 50 50 50 50 1,049

Appropriation as
of 9/30/15

201 0 55

0 0 0

466 0 0

667 0 55

101 5! 51 51 51

0 I 3 4 5

0 1 3 4 5

101 52 54 55 56

9 13 (42) (2) (4) (5) (6)
46 55 68 26 21 20 15

26 24 20 15 9

561

13

478

1,039

46 55 68
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COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   November 14, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: December 1, 2016 

 

RE:    Referral to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

   Public Water Quality Monitoring Protocols 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully request to refer to the Public Services & Infrastructure committee a 

discussion of our public water quality monitoring protocols, along beaches and in Tampa 

Bay.   

 

It is suggested that this discussion include Dr. Valerie Harwood from the University of 

South Florida, who has done significant research in this area, as well as Carlos Frey from 

the City of St. Petersburg Engineering Department.  Mr. Frey serves as the city’s 

representative on the Technical Advisory Committee of the Tampa Bay Estuary 

Program.  He is also the city’s representative on the Regional Ambient Monitoring 

Program (RAMP) Committee.  I welcome any other suggestions for speakers at this 

meeting.   

 

 

 

 

 

     Steve Kornell, Council Member 

     District 5 

 



COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   November 22, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: December 1, 2016 

 

RE:   Requesting funding for Tall Lynx Ship from BP Funds 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully request funding not to exceed $65,000 from BP settlement funds for 

infrastructure needed for the Tall Lynx Ship in the North Basin. 

 

 

     Ed Montanari, Council Member 

     District 3 

 



COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   November 10, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: December 1, 2016 

 

RE:    Referral to the Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

   My Sistah’s Place Funding 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully request to refer to the Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee a request to 

provide $50,000 of one time funding from the remaining BP settlement funds for My 

Sistah’s Place, a home for young women aging out of foster care.  Attached is a letter of 

support from Commissioner Ken Welch and an itemized budget. 

 

 

 

 

 

     Steve Kornell, Council Member 

     District 5 

 



 

 

GOLDEN GENERATIONS, INC.- MY SISTAH’S PLACE 

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG PROGRAM BUDGET REQUEST 

 

 

 

LINE ITEM         CITY OF ST. PETE REQUEST                  DESCRIPTION 

 
                                      
 

Transportation                                          $15,000.00                                Purchase Van   

                

      

Communications                                      $2,000.000                                Office Phone system and four (4) 

                          cell phones for  

 

Equipment                                                $4,000.00              Four (4) laptops w/software        

                                                

           

Professional Development Training            $800.00                                  CPR, First Aide, etc. 

 

  

Marketing Materials                $2,500.00                                  Website design and development 

                                                                                                                     design and layout of material, 

                                                                                                                     brochures, fact sheets 

  

Home Furnishings                                     $8,900.00                                  Livingroom, dining room,  

                    and bedroom furnishings,                                                                                                                                

                             kitchen essentials, bathroom                     

                                                                     essentials 

 

Home Renovations    $4,500.00                                  Purchase ten (10) windows plus     

                                Installation 

 

Security System                                        $2,300.00                                   Installation of indoor/outdoor  

                    security system 

 

Fencing                                                     $3,500.00                                   Remove existing and install 

                        new fencing 

 

Backyard Renovation/Furnishings           $6,500.00                                    Remodel and furnish backyard  

                                   for events and quiet reflection  

          space 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 
TOTAL CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG BUDGET REQUEST                            $50,000.00 

 





COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   November 10, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: December 1, 2016 

 

RE:    Sewage Report Information Request 

 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully requesting that the attached information be included in the Sewage Report at 

the City Council meeting on November 21, 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

     Steve Kornell, Council Member 

     District 5 

 



 

 

MEMORANDUM 

Office of City Council 
 
 

TO:  Mayor Rick Kriseman and Members of City Council 

FROM: Steve Kornell, Council Member, District 5 

SUBJECT: Biosolids Project Concerns 

DATE:  November 10, 2016 

  
 

I have some concerns regarding the Biosolids project and the plan that was 

presented at the Committee of the Whole meeting on October 27, 2016 to 

bypass the headworks at the SW plant, and increasing the size of the soon-to-be 

installed splitter box, in order to avoid unauthorized sewage discharges during 

above-average rain events.  At the time I asked how skipping the filtering that 

happens at the headworks would affect the rest of the plant and was assured it 

would be fine because this procedure would only happen during above-

average rain events.  I was also assured that the issues that the debris would 

create for other parts of the plant would be minimal because this procedure 

would only happen during an above-average rain event, which is not often.  

This made me feel comfortable enough to move the project forward. 

 

I recently reviewed item B-4 from the June 2, 2016 City Council meeting.  This 

item was to rehabilitate a filter in the headworks at the NE plant.  The following 

paragraph is directly from the backup material provided to City Council at the 

time. 

 

“The barscreen removes foreign materials and debris from the 

wastewater entering the plant through the influent channel protecting 

the influent pumps, piping, headwork’s equipment, fine barscreen and 

other downstream equipment.  If not removed, large chunks of debris 

can damage pumps and equipment or hinder the treatment process in 

the Water Reclamation Facility which can be costly in repairs and 

downtime.” 

 

It is obvious that what was presented to City Council on June 2 is very different 

than what was said in answer to my questions at the Committee of the Whole on 

October 27, 2016.  I would like further clarification. 

 

 Could the resultant debris cause a shutdown at a plant that necessitates 

a discharge during a weather event? 

 



 

 

 

 Could debris that travels farther into the plant, because of bypassing the 

headworks, cause equipment to jam, necessitating a sewer discharge? 

 

 Is there a way of filtering the flow further downstream during times when 

we bypass the headworks, to still remove the large debris? 

 

I fully recognize this problem is multi-faceted and complex and that there is a 

need for urgency to protect our environment.  I would just like a little more 

consideration of this point as there seems to be two different statements on the 

issue. 

 

Thank you. 

 

 
c: Kanika Tomalin, Deputy Mayor 

 Gary Cornwell, City Administrator 

 Kevin King, Chief of Staff 

 Claude Tankersley, Public Works Administrator 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 

Housing Services Committee Report 

Council Meeting of December 1, 2016 

 

 

TO:   The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council  

 

FROM: Housing Services Committee: Karl Nurse, Committee Chair, Darden Rice, Committee 

Vice-Chair, Charlie Gerdes, Council Member, Lisa Wheeler Bowman, Council Member, 

and Ed Montanari, Council Member 

 

RE:  Housing Services Committee Meeting of November 21, 2016 

 

New Business: 

 

Discussion of Agreement between City and Jordan Park, Brett Pettigrew, Assistant City Attorney          

  

Mr. Brett Pettigrew discussed a draft Agreement between the City and the St. Petersburg Housing Authority 

(SPHA) in reference to Jordan Park.  He discussed the Termination Agreement which cancels the current 

Agreement with the City for the funding that was allocated to Jordan Park from CDBG funding, and the 

Operation Agreement which includes how the facilities will be maintained and brought into compliance 

through 2031.  He discussed that the Agreement was approved by Attorneys for SPHA and the City.  In the 

draft Agreement the rights of tenants was included and the prohibition of retaliation from management.  

Details included: renovation of the development, codes compliance ability to inspect, issue logs, and annual 

audits of the development, among others.  The St. Petersburg Housing Authority (SPHA) would like to 

manage Jordan Park after it is acquired.   

 

SPHA may place ownership of Jordan Park into a subsidiary agency (one that does not currently exist) 

rather than taking direct ownership.  The subsidiary will be controlled by SPHA.  The developer and SPHA 

are both agreeable to this agreement, if it is approved today by the Housing Services Committee, which 

will be presented to Full Council on December 1, 2016. 

 

Mr. Pettigrew discussed that the Management Agreement independently is not subject to public records, 

but becomes subject to public records with the inclusion of Appendix A to the Agreement.  He discussed 

Article 3, which discuss the potential of a subsidiary that would take control of Jordan Park which has to 

be subject to the approval of SPHA and the City of St. Petersburg.  The City will still have access to records.   

 

Councilmember Rice asked about the challenges that the Richman Group and Landex encountered as the 

tax credits expired, and how will SPHA maintain the Property.  Mr. Tony Love, Executive Director of 

SPHA responded that subsidies remain.  He discussed that SPHA has the ability to utilize its own 

maintenance staff.  There is an affordability reserve fund that currently exists, and will be used to make 

repairs.  If the development continues to be 100% affordable housing, funding will be available from HUD.   

He also discussed that another source of funding would be proceeds from the sale of the museum to the 

City.   

 

Questions were asked in reference to short term repairs, long term repairs, incorporating tenant obligations 

in the current lease by an addendum, a provision of assignment at the end of the Agreement which discuss 

the Mayor and City Council as having final approval.    

 

Councilmember Gerdes asked has SPHA refined its wish list from the $12-$12 million to the now $9.5 

million.  Mr. Love responded that the immediate needs are for $2 million to make the necessary 
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improvements.  He discussed that future needs may be $9 million plus an additional $7 million, but that 

SPHA does not currently own the development.    

 

Councilmember Kennedy asked what input has residents of Jordan Park had in the development of the 

Agreement.  Mr. Pettigrew responded that to his knowledge residents have not been involved.  Mr. Love 

responded that the charge from the City was to have attorneys from the City and SPHA work on an 

Agreement.  Sandy McClinton, Attorney for SPHA responded that she is not aware of any meeting held 

with tenants.   

 

Councilmember Kennedy discussed that he is concerned with a $6 million and $7 million of future 

improvements without a list that provides a scope of work that has to be conducted.  Ms. McClinton 

responded that SPHA cannot get in and determine all maintenance needed until acquisition of the property, 

after which an inventory of all needs can be conducted.  She is comfortable with providing repairs that will 

be conducted with $2 million currently on hand.   

 

Councilmember Kennedy does not feel the City has the ability to enforce the Agreement without a list of 

the scope of work of the substantial improvements to be conducted.  Ms. McClinton discussed that the 

interest today is to move forward to close the loan.  SPHA will come back and show the City its plans for 

conducting substantial renovations moving forward 12-18 months.  Mr. Love discussed that an estimate of 

the costs will be $9.5 million and include roofs, doors, water closets, interior walls, in 12-18 months.   

 

Councilmember Gerdes asked Mike Dove, Neighborhood Affairs Administrator to ensure that in 45 days 

for the Codes Compliance Assistance Director to get his complete list to SPHA, have a meeting with 

residents to discuss the renovation plan, after which it will be brought back to Housing Services for 

recommendation for approval.  Mr. Dove responded that SPHA has resolved the short list with 

approximately two items that remains and needs to be addressed. 

 

Mr. Love responded that SPHA will meet with residents after it takes ownership and will maintain Jordan 

Park and make it a desirable place to live.  Chair Nurse asked Mr. Love provide a list of work to be done 

as an attachment to the Council document. 

 

Motion:  A motion was move the Agreement to Full City Council for approval.  

 

Affordable Housing Projects submitted by Developers of multi-family Low Income Housing Tax 

Credits developments, Stephanie Lampe, Sr. Housing Development Coordinator 

 

Ms. Lampe discussed that the request submitted will be brought before Full Council on December 1, 2016 

for approval.  This year we only had one developer to submit an application and Administration is 

requesting a minimum contribution.  The process was changed this year to allow a priority project, which 

allows funding of $607,000 for a project.   

 

The project that Administration will submit for funding is not a priority project, she believes that a priority 

project will be submitted by Pinellas County, and if that project is not approved, the City’s project may be 

designated for funding.  The request for assistance was $90,000 but when discounting the assistance by 5 

percentage points, it results in a loan of approximately $75,000.   

 

A question was asked to describe a priority project.  Ms. Lampe discussed that a local entity would have to 

fund a project with $607,000.  The aim is to scatter the development and not have all of them located within 

close proximity to each other.  It takes into account 2 Factor and 3 Factor areas that includes low income 

and minority concentrated areas.    The development will still have to meet state requirements of being in 

close proximity to a grocery store, hospital, public transportation, etc. 
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Motion:  A motion was made to move the item to Full Council Agenda for approval on December 15, 2016. 

 

Next meeting:  The next meeting to be held on December 22, 2016 beginning at 10:30 a.m.   

 

Topics:  

 

To be determined  

   

 

Committee Members 

Karl Nurse, Chair 

Darden Rice, Vice-Chair 

Charlie Gerdes, Council Chair  

Lisa Wheeler-Bowman, Council Member  

Ed Montanari, Council Member 
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Attached is a resolution approving two agreements related to the Jordan Park 

Apartments: (i) a Termination Agreement with Jordan Park Development Partners, 

Ltd., and (ii) an Agreement Regarding Jordan Park Apartments with the Housing 

Authority of the City of St. Petersburg.  

A draft of each agreement is also attached. These draft agreements are identical to 

those distributed for the November 21, 2016 meeting of the Housing Services 

Committee except as follows: 

 A copy of the December 2000 contractor agreement between the City and Jordan 

Park Development Partners, Ltd., has been included in the Termination 

Agreement as appendix A. This addition moved the form of mortgage release to 

appendix B. 

 Pursuant to discussion at the November 21st meeting, an initial version of the 

Renovation Plan for Jordan Park is now attached to the agreement with the 

Authority as appendix C. This addition is addressed through minor revisions to 

section 1.4 of this agreement that (i) incorporate the new appendix and (ii) clarify 

that the Renovation Plan may include repairs that go above and beyond what is 

needed to bring Jordan Park into compliance with applicable standards.   



 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-___ 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA (“CITY”) AND THE 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, 

FLORIDA (“AUTHORITY”) THAT PROVIDES THE CITY WITH 

OVERSIGHT RIGHTS FOR THE JORDAN PARK APARTMENTS 

SIMILAR TO THE RIGHTS IT POSSESSED THROUGH THE 

CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT DATED DECEMBER 28, 2000, 

(“CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT”) BETWEEN THE CITY AND 

JORDAN PARK DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, LTD 

(“DEVELOPER”);  APPROVING THE TERMINATION 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND THE DEVELOPER TO 

TERMINATE THE CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT, SUBJECT TO 

CERTAIN CONDITIONS; CONSENTING TO THE ASSIGNMENT 

OF THE AMENDED AND RESTATED GROUND LEASE DATED 

NOVEMBER 9, 2000, BETWEEN THE DEVELOPER AND THE 

AUTHORITY, SUBJECT TO EXECUTION OF THE AGREEMENT 

WITH THE AUTHORITY AND THE TERMINATION 

AGREEMENT; APPROVING THE CANCELLATION OF THE 

DEVELOPER’S LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE NOTE AND 

RELEASE OF THE DEVELOPER’S LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE, 

AS RECORDED IN PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, OFFICIAL 

RECORDS BOOK 11303, PAGE 424, EFFECTIVE WHEN THE 

ASSIGNMENT OF THE JORDAN PARK APARTMENTS FROM 

THE DEVELOPER TO THE AUTHORITY OR AN ENTITY 

CONTROLLED BY THE AUTHORITY OCCURS; AUTHORIZING 

THE CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE TO MAKE NON-

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO THE AGREEMENT WITH THE 

AUTHORITY AND THE TERMINATION AGREEMENT; 

AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE 

THE AGREEMENT WITH THE AUTHORITY, THE 

TERMINATION AGREEMENT, AND ALL OTHER NECESSARY 

DOCUMENTS, INCLUDING A CANCELLATION OF THE 

DEVELOPER’S LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE NOTE, A RELEASE 

OF THE DEVELOPER’S LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE, AND ANY 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND AGREEMENT WITH AN 

AUTHORITY-CONTROLLED OWNERSHIP ENTITY MADE IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH THE AGREEMENT WITH THE 

AUTHORITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“Authority”) and 

Jordan Park Development Partners, Ltd (“Developer”) executed an Amended and Restated Ground 

Lease (“Ground Lease”) for the Developer to lease the Jordan Park development site located at 2240 

Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida 33712 (“Property”) for the purpose of (i) renovating 31 

existing units, (ii) constructing 206 new apartment units and related infrastructure improvements, and 

(iii) operating such units after completion of the renovations and construction; and 

 



WHEREAS, City Council approved deferred Community Development Block Grant loans in 

the amount of $3,167,000 to the Developer; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and the Developer entered into a 

Contractor Agreement on December 28, 2000, (“Contractor Agreement”) for the City to provide 

funding in an amount not to exceed $3,167,000 to the Developer for the purpose of providing the 

design, specifications, and construction of infrastructure improvements within the rights-of-way at 

the Property; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Property is used as an affordable housing facility with ancillary services that 

provides housing to 237 very-low- and low-income households, as defined by the U.S. Department 

of Housing and Urban Development, through December 31, 2031; and 

 

WHEREAS, as a guarantee that the Property would be used as an affordable housing facility 

that provides housing to 237 very-low and low-income households through December 31, 2031,  the 

Developer executed a Leasehold Mortgage and Leasehold Mortgage Note in the amount of 

$3,167,000; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage (with the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage 

Note attached thereto) was recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, official records book 11303, page 

424; and 

 

WHEREAS, after the Developer completed (i) the renovation of the 31 existing apartment 

units and (ii) the development of the 206 new apartment units and the associated infrastructure 

improvements, the City took fee simple title to all the land underlying the platted rights of way within 

the Property, along with all of the Developer constructed improvements on and below the surface of 

the rights of way, by way of a special warranty deed dated December 10, 2002; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Developer has provided housing for very-low and low-income citizens at the 

Property since completion of the construction, renovations and improvements in 2002; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Developer desires to assign its interest  in the Ground Lease and the 237 

multi-family rental housing units, ancillary buildings, and all other buildings and fixtures on the 

Property to the Authority or to an entity controlled by the Authority; and 

 

WHEREAS, the assignment cannot occur unless the City (i) provides prior written consent to 

the assignment of the Ground Lease, (ii) terminates the Contractor Agreement and (iii) cancels the 

Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage Note and releases the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Authority sent a letter to the City requesting that the City (i) cancel the 

Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage Note and release the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage and (ii) 

terminate the Contractor Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that canceling the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage 

Note and releasing  the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage will serve a public purpose by reducing the 

cost of the assignment to the Authority (or an entity controlled by the Authority), thereby increasing 

the amount of money available to improve the Jordan Park Apartments at the Property following the 

assignment, as well as providing the basis for an agreement between the Authority and the City under 



which (i) the City will continue to possess certain oversight rights for the Jordan Park Apartments 

and (ii) the Property will continue to be used as an affordable housing facility that provides housing 

to 237 very-low- and low-income households through December 31, 2031; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City and the Authority desire to enter into an agreement that provides the 

City with oversight rights for Jordan Park Apartments similar to the rights it possessed through the 

Contractor Agreement; and  

 

WHEREAS, City and the Developer desire to terminate the Contractor Agreement, cancel the 

Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage Note and release the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage, subject to 

the terms and conditions set forth in the termination agreement between the City and the Developer 

(“Termination Agreement”); and 

 

WHEREAS, following the assignment, the City will continue to own all the land underlying 

the platted rights of way within the Property, along with all of the Contractor constructed 

improvements on and below the surface of the rights of way. 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, 

Florida, that the Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and the Housing 

Authority of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“Authority”) that provides the City with oversight 

rights for the Jordan Park Apartments similar to the rights it possessed though the Contractor 

Agreement dated December 28, 2000 (“Contractor Agreement”) between the City and Jordan Park 

Development Partners, Ltd (“Developer”) is hereby approved. 

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Termination Agreement between the City and the 

Developer to terminate the Contractor Agreement, subject to certain conditions is hereby approved. 

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Council hereby consents to the assignment of the 

Amended and Restated Ground Lease dated November 9, 2000 between the Developer and the 

Authority, subject to execution of the Agreement with the Authority and the Termination Agreement. 

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the cancellation of the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage 

Note and release of the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, 

official records book 11303, page 424, effective when assignment of the Jordan Park Apartments 

from the Developer to the Authority or an entity controlled by the Authority occurs, is hereby 

approved.   

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Attorney’s Office is authorized to make non-

substantive changes to the Agreement with the Authority and the Termination Agreement to correct 

typographical errors and clarify provisions of such agreements to conform to City Council’s direction. 

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor or his designee is authorized to execute the 

Agreement with the Authority, the Termination Agreement, and all other necessary documents 

necessary to effectuate these transactions, including a cancellation of the Developer’s Leasehold 

Mortgage Note, a release of the Developer’s Leasehold Mortgage, and any acknowledgment and 

agreement with an Authority-controlled ownership entity that is made in compliance with the 

Agreement with the Authority and in substantially the same form as the one attached to that 

Agreement. 
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TERMINATION AGREEMENT 

 

 THIS TERMINATION AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into this ___ day of 

December, 2016, by and between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and Jordan Park 

Development Partners, LTD (“Developer”), (collectively, “Parties”). 

 

WITNESSETH 

 

WHEREAS, on November 9, 2000, an amended and restated ground lease (“Ground Lease”) for 

the property located at 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida, and known as Jordan Park 

Apartments (“Property”) was executed between the Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg 

(“Authority”) and the Developer; and 

 

WHEREAS, the St. Petersburg City Council approved deferred Community Development Block 

Grant loans in the total amount of $3,167,000 to the Developer; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City and the Developer entered into a Contractor Agreement on December 28, 

2000, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A (“Contractor Agreement”) for the City to provide 

funding in amount not to exceed $3,167,000 to the Developer for the purpose of providing the design, 

specifications, and construction of infrastructure improvements within the rights-of-way at the Property; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, the Property is used as an affordable housing facility with ancillary services to 

support the residential development including but not limited to a community room and laundry facility, 

whose mission is to provide housing to 237 very-low and low-income households, as defined by the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development through December 31, 2031; and 

 

WHEREAS, as a guarantee that the Property would be used as an affordable housing facility that 

provides housing to 237 very-low and low-income households through December 31, 2031, the 

Developer executed a Community Development Block Grant Program Leasehold Mortgage Note 

(“Note”) and a Leasehold Mortgage, recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, official records book 11303, 

page 424, (“Mortgage”); and 

 

WHEREAS, after the Developer completed (i) the development of 206 new apartment rentals, (ii) 

the renovation to 31 apartment rentals, and (iii) infrastructure improvements, the fee simple title to all the 

land underlying the platted rights of way within the Property, along with all of the Developer constructed 

improvements on and below the surface of the rights of way, were conveyed to the City by special 

warranty deed; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Developer has provided housing for very-low and low-income citizens at the 

Property since completion of the construction, renovations and improvements in 2002; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Developer now desires to assign its interest in the Ground Lease and its interest 

in the 237 multi-family rental housing units, and all other buildings and fixtures on the Property 

(collectively, “Jordan Park Apartments”), to (i) the Authority or (ii) a subsidiary of the Authority, a legal 

entity controlled by the Authority, or an instrumentality of the Authority (the “Ownership Entity”); and 

 

WHEREAS, this assignment to the Authority or an Ownership Entity cannot occur unless the 

City (i) consents to assignment of the Ground Lease, (ii) terminates the Contractor Agreement, and (iii) 

cancels the Note and releases the Mortgage; and 
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WHEREAS, the City and Developer desire to enter into this Agreement to enable this assignment 

to the Authority or an Ownership Entity, subject to the conditions set forth in this Agreement; and  

 

WHEREAS, following this assignment to the Authority or to an Ownership Entity, the City will 

continue to own all the land underlying the platted rights of way within the Property, along with all of the 

Developer-constructed improvements on and below the surface of the rights of way.  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the foregoing recitals (all of which are hereby 

adopted as an integral part of this Agreement), the mutual promises, covenants, and conditions herein 

contained and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which are hereby 

acknowledged, the City and the Developer hereby agree as follows:  

 

1. This Agreement is effective on the date of the execution of the Agreement Regarding Jordan Park 

Apartments between the City and the Authority, which grants the City certain oversight rights 

with respect to the Jordan Park Apartments following assignment to the Authority or an 

Ownership Entity. 

2. If this Agreement goes into effect, it constitutes prior written consent of the City to the 

assignment of the Ground Lease for the sole purpose of assigning ownership of the Jordan Park 

Apartments from the Developer to the Authority or an Ownership Entity (the document 

evidencing such assignment being called the “Assignment”). 

3. The Contractor Agreement shall terminate at the Closing. For purposes of this Agreement, 

“Closing” is the assignment to the Authority or an Ownership Entity of the Developer’s interest 

in the Ground Lease and the Developer’s interest in the Jordan Park Apartments. Following the 

termination of the Contractor Agreement, the Parties shall have no further obligations to one 

another other than those set forth in this Agreement. 

 

4. Following termination of the Contractor Agreement, the City shall have no liability arising out of 

or related to the Contractor Agreement, and the Developer releases the City from any and all 

claims and liability arising out of or related to the Contractor Agreement. The Developer’s 

indemnity obligations set forth in paragraph N of part II, General Terms and Conditions, of the 

Contractor Agreement shall survive termination of the Contractor Agreement with respect to 

events, incidents, or other losses occurring or arising prior to the date of termination of the 

Contractor Agreement, regardless of when a claim is made for such an event, incident, or other 

loss.   

5. The Developer represents and warrants that, throughout the term of the Contractor Agreement, 

the Developer has maintained insurance coverage in accordance with the requirements set forth in 

paragraph GG of part II, General Terms and Conditions, of the Contractor Agreement, and the 

Developer agrees that it shall maintain such coverage until the Contractor Agreement is 

terminated.  

6. The Developer's record retention obligations set forth in paragraph H of part II, General Terms 

and Conditions, of the Contractor Agreement shall survive termination of the Contractor 

Agreement. Such books and records shall be open to examination or audit by the City upon 

request. 

7. The term “Invoice” means any invoice, bill, or other written demand for payment submitted to the 

Developer at least ten (10) business days before Closing. On or before the date of Closing, the 

Developer shall pay or provide in the documents executed in connection with the Closing that the 
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Authority or the Ownership Entity, as applicable, shall pay after Closing all Invoices for the 

provision of goods and services related to the Property and the Jordan Park Apartments, including 

but not limited to payment of all Invoices from individuals and companies who have provided 

repair services at the Jordan Park Apartments (other than invoices in dispute), and the Developer 

shall provide evidence of its payment of such Invoices or the assumption of such Invoices  by the 

Authority or the Ownership Entity, as applicable, upon request by the City.  

8. The Developer acknowledges that, as part of the assignment of the Property and the Jordan Park 

Apartments to the Authority or an Ownership Entity, the Developer has obligations to transfer to 

the Authority all funds remaining in the operating reserve and the replacement reserve, in 

accordance with section 5(d) of the Regulatory And Operating Agreement between the Authority 

and the Developer, dated July 31, 2001. 

9. In recognition of the Developer’s performance under the Contractor Agreement, the City shall 

cancel the Note effective as of the Closing, and shall deliver to the Escrow Agent (as defined 

below) at least one (1) business day prior to the Closing an executed release (the “Mortgage 

Release”) of the Mortgage in the Official Records of Pinellas County, Florida, in a form 

substantially similar to the one attached to this Agreement as Exhibit B.  The Escrow Agent shall 

have the right to release the Mortgage Release from escrow and to record the same in the Public 

Records of Pinellas County, Florida immediately prior to the recordation of the Assignment. If 

the Assignment is not recorded on or before February 1, 2017, the Escrow Agent shall return the 

Mortgage Satisfaction to the City. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “Escrow Agent” shall 

mean the firm of Squire Patton Boggs (US) LLP, Tampa, Florida. 

10. Prior to Closing, the Developer shall cooperate with the Authority and the City and promptly 

respond to all reasonable requests of the Authority and the City related to the Jordan Park 

Apartments. 

11. The laws of the State of Florida shall govern this Agreement. 

12. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties with respect to its subject 

matter, and it supersedes any previous representation, proposal, or agreement as to its subject 

matter, whether oral or written. No amendment or termination of this Agreement is effective 

without mutual written consent of the Parties. 

 

 

 

 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]  
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 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have made and executed this Agreement as of the date first 

above written. 

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG 

 

By:  ________________________________  

  Joshua A. Johnson, Director 

  Housing and Community Development 

 

 

WITNESSES: 

 

Sign:  _________________________________  

 

Print:  _________________________________  

 

Sign:  _________________________________  

 

Print:  _________________________________  
 

 

Attest:  ____________________________________  

  Chandrahasa Srinivasa, City Clerk 

   

 

 

 (SEAL) 
 

 

JORDAN PARK DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, LTD. 

A Florida limited partnership 

 By: Jordan Park Development, LLC, its General Partner 

 

By: The Richman Group of Florida, Inc., Member 

 

By:  ________________________________  

  Kristin Miller, President 
 

WITNESSES: 

 

Sign:  _________________________________  

 

Print:  _________________________________  

 

Sign:  _________________________________  

 

Print:  _________________________________  

 

 

By: Landex of Jacksonville, Inc., Member 
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CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT
(Loan for Rehabilitation of Property)

THIS AGREEMENT, (“Agreement’) made and entered into this 28I day of , 2000, by and
between the City of St. Petersburg, a municipal corporation existing by and under the laws of the State of Florida (“City”), and
Jordan Park Development Partners, Ltd., a limited partnership organized under the laws of the State of Florida (“Contractor”):

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the City is the recipient of Community Development Block Grants (3-99, B-00 & B-01-MC-12-0017);
and

WHEREAS, the City desires to use a portion of said grants for the improvement of the social and economic welfare of
its citizens through the provision of services to low- and moderate-income persons; and

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution numbers 99-413 and 00-501 have appropriated funds for the
implementation of said goals;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual performance of the promises and covenants contained herein, the
City and the Contractor agree as follows:

PART I - SPECIFIC TERMS AND CONDITIONS

A. SCOPE OF SERVICES

1. Contractor shall perform or cause to be performed the following services:

a) The development of plans and specifications for the infrastructure improvements at the Jordan Park Development
site and all the other activities related to the planning, design and construction ofinfrastructure and infrastructure-related
improvements, including, but not limited to: underground public utilities, streets, sidewalks, alleys, streetscapes,
landscaping and lighting (“Infrastructure”), whose street address is 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida,
33712, legally described as Jordan Park Tracts 1 & 2 and that pt of Vac Jordan Park STE of Tract 1 as recorded in the
Public Records ofPinellas County, Florida (“Property”) (Parcel identification number: 31/26/16/44460/001/0010); and

b) To develop and operate the Property as an affordable housing facility providing 237 housing units for low- and very-
low income households through the term of the instrument described in Part I, Section D. of this Agreement.

2. Progress in implementation of services under this Agreement shall be measured against the following benchmarks:

a) Submission of infrastructure plans and specifications to the appropriate City department(s) and to the Housing and
Community Development Department occurred before December 25th 2000;
b) Selection of a construction contractor occurred before December 3 2000;
c) Request reimbursement for services covered under this Agreement in accordance with the attached

Exhibit B.

In the event that one or more of these benchmarks are not met, City shall have the right to terminate this Agreement or
reduce the agreed upon funding amount, with a ten business day notice to Contractor to cure. If correction is not made
within the ten business day notice period, the Agreement may be terminated and all funds disbursed under the
Agreement shall be paid back to City from Contractor within thirty days of termination.

3. Contractor shall implement its construction duties under this Agreement in accordance with the following:

a) Contractor shall hire an architect/engineer to prepare written plans and specifications for the infrastructure
construction activities described in paragraph one above. The cost of preparation of plans and specifications by a
licensed architect and/or engineer shall be a reimbursable item under this Agreement.
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b) Contractor shall include all applicable federal requirements set forth for construction projects, such as Davis-Bacon
wage rates and Executive Order 11246, in bid documents, contracts and any subcontracts and abide by and enforce all
said requirements. Actual federal labor standards documentation will be originated and maintained by the St. Petersburg
Housing Authority with oversight from the City.

c) All infrastructure plans and specifications shall be submitted to the City’s Housing and Community Development
Department.

d) Contractor shall submit infrastructure plans and specifications to the City’s Engineering and Public Utilities
Departments for review and approval.

e) Contractor shall have a mandatory pre-construction meeting, with a representative from the City’s Housing and
Community Development Department in attendance, with all construction contractors/subcontractors prior to the start
of construction.

f) Contractor shall insure that the construction contractor has the appropriate license(s) to do the intended work and that
the necessary construction permit(s) is/are obtained prior to the City funding any portion of the construction of
infrastructure improvements.

g) City may inspect the work during construction. City shall have no liability to Contractor with respect to any such
inspection or non-inspection.

h) All change orders for the Infrastructure, regardless of funding source, shall be approved by City prior to change order
work being started. Said approval shall not unreasonably be withheld and shall be processed within 5 business days.

1) All requests for payment, submitted by the construction contractor responsible for performance of the Infrastructure,
shall be approved by City and Contractor prior to payment by Contractor.

j) Contractor shall not assist any property which is historically or environmentally sensitive without written consent
from the City. City shall not be liable for reimbursement of costs for any property determined to violate any
environmental law, including but not limited to, those listed in 24 CFR Part 58, if applicable.

4. Contractor shall operate the Property as a rental housing facility with 237 units for low- and very-low income households in
accordance with the following:

a) The Property shall be used as a rental housing facility whose mission is to provide housing to 237 low- and very-low
income households.

b) All the residential tenants, at initial occupancy of the Property during each fiscal year (October 1st through
September 30th); shall qualify as low- and very-low income, as defmed by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (“HUD”) Section 8 income limits; current income limits as attached hereto as Exhibit A and as may be
revised from time to time by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

5. The Scope of Services outlined above shall be altered only through the prior written approval of the City.

6. Upon completion of the work described in this Agreement, the Contractor shall cause the transfer, by special warranty deed,
the fee simple title to all of the land underlying the platted rights of way (“ROW”) within the Property, along with all of the
Contractor constructed improvements on and below the surface of the ROW to the City, free and clear of all encumbrances.

B. METHOD OF PAYMENT

1. City shall pay to Contractor a maximum of $3,167,000.00 (three million one hundred sixty seven thousand dollars and no
cents) and Contractor shall accept that amount toward the cost of infrastructure development and improvements, as follows:
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a. City shall pay a maximum of $3,167,000.00 (three million one hundred sixty seven thousand dollars and no cents),
in accordance with Section B. 1. above, for infrastructure improvement plans and specifications and construction of
infrastructure improvements on Property. Any funds in excess of that amount shall be provided by other sources of
funds arranged by Contractor, including but not limited to Low Income Housing Tax Credits, HOPE VI funds, and
Federal Home Loan Bank funds; and

b. Work shall be completed and draw requests shall be submitted in accordance with the Minimum Draw Schedule
attached hereto as Exhibit B. In the event that work is completed and draws are submitted in advance of the schedule
in Exhibit B, funds will be reimbursed by City for approved work. In the event that Contractor fails to complete work
and submit at least the cumulative payment draw amount, within a 10% (ten percent) variance, by the corresponding
month in the schedule, City may reduce the funds available under this Agreement by an amount equal to the difference
between the cumulative draw amount as specified in Exhibit B and the actual work completed and approved and draw
request submitted. Review ofthe draw schedule will occur on a quarterly basis, beginning March31, 2001. In the event
that the draw schedule is not met, due to Contractor’s fault, City shall have the right to reduce the amount available
under this Agreement with a ten business day notice to Contractor to cure. If correction is not made within the ten
business day notice period, the Agreement amount shall be reduced and the draw schedule adjusted. The lack of
submission of acceptable Davis Bacon payroll-related paperwork or reports or other federally required paperwork
required herein for payment approval, shall not be considered an acceptable reason to extend draw deadlines.

2. Contractor shall not be reimbursed for any general administrative costs, staff salaries, indirect costs or overhead costs of
Contractor related to the services provided herein.

3. Disbursement of all funds by the City shall be a reimbursement for actual costs incurred by Contractor or for documented
expenses to be paid by the Contractor within three working days of receipt of funds from the City. Contractor shall provide to
City a copy of all checks disbursing funds to any architectlengineer or construction contractor for performance of services under
this Agreement; said copies to be provided prior to approval of additional payments.

4. Requests for payment shall include adequate documentation of expenses, releases of liens from any construction contractors
and a written statement from Contractor accepting work for which payment is requested. Payment shall be allowed for materials
not installed, not to exceed $500,000.00 (five hundred thousand dollars and no cents) at any one time. Stored materials shall be
kept in a bonded secure warehouse with access provided to the City for purposes ofverification and Contractor shall provide City
with documentation of paid invoices to substantiate value of stored materials. Loss of said stored materials shall be the sole
responsibility of the Contractor and shall not constitute cause for delay of construction.

5. Construction payments shall neither be made by the Contractor nor processed or made by the City until all federal labor
standards documentation has been approved by the City and all reporting requirements have been fulfilled on time. Actual
Federal labor standards documentation will be reviewed, approved and held by the St. Petersburg Housing Authority with
oversight from the City.

6. The City may disapprove requests for payment which are materially not consistent with the terms of this Agreement.

7. No requests for payment under this Agreement shall be accepted after August31, 2002. Time extension will be allowed with
any materially reasonable request.

C. REPORflNG AND MONITORING

1. Contractor shall provide a written monthly report on the progress made toward completion of construction activities. Said
report shall compare goals with accomplishments and provide an explanation if accomplishments do not meet implementation
schedule. Said report shall be due to City by the fifth working day of the month following the end of the reporting period; the
first report being due the fifth working day of the month after this Agreement is signed.

2. When the Property achieves 95% (ninety five percent) occupancy (“Stabilization”), through the term of the instrument
described in Part I, Section D. of this Agreement, Contractor shall provide an annual report by October 31 of each year for the
period of October 1 through September 30 of each year, in a format agreed by the City, which summarizes information on all
residential occupants of the Property. From the date of Certificate of Occupancy of the construction through Stabilization,
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Contractor shall provide quarterly reports in a format agreed by the City, which summarizes information on all residential
occupants of the Property. Said reports shall include, but not be limited to, race and sex of head of household, gross income of
household and number of persons in the household and shall be submitted within thirty days of the end of each quarter.

3. Contractor shall fumish City with all additional information, records, reports and data as may be required by HUT) or City
pertaining to matters of this Agreement.

4. City shall have the right to monitor and evaluate all aspects of activities carried out by Contractor.

5. Contractor shall provide annually to City, for the term of the instrument described in Part I, Section D. of this Agreement,
evidence of property insurance, and flood insurance, if applicable.

6. Paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and S of this Section shall continue in effect until the termination of the instrument described in Part I,
Section D of this Agreement.

D. RESTRICTIONS ON USE

1. The Property shall be used as an affordable housing facility with ancillary services to support the residential development
including but not limited to a community center, laundry facility, day care center, etc. whose mission is to provide housing to
237 low- and very-low income households providing services principally to low- and very-low income households, as defined
by the U.S. Department ofHousing and Urban Development, through December 31,2031, unless an alternative use is approved
in writing by the City prior to a conversion to such alternative use.

2. A promissory note secured by a mortgage on the leasehold interest legally described as Jordan Park Tracts 1 & 2 and that
Pt of Vac Jordan Park STE of Tract, also known as 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33712, in the amount of
$3,167,000.00 (three million one hundred sixty seven thousand dollars and no cents) or the full amount drawnby Contractor from
City at time of completion, whichever is less, shall be executed and held by the City.

E. TIME OF PERFORMANCE

The services described in Part I, Section A of this Agreement shall commence on and shall be
completed on or before August 31, 2002.

F. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

1. The attached “Part II General Terms and Conditions” are incorporated into this Agreement and are binding on the parties
hereto.

2. All parts and exhibits to this Agreement shall be read together providing, however, that in the case of conflict, terms of the
Part I of this Agreement shall be controlling.
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N WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have made and executed this Agreement as of the date first above written.

WITNESS:

Print:
Ijc1eUc

Sign: -cfLIL
Print:

j.

L\kfl\Th Gk

WITNESS:

Sign:

Print: ya5

Sign: a!
rint/lii S tPrd I

Approved as to Formarid Content:

City Attorney (designee)

By1’ RICHARD B. SADGLEY
c/Assistant City Attorney

CITY OF T. PETERSBW9

By:
Robert H. Rowan, Director
Housing and Community

Kristin Reiner
Vice President

onville, Inc., Member

di S. iegel
residen

L:\CONPLANXB2000\Jordan ParkUordan Park CDBG Contract B-OOwpd

Attest:

JORDAN PARK DEVELOPMENT P
A Florida limited parthership

By: Jordan Park Development,

By: The chman roup of Florida, Inc., Member

By:
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EXHIBIT A

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

2000 INCOME LIMITS

Very Low Income Low- and Moderate-Income
Persons in Maximum Maximum
Household Household Income Household Income

1 $ 16,650 $ 26,600

2 19,000 30,400

3 21,400 34,200

4 23,750 38,000

5 25,650 41,050

6 27,550 44,100

7 29,450 47,100

8+ 31,350 50,150
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EXHIBIT B
Minimum Draw Schedule for Jordan Park Infrastructure Design and Ithplementation

Minimum
Date Draw Actual Cumulative Actual Cumulative

Requests* Amounts Draws Draw

1 31-Dec-00 141,511 141,511
2 31-Jan-01 141,511 283,022
3 03-Mar-01 226,417 509,439
4 31-Mar-01 226,417 735,856
5 01-May-01 268,870 1,004,726
6 31-May-01 283,021 1,287,747
7 01-Jul-01 283,021 1,570,768
8 31-Jul-01 221,000 1,791,768
9 31-Aug-01 148,000 1,939,768

10 01-Oct-01 142,232 2,082,000
11 31-Oct-01 125,000 2,207,000
12 01-Dec-01 150,000 2,357,000
13 31-Dec-01 175,000 2,532,000
14 31-Jan-02 175,000 2,707,000
15 28-Feb-02 95,000 2,802,000
16 31-Mar-02 60,833 2,862,833
17 30-Apr-02 60,833 2,923,667
18 30-May-02 60,833 2,984,500
19 29-Jun-02 60,833 3,045,333
20 29-Jul-02 60,833 3,106,167
21 28-Aug-02 60,833 3,167,000

* Draw requests include retainage.

7



PART II- GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
(CDBG-Funded Service Agreements)

A. Source ofFunds. The sole source of funding from the CITY for payment of services performed under
this agreement is the Community Development Block Grant provided to the CITY by the U.S. Department ofHousing
and Urban Development. CONTRACTOR agrees that in the event that the Community Development Block Grant is
reduced or withheld by the U.S. Department ofHousing and Urban Development, then the CITY shall not be liable for
payment of contracted services from any CITY fund other than the Community Development Block Grant.
CONTRACTOR further agrees that the maximum sum payable under this agreement may be reduced by the CITY. In
the event that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development determines that CONTRACTOR has not
fulfilled its obligations in accordance with the requirements applicable to the Community Development Block Grant
andlor requests reimbursement of expenses paid under this agreement, CONTRACTOR shall provide said
reimbursement from non-federal sources within ten days of said notice from the CITY.

B. Non-Discrimination. In carrying out this agreement, the CONTRACTOR or any subcontractor shall
not exclude from participation in, deny benefits to, or otherwise discriminate against, any person because ofrace, color,
religion, sex, age, national origin or handicap.

C. In carrying out this agreement, the CONTRACTOR or any subcontractor shall not
discriminate in the sale, rental, use or occupancy of housing; in the sale or rental of land to be developed for housing;
in the fmancing ofhousing or the provision ofbrokerage services; including otherwise making unavailable or denying
a dwelling to a person, because ofrace, color, religion, sex, national origin, handicap or familial status. CONTRACTOR
and any subcontractor agree to affirmatively further fair housing.

D. Equal Employment and Contracting Opportunity. During the performance of this agreement, the
CONTRACTOR shall comply with E.O. 11246 and implementing regulations at 41 CFR Part 60. CONTRACTOR shall
not discriminate against any person in any phase of employment because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.
CONTRACTOR and any subcontractor shall take affirmative action to ensure fair treatment in employment, upgrading,
demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of
compensation; and selection for training and apprenticeship. CONTRACTOR and any subcontractor shall to the greatest
extent feasible give opportunities for training and employment to low- and moderate-income persons residing within
the Tampa - St. Petersburg metropolitan area and award contracts for work in connection with this agreement to eligible
business concerns which are located in or owned in substantial part by persons residing in said metro area. In
accordance with E.O. 11246 and implementing regulations at 41 CFR Part 60, CONTRACTOR and any subcontractors
performing services under this agreement shall develop a written affirmative action compliance program, if
CONTRACTOR or subcontractor has fifty (50) or more employees and is awarded a contract(s) totaling $50,000.00
or more. Said program shall be due to CITY prior to any payment for services under this agreement.

E. Section 3. Any contract exceeding $200,000 and any subcontract exceeding $100,000 shall comply
with Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, as amended, 12 U.S.C. l7Olu. CONTRACTOR
shall comply with I{UD’s regulations in 24 CFR Part 135, which implement Section 3, and shall include the following
clause (referred to as the Section 3 clause) in all subcontracts resulting from the commitment of funds under this
Agreement:

1) The work to be performed under this contract is subject to the requirements of Section 3 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968, as amended, 12 U.S.C. 1701u (Section 3). The purpose of Section 3 is to ensure
that employment and other economic opportunities generated by HUD assistance or HUD-assisted projects covered by
Section 3, shall, to the greatest extent feasible, be directed to low- and very low-income persons, particularly persons
who are recipients of HUD assistance for housing.

2) The parties to this contract agree to comply with I{UD’s regulations in 24 CFR Part 135, which
implement Section 3. As evidenced by their execution of this contract, the parties to this contract certify that they are
under no contractual or other impediment that would prevent them from complying with the Part 135 regulations.

3) The contractor agrees to send to each labor organization or representative of workers with whom the
contractor has a collective bargaining agreement or other understanding, if any, a notice advising the labor organization
or workers’ representative ofthe contractor’s commitments under this Section 3 clause, and will post copies ofthe notice
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in conspicuous places at the work site where both employees and applicants for training and employment positions can
see the notice. The notice shall describe the Section 3 preference, shall set forth minimum number andjob titles subject
to hire, availability of apprenticeship and training positions, the qualifications for each: and the name and location of
the person(s) taking applications for each of the positions: and the anticipated date the work shall begin.

4) The contractor agrees to include this Section 3 clause in every subcontract subject to compliance with
regulations in 24 CfR Part 135 and agrees to take appropriate action, as provided in an applicable provision of the
subcontract or in this Section 3 clause, upon a finding that the subcontractor is in violation of the regulations in 24 CfR
Part 135. The contractor will not subcontract with any subcontractor where the contractor has notice or knowledge that
the subcontractor has been found in violation of the regulations in 24 CFR Part 135.

5) The contractor will certify that any vacant employment positions, including training positions, filled:
(1) after the contractor is selected but before the contract is executed; and (2) with persons other than those to whom
the regulations of 24 CFR Part 135 require employment opportunities to be directed, were not filled to circumvent the
contractor’s obligations under 24 CFR Part 135.

6) Noncompliance with HUD’s regulations in 24 CFR Part 135 may result in sanctions, termination of this
contract for default, and debarment or suspension from future HUD assisted contracts.

F. Conflict of Interest. CONTRACTOR shall ensure that no member of or delegate to the Congress of
the United States of America shall be admitted to any share or part hereof or to any benefit to arise herefrom. In
addition, CONTRACTOR shall ensure that no employee or consultant of the CITY or a subgrantee, or its designees or
agents, no member of the City Council, and no other elected or appointed official or officer of the CITY or a subgrantee
tvho exercises or has exercised any functions or responsibilities with respect to the CDBG program during his or her
tenure or for one year thereafter, shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in any contract or subcontract, or the proceeds
thereof, either for themselves or those with whom they have family or business ties, for work to be performed in
connection with the services provided under this agreement.

CONTRACTOR shall maintain a code or standards of conduct that shall govern the performance of its
officers, employees or agents engaged in the awarding and administration of contracts using funds provided under this
agreement. No employee, officer or agent shall participate in the selection, award or administration of a contract in
which said funds are used, where he or his immediate family, partners, or organization in which he or his family or
partner has a financial interest or with whom he is negotiating or has any arrangement concerning prospective
employment. CONTRACTOR’S officers, employees or agents shall neither solicit nor accept gratuities, favors or
anything of monetary value from contractors or potential contractors. Such standards shall provide for disciplinary
actions to be applied for violations of such standards by CONTRACTOR’S officers, employees or agents.

G. Lobbying Prohibited. CONTRACTOR certifies that:
1) no federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of it, to any person for

influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a member of Congress, an officer or
employee of Congress, or an employee of a member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any federal
contract, the making of any federal grant, the making of any federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative
agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any federal contract, grant, loan,
or cooperative agreement; and

2) if any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a member of Congress, an officer or
employee of Congress, or an employee of a member of Congress in connection with this federal contract, grant, loan,
or cooperative agreement, it will complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,” in
accordance with its instructions, tvith a copy of said submittal provided to CITY within ten (10) days of submission.

H. Record Retention. All records pertaining to this agreement, including but not limited to fmancial,
statistical, property and programmatic records, shall be retained for four (4) years from ending date of the CITY’S fiscal
year (October 1 through September 30) in which this agreement is paid in full, expired, or terminated. All records,
however, that are subject to audit findings shall be retained for four (4) years in the manner prescribed above or until
such audit fmdings have been resolved, whichever is later. Nothing herein shall be construed to allow destruction of
records that may be required to be retained longer by the Statutes of the State of Florida.

I. Audits. The CONTRACTOR shall at any time during normal business hours and as often as the CITY
and/or Comptroller General ofthe United States and/or the U.S. Department ofHousing and Urban Development and/or

9



any of their duly authorized representatives may deem necessary make available for examination all of
CONTRACTOR’S records, books, documents, papers, and data with respect to all matters covered by this agreement
and shall permit the CITY and/or its designated authorized representative to audit and examine all books, documents,
papers, records and data related to this agreement.

If CONTRACTOR receives and/or expends more than $300,000 in federal awards, including funds
received under this Agreement, in a fiscal year, CONTRACTOR shall at CONTRACTOR’S expense have an audit of
CONTRACTOR’S records performed by an independent Certified Public Accounting firm in accordance Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP).

If CONTRACTOR is not subject to the requirements of 0MB Circular A-l33 and is awarded and/or
expends $10,000 or more in funds under this Agreement, CONTRACTOR shall at CONTRACTOR’S expense have
a financial audit performed by an independent Certified Public Accounting finn. Said audit shall test the fiscal integrity
of financial transactions, the effectiveness of fmancial management systems and the effectiveness of internal control
systems. Said audit shall cover the entire period of this Agreement between disbursement of the first payment from the
CITY to the CONTRACTOR through disbursement of the last payment from CONTRACTOR to a vendor or last
payment from CITY to CONTRACTOR, whichever is later, for payment of services under this Agreement. Unless
modified in Part I of this Agreement, said audit shall be due to the CITY within 120 days of the end of
CONTRACTOR’S fiscal year in which fmal payment under this Agreement is paid by CONTRACTOR. If a lien is
placed on real property as part ofthis Agreement, CONTRACTOR shall provide CITY tvith an annual audit, within 120
days of the end of CONTRACTOR’S fiscal year, until such time as said lien expires, is forgiven or is paid in full.

If CONTRACTOR is not subject to the requirements of 0MB Circular A-i 33 and is awarded and/or
expends less than $10,000 in funds under this Agreement, CONTRACTOR shall at CONTRACTOR’S expense have
an agency-wide financial compilation performed by an independent Certified Public Accounting firm. Said compilation
shall cover the entire period of this Agreement between disbursement of the first payment from the CITY to the
CONTRACTOR through disbursement of the last payment from CONTRACTOR to a vendor or last payment from
CITY to CONTRACTOR, whichever is later, for payment of services under this Agreement. Unless modified in Part I
of this Agreement, said compilation shall be due to the CITY within 120 days of the end of CONTRACTOR’S fiscal
year in which final payment under this Agreement is paid by CONTRACTOR. If a lien is placed on real property as
part of this Agreement, CONTRACTOR shall provide CITY with an annual compilation, within 120 days of the end
of CONTRACTOR’S fiscal year, until such time as said lien expires, is forgiven or is paid in full.

J. Reports and Information. At such times and in such form as CITY may require, CONTRACTOR shall
furnish to CITY statements, records, reports, data and information as the CITY may request pertaining to matters
covered by this agreement.

K. Copyrights and Patents. If this agreement results in a book or other copyrightable materials or
patentable materials, CONTRACTOR may copyright or patent such, but CITY and the United States Government
reserve a royalty-free, nonexclusive, and irrevocable license to reproduce, publish or otherwise use such materials and
to authorize others to do so.

L. Termination of Contract for Cause. If, through any cause, CONTRACTOR shall fail to fulfill in a
timely and proper manner its obligation under this agreement, or if CONTRACTOR shall violate any of the covenants,
agreements, or stipulations of this agreement, CITY shall there.upon give written notice of such violation to the
CONTRACTOR and if such violation is not cured within 15 (fifteen) business days (or such longer period as is
reasonable to effect such cure if CONTRACTOR is diligently pursuing same), then the City shall have the right to
terminate this agreement by giving written notice to CONTRACTOR of such termination and specifying the effective
date thereof, at least fifteen (15) business days before the effective date ofsuch termination. In such event, any finished
or unfinished material prepared under this agreement shall become the property of CITY and just and equitable
compensation or credit as determined by CITY shall be given for any work satisfactorily completed hereunder.

Notwithstanding the above, the CONTRACTOR shall not be relieved ofliability to the CITY for damages
sustained by the CITY by virtue of any breach of the agreement by the CONTRACTOR. The CITY may withhold any
payments to the CONTRACTOR for the purpose of set-off until such time as the exact amount for damages due to the
CITY from the CONTRACTOR is determined.

This agreement may not be so terminated if the failure to perform rises from unforeseeable causes beyond
the control and without the fault or negligence of CONTRACTOR. Such causes may include, but are not restricted to
acts of God, acts of the public enemy, acts of the Government in either its sovereign or contractual capacity, fires,
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floods, epidemics, quarantine restrictions, strilces and unusually severe weather. But, in every case the failure to perform
must be beyond the control and without the fault and negligence of CONTRACTOR.

In the event of default, lack of compliance or failure to perform on the part of CONTRACTOR, CITY
reserves the right to exercise corrective or remedial actions, to include, but not necessarily be limited to: requesting
additional information from CONTRACTOR to determine reasons for or extent of noncompliance or lack of
performance; issue a written warning advising CONTRACTOR of deficiency and advising CONTRACTOR that more
serious sanctions may be taken if situation is not remedied; advise CONTRACTOR to suspend, discontinue or not incur
costs for activities in question; witithold payment for services provided; or advise CONTRACTOR to reimburse CITY
for amount of costs incurred for any items determined ineligible.

M. Termination for Convenience. CITY may terminate this agreement at any time, by giving written
notice to CONTRACTOR of such termination and specifying the effective date of such termination, at least fifteen (15)
days before the effective date thereof. In that event, all fmished or unfinished documents and other material shall, at
the option of CITY become its property. If the agreement is terminated by CITY as provided herein, CONTRACTOR
will be paid an amount which bears the same ratio to the total compensation as the services actually performed bear to
the total services ofthe CONTRACTOR covered by this agreement, minus payments ofcompensation previously made.

N. Hold Harmless. The CONTRACTOR shall indemnify and hold the CITY and all of its officers and
employees, including but not limited to members of the St. Petersburg City Council, harmless from and against all costs,
expenses, liabilities, suits, claims, losses, damages, and demands of every kind or nature, by or on behalfof any person
or persons whomsoever or whatsoever arising out of or in any manner resulting from or connected with any accident,
injury, death or damage tvhich may happen during the time period covered by this agreement for services under the
administration and direction of said CONTRACTOR. The CONTRACTOR will defend any actions or suits brought
against the CITY by reason of the CONTRACTOR’S failure or neglect in complying with any of the conditions and
obligations of this agreement, or any tort liability arising out of actions of the CONTRACTOR or any of its agents or
subcontractors.

0. Partial Invalidity. Should any section or any part of any section of this agreement be rendered void,
invalid or unenforceable by any court of law, for any reason, such a determination shall not render void, invalid, or
unenforceable any other section or any part of any section in this agreement.

P. Notification. All notices, requests, demands or other communications hereunder shall be in writing
and shall be deemed to have been served as of the postmark appearing upon the envelope if sent by the United States
mail, at the address listed below, or upon the actual date of delivery ifhand delivered to the address listed below. Either
party may change the below listed address at which he receives written notices by so notifying the other party hereto
in writing.

ADDRESS OF CITY: ADDRESS OF AGENCY:
City of St. Petersburg Jordan Park Development Partners, Ltd.
Housing and Community Development 120 South Olive Street
Post Office Box 2842 (if mailed) West Palm Beach, FL 33401
175 Fifth Street North (if delivered)
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

Q. Assignment and Subcontracting. CONTRACTOR shall not assign any interest in this agreement or
otherwise transfer interest in this agreement. All federal requirements of this agreement shall be applicable to any
subcontracts entered into under this agreement and it shall be CONTRACTOR’S responsibility to ensure that all federal
requirements are included in said subcontracts and all subcontractors abide by said requirements.

R. Property Acquired. Not applicable

S. Modifications. No oral agreement or conversation with any officer, agent or employee of the CITY, either
before or after execution of this agreement shall affect or modify any of the terms or obligations contained in this agreement.
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Any such oral agreement or conversation shall be considered as unofficial information and in no way binding upon the CITY.
This agreement shall not be modified except in writing by the designated CITY representative.

T. HUD Requirements. Unearned payments under this agreement may be suspended or terminated upon
refusal to accept any additional conditions that may be imposed by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development at any time.

U. Non-Waiver. No forbearance on the part of either party shall constitute a waiver of any item requiring
performance by the other party hereunder. A waiver by one party of the other party’s performance shall not constitute a
waiver of any subsequent performance required by such other party. No waiver shall be valid unless it is in writing and
signed by authorized representatives of both parties.

V. Religious Discrimination. CONTRACTOR agrees that in consideration of receipt of funds under this
agreement:

I) CONTRACTOR shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment on the basis of
religion and will not limit employment or give preference in employment to persons on the basis of religion;

2) CONTRACTOR shall not discriminate against any person seeking assistance from CONTRACTOR on the
basis of religion and will not limit services or give preference to persons on the basis of religion;

3) CONTRACTOR shall provide no religious instruction or counseling, conduct no religious workshops or
services, engage in no religious proselytizing, and exert no other religious influence on any client or employee of
CONTRACTOR.

4) No property from which services are provided under this agreement and/or no property which is acquired,
constructed or rehabilitated under this agreement shall contain religious symbols or decorations and/or shall be used for
religious instruction, counseling, workshops and/or services for the term of this agreement and the term of any mortgage
and/or promissory notes issued pursuant to this agreement.

5) CONTRACTOR agrees to include the above four paragraphs in any subcontracts pursuant to this agreement.

W. Program Income. Not applicable.

X. Revolving Loan Funds. Not applicable.

Y. Reversion ofAssets. Unless otherwise provided for in Part I of this agreement, CONTRACTOR shall for
a period of at least five (5) years from the date of expiration of this agreement maintain any property acquired and/or
improved under this agreement for the intended purpose of this agreement and will provide a minimum of 70% benefit to
low- and moderate-income persons, as defmed by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. In the event
that the property is not maintained for at least five (5) years for the intended purpose, CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the
CITY for the current fair market value ofthe property/improvements at the time ofthe change ofuse within fifteen (15) days
of the change of use.

Z. 0MB A-i 10. Not applicable.

AA. Cost Principles. Not applicable.

BB. National Flood Insurance Program. CONTRACTOR shall obtain flood insurance in accordance with
Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4001) for property acquired and/or improved under
this agreement which is within an area having special flood hazards as determined by CITY.

CC. Labor Standards. CONTRACTOR shall abide by and enforce all provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), and the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 327 et q.) as each
applies to construction services provided under this agreement.

DD. Lead-Based Paint. CONTRACTOR shall comply with the regulations at 24 CFR 570.608 and the Lead
Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 4831(b)) for residential structures constructed or rehabilitated under this
agreement.
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EE. Debarred, Suspended or Ineligible Contractors. CONTRACTOR shall not use funds provided by this
agreement directly or indirectly to employ, award contracts to or otherwise engage the services of, or fund any contractor
or subcontractor during any period of debarment, suspension or placement in ineligibility status under the provisions of 24
CFR Part 24.

FF. Construction Bonding and Insurance. All construction contracts or subcontracts more than $100,000 let
as the result of this agreement shall include the following requirements: a) a bid guarantee, such as a bid bond or certified
check, from each bidder equivalent to five percent of the bid price; b) a performance bond for 100 percent of the contract
price; and c) a payment bond for 100 percent of the contract price. All such bonds obtained must be from companies listed
in Treasury Circular 570.

GG. Insurance. The CONTRACTOR shall maintain insurance coverage in form and amount deemed adequate
by the CITY for all risks inherent in the functions and aspects of its operation including but not limited to risks of fire,
casualty, automobile coverage as required by law, workmen’s compensation insurance as required by law, and public
liability insurance for personal injury and property damage.

The CITY hereby reserves the right to require the CONTRACTOR to have the CITY named as additionally
insured under the coverage provided by all policies named in this agreement, with the exception ofworkmen’s compensation
insurance. This right may be exercised at any time and may be exercised at the absolute discretion of the CITY, with or
without stated reasons by providing written notice to the CONTRACTOR. The CONTRACTOR shall have ten (10) days
in which to comply. The CITY shall be afforded the same notice as the named insured in the event of cancellation of any
policy by the insurance company.

The CONTRACTOR shall submit to the CITY, prior to the distribution of any funds under the agreement,
proofof insurance coverage which shall consist of a copy of all policies evidencing such coverage. The CITY reserves the
right to request proof that the insurance premium for such policies effective during the term ofthis agreement has been paid.

HH. Relocation and Displacement. CONTRACTOR shall provide relocation assistance at CONTRACTOR’S
expense in accordance with 24 CFR 5 70.606 and with the CITY’S Residential Antidisplacement and Relocation Assistance
Plan, to any person displaced as a result of activities performed under this agreement.

II. Minority Business Enterprises. CONTRACTOR shall use its best efforts to contract with minority-owned
businesses for materials, supplies and construction funded in whole or in part by this agreement. Documentation of
contracts with minority-owned businesses and/or best efforts taken shall be provided to CITY upon request.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE NOTE

Exhibit “A”

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2240 Ninth Avenue South
St. Petersburg, f]orida

DATE: flQfjJ1(2812,Q6O AMOUNT: S 3.167,000.00

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, Jordan Park Development Partners. Ltd. (jointly and severally, if more than one)

(“Borrower”) promises to pay to the order of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the

State of Florida, or its successor in interest (“Lender”), the principal sum of 53.167,000.00 (three million one hundred sixty-seven thousand dollars

and no cents), (“Principal”), in accordance with the following provisions:

1. Payments. Payment of the principal amount of this Note is deferred until January 1. 2032, if Borrower does not default on any one or

more of the following: l)the lease between Borrower and the St. Petersburg Housing Authority (“Lease”)dated Nt on the

property described as: Jordan Park Tracts 1 & 2 and that Pt of Vac Jordan Park STE of Tract 1 as recorded in the Public Records of Pinellas County,

Florida (‘Property”) (Parcel identification number: 31/26/16/44460/001/0010) , and which is currently also known as 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St.

Petersburg, Florida (“Property”); 2) the Leasehold Mortgage which is or will be executed to secure payment on this note (“Mortgage”); 3) this Note;

and 4) the Contractor Agreement between Borrower and the Lender, dated lcf.t19, 1.Ô6O (“Agreement”), including all subsequent amendments

to the Agreement, which is by this reference incorporated herein; and/or fails to operates said Property as an affordable housing facility whose mission

is to provide housing to 237 low- and very-low income households providing services principally to low- and very-low income households,

In the event of default of any provision of this Note, the Lease, the Mortgage or the Agreement, (“Default”) the principal shall become

immediately due and payable. In addition to the repayment of principal, Lender will be entitled to recover the current fair market value of the leasehold

interest, less the principal amount and any portion of the value of the leasehold interest attributable to non-Community Development Block Grant funds

expended for acquisition and/or major improvements.
In the event of a Default, the Lender, at its sole option, may prepare an alternative promissory note (“Alternative Note”) requiring monthly

payments of the principal and interest due under terms and conditions established by the Lender. Ifthe Lender decides not to offer an Alternative Note,

it will notify the Borrower of that decision.

Ifan Alternative Note is offered by the Lender, Borrower shall have the right to reject note and pay the amounts due under this Note within

20 days of receipt of the Alternative Note.
2. Interest. This Note shall not accrue interest as long as payment of the principal is deferred.

3. Prepayment. This Note may be prepaid at any time without penalty.

4. Interest Limitation. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Note or of any instrument securing this Note or any other instrument

executed in connection with the Loan evidenced hereby, it is expressly agreed that the amounts payable under this Note or under the other aforesaid

instruments for the payment of interest or any other payment in the nature of or which would be considered as interest or other charge for the use or

loan of money shall not operate to produce a rate that exceeds such limitation. Any excess charged over such limitation will not be payable and the

amount otherwise agreed to be paid shall be reduced by the excess so that such limitation will not be exceeded, and in the event any such payment is

paid by Borrower or received by Lender whereby such limitation is exceeded, the amount of the excess shall constitute and be treated as a payment

on the principal hereof and shall operate to reduce such principal by the amount of such excess, unless Borrower shall notify Lender in writing that

Borrower elects to have such excess sum refunded to it.

5. Consent and Waiver. Each Obligor (which term shall mean and include each Borrower, endorser, and all others who may become liable

for all or any part of the obligations evidenced and secured hereby), does hereby, jointly and severally: (A) consent to any forbearance or extension

of the time or manner of payment hereof and to the release of all or any part of any security held by the Lender to secure payment of this Note and to

the subordination of the lien of any instrument of security securing this Note without notice to or consent of that party; (B) agree that no course of

dealing or delay or omission or forbearance on the part of the Lender in exercising or enforcing any of its rights or remedies hereunder or under any

instrument securing this Note shall impair or be prejudicial to any of the Lender’s rights and remedies hereunder or to the enforcement thereof and that

the Lender may extend, modify or postpone the time and manner of payment and performance of this Note and any instrument securing this Note, may

grant forbearance and may release, wholly or partially, any security held by the Lender as security for this Note and release, partially or wholly, any

person or party primarily or secondarily liable with respect to this Note, all without notice to or consent by any party primarily or secondarily liable

hereunder and without thereby releasing, discharging or diminishing its rights and remedies against any other party primarily or secondarily liable

hereunder; and (C) waive notice of acceptance of this Note, notice of the occurrence of any default hereunder or under any instrument securing this

Note and presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor and notice of protest and notices of any and all action at any time taken or omitted by the

Lender in connection with this Note or any instrument securing this Note and tvaives all requirements necessary to hold that party liable for its

obligations.



6. Events of Default. The happening of any of the following events (Events of Default) shall constitute a default of this Note: (A) failure

of the Borrower to pay any principal, interest or any other sums when due under this Note; (3) a failure of the Borrower to comply with any provision

of this Note (other than payment obligations), the Lease, the Mortgage, the Agreement, or of any other instrument executed in connection with the loan

evidenced hereby within 30 days after receiving written notice of such default: (C) transfer ofownership, leasing, abandoning or closing of the Property.

7. Acceleration. If an Event of Default shall occur, then this Note shall be in default and, at the option of the Lender, all monies due under

this Note shall immediately become due and payable without notice or demand. While in default, the entire principal sum and accrued interest shall

both bear interest from such default date at the maximum rate permitted by law, until paid; it being agreed that interest not paid when due shall, at the

option of the Lender, draw interest at the rate provided for in this paragraph. The remedies of Lender, as provided herein or any document securing

the Loan evidenced hereby shall be cumulative and concurrent, and maybe pursued singularly, successively or together, at the sole discretion ofLender.

No act of omission or commission of the Lender, including specifically any failure to exercise any right, remedy or recourse, shall be deemed to be

a waiver or release of the same, such waiver or release to be effected only through a written document executed by Lender and then only to the extent

specifically recited therein. A waiver or release with reference to any one event shall not be construed as continuing, as a bar to, or as a waiver of

release of any subsequent right, remedy or recourse as to a subsequent event.

8. Attorneys’ fees. All parties liable for the payment of this Note agree to pay the Lender reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, whether or

not an action is brought, for the services of counsel employed after maturity or default to collect this Note or any principal or interest due hereunder,

otto protect the security, if any, or enforce the performance of any other agreement contained in this Note or in any instrument of security executed

in connection with this loan, including costs and attorneys’ fees on any appeal, or in any proceedings under the federal Bankruptcy Code or in any post-

judgment proceedings.
9. This Note is secured by a Leasehold Mortgage (Leasehold Mortgage) of even date, in favor of Lender, pertaining to the

Property situated in the County of Pinellas, State of Florida, the terms and conditions, agreements, covenants and obligations of each of which are

expressly incorporated herein in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida. Any notice required to be given by this Note shall be given in

accordance with the notice provisions of the Leasehold Mortgage.
10. Florida Law and Venue. This Note shall be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida. Venue

for state court actions shall be in Pinellas County, St. Petersburg Division. Venue for federal court actions shall be in the Middle District of Florida,

Tampa Division, unless a division is created in St. Petersburg or Pinellas County, in which case the action shall be brought in that division.

11. Headings. The headings of the paragraphs contained in this Note are for convenience of reference only and do not form a part hereof

and in no way modify, interpret or construe the meaning of the parties hereto.

12. Non-Recourse. Until the Completion Date, as defined in the Agreement, the Lender shall have unlimited recourse against the assets of

the Borrower and the general partner of the Borrotver (“General Partner”), but in no event shall the partners, members, officers, shareholders or the

principals of the General Partner be personally liable for any amounts due hereunder or any other document evidencing or securing the Loan. Upon

the Completion Date and thereafter, neither the Borrower nor any of its partners, members, officers, shareholders or the principals shall be personally

liable for amounts due hereunder or any other documents executed evidencing the Loan, or any deficiency which may arise upon foreclosure of the

Leasehold Mortgage. In such an event, the Lender’s sole recourse shall be against the collateral securing this Indebtedness.

JORDAN PARK DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, Ltd:
A Florida limited partnership

By: Jordan Park Development, LLC, Its General Partner

Approved as to F nd Content:

City Attorney (designee)

By: RICHARD B. BADGLEY
Assistant City Attorney

By: The Richman Group of Florida, Inc., Member

By:_____

Kristin Reiner

lie, Inc., Member

L CONPLAN n2ooaJordn Park\Jorda,, Park C000 trarefiold notr.wpd

2



Prepared by; return to: 

City of St. Petersburg Legal Dept. 

P.O. Box 2842 

St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842 

00298229 

RELEASE OF LEASEHOLD MORTGAGE 

This release of leasehold mortgage is made on September ____, 2016, by the City of St. Petersburg, 

Florida, a municipal corporation (the “Mortgagee”). 

On December 28, 2000, the Mortgagee and Jordan Park Development Partners, Limited, a Florida Limited 

Partnership, (the “Mortgagor”) executed a leasehold mortgage (the “Mortgage”) securing a Community 

Development Block Grant Program Leasehold Mortgage Note in the amount of $3,167,000.00 (the “Note”).  

The Mortgage was recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, official records book 11303, page 424, and 

encumbered the Mortgagor’s leasehold interest in certain property located in Pinellas County, Florida, as more 

particularly described in the Note (the “Property”). 

Mortgagee hereby surrenders the Note and Mortgage as cancelled, releases the Property from the lien of the 

Mortgage, and directs the Clerk of the Circuit Court in and for Pinellas County to cancel the same of record. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Mortgagee is executing this release on the date stated in the introductory 

clause. 

WITNESS 

Sign:  __________________________________  

Name:  __________________________________  

Sign:  __________________________________  

Name:  __________________________________  

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 

By:  __________________________________  

Name: Joshua A. Johnson  

Title: Director, Housing and Community 

Development  

Approved as to Content and Form 

 ________________________________________  

City Attorney (Designee) 

ATTEST 

 ________________________________________  

Chandrahasa Srinivasa, City Clerk 

(SEAL) 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me on September _____, 2016, by Joshua A. Johnson, 

Director of Housing and Community Development for the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, who is ____ personally 

known to me or ____ produced _______________________________________as identification and appeared 

before me at the time of notarization. 

(SEAL) 

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF FLORIDA 

Sign:  __________________________________  

Print:  __________________________________  

Commission No. ___________________________  

 
 

EXHIBIT B 
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AGREEMENT REGARDING JORDAN PARK APARTMENTS 

This Agreement Regarding Jordan Park Apartments (the “Agreement”) is made on 

December ____, 2016, between the Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg (the 

“Authority”) and the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, (the “City”) (collectively, the “Parties”).  

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, on November 9, 2000, an amended and restated ground lease (the “Ground 

Lease”) for the property located at 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida, was executed 

between the Authority and Jordan Park Development Partners, Limited, a Florida limited 

partnership, (the “Current Owner”).  

WHEREAS, through the Ground Lease and other agreements with the Authority, the 

Current Owner was obligated to rehabilitate, construct, maintain, and operate the 237 multi-family 

rental housing development known as the Jordan Park Apartments (collectively, the 

“Development”) as a public housing development for very-low and low-income households. 

WHEREAS, to support certain infrastructure improvements within the rights-of-way on 

the property underlying a portion of the Development, the City approved funding in the amount of 

$3,167,000 through the Community Development Block Grant program, which funding was 

documented as a loan to the Current Owner (the “CDBG Loan”).  

WHEREAS, in connection with the CDBG Loan, the City and the Current Owner executed 

the following documents (collectively, the “CDBG Loan Documents”): a Community 

Development Block Grant Program Leasehold Mortgage Note (the “Note”); a Leasehold 

Mortgage, recorded in Pinellas County, Florida, in Official Records Book 11303, Page 424, (the 

“Mortgage”); and a Contractor Agreement (Loan for Rehabilitation of Property) (the “Contractor 

Agreement”). 

WHEREAS, the Current Owner now desires to assign the Ground Lease and its ownership 

of the Development either to the Authority or to a legal entity controlled by the Authority. 

WHEREAS, the City desires to facilitate this assignment by executing this Agreement and 

by executing a separate agreement with the Current Owner that will (a) provide prior written 

consent to the Current Owner’s assignment of the Ground Lease, as required by the Mortgage, 

(b) terminate the Contractor Agreement, and (c) cancel the Note and release the Mortgage. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the foregoing recitals (all of which are 

hereby adopted as an integral part of this Agreement), the mutual promises, covenants, and 

conditions herein contained and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy 

of which are hereby acknowledged, the City and the Authority hereby agree as follows: 
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ARTICLE 1.0 

OPERATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT 

1.1 Public Housing or Affordable Housing: The Authority shall maintain the Development 

as a rental housing project for very-low and low-income households with laundry facilities and a 

community room as ancillary services. The Authority shall operate the Development as public 

housing or as affordable housing and determine eligibility for housing using the income limits 

published annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) and/or 

the Florida Housing Finance Corporation (“FHFC”) that are applicable to the program or 

programs providing subsidy to the Development.  

1.2 Housing Standards: The term “Housing Standards” means (a) applicable provisions of 

the St. Petersburg City Code (“City Code”) and (b) standards imposed by HUD or FHFC for any 

program providing subsidy to the Development. In the event of conflict between the various 

Housing Standards, the most stringent standard will apply. For example, if the City Code requires 

two electrical outlets in a room and an applicable HUD standard requires only one, the more 

stringent requirement of two outlets from City Code would apply. 

1.3 Maintenance and Repair: The Authority shall maintain and make repairs to the 

Development as needed to comply with the Housing Standards, except as provided in 

section 1.4(d). 

1.4 Renovation Plan: The initial version of the Authority’s plan for making repairs to the 

Development (the “Renovation Plan”) is attached to this Agreement as appendix C and reflects 

the Authority’s tentative list of the repairs the Housing Authority intends to undertake to bring the 

Development into compliance with the Housing Standards. The Renovation Plan will be updated 

and maintained as follows: 

(a) No later than fifteen (15) dates after execution of this Agreement, the City shall give the 

Authority a written list of any unresolved violations of the Housing Standards that the City 

has actual knowledge of (the “Written Violation List”).  

(b) No later than sixty (60) days after assignment of the Current Owner’s interest in the 

Development to the Authority in accordance with section 3.2, the Authority shall provide 

the City with an updated Renovation Plan. The Authority shall include in that updated 

Renovation Plan, among other items, every item in the Written Violation List and every 

repair that has been identified to date by the Authority that is necessary to bring the 

Development into compliance with the Housing Standards, regardless of whether the 

Authority has identified funding for the repair or established a deadline for the repair. The 

Authority shall also include in that updated Renovation Plan a general summary of the 

Authority’s plan to identify any remaining funding and how it plans to establish any 

remaining deadlines. 

(c) The Authority shall continue to update the Renovation Plan as additional necessary repairs 

are identified, as additional funding is identified or deadlines established, or as otherwise 
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deemed necessary by the Authority. No later than ten (10) days after such an update, the 

Authority shall inform the City of the update through an amendment or supplement to the 

Renovation Plan or a revised version of the Renovation Plan.  

(d) If any component of the Development governed by the Housing Standards is not compliant 

with the Housing Standards but the Renovation Plan sets a deadline for repairs intended to 

bring that component into compliance, the non-compliance of that component does not 

constitute breach of the contractual obligation for maintenance imposed by section 1.3 until 

the deadline in the Renovation Plan for repairing that component has passed. The Authority 

acknowledges that this limit on contractual liability does not limit any other liability 

imposed upon the Authority for violations of applicable laws, including fines, liens, or 

other penalties imposed by the City for any violation of City Code. 

(e) The Authority’s obligation to update the Renovation Plan pursuant to this section 1.4 will 

terminate when the City and the Authority agree in writing that the Development has been 

brought into compliance with the Housing Standards. If the City objects to the termination, 

the City shall supply the Authority with a written list of all remaining violations of the 

Housing Standards. 

(f) Nothing in this section 1.4 prevents the Authority from including repairs in the Renovation 

Plan that go above and beyond what is required to bring the Development into compliance 

with the Housing Standards. But if such additional repairs are added to the Renovation 

Plan, they must be distinguished from the repairs that are needed to bring the Development 

into compliance with the Housing Standards. 

1.5 Codes Compliance Assistance: The Authority acknowledges that the City’s Codes 

Compliance Assistance Department shall follow standard operating procedures in responding to 

complaints about the condition or operation of the Development. 

1.6 Issue Log: The Authority shall keep a log of all issues that are submitted in writing to the 

Development’s management, including, at a minimum, the time and date the issue was submitted, 

the time and date the issue was resolved, and how the issue was resolved.  

1.7 Routine Inspections by Authority: The Authority shall inspect at least one hundred (100) 

units per year. The Authority shall select these units in such a manner as to ensure that all units at 

the Development are inspected on a regular basis. 

1.8 Turnover Inspections by City: Until the obligation to provide and update a Renovation 

Plan to the City is terminated pursuant to section 1.4(e), the Authority shall allow the City, at its 

own expense, to inspect units at the Development upon tenant turnover to confirm compliance 

with City Code. The Authority shall provide the City with notice of the opportunity to inspect a 

unit at tenant turnover, and upon receipt of such notice, the City shall have three (3) business days 

to perform such an inspection. If the City elects to conduct such an inspection, the City shall follow 

standard operating procedures in conducting the inspection, except that the Authority shall provide 

the City with access to the unit and accompany the City during the inspection. 
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1.9 Leasing Procedures: The Authority shall ensure that all on-site personnel at the 

Development and anyone who is authorized to lease units at the Development are appropriately 

trained on applicable federal and state laws governing tenant income certification and leasing 

procedures.  

1.10 Required Lease Provision: When entering into a new lease for a unit at the Development, 

the Authority shall include, either in the lease or as an addendum to the lease, a provision 

substantially similar to the following: 

Tenant Rights: The Tenant has the right to submit an inquiry or complaint 

regarding the Development to any or all of the following: the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Florida Housing 

Finance Corporation, and the City of St. Petersburg. Such inquiry or 

complaint may concern discriminatory or retaliatory conduct by the 

Landlord; waste, fraud, or abuse of public funds; failure to maintain any 

portion of the apartment complex; or any other misconduct in the operation 

of the apartment complex. The Landlord shall not discriminate or retaliate 

against the Tenant on the basis of such an inquiry or complaint, and the 

Landord shall not hinder any legally-authorized investigation or response to 

such an inquiry or complaint.  

1.11 Annual Audit: The Authority will require that the books and records for the Development 

be audited on an annual basis and provide a copy of that annual audit to the City within thirty (30) 

days of completion.  

1.12 Public Records: The Authority’s books and records concerning the Development are 

public records, as defined by Florida law, and are available to the City for inspection. The Authority 

shall retain those books and records until they are destroyed in accordance Florida law. This 

section 1.12 will survive the termination of this Agreement.  

1.13 No Retaliation: The Authority shall not retaliate or discriminate against any tenant on the 

basis of (a) any repair request or other issue submitted to management or (b) any inquiry or 

complaint submitted to HUD, FHFC, or the City. This does not preclude the Authority’s eviction 

of a tenant on other grounds, such as the tenant’s failure to pay rent (if required) or comply with 

any other provision of the tenant’s lease. 

ARTICLE 2.0 

MANAGEMENT AGENT 

2.1 Definition: The term “Management Agent” means a third-party manager hired by the 

Authority to manage the operation of the Development but does not include a third-party co-

manager hired by the Authority for the sole purpose of monitoring and reporting the Authority’s 

compliance with an extended land use restriction agreement or a low-income housing tax credit 

agreement. 
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2.2 Authorization for Management Agent: If the Authority does not manage the 

Development itself, it shall delegate management of the Development to a Management Agent 

pursuant to a written management agreement that includes provisions substantially similar to those 

set forth in appendix A, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof. But despite the foregoing, 

the Authority shall include the provision set forth in section 7 of appendix A, which provides for 

turnover inspections by the City, only during the period in which the City is authorized to perform 

turnover inspections pursuant to section 1.8. 

2.3 Qualifications of Management Agent: In selecting any Management Agent, the Authority 

shall consider the Management Agent’s past experience with the management of similar affordable 

housing programs and any applicable guidance or requirements provided by the FHFC. 

2.4 Notice of Agreements and Other Changes: The Authority shall, within ten (10) business 

days of execution or receipt, provide the City with (a) a copy of any new management agreement; 

(b) any renewal, amendment, or termination of a management agreement; or (c) any change in 

contact information for a Management Agent.  

2.5 Responsibility for Compliance: The Authority’s engagement of a Management Agent will 

not relieve the Authority of any of its obligations under this Agreement, and the Authority shall be 

solely responsible for ensuring that any Management Agent complies with the terms and conditions 

of the applicable management agreement. 

ARTICLE 3.0 

ASSIGNMENT OF OWNERSHIP INTEREST IN DEVELOPMENT 

3.1 Initial Assignment: The term “Ownership Entity” means an instrumentality of the 

Authority, a subsidiary of the Authority, or a partnership or other legal entity controlled by the 

Authority. The Authority represents that the Authority and the Current Owner have agreed that the 

Current Owner will assign all its interest in the Ground Lease and the Development (collectively, 

the “Ownership Interest”) either to the Authority or to an Ownership Entity, as directed by the 

Authority. 

3.2 Consent to Assignment: The City hereby consents to one or more assignments of the 

Ownership Interest, to the Authority or to an Ownership Entity, on the condition that each such 

assignment complies with the following: 

(a) If the Ownership Interest is assigned to the Authority, the Authority may subsequently 

assign the Ownership Interest to an Ownership Entity in accordance with this section 3.2.  

(b) If the Ownership Interest is assigned to an Ownership Entity, that Ownership Entity shall 

execute an acknowledgment and agreement in substantially the same form as the one 

attached as appendix B, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof (an 

“Acknowledgment”). Execution of an Acknowledgment will bind an Ownership Entity to 

the same terms agreed to by the Authority pursuant to this Agreement.  
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(c) If the Ownership Interest is assigned to an Ownership Entity, the City’s consent to such an 

assignment is conditioned upon and subject to the Authority’s control of the Ownership 

Entity, and the Authority shall ensure that the Ownership Entity complies with all 

obligations assumed by the Ownership Entity through the Acknowledgment. 

(d) If the Ownership Interest is assigned to an Ownership Entity, the Ownership Entity may 

subsequently assign the Ownership Interest to the Authority or to another Ownership Entity 

in accordance with this section 3.2. If such an assignment is made to another Ownership 

Entity, the Ownership Entity receiving the assignment shall execute an Acknowledgment 

in accordance with section 3.2(b), and such Acknowledgment will result in the termination 

of the Acknowledgment executed by the Ownership Entity making the assignment. 

(e) The term “Invoice” means any invoice, bill, or other written demand for payment for the 

provision of goods and services related to the Development. The Authority or an 

Ownership Entity may accept assignment of an Invoice from the Current Owner only on 

the condition that the Invoice shall be paid by the Authority or Ownership Entity, as 

appropriate, within thirty (30) days of such assignment, unless the Invoice is disputed, in 

which case a good faith effort shall be made by the Authority or Ownership Entity, as 

appropriate, to resolve that dispute. This section 3.2(e) applies only to the initial 

assignment of the Ownership Interest by the Current Owner. 

3.3 Termination Agreement: To facilitate the initial assignment of the Ownership Interest 

from the Current Owner in accordance with section 3.2, the City shall negotiate in good faith with 

the Current Owner to execute a termination agreement (the “Termination Agreement”) that will 

(a) provide prior written consent to the Current Owner’s assignment of the Ground Lease, 

(b) terminate the Contractor Agreement, and (c) cancel the Note and release the Mortgage. The 

Termination Agreement will be effective only if this Agreement is executed. Once the Termination 

Agreement goes into effect, the CDBG Loan Documents will be terminated and will not bind the 

Authority or any Ownership Entity.  

3.4 Both Agreements Required: The City or the Authority may terminate this Agreement if 

(a) the Termination Agreement is not executed or (b) the Ownership Interest is not assigned by the 

Current Owner pursuant to section 3.2. 

ARTICLE 4.0 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

4.1 Performance Period: The Authority shall commence performance of this Agreement 

immediately upon the assignment of the Ownership Interest pursuant to section 3.2, and such 

performance obligations remain in effect until midnight at the end of December 31, 2031, unless 

the Agreement is otherwise terminated as provided for in this Agreement. No provision will 

survive termination of this Agreement unless specifically stated in this Agreement or provided by 

applicable law. 
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4.2 Notice: Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any notice related to this 

Agreement (including any notification, demand, request for approval, or other communication 

related to this Agreement) is subject to the following conditions: 

(a) Notice must be made in writing and will be deemed given and delivered (i) on the date 

delivered in person to the address below; (ii) five (5) days after the date mailed by 

registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, to the address below; 

or (iii) upon the date delivered by overnight courier (signature required) to the address 

below. 

(b) Notice must be directed to the address designated below unless the party sending the notice 

has previously received notice of a new address for the recipient: 

CITY: 

City of St. Petersburg 

Housing and Community Development 

ATTN: Joshua A. Johnson, Director 

P. O. Box 2842 

St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842 

Phone: 727-892-5585 

Email: joshua.johnson@stpete.org 

AUTHORITY: 

Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg 

2001 Gandy Blvd., North 

St. Petersburg, FL 33702 

Attention: Tony L. Love 

Phone: 727-323-3171 

Email: tllove@stpeteha.org 

MANAGEMENT AGENT  

(As provided by the Authority pursuant to section 2.4) 

(c) Unless otherwise agreed to by the Parties in writing, electronic transmission of a notice 

does not relieve either party of the requirement to provide notice in writing as required by 

subsection (a), above. 

4.3 City Consent: For purposes of this Agreement, any required written permission, consent, 

acceptance, approval, or agreement by the City means the approval of the Mayor or his authorized 

designee, unless otherwise set forth in this Agreement or required to be exercised by City Council 

pursuant to the City Charter or applicable laws. 

4.4 Default; Remedies: Unless otherwise provided in this Agreement, the Authority will be in 

default if the City notifies the Authority of its non-compliance with a specified provision of this 
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Agreement and such non-compliance continues for a period of thirty (30) days following that 

notice. The City agrees that, in the event of such a default, the City does not have an adequate 

remedy at law and that the City’s sole remedy shall be to seek specific performance. Any failure 

of the City to insist on strict performance of this Agreement will not constitute a waiver of that 

right. 

4.5 References to Time: Any reference to “days” refers to calendar days unless otherwise 

indicated. 

4.6 Governing Law: The terms of this Agreement are governed by Florida law. 

4.7 Assignment: Except as otherwise provided by section 3.2, any assignment of this 

Agreement by the Authority without the prior written consent of the City is void. 

4.8 Entire Agreement; Modification: This document constitutes the entire agreement 

between the Parties with respect to its subject matter, and it supersedes any previous representation, 

proposal, or agreement as to its subject matter, whether oral or written. No amendment or 

termination of this Agreement is effective without mutual written consent of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party is executing this Agreement on the date stated in the 

introductory clause. 

 

WITNESS 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE  

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG 

By:  ______________________________ 

Name:  ______________________________ 

Title:  ______________________________ 

 

  

WITNESS 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 

By:  ______________________________ 

Name: Joshua A. Johnson  

Title: Director, Housing and Community 

Development  

Approved as to Content and Form 

 ___________________________________  

City Attorney (Designee) 

ATTEST 

 ___________________________________ 

Chandrahasa Srinivasa, City Clerk 

(SEAL) 
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APPENDIX A 

REQUIRED TERMS FOR MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

1. Public Housing or Affordable Housing: The Management Agent shall maintain the 

Development as a rental housing project for very-low and low-income households with laundry 

facilities and a community room as ancillary services. The Management Agent shall operate the 

Development as public housing or as affordable housing and determine eligibility for housing 

using the income limits published annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (“HUD”) and/or the Florida Housing Finance Corporation (“FHFC”) that are 

applicable to the program or programs providing subsidy to the Development.  

2. Housing Standards: The term “Housing Standards” means (a) applicable provisions of 

the St. Petersburg City Code (“City Code”) and (b) standards imposed by HUD or FHFC for any 

program providing subsidy to the Development. In the event of conflict between the various 

Housing Standards, the most stringent standard will apply. For example, if the City Code requires 

two electrical outlets in a room and an applicable HUD standard requires only one, the more 

stringent requirement of two outlets from City Code would apply. 

3. Maintenance and Repair: Subject to allocation of funds from the Authority and to the 

Authority’s plans for making repairs to the Development, the Management Agent shall maintain 

the Development as needed to comply with the Housing Standards. 

4. Codes Compliance Assistance: The Management Agent acknowledges that the City’s 

Codes Compliance Assistance Department shall follow standard operating procedures in 

responding to complaints about the condition or operation of the Development. The Management 

Agent shall not interfere with any legally-authorized activities by the City’s Codes Compliance 

Assistance Staff. 

5. Issue Log: The Management Agent shall keep a log of all issues that are submitted in 

writing to the Development’s management, including, at a minimum, the time and date the issue 

was submitted, the time and date the issue was resolved, and how the issue was resolved.  

6. Routine Inspections by Management Agent: If requested by the Authority, the 

Management Agent shall inspect at least one hundred (100) units per year. The Management Agent 

shall select these units in such a manner as to ensure that all units at the Development are inspected 

on a regular basis. 

7. Turnover Inspections by City:1 Until otherwise directed in writing by the Authority, the 

Management Agent shall allow the City, at its own expense, to inspect units at the Development 

upon tenant turnover to confirm compliance with City Code. The Management Agent shall provide 

                                                 

1 Pursuant to section 2.2 of the Agreement, the Authority shall stop including this provision in 

management agreements once the City’s right to perform turnover inspections has terminated. 
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the City with notice of the opportunity to inspect a unit at tenant turnover, and upon receipt of such 

notice, the City shall have three (3) business days to perform such an inspection. If the City elects 

to conduct such an inspection, the City shall follow standard operating procedures in conducting 

the inspection. The Management Agent shall provide the City with access to the unit and 

accompany the City during the inspection.  

8. Leasing Procedures: The Management Agent shall ensure that all on-site personnel at the 

Development and anyone who is authorized to lease units at the Development are appropriately 

trained on applicable federal and state laws governing tenant income certification and leasing 

procedures.  

9. Required Lease Provision: When entering into a new lease for a unit at the Development, 

the Management Agent shall include, either in the lease or as an addendum to the lease, a provision 

substantially similar to the following: 

Tenant Rights: The Tenant has the right to submit an inquiry or complaint 

regarding the Development to any or all of the following: the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Florida Housing 

Finance Corporation, and the City of St. Petersburg. Such inquiry or 

complaint may concern discriminatory or retaliatory conduct by the 

Landlord; waste, fraud, or abuse of public funds; failure to maintain any 

portion of the apartment complex; or any other misconduct in the operation 

of the apartment complex. The Landlord shall not discriminate or retaliate 

against the Tenant on the basis of such an inquiry or complaint, and the 

Landord shall not hinder any legally-authorized investigation or response to 

such an inquiry or complaint.  

10. Annual Audit: The Authority will require that the books and records for the Development 

be audited on an annual basis. To support the Authority’s annual audit, the Management Agent will 

keep its books according to generally accepted accounting principles and in a format approved by 

the Authority, and the Management Agent shall provide the Authority with access to all books and 

records needed to complete the audit. 

11. Public Records: The Management Agent shall treat all books and records concerning the 

Development as if they were public records, as defined by Florida law, regardless of the format of 

the records or the location in which they are stored. Accordingly, the Management Agent shall 

make those books and records available to the City for inspection in a manner consistent with 

Florida law regarding public records and retain those books and records until they are destroyed 

in accordance Florida law regarding the destruction of public records. This section 11 will survive 

the termination of this management agreement.  

12. No Retaliation: The Management Agent shall not retaliate or discriminate against any 

tenant on the basis of (a) any repair request or other issue submitted to management or (b) any 

inquiry or complaint submitted to HUD, FHFC, or the City. This does not preclude the 
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Management Agent’s eviction of a tenant on other grounds, such as the tenant’s failure to pay rent 

(if required) or comply with any other provision of the tenant’s lease. 

13. Discrimination Prohibited: In the performance of its obligations under this management 

agreement, the Management Agent shall comply with the provisions of any federal, state or local 

law prohibiting discrimination in employment and housing on the grounds of race, color, sex, 

religion, creed or national or ethnic origin, age, familial status, handicap or disability, actual or 

perceived sexual orientation, gender identity or marital status, including Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352, 78 Stat. 241), all requirements imposed by or pursuant to the 

Regulations of the Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development 24 CFR, 

Subtitle A, Part (i) issued pursuant to that Title; regulations issued pursuant to Executive Order 

11063, and Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act. The Management Agent shall also comply with 

all laws, ordinances, and regulations pertaining to equal opportunity housing and shall not 

discriminate in the taking or processing of applications from prospective tenants on any legally 

prohibited basis. 
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APPENDIX B 

FORM OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND AGREEMENT  

REGARDING JORDAN PARK APARTMENTS 

This Acknowledgment and Agreement Regarding Jordan Park Apartments (the 

“Acknowledgment”) is made on _____________, 20__, between the Housing Authority of the 

City of St. Petersburg (the “Authority”); _______________________________, a [subsidiary of 

/ legal entity controlled by/ an instrumentality of] the Authority (the “Ownership Entity”); and 

the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, (the “City”) (collectively, the “Parties”).  

WHEREAS, on December ____, 2016, the Authority and the City executed the Agreement 

Regarding Jordan Park Apartments that is attached to this Acknowledgment as exhibit 1 (the 

“Agreement”), through which the Authority agreed to certain terms regarding the operation of the 

237 multi-family rental housing development located at 2240 Ninth Avenue South, St. Petersburg, 

Florida, and known as the Jordan Park Apartments (collectively, the “Development”). 

WHEREAS, the Agreement allows for the assignment of the interest in the ground lease 

underlying the Development and ownership of the Development (collectively, the “Ownership 

Interest”) to [an instrumentality of / a subsidiary of / a legal entity controlled by] the Authority. 

WHEREAS, the Ownership Entity represents that it is such [an instrumentality of / a 

subsidiary of / a legal entity controlled by] the Authority. 

WHEREAS, as a condition of receiving such an assignment, the Agreement requires the 

Ownership Entity to execute an acknowledgment and agreement through which the Ownership 

Entity agrees to be bound by the same terms agreed to by the Authority pursuant to the Agreement. 

WHEREAS, the Authority, the Ownership Entity, and the City now desire to execute this 

Acknowledgment to allow assignment of the Ownership Interest to the Ownership Entity to occur. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the foregoing recitals (all of which are 

hereby adopted as an integral part of this Acknowledgment), the mutual promises, covenants, and 

conditions herein contained and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy 

of which are hereby acknowledged, the Authority, the Ownership Entity, and the City hereby agree 

as follows: 

1. Acknowledgment and Agreement: The Ownership Entity acknowledges and agrees to be 

bound by the same terms that bind the Authority pursuant to the Agreement except as follows: 

(a) The Ownership Entity is not a governmental entity but shall treat all books and records 

concerning the Development as if they were public records, as defined by Florida law, 

regardless of the format of the records or the location in which they are stored. Accordingly, 

the Ownership Entity shall make those books and records available to the City for 

inspection in a manner consistent with Florida law regarding public records and retain those 

books and records until they are destroyed in accordance Florida law regarding the 
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destruction of public records. This section 1(a) will survive the termination of this 

Acknowledgment. 

(b) Any notice that would be due to the Authority pursuant to section 4.2 of the Agreement is 

now due to both the Authority and the Ownership Entity. Accordingly, the Ownership 

Entity will provide the City and the Authority with contact information equivalent to that 

provided by the Authority and the City in section 4.2 of the Agreement 

2. Compliance with Laws: The Ownership Entity shall comply with the provisions of any 

federal, state or local law prohibiting discrimination in employment and housing on the grounds 

of race, color, sex, religion, creed or national or ethnic origin, age, familial status, handicap or 

disability, actual or perceived sexual orientation, gender identity or marital status, including Title 

VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352, 78 Stat. 241), all requirements imposed 

by or pursuant to the Regulations of the Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 24 CFR, Subtitle A, Part (i) issued pursuant to that Title; regulations issued pursuant 

to Executive Order 11063, and Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act. The Ownership Entity shall 

also comply with all laws, ordinances, and regulations pertaining to equal opportunity housing and 

shall not discriminate in the taking or processing of applications from prospective tenants on any 

legally prohibited basis. 

3. Control by the Authority: The Authority and the Ownership Entity represent that the 

Authority controls the Ownership Entity and acknowledge that this representation is a material 

inducement for the City to execute this Acknowledgment. If this representation is inaccurate, this 

Acknowledgment and any assignment of the Ownership Interest to the Ownership Entity is void. 

4. Governing Law: The terms of this Acknowledgment are governed by Florida law. 

5. Assignment: Any assignment of this Acknowledgment by the Ownership Entity without 

the prior written consent of the City is void.  

6. Termination: If, at the direction of the Authority and in accordance with section 3.2 of the 

Agreement, the Ownership Entity executing this Acknowledgment subsequently assigns the 

Ownership Interest to the Authority or to another Ownership Entity, such assignment will terminate 

this Acknowledgment. 

7. Entire Agreement; Modification: This document constitutes the entire agreement 

between the Parties with respect to its subject matter, and it supersedes any previous representation, 

proposal, or agreement as to its subject matter, whether oral or written. Except as set forth in section 

6, no amendment or termination of this Acknowledgment is effective without mutual written 

consent of the Parties. 

 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS] 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party is executing this Acknowledgment on the date stated 

in the introductory clause. 

 

WITNESS 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE  

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG 

By:  ______________________________ 

Name:  ______________________________ 

Title:  ______________________________ 

 

WITNESS 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

OWNERSHIP ENTITY 

By:  ______________________________ 

Name:  ______________________________ 

Title:  ______________________________ 

 

WITNESS 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

 

Sign:  _____________________________  

Name:  _____________________________  

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 

By:  ______________________________ 

Name: Joshua A. Johnson  

Title: Director, Housing and Community 

Development  

Approved as to Content and Form 

 ___________________________________  

City Attorney (Designee) 

ATTEST 

 ___________________________________ 

Chandrahasa Srinivasa, City Clerk 

(SEAL) 
 



APPENDIX C

INITIAL RENOVATION PLAN

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT COST SUBTOTAL EXTERIOR INTERIOR
*ADA Misc - Light Switches/Modify (5 unit upgrades to accommodate ADA) 5 EA $228 $1,139  $1,139

*ADA - Fire Alarm Devices (5 unit upgrade to accommodate ADA) 5 EA $253 $1,265 $1,265

*Doors, Exterior HM w/attached screen doors Sr Village, new 62 EA $1,500 $93,000 $93,000

*Condenser, Replace all (except brand new machines) 215 EA $2,588 $556,366 $556,366

*Air Handler, Replace all 142 EA $2,473 $351,202 $351,202

*Air Handler, Replace all (except brand new machines) 80 EA $3,352 $268,146 $268,146

*Comm Ctr Condenser, Air Cooled, 5 Ton Replace 2 EA $4,237 $8,475 $8,475

*Comm Ctr Air Handler, Interior 401-800 CFM, Replace 3 EA $3,352 $10,055 $10,055

*Disconnect water heaters piping from heat pumps 236 EA $500 $118,000 $118,000

*Sr Village crawl space corrections (cap any existing abandoned plumbing) 31 EA $500 $15,500 $15,500

*Miscellaneous Repairs, stucco Sr Village 200 SF $18 $3,636 $3,636

*Miscellaneous Repairs, soffits Sr Village 300 SF $25 $7,500 $7,500

Engineer-Structural-Envelope 1 EA $20,000 $20,000

Termite Treatment - tenting 13 EA $2,000 $26,000

Termite Treatment - local treatments 34 EA $750 $25,500

Termite - Structural Repairs, allowance, not to exceed $91,921 $91,921

Soffits repair in kind (plywood soffits w/metal screen, paint) 104 EA $500 $52,000 $52,000

Roof, Asphalt Shingle, Replace all (incl. fascia repairs in kind) 220000 SF $4 $880,000 $880,000

Exterior Wall, Stucco Repairs & Replace 50000 SF $18 $909,000 $909,000

Exterior Walls - Paint & Prep, 50% now 250000 SF $3 $717,500 $717,500

Exterior Wall, CMU replacement/re-pointing - (broken sills) 500 SF $8 $4,080 $4,080
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $4,160,285 $3,338,978 $749,806

GENERAL CONDITIONS (6%) $249,617

OVERHEAD (2%) / PROFIT (6%) $332,823

CONTINGENCY (10%) $416,028

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $5,158,753

COST PER UNIT $21,767

The above repairs are a tentative list of repairs the Housing Authority currently intends to undertake. This list is subject to change. The funding for these 

repairs will come from the existing property reserves and debt and equity financing, in addition to the proceeds from the sale of the museum property to the 

City.  It also assumes 100% conversion of the units from public housing  to "RAD" housing which is subject to approval by HUD.  Therefore, this list is contingent 

upon several factors, any one of which could change the available funding sources significantly and thereby reduce (or potentially increase) the per unit 

amount. Items marked with an * are those the Housing Authority classifies as "immediate" and those referenced in the Agreement as necessary to "bring the 

Development in compliance with Housing Standards" and would be undertaken first and paid for from existing reserves and museum sale proceeds.  Subject to 

public procurement requirements, the above repairs are estimated to be completed over a 12-18 month period, beginning on the date of acquisition of the 

property. 



 
 

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG 
Energy, Natural Resources and Sustainability Committee 
Monday, November 21, 2016 10:30 a.m. 

 
 
PRESENT: Chair Darden Rice and Councilmembers Karl Nurse, Ed Montanari, and Lisa 

Wheeler-Bowman (alt), Councilmembers Kennedy and Gerdes 
 
ABSENT: Councilmember Steve Kornell  
 
ALSO: Assistant City Attorney Michael Dema, City Attorney Heather Judd, Sustainability 

Manager Sharon Wright, Elizabeth Abernethy, Zoning Official, Shane Largent, 
City Arborist, Noah Taylor, CRS Coordinator, and Office Systems Specialist Paul 
Traci 

 
 
Chair Rice called the meeting to order and the following topics were discussed: 
 
Approval of Agenda: Passed 4-0  
 
Approval of September, 2016 Minutes:  Passed 4-0 
 
Updates: ULI Resiliency Workshop & Chiller Plant Analysis 
Sharon Wright provided an update on the ULI Resiliency Workshop schedule inviting 
councilmembers to attend stakeholder meetings and a public report out in a City Council 
Workshop or other format. The workshop is Monday and Tuesday, December 5th and 6th.  The 
public report out is scheduled for 2:30 – 4 p.m. Tuesday December 6. 
 
The preliminary analysis for a district cooling plant for the City of St. Petersburg is being finalized 
week of November 21, 2016.  ENRS Committee will be briefed at the December 15 committee 
meeting. 
 
Tree Removal Penalties 
Liz Abernethy and Shane Largent provided a summary of current tree penalties.  The current code 
allows a maximum penalty of $1,000 per tree (residential) and $1,500 per tree (commercial).  
Commercial examples included Taco Bell on 34th St and 10th Ave, where Bald Cypress trees were 
significantly topped (fined $3,000), a mobile home park where trees were removed without a 
permit (fined about $4,400), and a self-storage site on 22nd Ave N that removed large oaks without 
a permit (fees and fines of about $11,000). 
 
State code limits fine amount, and city charges that maximum fine plus the after-the-fact permit 
fees, and replacement is required if the site does not have the minimum number of trees.   Fines 
vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  Staff is investigating how some of the case-by-case penalties 
charged in other cities are executed.  Options for revision can be worked through with the 
stakeholder group that has worked on the tree and landscape code previously. 
 
Shane discussed his work with code enforcement to identify tree service companies that may be 
soliciting tree removal without applying for permits.  Many homeowners may not realize that a 
permit is required or told by the company that everything is in compliance. 



Page 2 of 3 
 

 
Liz closed the initial discussion in reminding the committee that the Zoning Department regularly 
denies permits for protected trees and that about 85% - 90% of the tree removal permits coming in 
are for Laurel Oaks, most at the end of their 50-year life cycle.   
 
Councilmember Nurse asked if, in that case, the city should require tree removal permits for Laurel 
Oaks to decrease bureaucracy.  Liz responded that it would reduce staff burden.  Shane discussed 
the upside of the removal permits is that it allows him to be aware of what is occurring in the field, 
that the tree is indeed a Laurel Oak, and to determine the replacement requirements.   
 
Councilmember Rice stated that she brought this issue to see if disincentives could be increased to 
protect Grand Trees, not necessarily Laurel Oaks.  Liz discussed the possibility of a sliding scale 
that could increase the replacement requirements.  She also mentioned the recent denials of Grand 
Tree removal requests including one that went to the Development Review Commission (DRC) 
where the denial was upheld. 
 
Heather Judd stated that the state code limits municipal ordinance violation (MOV) to $500, but 
there may be options to increase penalty through multiple citations related to a per day level.  She 
discussed the challenge of people reporting through various channels at the city may get to 
enforcement when it is too late to witness the removal and issue a violation.  Liz discussed the 
possibility of providing specific instructions for reporting that would get to the local investigator 
in the field right away. 
 
Councilmember Rice suggested including those instructions as a utility bill insert.  She also 
questioned how the other jurisdictions are charging higher fines.  Heather responded that it looks 
like the cases may be going to an enforcement magistrate, and other methods are unclear at this 
time. 
 
Community Rating System (CRS) and Repetitive Loss Area Analysis 
Noah Taylor presented the city’s recent CRS Class improvement from a Class 6 to a Class 5 
Community keeping $9.8 million in the community instead of toward flood insurance.   An 
improved rating to a Class 4 would increase homeowner flood insurance savings (from a 20% 
discount to a 30% discount on policies in the Special Flood Hazard Area) keeping about $11.7 
million in the community.  Noah and Rick Dunn, Building Official, are evaluating how to further 
improve the CRS rating to a Class 4 or better. 
 
Noah discussed what additional needs for improving the city’s CRS rating including higher 
regulatory standards, development limitations, increased freeboard from 2 feet to 3 feet, 
compensatory storage, foundation protection, local drainage, and several other protections.  
Achieving some of the needs may be challenging, some the city is already doing, but needs 
documentation, and others are possible. 
 
Councilmember Rice asked if is possible for additions to not be an insured part of the home.  Noah 
responded that insurance companies will consider that the lowest floor increasing rates, even if it 
was added out of compliance with code.  Additions must be insured, areas that are typically for 
storage or parking may not be converted to living space or that will become the lowest living floor 
and will increase insurance. This is also against the floodplain ordinance and non-enclosure 
agreement if one is applicable.  
 



Page 3 of 3 
 

 
Councilmember Nurse inquired about a requirement to raise HVAC when replaced.  Noah 
responded that there is not currently a requirement to raise it, but for it to be as high as the lowest 
living floor. 
 
Noah presented the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis summarizing repetitive loss and severe 
repetitive loss structures.  The Repetitive Loss Areas were determined by including adjacent homes 
to each repetitive loss structure.  The result was 372 potential losses in Riviera Bay and 1,539 
potential losses in Shore Acres.  Noah discussed mitigation measures and outreach to the areas. 
Noah also showed the drainage improvements at vault locations in both areas. 
 
Councilmember Nurse asked if the Shore Acres Recreation Center is in the Repetitive Loss Area. 
Noah responded that it was, and that   Councilmember Nurse asked if the design team will evaluate 
the design for features that enhance flood protection like permeable pavement or other features.   
 
Councilmember Montanari stated that the project was currently in the feasibility phase. 
 
Councilmember Kennedy inquired about outreach related to suggested mitigation measures for 
homeowners.  Noah responded that all residents should have received a notification letter, and that 
outreach is planned as a continuing part of the program. 
 
Councilmember Montanari asked for clarification on CRS rating metric related to fill.  Noah 
explained that the city can get points for prohibiting fill.  The city’s challenge is existing fill and 
stem walls.  To prohibit fill would mean building those homes on stilts or with breakaway walls 
or crawlspaces.   
 
Councilmember Montanari asked whether the mitigation measures from this report have been 
shared directly with the two neighborhood associations.  Noah responded that they wanted to 
conduct this presentation and wait for City Council approval of the reports before going out to the 
neighborhoods. 
 
Councilmember Nurse raised the issue of homes in other areas at much lower values and the danger 
of those houses remaining in poor condition without being torn down.   
 
Councilmember Kennedy asked if homeowners have to advance the funding for improvements, 
then get reimbursed.  Noah responded that yes, that was the case and that the process is difficult 
for homeowners. 
 
Councilmember Rice inquired as to whether the freeboard should be changed sooner than later to 
minimize potential effects to neighborhood character (having homes at different heights due to 
foundation).  Noah will speak with Rick about this issue, and there are plans to talk with 
contractors. 
 
Councilmember Montanari moved to approve the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Reports.  The 
reports were approved 4-0. 
 
 
Next ENRS Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, December 15, 2016 at 1 p.m.   
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ENRS Committee
November 21, 2016

Agenda Overview

� Updates:  Chiller Plant Analysis, ULI Workshop 

� Tree Removal Permits & Penalties

� Community Rating System (CRS) Update

� Repetitive Loss Area Analysis

� Referrals – end of year work
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ULI Resiliency Workshop:  Dec 5 & 6

Name Organization Role

Katharine Burgess ULI, Center for Sustainability -
Boston

Director, Urban 
Resiliency

James Cloar ULI Tampa & Downtown Advisory 
Services (nonprofit);  

Chair of Tampa Bay ULI

Jeffery Herbert City of New Orleans Chief Resiliency Officer

James Murley Miami/Dade Chief Resiliency Officer

Zelalem Adefris Catalyst Miami
http://catalystmiami.org/

Climate Resiliency 
Program Manager

Arlen Stawasz Perkins + Will Global - Boston Architectural Designer –
Resiliency Strategist

Leroy Moore Tampa Housing Authority Chief Operating Officer

Leigh Fletcher Fletcher & Fischer - Tampa Attorney

Taylor Ralph REAL Building Consultants & USGBC 
- Tampa

President & Chair

ULI Resiliency Workshop:  Dec 5 & 6

Day Time Event Elected Official Location

Monday, 12/5 7:30 a.m. -8:30 Breakfast/Introductions Mayor Kriseman + 
staff

Community 
Resource Room

Monday, 12/5 8:30 a.m. –
10:20

Set up Greenhouse & 
Driving Tour

N/A N/A

Monday, 12/5 10:30-12:00 Foundational Presentations 
(City, County, TBRPC, 
TBEP, Marine Science)

Councilmember
Darden Rice

Greenhouse

Monday, 12/5 12:15 – 2 p.m. Economy, Social Equity & 
Diversity Stakeholder 
Group – working lunch

Councilmember 
Lisa Wheeler-
Bowman

Greenhouse

Monday, 12/5 2:15 – 4:00 p.m. Community Sustainability 
Leaders Stakeholder Group

Greenhouse

Tuesday, 12/6 8:00 – 9:30 a.m. Urban Design & Economic 
Development Stakeholder 
Group

Councilmember 
Karl Nurse

Greenhouse

Tuesday, 12/6 9:30 - 2:30 p.m. Tech advisory panel (TAP) 
work session/report writing

N/A Greenhouse

Tuesday, 12/6 2:30 - 4 City Council Workshop or 
Other Public Format? 

All invited/Public TBD
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Tree Removal Penalties

After-the-fact, Removal Without Prior Approval 

1 & 2-Unit (Per Tree) 

Per Tree, First 12" 150.00

Per Tree, $50 Per Inch Exceeding 12", Not to Exceed 500.00

Per Tree, Stump removed, No. of Inches Unknown 500.00

Each Violation $500

3 or More Units & Non-Residential (Per Tree)

Per Tree, First 12" 100.00

Per Tree, $50 Per Inch Exceeding 12", Not to Exceed 
…

1,000.00

Per Tree, Stump removed, No of Inches Unknown 1,000.00

Each Violation $500

In summary, current codes allows:

� Residential max $1,000 per tree

� Commercial max $1,500 per tree
� Examples:

Tree Removal Penalties
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Tree Removal Penalties

State code language for municipal ordinance violations 162.21 

� (5) A county or a municipality is authorized to enforce codes 
and ordinances under the provisions of this section and may 
enact an ordinance establishing procedures for the 
implementation of such provisions, including a schedule of 
violations and penalties to be assessed by code enforcement 
officers. If a county or municipality chooses to enforce codes or 
ordinances under the provisions of this section, each code or 
ordinance or the ordinance enacted by the county or 
municipality establishing procedures for implementation of 
this section shall provide:

� (a) That a violation of a code or an ordinance is a civil 
infraction.

� (b) A maximum civil penalty not to exceed $500.

Compare to other Jurisdictions & 
Recommendations

� After-the-fact permit fees are substantially similar
� No recommended changes

� Fines range from $500 to case-by-case assessment
� No recommended changes due to state code limits

� Replacement 
� Recommend review for further changes

� Commence discussions with stakeholder group and bring back to 
committee
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Keep in Mind

� Zoning regularly rejects permits for protected trees

� About 85% of the tree removal permits are for Laurel 
Oaks

Discussion
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City of St. Petersburg 
Summary of Tree Permit fees and Fines: 
 
Chapter 12.6 – Fees established; schedule 
(8) Land development regulation services fees.  
 
After-the-fact, Removal Without Prior Approval  
1 & 2-Unit (Per Tree)  
Per Tree, First 12" 150.00 
Per Tree, $50 Per Inch Exceeding 12", Not to Exceed … 500.00 
Per Tree, Stump removed, No. of Inches Unknown 500.00 

 
3 or More Units & Non-Residential (Per Tree) 
Per Tree, First 12" 100.00 
Per Tree, $50 Per Inch Exceeding 12", Not to Exceed … 1,000.00 
Per Tree, Stump removed, No of Inches Unknown 1,000.00 
 
Current code language regarding fines: 
 
16.40.060.5.6. - Penalties.  
Any person who violates any provision of this section shall be subject to the following penalties:  

1. The penalty for each conviction of a violation shall be a fine of $500.00. 

2. Any person who removes or causes to be removed a tree without first obtaining the required 
permit may be issued an after-the-fact permit. An after-the-fact permit shall be issued if the 
applicant can demonstrate that the factors for removal would have been met at the time the 
tree was removed. All requirements for replacement trees shall apply to property issued an 
after-the-fact permit. The fee for an after-the-fact permit shall be established by City Council. If 
the applicant cannot demonstrate that the criteria for removal would have been met, then no 
after-the-fact permit shall be issued and the person shall be in violation of this section. If another 
violation of this section occurs by a person previously issued an after-the-fact permit or on a site 
on which an after-the-fact permit was issued within five years of the date of the second 
violation, a second after-the-fact permit shall not be issued.  

3. Replacement trees shall be required as mitigation when there are insufficient trees on the site 
to meet the requirements of this chapter. The number and size of the replacement trees will 
be not less than the number of trees necessary to meet the requirements of this chapter and 
shall be equivalent to the total estimated inches in dbh of the largest illegally removed tree.  

4. In lieu of replanting trees, the total value of those trees illegally removed or damaged, as 
computed using the Trunk Formula Method established by the Council of Tree and Landscape 
Appraisers, may be paid to the City. Any such payment shall be paid to the City's environmental 
enhancement fund.  

5. A combination of money and tree replacement of total value equal or greater than the minimum 
penalty may be allowed.  

In summary, current codes allows: 
Residential max $1,000 per tree 
Commercial max $1,500 per tree  
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Comparison of Tree Permit Fees and Fines in Tampa Bay: 
 

Jurisdiction After-the-Fact 
Permit Fee 

Fine Replacement 

St. Petersburg Residential - 
$150 up to 12” 
Plus $50 per inch 
up to $500 per 
tree; commercial 
$1,000 

$500 per tree Only if the property does not meet 
code minimum (two shade trees); 
$500 in  lieu to tree fund 

Pinellas County TBD TBD Same as SP 
Sarasota 4 X base fee plus 

$225 per 
inch/Grand tree 
$500 per inch 

Magistrate 
determines 

Sliding Scale - 4”-15” = 3” tree at 1 :1 
ratio; 16”-30” = 5” tree at 2:1 ratio; 
over 30” = 7” tree at 3:1 ratio; Grand 
tree replacement is largest available to 
match size removed 

Manatee TBD Determined by 
Board; 
$150 for first 
violation, $400 
for repeat 

Sliding Scale - 4”-15” = 3” tree at 1 :1 
ratio; 16”-30” = 5” tree at 2:1 ratio; 
over 30” = 7” tree at 3:1 ratio 

Clearwater No Up to $5,000; 
determined by 
staff; $48/inch 
in lieu fee 

Inch for Inch, regardless of whether a 
permit was issued first;  

Hillsborough TBD 50% of DBH 50% with permit, Inch for Inch for 
violation 

Tampa Triple fee 
Grand Tree = 
$551 

Up to $15,000 
for Grand Tree, 
per magistrate 
decision 

Inch for Inch replacement 

Largo  In lieu fee $25 
per inch 

Sliding scale – 4-15” = 1:1; 16-30” = 
2:1; over 30” = 3:1 

Safety Harbor 4 X regular 
permit fee 

1st offence- 
$1,000, 2nd = 
$2K, 3rd = $3K; 
suspension on 
submitting 
applications as 
well 

Sliding Scale - 4”-10” = 1 :1 ratio; 10”-
20” = 2:1 ratio; 20”-30” 3:1; 30” to 40” 
4:1;  40” and up = 5:1 ratio; In lieu fee 
based on size of tree with ½ rate for 
homestead properties; sliding scale, 
fee increases with size of tree removed 
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National Flood Insurance Program
Community Rating System

2016 

CRS UPDATE

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PAST STATUS
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PAST STATUS

CY 2013 

Points Scored

PPI Max 

Credit

Max Points 

Possible Difference

Average 

Earned

Projected 

Points

Elevation Certificates 310 38 116 -78 46 38

Map Information Service 320 30 90 -60 63 30

Outreach Projects 330 105 80 350 -245 63 265

Hazard Disclosure 340 0 14 80 -80 14 61

Flood Protection Information 350 54 29 125 -71 33 121

Flood Protection Assistance 360 65 35 110 -45 49 110

Flood Insurance Promotion 370 0 15 110 -110 0 15

Floodplain Mapping 410 41 802 -761 65 41

Open Space Preservation 420 446 5 2020 -1574 474 450.59

Higher Regulatory Standards 430 216 2042 -1826 214 310.14

Flood Data Maintenance 440 168 222 -54 54 165

Stormwater Management 450 225 755 -530 119 251.2

Floodplain Mgmt. Planning 510 104 622 -518 123 484

Acquisition and Relocation 520 57 2250 -2193 136 57

Flood Protection 530 137 1600 -1463 52 137

Drainage System Maintenance 540 357 30 570 -213 214 387

Flood Warning and Response 610 240 395 -155 144 264.5

Total: 2283 208 Projected Total: 3187.43

CRS 5 Goal: 2500 CRS 4 Goal: 3000

Points Needed: 217 Points Needed: 717

Activity

CRS Points Breakdown & Areas to Improve

PRESENT STATUS
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PRESENT

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

NATIONAL CRS PROGRAM
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PRESENT

59%
26%

15%

FLORIDA

CRS 7 or Higher CRS 6 CRS 5 or lower

NATIONAL

122 CLASS 5

2 CLASS 4

3 CLASS 3

5 CLASS 2

1 CLASS 1

FLORIDA

35 Class 5

1 class 3

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PRESENT

CY 2013 

Points 

Scored

MOD 2016 

Points 

Scored

2013 vs 

2016 

Difference

Max Points 

Possible

Max vs 

2016 

Difference

National 

Average 

Earned

Projected 

Points

Target 

Area 

Priority

Elevation Certificates 310 38 38 0 116 -78 46 38 NA

Map Information Service 320 30 90 60 90 0 63 90

Outreach Projects 330 105 172 67 350 -178 63 350 3

Hazard Disclosure 340 0 0 0 80 -80 14 80 2

Flood Protection Information 350 54 54 0 125 -71 33 125 4

Flood Protection Assistance 360 65 74 9 110 -36 49 74

Flood Insurance Promotion 370 0 35 35 110 -75 0 145

Floodplain Mapping 410 41 41 0 802 -761 65 41 NA

Open Space Preservation 420 446 450 4 2020 -1570 474 450 1*

Higher Regulatory Standards 430 216 323 107 2042 -1719 214 323 1*

Flood Data Maintenance 440 168 170 2 222 -52 54 170

Stormwater Management 450 225 270 45 755 -485 119 270 1*

Floodplain Mgmt. Planning 510 104 278 174 622 -344 123 348

Acquisition and Relocation 520 57 57 0 2250 -2193 136 57 NA

Flood Protection 530 137 137 0 1600 -1463 52 137

Drainage System Maintenance 540 357 357 0 570 -213 214 357

Flood Warning and Response 610 240 240 0 395 -155 144 395

Total: 2283 2786 503 Projected Total: 3450

CRS 4 Goal: 3000 CRS 3 Goal: 3500 1* - Need 700 Total Points for Class 4

Points Needed: 214 Points Needed: 714

CRS Points Breakdown & Areas to Improve

Activity
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FUTURE GOAL

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

FUTURE
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

CRS Class 4 

savings 

~$1,936,400 

FUTURE - CRS CLASS 5 vs. CLASS 4

CLASS 4 REQUIREMENTS
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

The community must meet all the Class 6 prerequisites.

(2) The community must have received and continue to maintain a classification of 4/4 or

better under the BCEGS.

(3) The community must demonstrate that it has taken appropriate steps to eliminate or

minimize future flood losses. To do this, a Class 4 or better community must receive

credit for the following CRS activities.

Requesting CRS Credit

CRS Coordinator’s Manual 210-5 Edition: 2013

(a) Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)—The community must show that it

enforces higher regulatory standards to manage new development in the floodplain.

(i) The community must adopt and enforce a freeboard requirement that receives at

least 100 points for FRB in Section 432.b. For this prerequisite, the value for

FRB is the value before factoring in the impact adjustment.

(ii) The community must receive at least 700 points under the other elements of

Activity 430 and under Sections 422.a, e, and f under Activity 420 (Open Space

Preservation). For this prerequisite, the points are calculated after factoring in

the impact adjustment.

(b) Activity 450 (Stormwater Management)—The community must receive the

following credits for its watershed management plan(s) (WMP) under

Section 451.b:

(i) 90 points (before the impact adjustment) for meeting all of the credit criteria for

WMP,

(ii) 30 points (before the impact adjustment) for managing the runoff from all

storms up to and including the 100-year event, and

(iii) An impact adjustment value of rWMP = 0.5 or more. Alternatively, the community

may show that at least 50% of the watershed area where future is

expected is covered by one or more credited watershed management plans.

PRE-REQUISITES CLASS 4

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

(c) Activity 510 (Floodplain Management Planning)—The community must have

adopted and be implementing a floodplain management plan that receives at least

50% of the maximum credit under Activity 510, calculated after the impact

adjustment. This 50% of the maximum credit must include at least 50% of the

available points in each of planning steps 2, 5, and 8.

(4) Obtain a minimum total credit of 100 points (after the impact adjustment) from one or

a combination of the following elements that credit protecting natural floodplain

functions:

o 420—Natural functions open space (NFOS),

o 420—Natural shoreline protection (NSP),

o 430—Prohibition of fill (DL1),

o 440—Additional map data (AMD12) natural functions layer,

o 450—Managing the volume of stormwater runoff (SMR, DS),

o 450—Low impact development (LID),

o 450—Watershed management plan (WMP), credit point items 3, 5, 6, and 7,

o 450—Erosion and sediment control (ESC),

o 450—Water quality (WQ), and

o 510—Natural floodplain functions plan (NFP).

Document the following life safety measures:

(a) Obtain some credit under Activity 610 (Flood Warning and Response).

(b) Have a map of all levees and all areas protected by levees, and an inventory of the

buildings and critical facilities that would be flooded if the levees were overtopped.

This is the same as activity credit criterion (3) under Activity 620 (Levees), Section

621.b.

(c) Have a description of the dam failure threat, including a map of all areas that would

be flooded by the failure of each high-hazard-potential dam that affects the

community, and an inventory of the buildings and critical facilities that would be

flooded. This is the same as activity credit criteria (2) under Activity 630 (Dams),

Section 631.b.

In accordance with Section 113.d, the community may propose alternative approaches to

these prerequisites that are more appropriate for local conditions.

PRE-REQUISITES CLASS 4
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

PRE-REQUISITES CLASS 4

WHAT WE NEED TO ACHIEVE CLASS 4!!

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

The community must receive at least 700 points. 

Note: Currently 508.5 

Activity 450 (Stormwater Management)

An impact adjustment value of rWMP = 0.5 or more. 

Note: Currently rWMP = .45

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS
(Possible Points = 1330)

• Limit development for new and existing buildings.

Regulations that prohibit all fill = 280 points

New development provides compensatory storage = 130 x ration of compensation points

Prohibit buildings within SFHA = 1000 points

Prohibit outdoor storage of materials within SFHA = 50 points

Prohibit storage of hazardous materials anywhere in SFHA = 20 points

Regulations that require hazardous materials be stored indoors above BFE = 10 points

DOES NOT APPLY TO OPEN SPACE AREAS

Impact adjusted!
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

FREEBOARD
(Possible Points = 500)

• 3 Feet of freeboard = approximately 150 points 

With compensatory storage required = 65 points

Fill prohibited = 60 points

Must be uniform throughout City for maximum points.

Impact adjusted!

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

FOUNDATION PROTECTION
(Possible Points = 80)

• Protection against differential settling as well as scour and erosion. 

Engineered foundations and no buildings on fill = 60 points

Buildings on compacted fill protected from erosion and scour, with compensatory storage = 60 points

Buildings on compacted fill, protected from erosion and scour, but no compensatory storage = 35 points



11/22/2016

10

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

CUMULATIVE SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT
(Possible Points = 90)

• Tracking improvements cumulatively.

Counted for at least 10 years = 40 points

Counted for a least 5 years = 20 points

Damaged building repairs are counted for at least 10 years = 40 points

Damaged building repairs are counted for at least 5 years = 20 points

Adopting regulatory language for Increased Cost of Compliance = 20 points

Any addition be protected from base flood = 20 points

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

LOWER SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS THRESHOLD
(Possible Points = 20)

• Lowering the 50% substantial improvement threshold.

Threshold below 50% = 20 points (No mention that 49% isn’t acceptable)

Regulatory threshold is no more than 25% of square footage of lowest floor = 10 points

Regulatory threshold applies to only one restriction = 10 points

Impact adjusted!



11/22/2016

11

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

PROTECTION OF CRITICAL FACILITIES
(Possible Points = 80)

• Protecting buildings critical to health, safety, or that would make flood problems worse.

New critical facilities are prohibited from the 500 year floodplain = 80 points

New critical facilities are protected to 1 foot above 500-year floodplain = 40 points

Impact adjusted!

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

ENCLOSURE LIMITS
(Possible Points = 240)

• Limiting enclosures below base flood.

Prohibit any enclosures (including break-away walls) = 240 points

Prohibit enclosures of areas greater than 299 sf and conversion agreement = 100 points

Inspection of enclosures at least once per year = 90 points

Granted right to inspect at any time = 60 points

Regulation does not mention inspections = 30 points

Impact adjusted!
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

Activity 430 (Higher Regulatory Standards)

LOCAL DRAINAGE
(Possible Points = 120)

• Include regulatory language in Floodplain Ordinance for drainage and must be for 

properties outside of SFHA. 

Lowest floor is required above crown of nearest street or highest adjacent grade = 40x # of # feet points

Prepare Site plan = 40 points

Provide positive drainage away from building to storm drain = 20 points

Provide positive drainage only away from building = 10 points

Increased volume of runoff due to development is kept onsite (LID) = 20 points

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

NEXT STEPS

1. Review of FBC – 6th Edition 2017

2. Identify Barriers/limitations due to St. Petersburg’s unique geography 

and building pattern.

3. Identify Existing Missed Opportunities – Eligible elements that were 

missed or not captured during the 2013 Audit. 

4. What are reasonable “Higher Regulations”

5. Review conflicts with zoning/neighborhood expectations
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

FUTURE

• Provide updates to committee regarding “next” steps by April 2017

• Recommendations to improve score

• Move to a Class 4 or better in 2018 during next full CRS Audit

• The City will have a Verification (Audit) in 2018 

• Must have all pre-requisites for Class 4 met by August 2018

Construction Services and Permitting

One Fourth Street North,
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Floodplain Administrator – Rick Dunn, CFM, Building Official

(727) 551-3391

Rick.Dunn@stpete.org

CRS Coordinator – Noah Taylor, CFM

(727) 893-7283

Noah.Taylor@stpete.org
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National Flood Insurance Program
Community Rating System

REPETITIVE 

LOSS AREA 

ANALYSIS 

UPDATE

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

REPETITIVE LOSS AREA ANALYSIS

What is the RLAA?

Why is it important? 
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

REPETITIVE LOSS STRUCTURES

Two Types of Properties:

Repetitive Loss

2 or more claims

More than $1000

10 year rolling period

Severe Repetitive Loss

4 or more claims

More than $5000 or 2 claims 

exceeding buildings reported 

value

Number of Repetitive Loss 

Riviera Bay: 38

Shore Acres: 243

Number of Severe Repetitive Loss 

Riviera Bay: 3

Shore Acres: 37

Total number of potential losses (RLAA)

Riviera Bay: 372

Shore Acres: 1539

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

MITIGATION MEASURES

1) Acquisition

2)Elevation

3)Dry floodproofing

4)Utility Protection

5)Insurance Coverage
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COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

DRAINAGE - RIVIERA BAY

RIVIERA BAY 
STORMWATER VAULTS

COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM

DRAINAGE - SHORE ACRES
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Construction Services and Permitting

One Fourth Street North,
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Floodplain Administrator – Rick Dunn, CFM, Building Official

(727) 551-3391

Rick.Dunn@stpete.org

CRS Coordinator – Noah Taylor, CFM

(727) 893-7283

Noah.Taylor@stpete.org



Resolution No. 2016-

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE REPETITIVE LOSS AREA
ANALYSIS DOCUMENTS THAT EVALUATE THE FLOODING
HAZARDS WITHIN THE MOST SEVERELY FLOODED AREAS
OF ST PETERSBURG; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg (“City”) is dedicated to protecting the health and
property of citizens; and

WHEREAS, the City conducted an analysis of the repetitive loss areas according to FEMA
and the Community Rating System (CRS) guidelines; and

WHEREAS, as a result of this analysis two documents were developed, which must be
approved by the St. Petersburg City Council; and

WHEREAS, approval of the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis documents will increase the
Community Rating System Points and lead to an improved discount on flood insurance premiums
within St. Petersburg; and

WHEREAS, Administration recommends approval of the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis
documents.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida. that the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis documents that evalciate the flooding
hazards within the most severely flooded areas of the City of St. Petersburg is hereby approved.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approvals:

Legal:_______________________ Adrninistration:

1 of 1
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TERMINOLOGY

1% Annual Flood Chance: The flood that has a one percent (1%) chance of being equaled or exceeded
each year. Also known as the base flood or regulatory floodplain.

Area Analysis: An approach to identify repeatedly flooded areas, evaluate mitigation approaches, and
determine the most appropriate alternatives to reduce future repeated flood losses.

BFE: Base Flood Elevation - The elevation of the crest of the base flood or one percent (1%) annual chance.

CR5: Community Rating System

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency

FIRM: flood Insurance Rate Map

floodway: The channel of a stream, plus any adjacent floodplain areas, that must be kept free of
encroachment so that the 1% annual chance flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood
heights.

Freeboard: A factor of safety usually expressed in feet above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) for purposes
of floodplain management. Also known as the design flood elevation.

GIS: Geographic Infonnation Systems

hazard Mitigation: Any sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to life and property
from a hazardous event.

ICC: Increased Cost of Compliance. a $30,000 rider on flood insurance policies for policy holders located
in the special flood hazard area that can be used to bring the structure into compliance in the event that it is
substantially damaged by a flood.

NFIP: National Flood Insurance Program

Repetitive Loss property (RL): An NFIP-insured property where two or more claim payments of more
than $1,000 have been paid within a 10-year period since 1978.

Severe Repetitive Loss Property (SRL): A 1-4 family residence that is a repetitive loss property that has
had four or more claims of more than $5,000 or two claims that cumulatively exceed the reported building’s
value.

Substantial Improvement: The repair, reconstruction, or improvement of a structure, the cost of which
equals or exceeds 50% of the market value of the structure either, (1) before the improvement or repair is
started, or (2) if the structure has been damaged and is being restored, before the damage occurred.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background
The National flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is continually faced with the task of paying claims while
trying to keep the price of flood insurance at an affordable level. It has a particular problem with repetitive
flood loss properties, which are estimated to cost $3.5 million per year in flood insurance claim payments
throughout the United States. Repetitive flood loss properties represent only 1.4% of all flood insurance
policies, yet historically they have accounted for nearly one-fourth of the claim payments (over $9 billion
to date). Mitigating these repeatedly flooded properties will reduce the overall costs to the NFIP, the
communities in which they are located, and the individual homeowners. The City of St. Petersburg
conducted an area analysis based on the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis, as described on page 5 of this report
and in accordance to the Community Rating System. This area analysis follows FEMA guidelines to
determine why an area has repeated flood losses and what alternative flood protection measures would help
break the cycle of repetitive flooding.

Study Area
The study area for this report is located in the Riviera Bay area, on two sides of Sun-lit Cove, stretching
from approximately 90th Avenue North East, to 80th Avenue North and in-between 4th Avenue North, to
Orient ‘Way North East. There are 372 structures in the study area. All of them are residential. Of those 372
structures, 41 are on FEMA’s repetitive loss list, while 3 of those 41 properties are severe repetitive loss
(SRL) properties.

Problem Statement
Flooding is caused by high tides and heavy rain, but aggravated by three problems:

• This area is low lying and close to the bay. Tidal flooding is a main cause of flooding within this
area, especially when a major rain event coincides with a high tide.

• The street drainage ditches are sometimes overgrown or otherwise unable to convey water
correctly. Therefore water tends to drain slowly into the bay.

• Some canals are clogged up with debris from pines and mangroves.
There have been some drainage improvements, but these improvements have not stopped all flooding.

Recommendations
• Encourage everyone to pursue a mitigation measure.
• Address the issues with the clogged and/or undersized street drainage ditches.
• Install more backilow preventers.
• More frequent cleaning of backflow devices.
• Clean/dredge canal to remove debris on a more frequent basis.
• Seek out and secure funding for the drainage improvements outlined in this report.
• Improve the City’s CRS classification.

For residents of the study area
• Contact the City for more information about possible funding opportunities
• Review the alternative mitigation measures discussed in this analysis and implement those that are

most appropriate for their situation.
• Purchase and maintain a flood insurance policy on the home and its contents.
• Report flooding hazards via See Click Fix or Mayor’s Action line.
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INTRODUCTION

St. Petersburg is exposed to flooding from hurricanes, tropical storms, storm water runoff, and storm surges
from Tampa Bay, Boca Ciega Bay, and the Gulf of Mexico, as well as flooding from St. Joes Creek and
many small lakes within the area.

St. Petersburg is mostly flat with some rise towards the
center of the peninsula, creating areas where water runs
very quickly to the bay and other areas where it drains
away slowly. There are several coimTmnities built over
bayous and along the coastline. flooding of streets,
yards, and buildings often occur from heavy rains in
some areas.

In sum, areas of the City can be flooded from
overwhelmed bayous, creeks, coastal sources, sheet flow,
and local drainage ways. The official FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Map designates the Special Flood flazard
Areas (SFHA), the deeper riverine and coastal
floodprone areas as A, AE, or VE zones and the entire
City may be subject to flooding

In most areas, especially outside the AE and VE Zones,
flooding is relatively shallow. Residents have several
days of warning before a coastal storm occurs and can
take steps to protect themselves from flooding if they
have necessary information.

There have been some drainage improvements, but they
have not stopped all flooding. There are 372 properties
subject to flooding. Of these properties 41 are considered
repetitive or severe repetitive loss and have made 118
flood insurance claims for a total of $1,709,751 since

Repetitive Loss Area Analysis
(RLAA): An Approach that
identifies repetitive loss areas,
evaluates mitigation approaches,
and determines the most appropriate
alternatives to reduce future losses.

Hazard Mitigation: Any sustained
action taken to reduce or eliminate
long-term risk to life and property
from a hazard event.

Repetitive Loss Property (RL): An
NFIP-insured property where two or
more claim payments of more than
$1,000 have been paid within a 10-
year period since 1978.

Severe Repetitive Loss Property
(SRL): A 1-4 family residence that
is repetitive loss property that has
had four or more claims of $5,000 or
two claims that cumulatively exceed
the reported buildings value.

1978. Within the 41 repetitive loss properties there are 3 severe repetitive loss properties with 13 claims for
a total of $337,629 since 1978.

Since flooding typically occurs over an area that may affect several buildings, determining a repetitive loss
area may include homes not previously flooded, but are instead surrounded by those structures that have
been repetitively flooded. This allows determination of drainage and may indicate tvhere future homes may
sustain flood damage. Additionally because repetitive loss structures are privacy protected by the federal
government, it is necessary to include surrounding homes, so as to maintain the privacy of those repetitive
loss structures as per the Privacy Act of 1974.

The RLAA is part of the Community Rating System, which is a “voluntary incentive program that
recognizes and encourages community floodplain activities that exceed the minimum National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements” (www.FEMA.gov). Participating communities are rewarded with
reduced insurance premiums.
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TUE PROCESS

The repetitive loss area analysis is a detailed mitigation plan for a repetitive loss area. It provides more
specific guidance on how to reduce damage from repetitive flooding than a community-wide floodplain
management or hazard mitigation plan. Riviera Bay was one of the two areas identified as a repetitive loss
area. In order to better understand the issues in the area a process must be followed according to the NFIP
CRS program.

The Community Rating System is a “voluntary incentive program that recognizes and encourages
community floodplain activities that exceed the minimum National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
requirements” (www. FEMA.gov). Participating commttnities are rewarded with reduced insurance
premiums.

The FEMA-prescribed five step process for conducting an area analyses is as follows:

Step 1: Advise all the property owners in the repetitive flood loss area that the repetitive loss area analysis
will be conducted to determine the problems associated with flooding.

Step 2: Contact agencies or organizations that may have plans that could affect the cause or impacts of the
flooding.

Step 3: Collect data on the analysis area and each building in the identified study area within the
neighborhood to determine the cause(s) of the repetitive damage.

Step 4: Review alternative mitigation approaches and determine whether any property protection measures
or drainage improvements are feasible.

Step 5: Document the findings, including information gathered from agencies and organizations, and
relevant maps of the analysis area.
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STEP 1: NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION

The first step in PEMA’s five-step process is to notify the residents in the area about the project. On January
1, 2016 the City of St. Petersburg Community Rating System Coordinator sent out a letter to the
homeowners introducing them to the project.

The letter asked homeowners to submit any flooding concerns to the CR5 Coordinator via email, or phone,
and to include address and pertinent information. Three hundred and seventy-two (372) letters were mailed
out, of which twenty-two were returned as undeliverable or wrong address.

Copies of the letter and homeowner comments can be found in Appendices A & B of this report.

STEP 2: COLLABORATION

Coordination with relevant agencies, offices, and organizations is an important step in the analysis process.
This step helps to open lines of communication among those interested in flood protection in the St.
Petersburg area. The City collected inforrriation and data in order to complete this analysis from the
Stormwater and Engineering Division, Constniction Services and Permitting, and the Geographic
Information System data provided from FEMA and Pinellas County.

STEP 3: DATA COLLECTION

The third step in the process is the collection of data that pertains to the area; both as a whole and specifically
about the causes of the repetitive flooding. The data was collected through coordination with several
agencies and departments.

Although the entire city is flood prone, certain areas have been harder hit than others. Using repetitive
flood insurance claims, the City has identified two repetitive loss areas, Shore Acres and Riviera Bay.

Of the 82,840 buildings in the City, 405 have been paid at least 2 claims of $1000 over a 10 year period
(FEMA’s definition of a repetitive loss property). There are 37 structures on FEMA’s repetitive loss list
that have been relocated, elevated, or otherwise improved and are no longer subject to repetitive flood
damage.

This report focuses on Riviera Bay and the houses identified in the mapped repetitive loss area as depicted
on the page 9 Map.
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FLOOD INSURANCE DATA

There are two sources of flood insurance data that the City of St. Petersburg has reviewed. Those sources
of data are:

A. The Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)
3. Claims data

A. The Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map: The City of St. Petersburg Flood Insurance Rate Map, September
2003: A flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), published by FEMA, shows potential flood risk according to
zones of severity and is used in setting flood insurance rates. The regulatory floodplain used by FEMA for
the floodplain management and insurance aspects of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is based
on the elevation of the 1% annual flood chance or base flood. This type of flood has a 1% chance of
occurring in any given year. for another frame of reference, the 1% annual flood has a 26% chance of
occurring over the life of a 30-year mortgage. It is important to note that more frequent flooding does occur
in the regulatory floodplain, as witnessed by the number of repetitive loss properties. The study area falls
in only one flood zone: the more risky Mi Zone.

The Base Flood Elevation (3FE) is the elevation of the 1% chance annual flood above mean sea level. In
October 2015 St. Petersburg now requires two feet of freeboard. This means that all new or substantially
improved residential construction must be at least two feet above the 3FF. The BFE for the area is nine
feet above sea level.

B. Claims Data: The Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 522a) restricts the release of certain types of data to the
public. Flood insurance policy and claims data are included in the list of restricted information. FEMA can
only release such data to state and local governments, and only if the data are used for floodplain
management, mitigation, or research purposes. Therefore, this report does not identify the repetitive loss
properties or include claims data for any individual property. Rather, it discusses them only in summary
form.

The City of St. Petersburg obtained claims data from FEMA Region VI for all repetitive loss properties in
the area. There are thirty-eight (10.21%) properties within the 372 property study area that qualify as
repetitive loss. Of those thirty-eight repetitive loss properties, three are considered to be severe repetitive
loss properties. Homeowners for the thirty-eight repetitive loss properties have made one hundred-eighteen
claims and received $1,709,751 in flood insurance payments since 197$. The average repetitive flood loss
claim is $44,993.46.

It is likely that the data in this section understates the flooding problem for the following reasons:

1. NFIP records do not include claims data prior to 197$, so there could have been additional losses not
shown here.
2. Policy holders may not have submitted claims for smaller floods for fear of it affecting their coverage or
premium rates.
3. Only data for listed repetitive loss properties were reviewed. There could be other properties that have
been repeatedly flooded, but did not have insurance at the time of the flood or did not submit claims.

The losses only account for items covered by the insurance policy. Things not covered include living
expenses during evacuation, swimming pools, and automobiles.
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DRAINAGE INFORMATION

The City of St. Petersburg examined three areas of related information on the area’s drainage. Those three
areas are:

A. Sun-lit Cove
B. Riviera Bay Watershed
C. Riverside Canal

A. Sun-lit Cove: The City of St. Petersburg relies on a number of canals to drain stormwater from the
streets. The study area is directly south of Sun-lit Cove which has a drainage area of roughly 99 square
miles. There is one major tributary to Sun-lit Cove, Ditch D-27, which runs west to east towards the Bay
and Sun-lit Cove. Petersburg that outfalls into Sun-lit Cove and provides drainage for the southwestern part
of St. Petersburg. Sun-lit Cove floodway covers parts of the study area.

Sun-lit Cove canal is unable to convey tidal flooding events during major rain events; the most serious of
which occurs tvest of Riverside Drive North. When this floods, it makes it difficult for residents in the study
area to evacuate the area and to get to their residence. Stin-lit Cove is known to flood at Riverside Drive
North; most likely due to high tide events and simultaneous heavy rainfall.

B. Riviera Bay Watershed: This large watershed is over 99 square miles and drains in several areas to the
bay. The drainage from the Riviera Bay Watershed is not a major factor for flooding within this area. There
are several drainage ditches, small lakes, and canals within the area, D-27, D-21, D-23, L59, and 157, that
may absorb some of the watershed runoff, but not all. Additionally when these ditches, small lakes, and
canals fill they could cause additional flooding throughout the area surrounding them.

C. Riverside Canal: Residents have expressed concern about the Riverside canal and water back-flowing
into the streets during a high tide and major rain event. Concern is that the pipes leading to the canal can
no longer close correctly, to prevent water from entering the pipes, because of barnacle and sediment
buildup. Reports from residents indicate that even on sunny days and high tides that water can sometime
be seen in the road and other low lying areas. During times of heavy rain the water has come close to steps
of homes and some houses have even been flooded.
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BUILDING INFOR1VIATION

As discussed in Step 1: A neighborhood notification letter was mailed out to the residents, informing them
that an analysis was going to be conducted with reference to flooding. Of the 372 properties to which letters
were sent, twenty-two were returned to the City as vacant or otherwise undeliverable.

The residents who commented on the letter offered insight into the flooding issues in the area:

• Nine people reported some kind of street flooding and that their residence was inaccessible.
• Most flooding occurred during heavy rains and high tides.
• Residents have conflicting reports, some say that the drainage projects in the area have helped,

while others seem to think they have caused more problems and moved the flooding to different
roads.

• Residents report clogging of storm drains by pine needles and other tree debris.
• None of the residents have reported taking measures to mitigate the flooding on their own.

The complete list of comments from homeowner’s can be found in Appendix B of this report.

from January l till January 20th the City visited the study area and collected data on each property. The
City collected information such as the type of structure, construction, condition, the number of stories,
drainage patters, and a photo.

Two hundred fifty-seven structures in the area are built on a slab (69%), thirty-three are on a crawispace
(9(y0), forty-one on a stem-wall (11%), two were split level (0.5%), twenty-two were on posts/piers (6%),
four are walkout levels (1%), and the remaining thirteen either being vacant or unable to observe base
(3.5%).

The majority of structures, three hundred twenty-four (87%) are single-story, and two hundred and seventy
(72.58%) are masonry or brick. The rest are vinyl/wood and two manufactured homes.

Based on the data collected the following bullets suimarize the repetitive flooding problems in the area:

• Structures fall in the more risky AE Zone.
• Flooding is caused by heavy rains, but aggravated by two problems:

o High tides
o Poor street drainage

• There have been some drainage improvements made to the area, but they have not stopped all
flooding.

There are 372 properties subject to flooding. Thirty-eight of the insured properties have been flooded to the
extent that they qualify as repetitive loss structures under the NFIP in the study area, three of which are
severe repetitive loss properties.
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STEP 4: MITIGATION MEASURES

Knowing the flooding history, and types and condition of the buildings in the area leads to the fourth step
in the area analysis procedure — a review of alternative mitigation approaches to protect properties from, or
reduce, future flood damage. Property owners should look at these alternatives but understand they are not
all guaranteed to provide protection at different levels of flooding. Six approaches were reviewed:

I. Acquisition
II. Elevating the houses above the 1% annual flood level
III. Dry floodproofing
IV. Utility protection
V. Drainage improvements
VI. Maintaining flood insurance coverage on the building

I. ACQUISITION

This measure involves buying one or more properties and clearing the site. If there is no building subject
to flooding, there is no flood damage. Acquisitions are usually recommended where the flood hazard
is so great or so frequent that it is not safe to leave the structure on the site.

An alternative to buying and clearing the whole subdivision is buying out individual, “worst case,”
structures with FEMA funds.

A. Cost: This approach would involve purchasing and clearing the lowest or the most severe
repeatedly flooded homes. If FEMA funds are to be used, three requirements will apply:

1. The applicant for FEMA must demonstrate that the benefits exceed the costs, using F EMAs
benefit/cost software.
2. The owner must be a willing seller.
3. The parcel must be deeded to a public agency that agrees to maintain the lot and keep it
forever as open space.

B. Feasibility: Due to the high cost and difficulty to obtain a favorable benefit-cost ratio in shallow
flooding areas, acquisitions are reserved for the worst case buildings. Not everyone wants to sell
their home, so a checkerboard pattern of vacant and occupied lots often remains after a buyout
project, leaving “holes” in the neighborhood. There is no reduction in expenses to maintain the
neighborhood’s infrastructure for the City, although the tax base is reduced. The vacant lots must
be maintained by the new owner agency, and additional expense is added to the coimnunity. If the
lot is only minimally maintained, its presence may reduce the property values of the remaining
houses. The City of ST. Petersburg is not considering acquisitions at this time for the above reasons.
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II. ELEVATION

Raising the structure above the flood level is generally viewed as the best flood protection measure, short
of removing the building from the floodplain. All damageable portions of the building and its contents are
high and dry during a flood, which flows under the building instead of into the house. Houses can be
elevated on fill, posts/piles, or a crawlspace.

A house elevated on fill requires adding a specific type of dirt to a lot and building the house on top of the
added dirt. It should be noted that St. Petersburg does not allow fill to be brought into the floodplain to
elevate the house.

A house elevated on posts/piles is either built or raised on a foundation of piers that are driven into the earth
and rise high enough above the ground to elevate the house above the flow of flood water.

A house elevated on a crawlspace is built or raised on a continuous wall-like foundation that elevates the
house above the flood level. If a crawlspace is used, it is important to include vents or openings in the
crawispace that are appropriately sized: one square inch for each square foot of the building’s footprint.
Additionally all materials below the design flood level must be flood resistance and all machinery,
equipment, and plumbing must be above the design flood level.

A. Cost: Most of the cost to elevate a building is in the preparation and foundation construction.
The cost to elevate six feet is little more than the cost to go up two feet. Elevation is usually
cost-effective for wood frame buildings on posts/piles or crawlspace because it is easiest to get
lifting equipment under the floor and disruption to the habitable part of the house is minimal.
Elevating a slab house is much more costly and disruptive. In St. Petersburg, 69% percent of
the houses in the study area are on a slab. The actual cost of elevating a particular building
depends on factors such as its condition, whether it is masonry or brick faced, and if additions
have been added on over time. While the cost of elevating a home can be high, there are funding
programs that can help. The usual arrangement is for a FEMA grant to pay 75% of the cost
while the owner pays the other 25%. In the case of elevating a slab foundation, the
homeowner’s portion could be as high as $25,000 or more. In some cases, assistance can be
provided by Increased Cost of Compliance (ICC) funds, which is discussed on page 30, or state
funds.

B. Feasibility: Federal funding support for an elevation project requires a study that shows that
the benefits of the project exceed the cost of the elevation. Project benefits include savings in
insurance claims paid on the structure. Elevating a masonry home or a slab can cost up to
$100,000, which means that benefit/cost ratios may be low. Looking at each property
individually could result in funding for the worst case properties, i.e., those that are lowest,
subject to the most frequent flooding, and in good enough condition to elevate.
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III. DRY FLOODPROOFING

This measure keeps floodwaters out of a building by modifying the structure. Walls are coated with
waterproofing compounds or plastic sheeting. Openings (i.e. doors, windows, and vents) are closed either
permanently, or temporarily with removable shields or sandbags.

Make the walls watertight. This is easiest to do for masonry or brick faced walls. The brick or stucco walls
can be covered with a waterproof sealant and bricked or stuccoed over with a veneer to camouflage the
sealant. Houses with wood, vinyl, or metal siding need to be Tapped with plastic sheeting to make walls
watertight. and then covered with a veneer to camouflage and protect the plastic sheeting. Provide closures,
such as removable shields or sandbags, for the openings; including doors, windows, dryer vents and weep
holes. There must also be an account for sewer backup and other sources of water entering the building.
For shallow flood levels, this can be done with a floor drain plug or standpipe; although a check valve
system is more secure.

Dry fioodproofing employs the building itself as part of the barrier to the passage of floodwaters, and
therefore this technique is only recommended for buildings with slab foundations that are not cracked. The
solid slab foundation prevents floodwaters from entering a building from below. Also, even if the building
is in sound condition, tests by the Corps of Engineers have shown that dry floodproofing should not be used
for depths greater than three feet over the floor, because water pressure on the structure can collapse the
walls and/or buckle the floor.

Dry floodproofing is a mitigation technique that is appropriate for some houses in the Riviera Bay study
area: those with slab foundations that typically receive floodwater up to three feet in the house. from the
fieldwork it was found that eighty-nine percent of the houses in the analysis area are on slab foundations,
and according to the data sheet responses seventy-six percent of the respondents experienced three feet of
flooding.

Not all parts of the building need to be floodproofed. It is difficult to floodproof a garage door, for example,
so some owners let the garage flood and floodproof the walls between the garage and the rest of the house.
Appliances, electrical outlets, and other damage-prone materials located in the garage should be elevated
above the expected flood levels.

Dry floodproofing has the following shortcomings as a flood protection measure:

• It usually requires human intervention, i.e., someone must be home to close the openings.
• Its success depends on the building’s condition, which may not be readily evident. It is very difficult

to tell if there are cracks in the slab under the floor covering.
• Periodic maintenance is required to check for cracks in the walls and to ensure that the

waterproofing compounds do not decompose.
• There is no government financial assistance programs available for dry floodproofing, therefore the

entire cost of the project must be paid by the homeowner.
• The NFIP will not offer a lower insurance rate for dry floodproofed residences. However, this may

be a viable option if homeowners want to protect their structure and contents.
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A. Cost: The cost for a floodproofing project can vary according to the building”s construction and
condition. It can range from $5,000 to $20,000, depending on how secure the owner wants to be
from flooding. Owners can do some of the work by themselves, although an experienced contractor
provides greater security. Each property owner can determine how much of their own labor they
can contribute and whether the cost and appearance of a project is worth the protection from
flooding that it may provide.

B. Feasibility: As with floodwalls, floodproofing is appropriate where flood depths are shallow and
are of relatively short duration. It can be an effective measure for some of the staictures and flood
conditions found in the study analysis area. It can also be more attractive than a floodwall around
a house. However, floodproofmg requires the homeowner to install or place door and window
shields or sandbags and to ensure maintenance on a yearly basis. This may be difficult for the
elderly or disabled. Finally ample warning of flooding must be available, so the homeowner can
determine when to place the door or window shields and sandbags.

IV. UTILITY PROTECTION

This measure applies to several different utilities that can be adversely affected by floodwaters such as:
• Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems
• Fuel meters and pipes
• Electrical service boxes, wiring and fixtures
• Sewage systems
• Water systems

Damage to utilities can prevent a residence that remains structurally sound after a flood from being
reoccupied. Retrofitting utilities includes things as simple as raising them above the flood level and building
small walls around furnaces and water heaters to protect from shallow flooding. According to the
homeowner’s data sheets, forty-one percent (4 1%) of respondents answered that they had moved utilities
and/or contents to a higher level as a mitigation measure.

A. Cost: The cost for protecting utilities varies and is dependent upon the measure itself, condition of
the system, structure, and foundation. A lot of the measures can be performed by the homeowners
themselves, although it is always a good idea to consult a professional contractor and/or engineer
(depending on the project). The costs can be lower when done as part of a repair or remodeling project.
Residents interested in pursuing a retrofitting measure to protect their utilities should contact the City
of St. Petersburg to determine whether a permit is required.

B. Feasibility: Given that the flooding experienced by the homeowners in the Riviera Bay study area
includes both shallow and deep flooding, utility protection is an acceptable mitigation measure.
Interested homeowners should examine their flooding history and decide if utility protection is an
appropriate measure for their building.
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V. DRMNAGE IMPROVEMENTS

The Engineering and StonEnwater Department prepared a Master Drainage plan for the entire City of St.
Petersburg. The Plan has a list of recommendations that were created after reviewing previous studies and
reports. There are several different drainage improvements called for in the Plan.

Date Project Name/Description

05/24/1 1 Riverside Dr Storrnwater Vaults

This project helped to reduce some of the flooding within the Riviera Bay Repetitive Loss area. No other
projects are currently proposed for this area.

VI. MMNTMNING INSURANCE

Although insurance is not a mitigation measure that reduces property damage from a flood, a National
Flood Insurance Program policy has the following advantages for the homeowner or renter:

1. A flood insurance policy covers surface flooding from the overflow of inland or tidal waters or
from storm water runoff.

2. Flood insurance may be the only source of assistance to help owners of damaged property quickly
pay for cleanup and repairs after a disaster. The ensures that people can get back into their homes
faster than if they had to wait for disaster assistance funding, which often is in the form of a loan
and may take months to pay.

3. Once in effect there is no need for human intervention. Coverage is available for the contents of a
home as well as for the structure. Renters can buy contents coverage, even if the building owner
does not buy coverage for the structure itself

Cost: Flood insurance rates are based on several factors including what flood zone the building falls in and
the age of the structure. All the homes in the study area fall in the AE zone. Homes constructed before
December 3 1st, 1974 are “pre-FIRM” buildings, which means that they were built before the date of the
first FIRM for the community, and are thus eligible for the “subsidized” flood insurance premium rates.

A building that is located in the AE flood zone and constructed or substantially improved after the date of
the most current FIRM - such as one built or substantially improved — is required to be built above the base
flood elevation and is therefore subject to rates based on the actual risk rather than a subsidized rate. Rates
on pre-FIRM buildings are subsidized because the flood risk was unknown at the time of construction.
If a pre-FIRIVI house in the SFHA is elevated to the design flood elevation, the owner will be able to take
advantage of the much lower post-F[RM rates.

Communities that join the CRS complete floodplain management activities that are worth a certain amount
of credit. The more credit earned, the better the class ranking of that community. The CRS has 10 classes;
a Class ranking of 10 carries the lowest flood insurance premium reduction, whereas a Class I carries the
maximum discount. The City of St Petersburg has a CRS Class of 6, which gives an effective discount of
20 percent to all flood insurance premiums for those within the SFHA.
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STEP 5: FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Findings

Properties in the Riviera Bay study area are subject to flooding due to heavy rains, high tide, and drainage
problems. When Sunlit-cove and the connecting canals are inundated by heavy rains, especially during
high tides, it does not have the capacity to convey the water out of the area quickly enough. This is mainly
due to backfiow and pipes which are either under water or do not close due to barnacles. There is also
concern over the drains being clogged from debris and unable to convey water from the street in a timely
fashion.

B. Recommendations

1. The City of St. Petersburg should continue to encourage everyone to pursue a mitigation meastire.
Assist interested property owners in applying for a mitigation grant. Address the issues with the
street drainage in order to improve the drainage in the study area. Institute a maintenance program
that encourages homeowners to frequently clear their ditches of debris to ensure open flow for
stormwater. Seek out and secure ftinding for the drainage improvements outlined in this report.
Improve the City’s CRS classification and adopt this Repetitive Loss Area Analysis according to
the process detailed in the CRS Coordinator’s Manual.

2. For the residents of the study area, they shotild contact the City of St. Petersburg for more
information about possible funding opportunities and site visits to determine remedial measures.
Review the alternative mitigation measures discussed in this analysis and implement those that
are most appropriate for their situation. Purchase and maintain a flood insurance policy on the
home and its contents.
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POSSIBLE FUNDING SOURCES

There are several possible sources of funding for mitigation projects:

A. FEMA grants: Most of the FEMA programs provide 75% of the cost of a project. In most Gulf
communities, the 25% non-FEMA share is paid by the benefitting property owner. Each program has
different Congressional authorization and slightly different rules.

1. The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP): The HMGP provides grants to States and local
governments to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration.
Projects must provide a long-term solution to a problem (e.g., elevation of a home to reduce the
risk of flood damages as opposed to buying sandbags and pumps to fight the flood). Examples of
eligible projects include acquisition and elevation, as well as local drainage projects.

2. The Severe Repetitive Loss Program (SRL): The Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) grant program
funds mitigation projects for properties on the severe repetitive loss list. Eligible flood mitigation
projects include: Acquisition and demolition or relocation of structures that are listed oti FEMA’s
severe repetitive loss list and conversion of the property to open space Elevation of existing SRL
structures to at least the Base flood Elevation (BFE). There is a new SRL ICC Program that can be
used to cover the non-FEMA share of the cost. That program is discussed further in bullet C below.

B. The Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA): FMA funds assist States and communities in
implementing measures that reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to structures
insured under the NFIP. Project Grants to implement measures to reduce flood losses, such as elevation,
acquisition, or relocation of NFIP-insured structures. States are encouraged to prioritize FMA funds for
applications that include repetitive loss properties; these include structures with 2 or more losses each
with a claim of at least $1,000 within any ten-year period since 1978.

1. Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM): The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program provides
funds to states, territories, Indian tribal governments, communities, and universities for hazard
mitigation planning and the implementation of mitigation projects prior to a disaster event. For
more information visit http ://www. fema. gov/overnment/grant/pdrn/index.shtrn.

C. Flood insurance: There is a special funding provision in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
for insured buildings that have been substantially damaged by a flood, “Increased Cost of Compliance.”
ICC coverage pays for the cost to comply with floodplain management regulations after a flood if the
building has been declared substantially damaged. ICC will pay up to $30,000 to help cover elevation,
relocation, demolition, and (for nonresidential buildings) floodproofing. It can also be used to help pay
the 25% owner’s share of a FEMA funded mitigation project.

The building’s flood insurance policy must have been in effect during the flood. This payment is in
addition to the damage claim payment that would be made under the regular policy coverage, as long
as the total claim does not exceed $250,000. Claims must be accompanied by a substantial or repetitive
damage determination made by the local floodplain administrator. For more information, contact your
insurance agent or visit: www.fema. gov/plan/prevent/floodplainllCC.shtm.
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Coverage under the ICC does have limitations: It covers only damage caused by a flood, as opposed to
wind or fire damage The building’s flood insurance policy must have been in effect during the flood
ICC payments are limited to $30,000 per structure Claims must be accompanied by a substantial or
repetitive damage determination made by the local floodplain administrator and the structure must be
in an A zone.

The average claims payment in the study area is $16,511.58. With an average claim of that amount, it
is not likely that many homes in the study area would sustain substantial damage from a flood event.
Homeowners should make themselves aware of the approximate value of their homes, and in the case
of incurring flood damage, be aware of the need for a substantial damage declaration in order to receive
the ICC coverage.

Severe Repetitive Loss ICC Pilot Program: While the conventional ICC only covers buildings that are
located in the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA), there is a new pilot program that is aiming to target
buildings not in the SFHA. Focusing specifically on Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) buildings, this pilot
program will offer ICC benefits to those SRL properties that are located in X zones and will include
those SRL buildings that have grandfathered X zone rates. Under this new pilot program, the ICC
benefits could be used to cover the homeowner’s 10% match in a SRL grant.

Alternative language adopted into the local floodplain management ordinance would enable residents
with shallower flooding to access ICC funding. Since local ordinances determine the threshold at which
substantial damage and/or repetitive claims are reached, adopting language that would lower these
thresholds would benefit the homeowners of repetitive loss properties. Adopting alternative language
allows for cumulative damages to reach the threshold for federal mitigation resources more quickly,
meaning that some of the properties in St. Petersburg that sustain minor damage regularly would qualify
for mitigation assistance through ICC.

D. Rebates: A rebate is a grant in which the costs are shared by the homeowner and another source, such
as the local government, usually given to a property owner after a project has been completed. Many
communities favor it because the owner handles all the design details, contracting, and payment before
the community makes a final commitment. The owner ensures that the project meets all of the
program’s criteria, has the project constructed, and then goes to the community’ for the rebate after the
completed project passes inspection.

Rebates are more successful where the cost of the project is relatively small, e.g., under $5,000, because
the owner is more likely to be able to afford the bulk of the cost. The rebate acts more as an incentive,
rather than as needed financial support.

I. Small Business Administration Mitigation Loans: The Small Business Administration (SBA) offers
mitigation loans to SBA disaster loan applicants who have not yet closed on their disaster loan.
Applicants who have already closed must demonstrate that the delay in application was beyond their
control.

F or example mitigation loans made following a flood can only be used for a measure to protect against
future flooding, not a tornado. If the measure existed prior to the declared disaster, an SBA mitigation
loan will cover the replacement cost. If the measure did not exist prior to the declared disaster the
mitigation loan will only cover the cost of the measure if it is deemed absolutely necessary for repairing
the property by a professional third-party, such as an engineer.
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO RESIDENTS

City .1St Pncnb.rz

—F
Pkamg & Eco..mk DenI.pantDepntrat

Conshucton Sernces & Pemiiffing

______

-- Jaauazv 2016— a—

st.petersburg
www.stpeta.org IMPORTANT FLOOD HAZARD INFORMATION

Dear Resident:

You have received this letter because your property is in an area that is subject to repetitive flooding. The
City is concerned about repetitive flooding in our commumt and has an active program to help you protect
yourself and your property from future flooding. Here are some things you can do:

1. (heck with the Building Department.
— Department staff can tell you about causes of repetitive flooding what the City is doing about it.

and what would be an appropriate flood protection level.
— City staff can visit your property to discuss flood protection alternatives.
— There are Federal grants available through the City for repetitively flooded sthschires.
— Note that some floodprotection measures may need a building permit and others may not be safe

for your type of building. so he sure to talk to the building department before implementation.
2. Prepare for flooding by doing the following:

— Know how to shut off the electhcitv and ga to your house before a flood comes.
— Make a list of emergency numbers and identify a safe place to go.
— Make a household inventory. especially of the lowest floor contents.
— Develop a disaster response pina See the Red Cross’ website at snnviedcross.ora for

information about preparing your home and family for a disaster.
— Get a copy ofRepairing YourFlooded Home. A copy is available for review at your public libraiy

and can be found on the Red Cross website.
3. Protect yourself from flooding.

— Purchase a flood insurance pohcy.
— Homeowner’s insurance policies do not cover damage from rising water, however, you can

purchase a separate flood insurance policy for coverage. You may qualify to receive a reduction
in your flood insurance premium because your community participates in the National Flood
Insurance &ogram’s Community Ratins System.

— More flood protection information can be found at FEMA’s website. invw.floodsmart.aov.

What the City is doing for you:

The City has a flood hothne and website for all your flood related questions, call 727-893-SAVE (7283) or
visit c.stpete.orwflood forpeitnent informationregarding the Cii’s’ of St. Petersburg and flood insurance.

During the first quarter of 2016, City staff will be visiting your neighborhood in order to collect basic
preliminary data. review the potential cause of repetitive flooding, and determine possible mitigation
measures available. The findings of this report will be presented to the City Council during 2016 and
published in the media

Vour input is greatly appreciated, please send flooding concerns to:
noah.taylor a stpere.org or call 727-893-SAVE (7283)

Be sure to include your address and contact information!
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APPENDIX B: HOMEOWNER’S COMMENTS*

A Homeowner reported that their street must be roped off at the end because of deep water with
every storm, many times deep enough to paddle a canoe. They also mentioned that an elevated
house on fill that may be causing more flooding issues.

• A Homeowner reported that the flooding is worse since they put in the sea wall.
• A neighbor mentioned that barnacles keep the back flow preventers from doing their job.
• Homeowner reported water has come up near neighbor’ s hotise, excessive heavy rains,
• Homeowner reported flooding at 89th Avenue after you come off of Sunlit Cove.
• One homeowner mentioned that prior to storm vaults the street didn’t flood as much. Now the area

is hard to access roads, both in and out. Often the street is blocked off area to flooding so vehicles
can drive through.

• Another homeowner commented about where the seawall ends and how they made it higher but it
doesn’t help the problem.

• A homeowner mentioned that the pine trees plug up the storm drain and the city doesn’t come out
and clean enough.

• A homeowner reports that the drain at the end of Diagonal Road North, near the stop sign, often
overflows and water comes in from the bay.

*These comments were collected while in the field and from phone calls or emails.
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TERMINOLOGY

1% Annual Flood Chance: The flood that has a one percent (1%) chance of being equaled or exceeded
each year. Also known as the base flood or regulatory floodplane.

Area Analysis: An approach to identify repeatedly flooded areas, evaluate mitigation approaches, and
determine the most appropriate alternatives to reduce future repeated flood losses.

BFE: Base Flood Elevation - The elevation of the crest of the base flood or one percent (1%) annual chance.

CRS: Community Rating System

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency

FIR1I: Flood Insurance Rate Map

Floodway: The channel of a stream, plus any adjacent floodplain areas, that must be kept free of
encroachment so that the 1% annual chance flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood
heights.

Freeboard: A factor of safety usually expressed in feet above the Base flood Elevation (BFE) for purposes
of floodplain management. Also known as the design flood elevation.

GIS: Geographic Information Systems

Hazard Itlifigation: Any sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to life and property
from a hazardous event.

ICC: Increased Cost of Compliance, a $30,000 rider on flood insurance policies for policy holders located
in the special flood hazard area that can be used to bring the structure into compliance in the event that it is
substantially damaged by a flood.

NFIP: National Flood Insurance Program

Repetitive Loss property (RL): An NFIP-insured property where two or more claim payments of more
than $1,000 have been paid within a 10-year period since 1978.

Severe Repetitive Loss Property (SRL): A 1-4 family residence that is a repetitive loss property that has
had four or more claims of more than $5,000 or two claims that cumulatively exceed the reported building’s
value.

Substantial Improvement: The repair, reconstruction, or improvement of a structure, the cost of which
equals or exceeds 50% of the market value of the structure either, (1) before the improvement or repair is
started, or (2) if the structure has been damaged and is being restored, before the damage occurred.

St. Petersburg — Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Page 2



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background
The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is continually faced with the task of paying claims while
trying to keep the price of flood insurance at an affordable level. It has a particular problem with repetitive
flood loss properties, which are estimated to cost $3.5 million per year in flood insurance claim payments
throughout the United States. Repetitive flood loss properties represent only 1.4% of all flood insurance
policies, yet historically they have accounted for nearly one-fourth of the claim payments (over $9 billion
to date). Mitigating these repeatedly flooded properties will reduce the overall costs to the NFIP, the
cmmnunities in which they are located, and the individual homeowners. The City of St. Petersburg
conducted an area analysis based on the Repetitive Loss Area Analysis, as described on page 5 of this report
and in accordance to the Community Rating System. This area analysis follows FEMA guidelines to
determine why an area has repeated flood losses and what alternative flood protection measures would help
break the cycle of repetitive flooding.

Study Area
The repetitive loss area analysis is a detailed mitigation plan for a repetitive loss area. The study area for
this report is located in the Shore Acres area, stretching from approximately 62nd Avenue North East, to
Bayou Placido Boulevard North East, and in-between Shore Acres Boulevard North East, to Jersey Street
North East. There are 1539 structures in the study area. The majority of them are residential, with a fire
station, school, church, care facility, and grocery store rounding out the rest. More information on these
properties can be found on page 4 within the introduction.

Problem Statement
flooding is caused by high tides and heavy rains and is aggravated by two problems:

• The study area is low lying and close to the bay. Tidal flooding is a main cause of flooding within
this area, especially when a major rain event coincides with a high tide.

• The storm drains are sometimes overgrown or otherwise unable to convey water correctly.
Therefore water tends to drain slowly into the bay.

There have been some drainage improvements, but they have not stopped all flooding.

Recommendations
• Encourage everyone to pursue a mitigation measure.
• Assist interested property owners in applying for a mitigation grant.
• Street cleaning or sweeping program to remove debris from street and drainage culverts.
• Seek out and secure funding for the drainage improvements outlined in this report.
• Improve the City’s CRS classification.
• Installing individual backflow preventers at the street catch basin structure.
• Education campaign about keeping streets and drainage culverts clean.

For residents of the study area
• Contact the City for more infonnation about possible funding opportunities
• Review the alternative mitigation measures discussed in this analysis and implement those that are

most appropriate for their situation.
• Purchase and maintain a flood insurance policy on the home and its contents.
• Report flooding hazards via See Click Fix or Mayor’s Action line.
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INTRODUCTION

from Tampa Bay, Boca Ciega Bay, and the Gulf of Mexico,
many small lakes within the area.

St. Petersburg is mostly flat with some rise towards the
center of the peninsula, creating areas where water runs
very’ quickly to the bay and other areas where it drains
away slowly. There are several communities built over
bayous and along the coastline. Flooding of streets,
yards, and buildings often occur from heavy rains in
some areas.

In sum, areas of the City can be flooded from
overwhelmed bayotis, creeks, coastal sources, sheet flow,
and local drainage ways. The official FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Map designates the Special Flood Hazard
Areas (SFHA), the deeper rivenne and coastal
floodprone areas as A, AE, or VE zones and the entire
City may be subject to flooding.

In most areas, especially outside the SFHA, flooding is
relatively shallow. Residents have several days of
warning before a coastal storm occurs and can take steps
to protect themselves from flooding if they have
necessary information.

There have been some drainage improvements, but they
have not stopped all flooding. There are 1539 properties
subject to flooding. Of these properties 243 are
considered repetitive loss and have made 367 flood
insurance claims for a total of $13,513,902.68 since

Repetitive Loss Area Analysis
(RLAA): An Approach that
identifies repetitive loss areas,
evaluates mitigation approaches,
and determines the most appropriate
alternatives to reduce future losses.

Hazard Mitigation: Any sustained
action taken to reduce or eliminate
long-term risk to life and property
from a hazard event.

Repetitive Loss Property (RL): An
NFIP-insured property where two or
more claim payments of more than
$1,000 have been paid within a 10-
year period since 1978.

Severe Repetitive Loss Property
(SRL): A 1-4 family residence that
is repetitive loss property that has
had four or more claims of $5,000 or
two claims that cumulatively exceed
the reported buildings value.

St. Petersburg is exposed to flooding from hurricanes, tropical storms, storm water runoff, and storm surges
as well as flooding from St. Joes Creek and

1978. Within the 243 repetitive loss properties there are 29 severe repetitive loss properties with 129 claims
for a total of $2,968,922 since 1978.

Since flooding typically occurs over an area that may affect several buildings, determining a repetitive loss
area may include homes not previously flooded, but are instead surrounded by those structures that have
been repetitively flooded. This allows determination of drainage and may indicate where future homes may
sustain flood damage. Additionally because repetitive loss structures are privacy protected by the federal
government it is necessary to include surrounding homes, so as to maintain the privacy of those repetitive
loss structures as per the Privacy Act of 1974.

The RLAA is part of the Community Rating System, which is a “voluntary incentive program that
recognizes and encourages community floodplain activities that exceed the minimum National Flood
Insurance Program (NF IP) requirements” (www.FEMA.gov). Participating communities are rewarded with
reduced insurance premiums.
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THE PROCESS

The repetitive loss area analysis is a detailed mitigation plan for a repetitive loss area. It provides more
specific guidance on how to reduce damage from repetitive flooding than a community-wide floodplain
management or hazard mitigation plan. Shore Acres was one of the two areas identified as a repetitive loss
area. In order to better understand the issues in the area a process must be followed according to the NFIP
CRS program.

The Community Rating System is a “voluntary’ incentive program that recognizes and encourages
community floodplain activities that exceed the minimum National flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
requirements” (www.FEMA.gov). Participating communities are rewarded with redttced insurance
premiums.

The FEMA-prescribed five step process for conducting an area analyses is as follows:

Step 1: Advise all the property owners in the repetitive flood loss area that the repetitive loss area analysis
will be conducted to determine the problems associated with flooding.

Step 2: Contact agencies or organizations that may have plans that could affect the cause or impacts of the
flooding.

Step 3: Collect data on the analysis area and each building in the identified study area within the
neighborhood to determine the cause(s) of the repetitive damage.

Step 4: Review alternative mitigation approaches and determine whether any property protection measures
or drainage improvements are feasible.

Step 5: Document the findings, including information gathered from agencies and organizations, and
relevant maps of the analysis area.
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STEP 1: NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION

The first step in FEMA’s five-step process is to notify the residents in the area about the project. On January
1, 2016 the City of St. Petersburg Community Rating System Coordinator sent out a letter to the
homeowners introducing them to the project.

The letter asked homeowners to submit any flooding concerns to the CRS Coordinator via mail, email, or
phone, and to include address and pertinent information. One thousand five hundred and thirty nine (1539)
letters were mailed out, of which sixty-six were returned as undeliverable or wrong address.

Copies of the letter and homeowner comments can be found in Appendices A & B of this report.

STEP 2: COLLABORATION

Coordination with relevant agencies, offices, and organizations is an important step in the analysis process.
This step helps to open lines of communication among those interested in flood protection in the St.
Petersburg area. The City collected information and data in order to complete this analysis from the
Stormwater and Engineering Division, Construction Services and Permitting, and the Geographic
Information System data provided from FEMA and Pinellas County.

STEP 3: DATA COLLECTION

The third step in the process is the collection of data that pertains to the area; both as a whole and specifically
about the causes of the repetitive flooding. The data was collected through coordination with several
agencies and departments.

Although the entire city is flood prone, certain areas have been harder hit than others. Using repetitive
flood insurance claims, the City has identified two repetitive loss areas, Shore Acres and Riviera Bay.

Of the 82,840 buildings in the City, 405 have been paid at least 2 claims of $1000 over a 10 year period
(FEMA’s definition of a repetitive loss property). There are 37 structures on FEMA’s repetitive loss list
that have been relocated, elevated, or otherwise improved and are no longer subject to repetitive flood
damage.

This report focuses on Shore Acres and the houses identified in the mapped repetitive loss area as depicted
on the page 9 map.

St. Petersburg — Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Page 6



FLOOD 1NSURANCE DATA

There are two sources of flood insurance data that the City of St. Petersburg has reviewed. Those sources
of data are:

A. The Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DfIRM)
B. Claims data

A. The Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map: The City of St. Petersburg Flood Insurance Rate Map, September
2003: A Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), published by FEMA, shows potential flood risk according to
zones of severity and is used in setting flood insurance rates. The regulatory floodplain used by FEMA for
the floodplain management and insurance aspects of the National flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is based
on the elevation of the 1% annual flood chance or base flood. This type of flood has a 1% chance of
occurring in any given year. For another frame of reference, the 1% annual flood has a 26% chance of
occurring over the life of a 30-year mortgage. It is important to note that more frequent flooding does occur
in the regulatory floodplain, as witnessed by the number of repetitive loss properties. The study area falls
in only one flood zone: the more risky AE Zone.

The Base flood Elevation (fiFE) is the elevation of the 1% chance annual flood above mean sea level. In
October 2015 St. Petersburg now requires two feet of freeboard. This means that all new or substantially
improved residential construction must be at least two feet above the 3FF. The BFE for the area is nine
feet above sea level.

B. Claims Data: The Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 522a) restricts the release of certain types of data to the
public. Flood insurance policy and claims data are included in the list of restricted information. FEMA can
only release such data to state and local governments, and only if the data are used for floodplain
management, mitigation, or research purposes. Therefore, this report does not identify the repetitive loss
properties or include claims data for any individual property. Rather, it discusses them only in summary
form.

The City of St. Petersburg obtained claims data from FEMA Region IV for all repetitive loss properties in
the area. There are two hundred and forty-three (15.79%) properties within the 1539 property study area
that qualify as repetitive loss. Of those two hundred and forty-three repetitive loss properties, twenty-nine
are considered to be severe repetitive loss properties. Homeowners for the two hundred and forty-three
repetitive loss properties have made one hundred and twenty-nine claims and received $2,968,922 in flood
insurance payments since 1978. The average repetitive flood loss claim is $709,529.74.

It is likely that the data in this section understates the flooding problem for the following reasons:

1. NFIP records do not include claims data prior to 1978, so there could have been additional losses not
shown here.
2. Policy holders may not have submitted claims for smaller floods for fear of it affecting their coverage or
premium rates.
3. Only data for listed repetitive loss properties were reviewed. There could be other properties that have
been repeatedly flooded, but did not have insurance at the time of the flood or did not submit claims.

The losses only account for items covered by the insurance policy. Things not covered include living
expenses during evacuation, swimming pools, and automobiles.
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DRAINAGE INFORMATION

The City of St. Petersburg examined two areas of related information on the area’s drainage. Those two
areas are:

A. Canals and Culverts
B. Shore Acres Watershed

A. Canals and Culverts: The City of St. Petersburg relies on a number of canals and culverts to drain
storniwater from the streets. The study area is directly south of Riviera Bayou tvhich has a drainage area of
roughly 416.48 square miles. There is Butterfly Lake and many canals that provide drainage to the area
listed on the page 10 map.

Butterfly Lake and the canals are unable at this time to properly drain water during high tide events coupled
with heavy rainfall. When it floods, this makes it difficult for residents in the study area to evacuate the
area and to get to their residence. Additional flooding is caused from vehicles driving through the high
water that then pushes the water into adjacent houses.

B. Shore Acres Watershed: This large watershed is over 416.48 square miles and drains in several areas to
the bay. The drainage from the Shore Acres Watershed is not a major factor for flooding within this area.
There are several drainage ditches, small lakes, and canals within the area that may absorb some of the
watershed runoff, but not all. Additionally when these ditches, small lakes, and canals fill they could cause
additional flooding throughout the area surrounding them.

St. Petersburg — Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Page 8



MAPS

RIVIERA
BAYOU

‘—.

/

TAMPA BAY

w4

Repetitive Loss Area

D Shore Acres

St. Petersburg — Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Page 9



\/I

P

Drainage Basins

L I •
Repetitive Loss Areas

City Controlled Lakes

Ditches

St. Petersburg — Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Page 10



BUILDING INFORMATION

As discussed in Step 1: A neighborhood notification letter was mailed out to the residents, informing them
that an analysis was going to be conducted with reference to flooding. Of the 1539 properties to which
letters were sent, sixty-six were returned to the City as vacant or otherwise undeliverable.

The residents who commented on the letter offered insight into the flooding issues in the area:

• Fourteen people reported some kind of street flooding and that their residence was inaccessible.
• Most flooding occurred during heavy rains and high tides.
• Residents have conflicting reports, some say that the drainage projects in the area have helped,

while others seem to think they have caused more problems and moved the flooding to different
roads.

• Residents report clogging of storm drains by grass clippings, sod, and other tree debris.
• None of the residents have reported taking measures to mitigate the cause of flooding on their own.

The complete list of comments from homeowner’s can be found in Appendix B of this report.

From January 20E11 till March 3O the City visited the study area and collected data on each property. The
City collected information such as the type of structure, construction, condition, the number of stories,
drainage patters, and a photo.

One thousand two-hundred and nine structures in the area are built on a slab (79%), thirty-seven are on a
crawispace (2.4%), one hundred on a stern-wall (6.5%), nine were split level (0.6%), thirty-two were on
posts/piers (2%), one hundred and nineteen are walkout levels (8%), and the remaining twenty-four either
being vacant or unable to observe base (1.5%).

The majority of structures, one thousand two hundred and fifty-one (8 1%) are single-story, with one
thousand one hundred and sixty-three built from masonry or brick (76%). The rest are vinyl/wood and seven
manufactured homes.

Based on the data collected the following bullets summarize the repetitive flooding problems in the area:

• All the structures fall in the more risky AE Zone.
• Flooding is caused by heavy rains, but aggravated by two problems:

o High tides
o Poor street drainage

• There have been some drainage improvements made to the area, but they have not stopped all
flooding.

There are 1539 properties subject to flooding. Two hundred and forty-three of the insured properties have
been flooded to the extent that they qualify as repetitive loss structures under the NfIP. In the study area,
twenty-nine of which are severe repetitive loss properties. These twenty-nine repetitive loss properties have
made one hundred and twenty-nine flood insurance claims for a total of $2,968,922 since 1978.
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STEP 4: MITIGATION MEASURES

Knowing the flooding history, type, and condition of the buildings in the area, leads to the fourth step in
the area analysis procedure — a review of alternative mitigation approaches to protect properties from, or
reduce, future flood damage. Property owners should look at these alternatives but understand they are not
all guaranteed to provide protection at different levels of flooding. Six approaches were reviewed:

I. Acquisition
II. Elevating the houses above the 1% annual flood level
III. Dry floodproofing
IV. Utility protection
V. Drainage improvements
VI. Maintaining flood insurance coverage on the building

I. ACQUISITION

This measure involves buying one or more properties and clearing the site. If there is no building subject
to flooding, there is no flood damage. Acquisitions are usually recommended where the flood hazard is so
great or so frequent that it is not safe to leave the structure on the site.

An alternative to buying and clearing the whole subdivision is buying out individual. “worst case,’
structures with FEMA funds.

A. Cost: This approach would involve purchasing and clearing the lowest or the most severe repeatedly
flooded homes. If FEMA funds are to be used, three requirements will apply:

1. The applicant for FEMA must demonstrate that the benefits exceed the costs, using FEMA’s
benefit/cost software.
2. The owner must be a willing seller.
3. The parcel must be deeded to a public agency that agrees to maintain the lot and keep it forever
as open space.

B. Feasibility: Due to the high cost and difficulty to obtain a favorable benefit-cost ratio in shallow
flooding areas, acquisitions are reserved for the worst case buildings. Not everyone wants to sell their
home, so a checkerboard pattern of vacant and occupied lots often remains after a buyout project,
leaving “holes” in the neighborhood. There is no reduction in expenses to maintain the neighborhood’s
infrastructure for the City, although the tax base is reduced. The vacant lots must be maintained by the
new owner agency, and additional expense is added to the community. If the lot is only minimally
maintained, its presence may reduce the property values of the remaining houses. The City of ST.
Petersburg is not considering acquisitions at this time for the above reasons.
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II. ELEVATION

Raising the structure above the flood level is generally viewed as the best flood protection measure, short
of removing the building from the floodplain. All damageable portions of the building and its contents are
high and dry during a flood, which flows under the building instead of into the house. Houses can be
elevated on fill, posts/piles, or a crav’lspace.

A house elevated on fill requires adding a specific type of dirt to a lot and building the house on top of the
added dirt. It should be noted that St. Petersburg does not allow fill to be brought into the floodplain to
elevate the house. Unless that fill is part of a stem-wall foundation.

A house elevated on posts/piles is either built or raised on a foundation of piers that are driven into the earth
and rise high enough above the ground to elevate the house above the flow of flood water or the design
flood elevation.

A house elevated on a crawlspace or enclosure is built or raised on a continuous wall-like foundation that
elevates the house above the design flood level. It is important to include vents or openings in the walls
below the design flood level that are appropriately sized: one square inch for each square foot of the
crawlspace or enclosures footprint. Additionally all materials below the design flood level must be flood
resistance and all machinery, equipment, and plumbing must be above the design flood level.

A. Cost: A majority of the cost to elevate a building is in the preparation and foundation
construction. The cost to elevate six feet is little more than the cost to go up two feet. Elevation
is usually cost-effective for wood frame buildings on posts/piles or crawlspace because it is
easiest for lifting equipment to be tised under the floor and disruption to the habitable part of
the house is minimal. Elevating a slab house is much more costly and disruptive. In St.
Petersburg, 79% percent of the houses in the study area are on a slab. The actual cost of
elevating a particular building depends on factors such as its condition, whether it is masonry
or brick faced, and if additions have been added on over time. While the cost of elevating a
home can be high, there are funding programs that can help. The usual arrangement is for a
FEMA grant to pay 75% of the cost while the owner pays the other 25%. In the case of elevating
a slab foundation, the homeowner’s portion could be as high as $25,000 or more. In some cases,
assistance can be provided by Increased Cost of Compliance (ICC) funds, which is discussed
on page 19 under Possible Funding Sources, or the use of state funds.

B. Feasibility: Federal funding support for an elevation project requires a study that shows that
the benefits of the project exceed the cost of the elevation. Project benefits include savings in
insurance claims paid on the structure. Elevating a masonry or a slab home can cost up to
$100,000, which means that benefit/cost ratios may be low. Looking at each property
individually could result in funding for the worst case properties, i.e., those that are the lowest
below the base flood elevation, subject to the most frequent flooding, and in good enough
condition to elevate.
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III. DRY FLOODPROOHNG

This measure keeps floodwaters out of a building by modifying the structure. Walls are coated with
waterproofing compounds or plastic sheeting. Openings (i.e. doors, windows, and vents) are closed either
permanently, or temporarily with removable shields or sandbags.

Make the walls watertight. This is easiest to do for masonry or brick faced walls. The brick or stucco walls
can be covered with a waterproof sealant and bricked or stuccoed over with a veneer to camouflage the
sealant. Houses with wood, vinyl, or metal siding need to be wrapped with plastic sheeting to make walls
watertight, and then covered with a veneer to camouflage and protect the plastic sheeting. Provide closures,
such as removable shields or sandbags, for the openings; including doors, windows, dryer vents and weep
holes. There must also be an account for sewer backup and other sources of water entering the building.
F or shallow flood levels, this can be done with a floor drain plug or standpipe; although a check valve
system is more secure.

Dry floodproofing employs the building itself as part of the barrier to the passage of floodwaters, and
therefore this technique is only recommended for buildings with slab foundations that are not cracked. The
solid slab foundation prevents floodwaters from entering a building from below. Also, even if the building
is in sound condition, tests by the Corps of Engineers have shown that dry floodproofing should not be used
for depths greater than three feet over the floor, because water pressure on the structure can collapse the
walls and/or buckle the floor.

Dry floodproofing is a mitigation technique that is appropriate for some houses in the Shore Acres study
area: those with slab foundations that typically receive floodwater up to three feet in the house. From the
fieldwork it was found that eighty-nine percent of the houses in the analysis area are on slab foundations,
and according to the data sheet responses seventy-six percent of the respondents experienced three feet of
flooding.

Not all parts of the building need to be floodproofed. It is difficult to floodproof a garage door, for example,
so some owners let the garage flood and floodproof the walls between the garage and the rest of the house.
Appliances, electrical outlets, and other damage-prone materials located in the garage should be elevated
above the expected flood levels.

Dry floodproofing has the following shortcomings as a flood protection measure:

• It usually requires human intervention, i.e., someone must be home to close the openings.
• Its success depends on the building’s condition, which may not be readily evident. It is very difficult

to tell if there are cracks in the slab under the floor covering.
• Periodic maintenance is required to check for cracks in the walls and to ensure that the

waterproofing compounds do not decompose.
• There is no government financial assistance programs available for dry floodproofing, therefore the

entire cost of the project must be paid by the homeowner.
• The NFIP will typically not offer a lower insurance rate for dry floodproofed residences. However,

this may be a viable option if homeowners want to protect their stricture and contents.
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A. Cost: The cost for a floodproofing project can vary according to the buildingTh construction and
condition. It can range from $5,000 to $20,000, depending on how secure the owner wants to be
from flooding. Owners can do some of the work by themselves, although an experienced contractor
provides greater security. Each property owner can determine how much of their own labor they
can contribute and whether the cost and appearance of a project is worth the protection from
flooding that it may provide.

B. Feasibility: As with floodwalls, floodproofing is appropriate where flood depths are shallow and
are of relatively short duration. It can be an effective measure for some of the structures and flood
conditions found in the study analysis area. It can also be more attractive than a floothvall around
a house. However, floodproofing requires the homeowner to install or place door and window
shields or sandbags and to ensure maintenance on a yearly basis. This may be difficult for the
elderly or disabled. Finally ample warning of flooding must be available, so the homeowner can
determine when to place the door or window shields and sandbags.

IV. UTILITY PROTECTION

This measure applies to several different utilities that can be adversely affected by floodwaters such as:
• Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems
• Fuel meters and pipes
• Electrical service boxes, wiring and fixtures
• Sewage systems
• Drinking Water systems

Damage to utilities can prevent a residence that remains structurally sound after a flood from being
reoccupied. Retrofitting utilities includes things as simple as raising them above the flood level and building
small walls around furnaces and water heaters to protect from shallow flooding. According to the
homeowner’s data sheets, forty-one percent (41%) of respondents answered that they had moved utilities
and/or contents to a higher level as a mitigation measure.

A. Cost: The cost for protecting utilities varies and is dependent upon the measure itself, condition of
the system, structure, and foundation. A lot of the measures can be performed by the homeowners
themselves, although it is always a good idea to consult a professional contractor and/or engineer
(depending on the project). The costs can be lower when done as part of a repair or remodeling project.
Residents interested in pursuing a retrofitting measure to protect their utilities should contact the City
of St. Petersburg to determine whether a permit is required.

B. Feasibility: Given that the flooding experienced by the homeowners in the Shore Acres study area
includes both shallow and deep flooding, utility protection is an acceptable mitigation measure.
Interested homeowners should examine their flooding history and decide if utility protection is an
appropriate measure for their building.
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V. DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS

The Engineering and Stormwater Department prepared a Master Drainage plan for the entire City of St.
Petersburg. The Plan has a list of recommendations that were created after reviewing previous studies and
reports. There are several different drainage improvements called for in the Plan.

Date Project Name/Description

10/03/07 Shore Acres Water Quality & Flood Prevention Vaults

12/09/09 Shore Acres Storrnwater Vaults Phase 2

12/09/09 Shore Acres Storrnwater Vaults Phase 3

12/30/09 Shore Acres Storrnwater Vaults Phase 4

These projects helped to reduce some of the flooding within the Shore Acres Repetitive Loss area. No
other projects are currently proposed for this area.

VI. MAINTAINING INSURANCE

Although insurance is not a mitigation measure that reduces property damage from a flood, a National
Flood Insurance Program policy has the following advantages for the homeowner or renter:

1. A flood insurance policy covers surface flooding from the overflow of inland or tidal waters or
from storm water runoff.

2. Flood insurance may be the only source of assistance to help owners of damaged property quickly
pay for cleanup and repairs after a disaster. The ensures that people can get hack into their homes
faster than if they had to wait for disaster assistance funding, which often is in the form of a loan
and may take months to pay.

3. Once in effect there is no need for human intervention. Coverage is available for the contents of a
home as well as for the structure. Renters can buy contents coverage, even if the building owner
does not buy coverage for the structure itself.

Cost: Flood insurance rates are based on several factors including what flood zone the building falls in and
the age of the stnicrttre. All the homes in the study area fall in the AE zone. Homes constructed before
December 3 1st, 1974 are “pre-FIRM” buildings, which means that they were built before the date of the
first FIRM for the community, and are thus eligible for the “subsidized” flood insurance premium rates.

A building that is located in the AE flood zone and constructed or substantially improved after the date of
the most current FIRM - such as one built or substantially improved — is required to be built above the base
flood elevation and is therefore subject to rates based on the actual risk rather than a subsidized rate. Rates
on pre-FIRM buildings are subsidized because the flood risk was unknown at the time of construction.
If a pre-FIRIvI house in the SFHA is elevated to the design flood elevation, the owner will be able to take
advantage of the much lower post-FIRM rates.
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Communities that join the CRS complete floodplain management activities that are worth a certain amount
of credit. The more credit earned, the better the class ranking of that community. The CR5 has 10 classes;
a Class ranking of 10 carries the lowest flood insurance premium reduction, whereas a Class 1 carries the
maximum discount. The City of St Petersburg has a CR5 Class of 6, which gives an effective discount of
20 percent to all flood insurance premiums for those within the SFHA. As of October 1, 2016, the City will
be moving to a CRS Class 5 community with an effective premium discount of 25%.

STEP 5: FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Findings

Properties in the Shore Acres study area are subject to flooding due to heavy rains, high tide, and drainage
problems. When Sunlit-cove and the connecting canals are inundated by heavy rains, especially during high
tides, it does not have the capacity to convey the water out of the area quickly enough. This is mainly due
to backilow and that pipes are either under water or do not close due to barnacles. There is also concern
over the drains being clogged from debris and unable to convey water from the street in a timely fashion.

B. Recommendations

1. The City of St. Petersburg should continue to encourage everyone to pursue a mitigation measure.
Assist interested property owners in applying for a mitigation grant. Address the issues with the
street drainage in order to improve the drainage in the study area. Institute a maintenance program
that encourages homeowners to frequently clear their ditches of debris to ensure open flow for
storrnwater. Seek out and secure funding for the drainage improvements outlined in this report.
Improve the City’s CRS classification and adopt this Repetitive Loss Area Analysis according to
the process detailed in the CRS Coordinators Manual.

2. For the residents of the study area, they should contact the City of St. Petersburg for more
information about possible funding opportunities and site visits to determine remedial measures.
Review the alternative mitigation measures discussed in this analysis and implement those that are
most appropriate for their situation. Purchase and maintain a flood insurance policy on the home
and its contents.
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POSSIBLE FUNDING SOURCES

There are several possible sources of funding for mitigation projects:

A. FEMA grants: Most of the FEMA programs provide 75% of the cost of a project. In most Gulf
communities, the 25% non-FEMA share is paid by the benefitting property owner. Each program has
different Congressional authorization and slightly different rules.

1. The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP): The HMGP provides grants to States and local
governments to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration.
Projects must provide a long-term solution to a problem (e.g., elevation of a home to reduce the
risk of flood damages as opposed to buying sandbags and pumps to fight the flood). Examples of
eligible projects include acquisition and elevation, as well as local drainage projects.

2. The Severe Repetitive Loss Program (SRL): The Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) grant program
funds mitigation projects for properties on the severe repetitive loss list. Eligible flood mitigation
projects include: Acquisition and demolition or relocation of structures that are listed on fEMAs
severe repetitive loss list and conversion of the property to open space Elevation of existing SRL
structures to at least the Base flood Elevation (BFE). There is a new SRL ICC Program that can be
used to cover the non-fEMA share of the cost. That program is discussed further in bullet C below.

B. The flood Mitigation Assistance Program (fMA): FMA funds assist States and communities in
implementing measures that reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to structures
insured under the NFl?. Project Grants to implement measures to reduce flood losses, such as elevation,
acquisition, or relocation ofNFIP-insured structures. States are encouraged to prioritize FMA funds for
applications that include repetitive loss properties; these include structures with 2 or more losses each
with a claim of at least $1,000 within any ten-year period since 197$.

1. Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM): The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program provides
funds to states, territories, Indian tribal governments, communities, and universities for hazard
mitigation planning and the implementation of mitigation projects prior to a disaster event. For
more information visit http:!/www.fema. gov/govemment/ant/pdmJindex.shtm.

C. Flood insurance: There is a special funding provision in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
for insured buildings that have been substantially damaged by a flood, “Increased Cost of Compliance.”
ICC coverage pays for the cost to comply with floodplain management regulations after a flood if the
building has been declared substantially damaged. ICC will pay up to $30,000 to help cover elevation,
relocation, demolition, and (for nonresidential buildings) floodproofing. It can also be used to help pay
the 25% owner’s share of a FEMA funded mitigation project.

The btiilding’s flood insurance policy must have been in effect during the flood. This payment is in
addition to the damage claim payment that would be made under the regular policy coverage, as long
as the total claim does not exceed $250,000. Claims must be accompanied by a substantial or repetitive
damage determination made by the local floodplain administrator. F or more information, contact your
insurance agent or visit: www.ferna. gov/plan/prevent/floodplain/ICC.shtm.

Coverage under the ICC does have limitations: It covers only damage caused by a flood, as opposed to
wind or fire damage. The buiIdings flood insurance policy must have been in effect during the flood
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ICC payments are limited to S30,000 per structure Claims must be accompanied by a substantial or
repetitive damage determination made by the local floodplain administrator and the structure must be
in an A zone.

The average claims payment in the study area is 516,511.58. With an average claim of that amount, it
is not likely that many homes in the study area would sustain substantial damage from a flood event.
Homeowners should make themselves aware of the approximate value of their homes, and in the case
of incun-ing flood damage, be aware of the need for a substantial damage declaration in order to receive
the ICC coverage.

Severe Repetitive Loss ICC Pilot Program: While the conventional ICC only covers buildings that are
located in the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA), there is a new pilot program that is aiming to target
buildings not in the SFHA. Focusing specifically on Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) buildings, this pilot
program will offer ICC benefits to those SRL properties that are located in X zones and will include
those SRL buildings that have grandfathered X zone rates. Under this new pilot program, the ICC
benefits could be used to cover the homeowner’s 10% match in a SRL grant.

Alternative language adopted into the local floodplain management ordinance would enable residents
with shallower flooding to access ICC funding. Since local ordinances determine the threshold at which
substantial damage and/or repetitive claims are reached, adopting language that would lower these
thresholds would benefit the homeowners of repetitive loss properties. Adopting alternative language
allows for cumulative damages to reach the threshold for federal mitigation resources more quickly,
meaning that some of the properties in St. Petersburg that sustain minor damage regularly would qualify
for mitigation assistance through ICC.

D. Rebates: A rebate is a grant in which the costs are shared by the homeowner and another source, such
as the local government, usually given to a property owner after a project has been completed. Many
communities favor it because the owner handles all the design details, contracting, and payment before
the community makes a final commitment. The owner ensures that the project meets all of the
program’s criteria, has the project constructed, and then goes to the community for the rebate after the
completed project passes inspection.

Rebates are more successful where the cost of the project is relatively small, e.g., under $5,000, because
the owner is more likely to be able to afford the bulk of the cost. The rebate acts more as an incentive,
rather than as needed financial support.

E. Small Business Administration Mitigation Loans: The Small Business Administration (SBA) offers
mitigation loans to SBA disaster loan applicants who have not yet closed on their disaster loan.
Applicants who have already closed must demonstrate that the delay in application was beyond their
control.

For example mitigation loans made following a flood can only be used for a measure to protect against
future flooding, not a tornado. If the measure existed prior to the declared disaster, an SBA mitigation
loan will cover the replacement cost. If the measure did not exist prior to the declared disaster the
mitigation loan will only cover the cost of the measure if it is deemed absolutely necessary for repairing
the property by a professional third-party, such as an engineer.
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO RESIDENTS

• Cityd5tPa....L..

________

PIaaa & Ecaa,mic Denl.penaDqnat

Couzfrucboa Services & P.-Zttin

_______ ______

Jay2Dld

st..patershurç
wwwslpela.ori IMPORTANT FLOOD HAZARD DTOR1L4TION

Dear Resident:

You hare received ills letter because mir property is in an area that is subject to repetitive flooding The
City is concerned about repetitive flooding in our commsuntv and has an active program to help you protect
yourself and your property from fixture flooding. Here are some things you can do:

1- Check with the Building Department.
— Departhient staff can tell you about causes of repetitive flooding, what the City is doing about it,

and what would be an appropriate flood protection leveL
— City staff can nil your property to discuss flood protection alternatives.
— There are Federal grants available through the Can for repetitively flooded sifuctures.
— Note that some flood protection measures may need a building permit and others may not be safe

for your type of building. so be sure to taTh to the bsulthng department before implementation.
2. Prepare for flooding by doing the following:

— Know how to shut off the electricity and gas to your house before a flood comes.
— Make a list of emergency numbers and identify a safe place to go.
— Make a household inventory, especially of the lowest floor contents.
— Develop a disaster response plan. See the Red Cross’ website at snnviedcross.org for

information about preparing your home and family for a disaster.
— Get a copy of Repairing Your flooded Home. A copy is available forreview at yompublic libran’

and can be found on the Red Cross website.
3. Protect yourself from floodma.

— Purchase a flood insurance policy
— Homeowner’s insurance policies do not cover damage from rising water, however, you can

purchase a separate flood insurance policy for coverage. You may qualify to receive a reduction
in your flood insurance premitmi because your community participates in the National Flood
Insurance Program’s Community Rating System.

— More flood protection information can be found at FE!shk’s website. www.floodsmart.eov.

IThat the City is doing for you:

The City has a flood home and website for all your flood related questions. call 727-893-SAVE (7283) or
visitwww.slpete.oreiflood for pertinent information regarding the City of St. Petersburg and flood insurance.

Dining the first quarter of 2016. City staff will be visiting your neighborhood in order to collect basic
preliminary data. review the potential cause of repetitive flooding, and determine possible mitigation
measures available. The findings of this report will be presented to the City Council during 2016 and
published in the media.

Your input is greatly apprecia ted. please send flooding concerns to:
noah.taylor a stpere.org or call 72-893-SAVE (7283)

Be sure to include your address and contact informadonl
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APPENDIX B: HOMEOWNER’S COMMENTS*

• According to homeowner they are the first ones to flood and last to drain. Many neighbors are fed
up with the flooding and are selling their homes after 25 plus years of living there.

• Homeowner claims that a house that was built some years ago has caused more flooding. Needs
some kind of trench on the side of the house as per other homeowner.

• Reported by homeowner that there has been flooding near the carport den area, water pooling in
street is further spread from people driving in the street and causing the water to splash against the
house. Only time it floods is from big storms in gulf

• Homeowner reported ponding in some areas of front yard and left side of house there is a lot of
water that ponds in that area near foundation.

• According to homeowner when there is a full moon or high tide the street will flood.
• Homeowner wanted to know why new improvements were not working in Shore Acres.

*These comments were collected while in the field and from phone calls or emails.
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St. Petersburg City Council 

Consent Agenda 

Meeting of December 1, 2016 

 
TO:  The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council 

 

SUBJECT:  A resolution authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year agreement 

in the amount of $505,086.48 between the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City 

of St Petersburg for the continuation of the School Resource Officer Program in the public school 

system of Pinellas County, and to execute all other documents necessary to effectuate this 

transaction; and providing an effective date. 

 
EXPLANATION:  The City and the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida (“School Board”) 

have entered into a one year agreement (“Agreement”), subject to City Council approval, which 

will place nine (9) St. Petersburg Police Department (“Department”) school resource officers into four high 

schools and five middle schools during the 2016 -2017 school year.  A school resource officer will 

be located at Gibbs High, Lakewood High, Northeast High, St. Petersburg High, Azalea Middle, 

Bay Point Middle, John Hopkins Middle, Meadowlawn Middle, and Tyrone Middle Schools.  

 

The Agreement provides that the School Board will pay the City the sum of $56,120.72 per school 

resource officer during the period of July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017 for a total amount of 

$505,086.48 during the period of July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017. The School Board will 

continue to pay the City of St. Petersburg the sum of $42,090.54 per month beyond the original 

twelve (12) month term (provided notice of an intent to continue is sent as set forth in the 

Agreement), but only until a replacement agreement is approved and at which time the new 

monthly payment would apply and the difference, if any, would be made up retroactively to the 

end of the original term (July 1, 2017). 

 

Security services provided by the St. Petersburg Police Department at school functions occurring 

after regular school hours shall be paid in accordance with the St. Petersburg Police Department’s 

salary policy and procedures. The Agreement is in effect from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  The administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached 

resolution authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year agreement in the amount of 

$505,086.48, between the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City of St Petersburg 

for the continuation of the School Resource Officer Program in the public school system of Pinellas 

County, and to execute all other documents necessary to effectuate this transaction; and providing 

an effective date. 

 

COST/FUNDING INFORMATION:  Funding for the school resource officers has been 

appropriated in the General Fund (0001), Police Department (140).  
Approvals: 

Administration: ___________________________ Budget: ____________________________ 
Legal: 00295967.doc V. 1 



 

Resolution No. 2016-_______ 

 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR HIS DESIGNEE 

TO EXECUTE A ONE YEAR AGREEMENT IN THE AMOUNT OF 

$505,086.48 BETWEEN THE SCHOOL BOARD OF PINELLAS 

COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG FOR THE 

CONTINUATION OF THE SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER 

PROGRAM IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM OF PINELLAS 

COUNTY; TO EXECUTE ALL OTHER DOCUMENTS NECESSARY 

TO EFFECTUATE THIS TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City and the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida (“School Board”) have entered into 

a one year agreement (“Agreement”), subject to City Council approval, that will  place nine St. Petersburg Police 

Department (“Department”) school resource officers into four high schools and five middle schools; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Agreement provides that the School Board will  pay the City the sum of $56,120.72 per 

school resource officer during the period of July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017 for a total amount of $505,086.48; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, the School Board will continue to pay the City $42,090.54 per month beyond the original 

twelve (12) month term (provided notice of an intent to continue is sent as set forth in the Agreement), but only 

until a replacement agreement is approved and at which time the new monthly payment would apply and the 

difference, if any, would be made up retroactively to the end of the original term (July 1, 2017); and 

 

WHEREAS, a school resource officers will be located at Gibbs High, Lakewood High, Northeast High, St. 

Petersburg High, Azalea Middle, Bay Point Middle, John Hopkins Middle, Meadowlawn Middle, and Tyrone 

Middle Schools; and 

 

WHEREAS, security services provided by the Department at school functions occurring after regular 

school hours shall be paid in accordance with the Department’s salary policy and procedures; and 

 

 WHEREAS,  funding for the school resource officers has been appropriated in the  General Fund (0001), 

Police Department(140); and  

 

WHEREAS, the Agreement is in effect from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that 

the Mayor or his designee is authorized to execute a one year agreement in the amount of $505,086.48 between the 

School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City of St Petersburg for the continuation of the School Resource 

Officer Program in the public school system of Pinellas County and to execute all other documents necessary to 

effectuate this transaction. 

 

 This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

 

 

Approvals: 

Legal:_________________________________ Administration:___________________________ 
Legal: 00295966.doc V. 1 



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of December 1,2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Renewing an annual service agreement with Intergraph Corporation for records
management software applications for the Police Department at a total cost of $273,026.72.

Explanation: The City received a proposal to renew an annual service agreement for the
Intergraph database, including dispatch (I/CAD), mobile (I/Mobile), records management
(I/Leads), tracker (I/Tracker), reports (lIMars), mobile dispatch Inquiry (IlNetviewer), and all
interfaces. The vendor provides 24 hours a day, seven days a week support, technology
upgrades, program fixes and issue escalation management for all Intergraph products.

The city utilizes Intergraph software to provide services for police dispatch and records
management systems. Because Intergraph, Inc. is the only provider of support for this proprietary
software, a sole source procurement is recommended.

The Procurement Department, in cooperation with the Police Department, recommends:

Intergraph Corporation $273,026.72

This purchase is made in accordance with Section 2-249 of the Sole Source Procurement of the
City Code, which authorizes City Council to approve the purchase of a supply or service over
$50,000 without competitive bidding, if ft has been determined that the supply or service is
available from only one source.

The service agreement will be effective from January 1, 2017 through December31 • 2017

CosUFunding!Assessment InformatIon: Funds have been previously appropriated in the
General Fund (0001), Police Department, Information & Technology Services (1401401).

Attachments: Intergraph Proposal (4 pages)
Sole Source
Resolution
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OILy of St. Petersburg
Sole Source Request
Procurement & Supply Management

Department: Police Requisition No. 5 3& O’3%
Check One: Proprietary Specifications

Proposed Vendor Intergraph Corporation

Estimated Total Cost: $ 273,026.72

Description of Items (or Services) to be purchased:

Annual maintenance agreement for I/CAD and I/LEADS suite of applications and
interfaces.

Purpose of Function of items:

Yearly support and maintenance agreement with the current CADIRMS vendor for the
Police Department

Justification for Sole Source or Proprietary specification:

Intergraph is the sole provider for support services for the suite of applications used at the
Police Department. These applications Include dispatch (I/CAD), mobile (I/Mobile), records
management (I/Leads), tracker (I/Tracker), mobile dispatch inquiry (l/Netviewer), and all
interfaces currently being utilized.

I hereby certify that in accordance with Section 2-249 of the City of St. Petersburg Procurement
Code, I have conducted a good faith review of available sources and have determined that there
is only one potential source for the required items per the above justification. I also understand
that under Florida Statute 838.22(2) it is a second degree felony to cIrcumvent a competitive
bidding process by using a sole-source contract for commodities or services.

tn0r

A rI ef

X Sole Source

, —I
Date

iAn//4
Date

‘(‘fi(
Louis Moore, Director
Procurement & Supply Management

Date

Rev (1111), (6115)



A RESOLUTION DECLARING INTERGRAPH
CORPORATION TO BE A SOLE SOURCE
SUPPLIER TO PROVIDE AN ANNUAL
SERVICE AGREEMENT FOR RECORDS
MANAGEMENT SOFTWARE APPLICATIONS
FOR THE POLICE DEPARTMENT; APPROVING
AN ANNUAL SERVICE AGREEMENT WITH
INTERGRAPH CORPORATION FOR RECORDS
MA? AGEMENT SOFTWARE APPLICATIONS
AT A TOTAL COST NOT TO EXCEED
$273,026.72; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR
MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE
THIS TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City desires to renew an annual service agreement to provide
services for police dispatch and records management system for the Police Department; and

WHEREAS, Intergraph Corporation (“Intergraph”) is the sole provider of the
Intergraph database utilized by the Police Department including 24/7 support, technology
upgrades, program fixes and issue escalation management for all Intergraph products; and

WHEREAS, this purchase is being made in accordance with Section 2-249 of the
City Code which authorizes City Council to approve the purchase of a supply or service over
$50,000 without competitive bidding, if it has been determined that the supply or service is
available from only one source; and

WHEREAS, the Procurement Department, in cooperation with the Police
Department, recommends renewing an annual service agreement with Intergraph; and

WHEREAS, the Mayor or Mayor’s designee has prepared a written statement to
the City Council certifying the condition and circumstances for the sole source purchase.

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida that Intergraph Corporation is a sole source supplier; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the award of an annual service agreement with
Intergraph Corporation for the Police Department; approving an annual service agreement with
Intergraph Corporation for records management software applications at a total cost not to exceed
$273,026.72 is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s designee is authorized to execute all
documents necessary to effectuate this transaction

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

City Attorney (designee)



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of December 1,2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Awarding a contract to Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC in the amount of $147,500
for the removal of two asphalt milling piles from Maximo Park (Oracle Project No, 15623).

Explanation: The Purchasing Department received three bids to remove and properly dispose of
two asphalt millings piles from Maximo Park. The vendor will provide all labor, equipment and
material necessary to remove approximately 40,000 tons of milled asphalt from the site and grade
the area level with the existing grade. The contract does not include the removal of adjacent rubble
piles, for which future funding will be identified in orderto remove and properly dispose of such piles.

Maximo Park is located at 6600 341h Street South and consists of over 40 acres bordered by Boca
Ciega Bay to the west, Frenchman’s Creek to the north, O’Neill’s Marina to the south, and the
southbound Skyway Bridge approach on the east. It is located in the Skyway Marina District. The
area from which the piles will be removed is subleased by the City from the State of Florida
Department of Transportation pursuant to that Sublease Agreement dated July 22, 2014.

The contractor will begin work approximately ten days from written notice to proceed and is
scheduled to complete work within 55 consecutive calendar days thereafter.

Bids were opened on September 8, 2016, and are tabulated as follows:

Bidder Base Bid
Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC (Venice, FL) $147,500
Tampa Contracting Services, Inc. (Palmetto, FL) $395,080
Gator Grading & Paving, LLC (Palmetto, FL) $1,043,900

Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC, the lowest responsible and responsive bidder, has met the
specifications, terms and conditions of IFB No. 6227 dated September 20, 2016. Ajax routinely
handles millings to produce hot mix asphalt and has satisfactorily performed similarwork for MacDill
Air Force Base and the Florida Department of Transportation. The principals of the firm are James
A. Jacob, Manager and Michael Alan [loran, Manager,

CosUFundinglAssessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the Weeki
Wachee Capital Projects Fund (3041), FY16 Maximo Park Project (15623).

Attachments: Resolution

Approvals:

uya Administrative Budget





A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE BID AND
APPROVING THE AWARD OF AN
AGREEMENT TO AJAX PAVING INDUSTRIES
OF FLORIDA LLC AT A TOTAL COST NOT TO
EXCEED $147,500 FOR THE REMOVAL OF
TWO ASPHALT MILLING PILES FROM
MAXIMO PARK; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR
OR MAYORS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE
THIS TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS. on September 8, 2016, the Procurement Department received three
bids for IFB No. 6227 for the removal of approximately 40,000 tons of asphalt milling at Maximo
Park and level the area with existing grade; and

WHEREAS, Ajax Paving Industries of Florida LLC (“Ajax”) has met the
requirements for IFB No. 6227; and

WHEREAS, the Procurenwnt & Supply Management Department recommends
approval of the award to Ajax.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that the bid is accepted and the award of an agreement to Ajax Paving
Industries of Florida LLC at a total cost not to exceed $147,500 for the removal of two asphalt
milling piles from Maximo Park is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s designee is
authorized to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to form and content:

City Attorney (designee)



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Consent Agenda

Meeting of December 1, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Renewing an annual software support agreement with InSource Software Solutions,
Inc., a sole source supplier, for the Water Resources Department, at a total amount of
$70,003.98.

Explanation: The City received a proposal to renew an annual agreement for the maintenance
of Wonderware software licenses and ACP ThinManager. The vendor provides installation,
testing, documentation and technical support for patches fixes and upgrades.

The Wonderware software is used for supervisory control and data acquisition for the water
reclamation and water treatment processes. ACP Thinmanager provides an enterprise platform
maintenance plan for the Water Resources enterprise server. The Wonderware and
ThinManager application and server allows the Water Resources staff to monitor and control the
water processing plant’s efficiency and log data as required by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection. They also generate monthly regulatory reports.

InSource Software Solutions, Inc. is the only supplier authorized to distribute Wonderware and
ACP ThinManager software and support, therefore a sole source procurement is recommended.

The Procurement Department along with the Water Resources Department recommends for
renewal:

InSource Software Solutions, Inc $70,003.98

Wonderware Software Maintenance $63,124.38
ACP Thinmanager Server Maintenance $6,879.60

This purchase is made in accordance with Section 2-249 of the Sole Source Procurement Code,
which authorizes City Council to approve the purchase of a supply or service greater than
$50,000 without competitive bidding, if it has been determined that the supply or service is
available from only one source.

CosUFunding!Assessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the
Water Resources Operating Fund (4001), Water Treatment and Distribution Administration
(4202073); Water Reclamation Administration (4202165); Northeast Water Reclamation Facility
(4202173); Northwest Water Reclamation Facility (4202177); Southwest Water Reclamation
Facility (4202181); Technical Support (4202049); Lift Station Maintenance (4202205).

Attachments: Sole Source
Resolution

Approvals:

___________

Administrative u get



City of St. Pelersburg

Sole Source Request
Procurement & Supply Management

Department:

Check One:

Proposed Vendor:

Water Resources

X Sole Source

InSource Solutions

5503731.50

Requisition No. 5319732

Proprietary Specifications

Description of Items (or Services) to be purchased:

Wonderware SCADA Software Maintenance Renewal (Annual)

Purpose of Function of items:

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition software for Water Reclamation and Water treatment
processes

Justification for Sole Source of Proprietary specification:

InSource Solutions i5 the only vendor assigned by Wonderware to provide these services to our
geographic location. Letter attached.

hereby certify that in accordance with Section 2-232(d) of the City of St. Petersburg

Procurement Code, I have conducted a good faith review of available sources and have

determined that there is only one potential source for the required items per the above

justification. I also understand that under Florida Statute 838.22(2) it is a second degree felony

to circumvent a competitive bidding process by using a sole-source contract for commodities or

services.

Department Director

d%YIdJ1A2
AdministratorlChief

r

Louis Moore, Director
Procurement & Supply Management

02/7 v//b
Date

Z-2S7S
Date

//2E
Date

Estimated Total Cost:

Rev (1/il)



A RESOLUTION DECLARING INSOURCE
SOFTWARE SOLUTIONS, INC. TO BE A SOLE
SOURCE SUPPLIER TO PROVIDE ANNUAL
SOFTWARE SUPPORT FOR WONDERWARE
SOFTWARE LICENCES AND ACP
THINMANAGER; ACCEPTING THE PROPOSAL
AND APPROVING AN ANNUAL SERVICE
AGREEMENT WITH INSOURCE SOFTWARE
SOLUTIONS, INC. FOR SOFTWARE SUPPORT
FOR THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
AT A TOTAL COST NOT TO EXCEED $70,003.98;
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR MAYOR’S
DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS
NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THIS
TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS. the City desires to renew an annual service agreement for the maintenance
of Wonderware software licenses, which provides staff the ability to monitor and control the water
processing plant’s efficiency as required by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and
ACP ThinManager which provides a maintenance plan for the Water Resources enterprise server; and

WHEREAS, InSource Software Solutions, Inc. (“InSource”) is the sole provider of
maintenance and support for the Wondenvare software licenses and ACP ThinManager utilized by the
Water Resources Department; and

WHEREAS, this purchase is being made in accordance with Section 2-249 of the City
Code which authorizes City Council to approve the purchase of a supply or service over $50,000
without competitive bidding, ifit has been determined that the supply or service is available from only
one source; and

WHEREAS, the Procurement Department, in cooperation with the Water Resources
Department, recommends approval of the award with InSource; and

WHEREAS, the Mayor or Mayor’s designee has prepared a written statement to the
City Council certifying the condition and circumstances for the sole source purchase.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida that InSource Sothvare Solutions, Inc. is a sole source supplier; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the proposal is accepted and the award of an
annual service agreement with Insource Software Solutions, Inc. for software support for the Water
Resources Department at a total cost not to exceed $70,003.98 is hereby approved and the Mayor or
Mayor’s designee is authorized to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

City Attorney’(Isignee)



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of December 1, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council.

Subject: Approving the purchase of storage area network (SAN) equipment, including three-
year software and hardware support, from Corus Group, LLC. at a total cost of $109,720.

Explanation: The current Storage Area Network (SAN) equipment supporting the Virtual Desktop
environment has reached its estimated life expectancy of seven years. Over the past four months
the Department of Technology Services researched new Solid State Drive (SSD) Storage
technologies to identify which would be a viable and cost effective replacement for the current
system. SSD Storage is the new dominant SAN platform that provides significantly better
performance, data compression and de-duplication, scalability and reduced power consumption.
The Pure FlashArray SAN equipment was selected for a 30 Day Pilot Test based on the research
and industry recognition as a leader in the technology. Pilot test results showed significant
increase in performance, data compression and scalability.

The Procurement Department in cooperation with the Technology Services Department
recommends for award:

Corus Group, LLC $109720

This purchase is made in accordance with section 2-239(w) of the Procurement Code, which
authorizes City Council to approve the purchase of computer hardware and software that has
been successfully pilot tested by the Chief Information Officer (ClO) and includes documented
methodology and results of the testing.

CosUFundinglAssessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the
Technology and Infrastructure Fund (5019), Department of Technology Services Network Support
(850-2565).

Attachments:Testing Documentation (2 pages)
Resolution

Approvals:

Administrative _2V_ Budget



Pure Storage Pilot Testing

Use Case:

The City of St. Petersburg Department of Technology Services is testing the Pure Storage
FlashArray //m20-2OTB as a possible replacement for the end of support Xiotech ISE-1 unit
currently used for our Virtual Desktop Infrastructure (VDI) environment.

Test Plan:

Pure will install and configure the FlashArray //m20-2OTB at our Water Resources Data Center
and assist with moving the initial Datastore from our legacy ISE-1 unit to the Pure FlashArray. A
cross-section of Full Clone & Link Clone virtual desktops computers will be moved onto the Pure
FlashArray system for performance testing over a 30 day period. (10/6/6 through 11/4/16)

Criteria for Success:

Desktop and Server Support teams will perform specific tests evaluate performance including, but
not limited to the following:

1. Crystal Disk Mark Performance Tool will be used to measure the performance of
sequential and random Reads and Writes for the current Xio ISE-1 SAN unit and Pure
FlashArray using a common 3.8 GB file transfer test on the Xio lSE-1 and Pure FlashArray
systems and will document transfer speed results.

2. M20 FlashArray will be loaded with > 1000 Production VMs with minimal technical
problems.

3. VM boot up speed tests will conducted and boot times recorded for both storage solutions.
4. Application launch times of select Applications will be measured and documented.
5. Data Deduplication (reduction) rate verified at 7.9:1 or greater.
6. Snapshot any volume or group of volumes in the array with no performance impact.
7. Simulated Drive Failure Test will be performed during production hours and impact will be

assessed.
8. Redundant Controller Board Failover Test will be performed during production hours and

impact will be assessed.
9. System Performance Reports will be collected and analyzed
10. User Performance Improvements Identified.

Resu Its:

1. Crystal Disk Mark Performance using a common 3.8 GB file transfer test: Results showed
significant performance increases during sequential reads, writes and file transfers
compared to the ISE-1 unit. Average improvements showed 2 to 3 times the performance
score.

2. M20 FlashArray will be loaded with > 1000 Production VMs with minimal technical
problems. Results: Teams moved a combination of 1414 Full and Link clones with no
issues during migration.

3. VM boot up speed tests. Results: Boot storm of 719 VMs completed in 1 hour and 1 minute
compared to > 4 Hours on ISE units. Individual VM reboot speeds improved significantly
on the Pure FlashArray system. Average boot up time for individual VMs dropped from 58
seconds to 26 seconds.



4. Application launch times of select Applications, Results: Visio, PowerPoint, Word, Excel,
KeePass launched faster on average (dropped from 3-4 seconds to 1-2 seconds).

5. Data Deduplication (reduction) verified at 7.9:1 or greater. Result: Rate verified at greater
than 10:1

6. Snapshot any volume or group of volumes in the array with no performance impact.
Results: 5 Snapshots created and deleted on 5 different Volumes with no noticeable
impact to Latency. The lOPs briefly increased from 5.5k to 13k during the creation and
deletion of the snapshots, which was expected.

7. Simulated Drive Failure Test. Results: Drive pulled at 12:50 PM during production time
with no noticeable impacts to performance or user experience.

8. Redundant Controller Board Failover Test. Results: Controller Board pulled at 1 PM during
production time with no noticeable impacts to performance or user experience.

9. System Performance Reports. Results: Reports showed exceptional performance for
TOPS, Latency, Bandwidth Usage and CPU Utilization. (Performance Graphs will be
included.)

10. User Performance Improvements Identified. Results:

• An existing long-term intermittent VM blackout issue has stopped occurring and video
displays no longer blink intermittently.

• Windows key + E shortcut to open Windows Explorer went from 1-2 seconds to
instantaneous.

• Clicking a shortcut to open the Temp Directory (C:\CSP\Temp) went from 1-2 seconds
less than ¼ second.

• Switching between Applications is quicker.
• VM restart times significantly faster.

2



A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PURCHASE
OF STORAGE AREA NETWORK (SAN)
EQUIPMENT INCLUDING THREE YEARS OF
SOFTWARE AND HARDWARE SUPPORT FROM
CORUS GROUP, LLC AT A TOTAL COST NOT TO
EXCEED $109,720 FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
TECHNOLOGY SERVICES, IN ACCORDANCE
WITH CITY CODE 2-239(w), FOR COMPUTER
HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE PURCHASES;
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR MAYOR’S
DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS
NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THESE
TRANSACTIONS; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City desires to replace the current Storage Area Network (SAN)
equipment supporting the Virtual Desktop environment which has reached the end of its economic life
of seven (7) years; and

WHEREAS, the City wishes to purchase a new Solid State Drive (SSD) Storage
technology and identify a cost effective replacement for the current system; and

WHEREAS, the results of a pilot test based on SAN equipment from Corus Group,
LLC showed a significant increase in performance, data compression and scalability and the product
is also recognized as a leader in the technology industry; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 2-239(w) of the Procurement Code, the City is
exempt from competitive bidding computer hardware and software under $250,000 after it has been
successfully pilot tested by the Chief Information Officer (ClO) and the methodology and results of
the testing documented; and

WHEREAS, Corus Group, LLC (“Corus”) has met the specifications, terms and
conditions of City Code 2-239(w); and

WHEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department, in cooperation with
the Department of Technology Services, recommends approval of this award to Corus.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that the purchase of Storage Area Network (SAN) equipment including three
years of software and hardware support from Corus Group, LLC at a total cost not to exceed $109,720
for the Department Of Technology Services, in accordance with City Code 2-239(w), for computer
hardware and software purchases is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s designee is authorized
to execute all documents necessary to effectuate these transactions.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

City Attor ey (Designee)
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December], 2016

TO: THE HONORABLE AMY FOSTER, CHAIR, AND MEMBERS
OF CITY COUNCIL

SUBJECT: Resolution approving the plat of USFSP College of Business,
generaHy located between 6th Avenue South and 8th Avenue
South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South. (Our File:
14-20000010)

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

DISCUSSION: The applicant is requesting approval of a final plat which will replat one lot and
a portion of another lot along with vacated right-of-way in order to create one lot. The current
addresses of the two lots are 705 3rd Street South and 600 4th Street South. The applicant is
the University of South Florida St. Petersburg. The College of Business is being developed on
this site.

The replat will assemble the above lots and vacated right-of-way for redevelopment.

Attachments: Map, Aerial, Engineering Conditions of Approval dated September 16, 2016,
Resolution

APPROVALS:

Administrative:

____________________________

Budget: NA

Legal:

___________________________________



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PLAT OF USFSP
COLLEGE OF
BETWEEN 6TH
SOUTH BETWEEN
SOUTH; SETTING
AND PROVIDING
20000010)

BUSINESS, GENERALLY LOCATED
AVENUE SOUTH AND 8TH AVENUE

3RD STREET SOUTH AND 4TH STREET
FORTH CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL;
AN EFFECTIVE DATE. (City File 14-

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that the
plat of USFSP College of Business, generally located between 6th Avenue South and 8th
Avenue South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South, is hereby approved, subject to the
following conditions.

1. Comply with Engineering conditions in the memorandum dated September 16,
2016 prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

It- k-/L
P1ang& Eco1ioinic Development Dept. Date

City Attorney (DesiG e) ate
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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

TO: Pamela Jones, Development Services

FROM: Nancy Davis. Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: September 16, 2016

SUBJECT: Final Plat for USFSP College of Btisiness

FILE: 14-20000010

LOCATION: 705 3’’ Street South 30/31/17/93332/000/0010
& PIN: 600 4th Street South 19/31/17/93339/001/0020
ATLAS: E-3
PROJECT: Final Plat USFSP College of Business — Revision 3
REQUEST: Approval of a Final Plat for USFSP — College of Business

The Engineering Department has no objection to the proposed Final Plat Revision 3. It is acknowledged
that at the time of this plat review many of the items listed below have been fulfilled but remain listed
below as documentation of the standard plat conditions of approval since the plat is being processed
concurrently with construction.

STANDARD COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineer shall coordinate
potable water and br fire service requirements through the City’s Water Resources department. Recent
fire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer of Record for design of fire protection system(s)
for this development. Any necessary system upgrades or extensions shall be performed at the expense
of the developer.

Water and fire services and/or necessary backflow prevention devices shall be installed below ground in
vaults per City Ordinance 1009-g (unless determined to be a high hazard application by the City’s Water
Resources department or a variance is granted by the City Water Resources department). Note that the
City’s Water Resources Department will require an exclusive easement for any meter or backflow device
placed within private property boundaries. City forces shall install all public water service meters,
backflow prevention devices, and/or fire services at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s
Water Resources department, Kelly Donnelly, at 727-892-5614 orHII: . All portions
of a private fire suppression system shall remain within the private property boundaries and shall not be
located within the public right of way (i.e. post indicator valves, fire department connections, etc.).

Wastewater reclamation plant is adequate. Any necessary sanitary sewer pipe system upgrades or
extensions (resulting from proposed new service or significant increase in projected flow) as required to
provide connection to a public main of adequate capacity and condition, shall be performed by and at the
sole expense of the applicant. Proposed design flows (ADF) must be provided by the Engineer of Record
on the City’s Wastewater Tracking Form (available upon request from the City Engineering department,
phone 727-893-7238). If an increase in flow of over 1000 gpd is proposed, the ADF information will be
forwarded to the City Water Resources department for a system analysis of public main sizes 10 inches
and larger proposed to be used for connection. The project engineer of record must provide and include
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with the project plan submittal 1) a completed Wastewater Tracking form, and 2) a capacity analysis of
public mains less than 10 inches in size which are proposed to be used for connection. If the condition or
capacity of the existing public main is found insufficient, the main must be upgraded to the nearest
downstream manhole of adequate capacity and condition, by and at the sole expense of the developer.
The extent or need for system improvements cannot be determined until proposed design flows and
sanitary sewer connection plan are provided to the City’s Water Resources department for system analysis
of main sizes 10” and larger. Connection charges are applicable and any necessary system upgrades or
extensions shall meet current City Engineering Standards and Specifications and shall be performed by
and at the sole expense of the developer.

Plan and profile showing all paving, drainage, sanitary sewers, and water mains (seawalls if applicable) to
be provided to the Engineering Department for review and coordination by the applicant’s engineer for
all construction proposed or contemplated within dedicated right-of-way or easement.

A work permit issued by the Engineering Department must be obtained prior to the commencement of
construction within dedicated right-of-way or public easement. All work within right of way or public
utility easement shall be in compliance with current City Engineering Standards and Specifications and
shall be installed at the applicant’s expense in accordance with the standards, specifications, and policies
adopted by the City.

Development and redevelopment shall be in compliance with the Drainage and Surface Water
Management Regulations as found in City Code Section 16.40.030. Submit drainage calculations which
conform to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of City Code Section 16.40.030. Please
note the volume of runoff to be treated shall include all off-site and on-site areas draining to and co
mingling with the runoff from that portion of the site which is redeveloped. Stormwater systems which
discharge directly or indirectly into impaired waters must provide net improvement for the pollutants that
contribute to the water body’s impairment. Stormwater runoff release and retention shall be calculated
using the Rational formula and a 10 year 1 hour design storm.

Development plans shall include a grading plan to be submitted to the Engineering Department including
street crown elevations. Lots shall be graded in such a manner that all surface drainage shall be in
compliance with the City’s stormwater management requirements. A grading plan showing the building
site and proposed surface drainage shall be submitted to the engineering director.

Per land development code 16.40.140.4.6 (9), habitable floor elevations for commercial projects must be
set per building code requirements to at least one foot above the FEMA elevation. Habitable floor
elevations for projects subject to compliance with the Florida Building Code, Residential, shall be set per
building code requirements to at least two feet above the FEMA elevation. The construction site upon
the lot shall be a minimum of one foot above the average grade crown of the road, which crown elevation
shall be as set by the engineering director. Adequate swales shall be provided on the lot in any case where
filling obstructs the natural ground flow. In no case shall the elevation of the portion of the site where the
building is located be less than an elevation of 103 feet according to City datum.

Development plans shall include a copy of a Southwest Florida Water Management District Management
of Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption or evidence of Engineer’s Self Certification to FDEP.

Submit a completed Stormwater Management Utility Data Form to the City Engineering Department with
any plans for development on this site.

It is the developers responsibility to file a CGP Notice of Intent (NOl) (DEP form 62- 21.300(4)(b)) to the
NPDES Stormwater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.
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Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40.140.4.2 unless
specifically limited by the DRC approval conditions. Existing sidewalks and new sidewalks will require curb
cut ramps for physically handicapped and truncated dome tactile surfaces (of contrasting color to the
adjacent sidewalk, colonial red color preferred) at all corners or intersections with roadways that are not
at sidewalk grade and at each side of proposed driveways per current ADA requirements. Concrete
sidewalks must be continuous through all driveway approaches. All public sidewalks must be restored or
reconstructed as necessary to good and safe ADA compliant condition prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permits from other
regulatory agencies including but not limited to FDOT, FDEP, SWFWMD and Pinellas County, as required
for future development on this site. Plans and specifications are subject to approval by the Florida state
board of Health.
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Reading File
Correspondence File
Subdivision File — USFSP COLLEGE OF BUSINESS














































































































	Home
	Council Meeting
	Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call.
	Approval of Agenda with Additions and Deletions.
	Consent Agenda (see attached)
	Public Hearings and Quasi-Judicial Proceedings - 9:00 A.M.
	Reports
	Public Arts Commission - (Oral) (Councilmember Kennedy)
	Land Use & Transportation -  (Oral) (Councilmember Kennedy)
	Approving a multi-year agreement between the City and Endorfun Sports, LLC for a half-marathon running event to be held in St. Petersburg beginning in November 2017.
	EndorFun Sports, LLC Annual runnent Event 12.01.16.pdf (21 pages)

	Boley Center Summer Youth Intern Program [DELETED]
	Sewer Report
	Tampa Bay Estuary Program – (Oral) (Councilmember Kornell)

	New Ordinances - (First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing)
	Ordinance amending the Comprehensive Plan to implement legislative requirements of Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital Improvements Element. (City File LGCP-CIE-2016) 
	Annual CIE Report.pdf (25 pages)


	New Business
	Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure committee a discussion of our public water quality monitoring protocols, along beaches and in Tampa Bay. (Councilmember Kornell)
	SK 16-12-1 Public Water Quality Monitoring Protocols.doc (1 page)

	Requesting funding not to exceed $65,000 from BP settlement funds for infrastructure needed for the Tall Lynx Ship in the North Basin. (Councilmember Montanari)
	2016-12-01 EM - NBI Tall Lynx Ship Infrastructure from BP Funds.doc (1 page)

	Referring to the Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee a request to provide $50,000 of one time funding from the remaining BP settlement funds for My Sistah’s Place, a home for young women aging out of foster care. (Councilmember Kornell)
	SK My Sistah's Place Funding 11-21-16.doc (1 page)
	City of St. Petersburg grant request.doc (1 page)
	Letter of Support K.  Welch.pdf (1 page)

	Requesting that additional Biosolids information be included in the Sewage Report at the City Council meeting on November 21, 2016. (Councilmember Kornell)
	SK Sewage Report Information Request 11-21-16.doc (1 page)
	SK - Biosolids Project Concerns 11-10-16.doc (2 pages)


	Council Committee Reports
	Housing Services Committee (11/21/16)
	Report for the 11-21-2016 Housing Services Committee.docx (3 pages)
	Council Packet for 2016-12-01.pdf (42 pages)

	Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee (11/21/16)
	ENR&S Report 11-21-2016.pdf (72 pages)


	Legal
	Open Forum
	Adjournment

	Consent Agenda A
	(Public Works)
	Approving an Architect/Engineering Agreement with Brown and Caldwell for the SWWRF Capacity Upgrade Project (Agreement) in an amount not to exceed $2,299,777 and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute the Agreement and all other documents necess
	Backup.pdf (3 pages)


	(Miscellaneous)
	Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year agreement in the amount of $505,086.48 between the School Board of Pinellas County, Florida and the City of St Petersburg for the continuation of the School Resource Officer Program in the public
	00295967 - Final Memo.docx (1 page)
	00295966 - Final Resolution.docx (1 page)



	Consent Agenda B
	(Procurement)
	Renewing an annual service agreement with Intergraph Corporation for records management software applications for the Police Department at a total cost of $273,026.72.
	Intergraph Software.pdf (7 pages)

	Awarding a contract to Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC in the amount of $147,500 for the removal of two asphalt milling piles from Maximo Park (Oracle Project No. 15623).
	Maximo Park Asphalt Millings.pdf (3 pages)

	Renewing an annual software support agreement with InSource Software Solutions, Inc., a sole source supplier, for the Water Resources Department, at a total amount of $70,003.98.  
	In Source Software.pdf (3 pages)

	Approving the purchase of storage area network (SAN) equipment, including three- year software and hardware support, from Corus Group, LLC. at a total cost of $109,720.
	920-48 Furnish & Install, Storage Area Network (SAN), December 1, 2016 - Completed.pdf (4 pages)


	(City Development)
	Resolution approving the plat of USFSP College of Business, generally located between 6th Avenue South and 8th Avenue South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South. (City File 14-20000010) 
	USFSP Plat Approval.pdf (9 pages)


	(Miscellaneous)
	Approving the minutes of the October 6, October 13, and October 20, 2016 City Council meetings.
	Minutes.pdf (54 pages)
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	Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee
	City Council Meeting: 2nd Reading Budget Cleanup Ordinance
	Committee of the Whole: South St. Petersburg CRA Grant Program; TIF Sunshine and Accountability Ordinance
	Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee
	Public Services & Infrastructure Committee
	Youth Services Committee
	CRA / Agenda Review
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	Board and Commission Vacancies


