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Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
AGENDA
February 12, 2013
7p.m.
Town Hall Commission Chambers - 9293 Harding Ave, 2™ Floor
Surfside, FL 33154

1. Opening
A. Call to Order
B. Roll Call of Members
C. Pledge of Allegiance
D. Mayor and Commission Remarks — Mayor Daniel Dietch
E. Agenda and Order of Business Additions, deletions and linkages
F. Community Notes — Mayor Daniel Dietch
G. Employee of the Quarter — Dina Goldstein and Alfred Cooper — Roger M.
Carlton, Town Manager
H. Officer of the Month of October 2012 — Sgt. Jose Pacheco and Officer Lesmes

Ruiz Chief of Police David Allen
Officer of the Month of November 2012 - Officer Craig Lovellette — Chief of
Police David Allen

J. Civilian of the Month of December 2012 — Executive Assistant Dina Goldstein —
Chief of Police David Allen

K. Officer of the Year — To be announced — Chief of Police David Allen

L. Civilian of the Year — To be announced - Chief of Police David Allen

M. Recognition of Feral Cat Program Volunteers — Executive Assistant Dina
Goldstein

N. Rescue Board Presentation designed by Mr. Guy Esten and donated by the

Filiberto Family — Mayor Daniel Dietch
O. Recognition to Bay Harbor Elementary Students Cameron Behar and Kailani
Barreras — Commissioner Michelle Kligman

2. Quasi-Judicial Hearings (None)

3. Consent Agenda (Set for approximately 7:30 p.m.)
All items on the consent agenda are considered routine or status reports by the Town
Commission and will be approved by one motion. Any Commission member may request,

during item 1E Agenda and Order of Business, that an item be removed from the Consent
Agenda and discussed separately.

Recommended Motion: To approve all consent agenda items as presented below.
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Agenda
Regular Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013

* Denotes agenda items as “must haves” which means there will be significant impacts
if the item is not addressed tonight. If these items have not been heard by 10 p.m., the
order of the agenda will be changed to allow them to be heard.

A. Minutes — (None)
B. Budget to Actual Summary as of November 30, 2012 — Donald Nelson, Finance
Director Page 1-3
*C. Town Manager’s Report (Points of Light) — Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
Page 4 - 26
*D. Town Attorney’s Report — Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney Page 27 - 32
*E. Projects Progress Report — Calvin, Giordano and Associates, Inc. Page 33 - 35
F. Committee Reports — Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager (Note: Vice Mayor Karukin has
requested that Committee minutes appear on the Consent Agenda. The most recent approved
minutes have been included) Page 36 - 40
- November 28, 2012 Downtown Advisory Committee Minutes

- December 3, 2012 Tourist Board Minutes

. Ordinances

(Set for approximately _9:00 p.m.) (Note: Good and Welfare must begin at 8:15)

A. Second Readings (Ordinances and Public Hearing)

*]. Amendment to Short Term Rental Ordinance to Allow for Alternative Notice
and Amendment to Paragraph References — Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney
Page 41 - 45

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA AMENDING CHAPTER 90 “ZONING” AND
SPECIFICALLY AMENDING SECTION 90-41.1 “SHORT TERM RENTAL
OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS, TWO-FAMILY DWELLINGS, MULTI-
FAMILY DWELLINGS AND TOWNHOUSES” OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE CODE OF ORDINANCES PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN
THE CODE; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES OR PARTS OF
ORDINANCES IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

(Set for approximately p-m.) (Note: Good and Welfare must begin at 8:15)
B. First Reading Ordinances
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5. Resolutions and Proclamations
(Set for approximately __9:15 p.m.) (Note: Depends upon length of Good and
Welfare)

*A. Red Light Camera Legislative Urging — Mayor Daniel Dietch Page 46 - 48

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, URGING THE HONORABLE GOVERNOR AND THE
STATE OF FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO REQUIRE PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL
LIGHTS WITH A NUMERIC COUNTDOWN FEATURE AT ANY
INTERSECTION WHERE A RED LIGHT CAMERA IS INSTALLED;
PROVIDING FOR DIRECTION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

*B Employment Offer Letter — Commissioner Michelle Kligman Page 49 - 52

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, APPROVING THE EMPLOYMENT OF LINDA
MILLER AS INTERIM TOWN ATTORNEY PURSUANT TO THE
FEBRUARY _ EMPLOYMENT OFFER LETTER; AND PROVIDING FOR
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

*C. Bullying — Commissioner Michelle Kligman Page 53 - 57

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA (“TOWN”), ADOPTING AN ANTI-BULLYING
POLICY THAT ESTABLISHES AN AWARENESS CAMPAIGN AND
REPORTING SYSTEM FOR BULLYING, HARASSMENT, AND
INTIMIDATION OF CHILDREN IN COMMUNITY FACILITIES;
REQUIRING THE TOWN PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT IN
COLLABORATION WITH THE TOWN PARKS AND RECREATION
COMMITTEE TO CREATE A PROGRAM OF EDUCATION AND
REPORTING, TO PREVENT BULLYING IN THE TOWN’S COMMUNITY
FACILITIES; AND REQUESTING SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES JOIN
IN SUCH EFFORTS AND TO ESTABLISH A COLLABORATIVE
INITIATIVE THROUGH AN INTERLOCAL BOARD TO DEVELOP AND
IMPLEMENT AN AWARENESS CAMPAIGN AND ANTI-BULLYING
POLICY; PROVIDING FOR AUTHORIZATION; PROVIDING AN FOR
EFFECTIVE DATE.
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*D. Work Order Awards to C3TS/Stantec for Design of Harding Avenue
Improvements — Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager Page 58 - 80

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURE NOT TO EXCEED
$57,500. TO STANTEC ARCHITECTURE INC., (FORMERLY C3TS) FOR A
WORK ORDER ON THE STREETSCAPES IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
RENOVATING HARDING AVENUE FROM 96™ STREET TO 94™ STREET;
PROVIDING FOR AUTHORIZATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.

6. Good and Welfare (Set for approximately 8:15 p.m.)
Public comments for subjects or items not on the agenda. Public comment on agenda
items will be allowed when agenda item is discussed by the Commission.

7. Town Manager and Town Attorney Reports
Town Manager and Town Attorney Reports have been moved to the Consent Agenda —
Item 3.
All items on the Consent Agenda are considered routine or status reports by the Town
Commission and will be approved by one motion. Any Commission member may
request, during item 1E Agenda and Order of Business, that an item be removed from
the consent agenda and discussed separately.

8. Unfinished Business and New Business
9. Mayor, Commission and Staff Communications

A. Request for Funding Assistance for Ruth K. Broad K-8 Center: Recreational
Facilities — Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager (TIME CERTAIN AT 7:45 PM) Page
81-91

B. Traffic Study (Please bring the Traffic Study book provided in December 2012) —
Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager (Deferred by Town Manager to the March 12, 2013
Town Commission Meeting)

*C. Utility Undergrounding- Recommendation for Discussion and Direction - Roger
M. Carlton, Town Manager (TIME CERTAIN AT 8:00 PM) Page 92 - 208

*D. Additive Alternates to Utility Project — Decorative Street Signs— John DiCenso,
Interim Public Works Director Page 209 - 215

E. Severance/Compensation — Commissioner Joe Graubart Page 216

*F. Confirmation of Candidates Short List for Interviews- Roger M. Carlton, Town

Manager Page 217 - 220
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G. Town Calendar — Commissioner Joe Graubart Page 221
H. Commission Directive: Town Manager Short Term Priorities — Commissioner Joe
Graubart Page 222 - 228

I. Required Clearance Clarification — Roger M, Carlton, Town Manager Page 229 - 235

10. Adjournment

spectfully submitted,

Roger M.
Town Manager

THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC. IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH
DISABILITIES ACT OF 1990, ALL PERSONS ARE DISABLED; WHO NEED SPECIAL
ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS MEETING BECAUSE OF THAT DISABILITY
SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFICE OF THE TOWN CLERK AT 305-893-6511 EXT. 226 NO LATER
THAN FOUR DAYS PRIOR TO SUCH PROCEEDING. HEARING IMPAIRED PERSONS MAY
CONTACT THE TDD LINE AT 305-893-7936.

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 286.0105, FLORIDA STATUTES,
ANYONE WISHING TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE
COMMISSION, WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER CONSIDERED AT THIS MEETING CR
HEARING, WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS AND FOR SUCH PURPOSE, MAY
NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE WHICH
RECORD SHALL INCLUDE THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL IS TO
BE BASED.

AGENDA ITEMS MAY BE VIEWED AT THE OFFICE OF THE TOWN CLERK, TOWN OF SURFSIDE
TOWN HALL, 9293 HARDING AVENUE. ANYONE WISHING TO OBTAIN A COPY OF ANY
AGENDA ITEM SHOULD CONTACT THE TOWN CLERK AT 305-861-4863. A COMPLETE
AGENDA PACKET IS ALSO AVAILABLE ON THE TOWN WEBSITE AT www.townofsurfsidefl. gov

TWO OR MORE MEMBERS OF OTHER TOWN BOARDS MAY ATTEND THIS MEETING.

THESE MEETINGS MAY BE CONDUCTED BY MEANS OF OR IN CONJUNCTION WITH
COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA TECHNOLOGY, SPECIFICALLY, A TELEPHONE CONFERENCE
CALL. THE LOCATION 9293 HARDING AVENUE, SURFSIDE, FL 33154, WHICH IS OPEN TO THE
PUBLIC, SHALL SERVE AS AN ACCESS POINT FOR SUCH COMMUNICATION.



TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA
MONTHLY BUDGET TO ACTUAL SUMMARY

FISCAL YEAR 2012/2013
As of NOVEMBER 2012
17% OF YEAR EXPIRED (BENCHMARK)
Agenda item # Page 10f3
Agenda Date: FEBRUARY 12, 2013
. ANNUAL
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS ACTUAL BUDGETED BUDGET
GENERAL FUND
REVENUE $804,423(* $10,225,227 8%
EXPENDITURES $1,944,007|A-1| $10,225,227 19%
Net Change in Fund Balance -$1,139,584
Fund Bal.-Beg. of FY(unaudited assigned+unassigned) $5,349,497 A
Fund Balance-November 30, 2012 $4,209,913
RESORT TAX (TEDAC SHARE)
REVENUE $16,290|* $230,811 7%
EXPENDITURES $16.,890 $230,811 7%
Net Change in Fund Balance ($600)
Fund Balance-Beg. of Fiscal Year (unaudited) $173,018
Fund Balance-November 30, 2012 $172,418
POLICE FORFEITURE/CONFISCATION
REVENUE $2 $162,490 0%
EXPENDITURES $9,240 $162,480 6%
Net Change in Fund Balance (9,238)
Fund Balance-Beg. of Fiscal Year (unaudited) $122,312
Fund Balance-November 30, 2012 $113,074
TRANSPORTATION SURTAX
REVENUE $18,248|* $185,830 10%
EXPENDITURES $17,750 $185,830 10%
Net Change in Fund Balance 498
Fund Balance-Beg. of Fiscal Year (unaudited) $239,759
Fund Balance-November 30, 2012 $240,257
CAPITAL PROJECTS
REVENUE $25,077 $561,000 4%
EXPENDITURES $44,923 $561,000 8%
Net Change in Fund Balance (19,845)
Fund Balance-Beg. of Fiscal Year (unaudited assigned) $126,313
Fund Balance-November 30, 2012 $106,468

'NOTES:

* Many revenues for November, 2012 are received in subsequent months (timing difference) and are recorded on a cash basis in

the month received.

A. Includes $2,000,000 available for hurricane/emergencies.The balance of $3,349,497 is unassigned fund balance.

A-1. Includes Town's annual General Fund pension contribution of $473,991.
B. Timing Difference - November Resort Tax revenues are received in December, 2012.

Total Resort Tax Revenues of $37,653.99 were received in November, 2012 ($16,280.17 to TEDAC, $21,363.82 to the General Fund).

C Forfeiture revenue fluctuates widely.

D. Timing Difference - November 2012 CITT revenues are received in February, 2013.

Page 1
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ENTERPRISE FUNDS

WATER & SEWER
REVENUE
EXPENDITURES
Change in Net Assets
Unrestricted Net Assets-Oct 1 (unaudited)
Restricted Net Assets-Renewal & Replacement
Unrestricted Net Assets-November 30, 2012
Capital Project Expenses to date for Water & Sewer

MUNICIPAL PARKING
REVENUE
EXPENDITURES
Change in Net Assets
Unrestricted Net Assets-Oct 1 (unaudited)
Unrestricted Net Assets-November 30, 2012
Capital Project Expenses to date for Municipal Parking

SOLID WASTE
REVENUE
EXPENDITURES
Change in Net Assets
Unrestricted Net Assets-Oct 1 (unaudited)
Unrestricted Net Assets-November 30, 2012

STORMWATER
REVENUE
EXPENDITURES
Change in Net Assets
Unrestricted Net Assets-Oct 1 (unaudited)
Unrestricted Net Assets-November 30, 2012
Capital Project Expenses to date for Storm Water

NOTES:(con't

E. Includes rate stabilization of $651,144, renewal and replacement of $1,017,776 and $1,660,476 is unrestricted.

E-1. Includes bond interest payment of $292,881 for water & sewer for the period of November 2012 to May 2013.

_QJ/L/@&/—\

Donald G. Nelson, Finance Director

**ATTACHMENT

Page 2

Page 20f3
ANNUAL
ACTUAL BUDGETED | % BUDGET
$843,377 $4,990,121 17%
$692,271|E-1|__ $3,022,367 23%
$151,105
$2,343,427
__$1.017.776
$3,512,308 E
$1,760,325 [ §1,967,754] 89%
$142,153 $904,661 16%
$108,244 $757,389 14%
$20,151
__ 51,660,702
$1,680,853
$18,170 [ s147.272] 12%
$305,030 $1,232,457 25%
$204,940 $1,232,457 17%
$100,090
$246,064
$346,154
$167,161 $1,173,781 14%
$77,743 $505,000 15%
$89,418
$444,247
$533,665
$188,282 | $668.781] 28%

A=

Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
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Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013
Town Hall Commission Chambers - 9293 Harding Ave, 2" FI
Surfside, FL 33154

POINTS OF LIGHT
After Action Items

Downtown Vision Project: Commissioner Michelle Kligman

Current Status: The Downtown Vision Advisory Committee (DVAC) met on January 28, 2013.
The main items of discussion were the reintroduction of the BID Consultant (RMA) and their
mission as well as the creation of a Storefront Lighting Ordinance to counteract the dark
storefronts at night and to improve the pedestrian experience.

- Parking Structure Feasibility Study: a second meeting of the Parking Advisory Committee is
tentatively scheduled for February 19, 2013 to review the study with a goal of having it before
the Town Commission in March, 2013.

- Downtown Streetscape Master Plan: the Town Commission will discuss the approval of a
work order with C3TS/Stantec (a Town Commission approved Engineering/Architectural firm)
for the complete design during the February 12, 2013 meeting (Action Item). It is anticipated
that, barring any unforeseen delays, a plan utilizing the Town Commission approved Voluntary
Proffers from developers of the Surf Club ($400,000) and the Chateau project ($250,000), will
allow the improvements to the Harding Avenue Business District streetscape be completed for
the 2013/14 winter season.

2. Water, Sewer and Storm Drainage and Collins Avenue Force Main Projects

Current Status: This project is entering the final stages of completion. Key issues that remain

are:

S~ wd P

Final testing of three new storm drainage pump stations

Final installation and testing of the new two sanitary sewer lift stations

Completion of all manholes and storm drain inlets to allow the final lift of asphalt
Installation of the final lift of asphalt

Final testing and certification by various agencies

Resolve issue with the Village of Bal Harbour related to final cost of the joint force main. A
meeting has been scheduled to achieve this goal before the end of February, 2013.

Resolve any closure requirements for the old force main with the Village of Bal Harbour and
the City of Miami Beach.

Page 4
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Points of Light — After Action ltems
Regular Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013

8. Determine if the Town Commission will approve the new signs for the single family
neighborhood (Action Item).

The goal is to complete this work during March, 2013 and then submit a final report to the Town
Commission in April, 2013. There is a lot to do and the team is very much on task.

3. Tourist/Resort Tax Audit/Certificate of Use/Local Business Tax Receipt/Short Term Rentals
Current Status:

Resort Tax Audit Il: Two of the Commission approved Resort Tax Audit firms are presently auditing
the remaining ten (10) businesses. Three businesses previously audited are also being audited again,
this time for FY 11/12, due to recent non-submission of Resort Tax reports. Completion is anticipated
during March 2013 with the exception of three businesses that are presently going through the Code
Compliance Special Master process for not responding to the Auditors’ requests.

Certificate of Use (CU) /Local Business Tax Receipt (LBTR): The multi-program application was
mailed to all businesses the week of August 27, 2012. Town Staff began the process of following up
with every business to ensure compliance. Sixty-one (61) businesses will enter the code compliance
process for not responding to multiple requests for CU/LBTR filings. The Code Compliance Division
has issued Civil Violation Notices to those businesses that have yet to comply. Staff will continue to
work with the downtown businesses to reach full compliance, including taking the businesses to the
Special Masters, if necessary.

Short Term Rentals: The new Code Compliance Officer was hired effective February 4, 2013. This
additional staff resource, in conjunction with the Code Compliance Priority Workshop to be scheduled
in April 2013, will allow greater focus on this concern.

4. Residential Home Businesses

Current Status: The Town Commission imposed a temporary moratorium on the CU/LBTR process
for residential home businesses until Staff and the Town Attorney could bring back recommendations.
Due to the press of other matters, this process has not begun.

5. Bus Shelters: Commissioner Marta Olchyk
Current Status: All three bus shelters have passed inspections and concrete slabs have been
poured. The shelters were delivered to the contractor’s yard for assembly February 8, 2013. It

should only take a couple of days to assemble the shelters and they should begin installation
February 13, 2013.

Page 5
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6. Beach Concessions

Current Status: The lease agreement with the State of Florida and Miami Dade County was
presented to the County Recreation and Cultural Affairs Committee on September 10, 2012 and
moved forward to the Board of County Commissioners on October 2, 2012. The lease
application and documents are being prepared by Miami Dade County and will be submitted to
the State for approval. Once the State approval is received, Miami Dade County along with the
Town of Surfside, will have 10 months to submit a Beach Management Agreement to the State.
This process has been slowed by the County’s need to move forward on beach restoration along
our entire coastline due to Hurricane Sandy. During this time the County will continue the
everyday beach maintenance it is currently providing to the Town of Surfside. At this time the
County has not been able to provide an estimated time line for the State approval. Updated
reports will be provided as the process moves forward and is completed.

7. 95" Street End Project

Current Status: Due to the need to complete the street end project contemporaneously with the
9501 building construction which began construction in mid-May 2012, the Administration has
moved forward with the project for one block only, using Bermello Ajamil (from the approved
rotation). The Town Commission confirmed this on July 17, 2012 and selected the design
“look” on August 15, 2012. The thematic design will be usable for all three blocks of 95™ Street
should the Town Commission determine to expand the project in the future. Staff is now
working with Bermello Ajamil to complete the design, value engineer to achieve the lowest
possible cost and prepare the bid package which will be advertised in early March, 2013 (Action
Item). The project will be brought to the Town Commission for award during the April, 2013
Town Commission meeting.

8. Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) - program to retrofit existing residential and
commercial buildings for energy efficiency: Mayor Daniel Dietch

Current Status: This program allows existing buildings to be retrofitted for energy efficiency
with the cost funded from a loan pool authorized by the State of Florida and funded by Barclay’s
Capital. The low interest loans are repaid from a long term assessment on the property. There
are no guarantees provided by the Town of Surfside. A presentation was made by Chad
Friedman and Steve Alexander regarding the program during the October 9, 2012 Town
Commission meeting. Recently, Bay Harbor Islands agreed to join the program. This matter
will be brought to the Town Commission in April, 2013 for a determination (Attachment 1).

Page 6
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9. FPL/AT&T/Cable Undergrounding Project: Commissioner Michelle Kligman

Current Status: The Town Commission allocated $300,000 in the water/sewer/storm drainage
project to provide mid-block crossover conduit so that a future undergrounding project would not
have to break the pavement. FPL has completed the study of the cost of undergrounding Town-
wide, the Town Commission authorized retaining bond counsel and financial advisor to assist
with the project during the November 13, 2012 Town Commission meeting. During the
December, 2012 Town Commission meeting, Staff was authorized to schedule five televised
public meetings that have been held and a FAQ’s was mailed to all addresses in the Town. This
Agenda includes the first reading of an ordinance necessary to obtain the funding (Action Item).
The final decision does not need to be made until March, 2013 and FPL has granted a one month
extension if necessary.

10. FEMA Flood Insurance Status

Current Status: FEMA Flood Insurance Status: The Town of Surfside response to the FEMA CAV
Report dated November 20, 2012, due on February 1, 2013 has been completed as scheduled. Two
copies of the response book were forwarded to the FEMA representatives Susan Wilson and Dr.
Prasad Inmula on January 30, 2013. Copies of the Response have been prepared for the Town
Manager, Town Attorney, outside counsel Ernie Abbott Esq. and the members of the Town
Commission. We expect a response from FEMA by early March, 2013, however, no formal
commitment has been received. The moment the CAV report is approved the Insurance Services
Office (ISO) is notified and a local representative is sent to visit the Town.

Preparations have begun for the next phase of the re-admittance to the CRS program which includes a
visit from the (ISO) to review the Town's current Floodplain Management procedures and project
documentation. All of the current and active project files are being organized in preparation for this
audit. Building Director Ed Rojas has targeted the end of the month of February to have all the
floodplain management files ready for the audit (Action Item).

11. Options to Mitigate Inadequate Number of Parking Spaces at Multi-family Establishments
Along the Collins Avenue Corridor: Mayor Daniel Dietch

Current Status: The Spiaggia Condominium review has been completed and the building has been
determined to be 16 usable spaces short from its required number of spaces. This is due to the design
of the parking facility which makes certain spaces unusable. Staff in conjunction with the Town
Attorney’s office is developing a draft agreement with the Spiaggia condominium board to resolve the
situation. The goal is to present the agreement to the Town Commission in spring 2013. (See Agenda
Item from Commissioner Graubart related to this Point of Light).

Page 7
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12. Dog Park: Mayor Daniel Dietch

Current Status:  An agreement with the newly formed non-profit and the Town is scheduled
to come before the Town Commission at the April 9, 2013 meeting. As the proposed site is at an
existing pump station, which is being reconstructed as part of the final phase of the
water/sewer/storm drainage project, an opening is anticipated, barring any unforeseen
circumstances, in May 2013.

13. Turtle Sculptures - Art in Public Places

Current Status:  All seventeen sculptures are now in place and are delighting both residents
and visitors. An “unveiling” event is being planned to coincide with the Third Thursday music
series on March 21, 2013. This initiative now morphs into an eighteen month art in public places
promotional event for the Town. Staff and the vendor coordinating the project continue to work
on sponsorships and sales with two more Turtles having the commitment from FIU. At the time
of writing this the Ruth K Broad K-8 Center Turtle and its “Tale” will be unveiled at the school’s
press conference on February 6, 2013. Staff is working to ensure the sculpture’s delivery to
Newtown CT in time for their “open house” on February 14, 2013. In light of the fact that the
school will now be without a Turtle, the Tourist Board voted at their February 4, 2013 meeting to
donate one of the remaining sculptures to take its place at the school upon the completion of this
art installation.

14. FDOT Surfside Repaving

Current Status: There are three repaving projects which will be accomplished or have been
nearly completed by FDOT. These include (1) Kane Concourse (96™ Street) from the Surfside
Town limits to Collins Avenue; (2) Collins Avenue from 75th Street in Miami Beach to 97"
Street and Harding Avenue from 96™ Street to 94™ Street and (3) Collins Avenue in Bal Harbour
from 97" Street to the Haulover bridge. The Collins Avenue/Harding Avenue project is
complete. The stamped asphalt crosswalks were finished in December, 2012. Staff authorized an
additional stamped asphalt crosswalk for the 93" Street/Harding Avenue intersection to tie
together the pedestrian path from the single family neighborhood to the Community Center at a
cost of $14,000. This cost will be covered in the final change order for the water/sewer/storm
drainage project (Action ltem).

Page 8
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15. Parking Structure Feasibility Study

Current Status: Rich and Associates is nearing completion of the first draft of the

study. Surveys and parking counts were implemented during July 2012. A parking structure
advisory committee has been established similar to the committee for the water/sewer/storm
drainage project. The Committee members include Sergio Castaneda, Shaun Grenald, Ken
Arnold, Joe Corderi, Pete Filiberto, Alan Gorme, Jessica Flax, Martin Oppenheimer, Sandra
Argow, Allan Yarkin, Marta Castro and Eli Tourgeman. The first meeting of the Committee was
held December 18, 2012. A second meeting has been tentatively scheduled for February 19,
2013 to review the draft study. It is anticipated that the study will be brought to the Town
Commission in April, 2013.

16. Bal Harbour Shops Expansion Status Report

Current Status: Press coverage and discussions with Stanley Whitman confirm that Bal
Harbour Shops has completed negotiations with the Church by the Sea. The members of the
Church approved the agreement on June 3, 2012.

In a meeting on June 27, 2012 with Gus Pego, FDOT District Engineer, we were disturbed to
learn that FDOT’s role in reviewing traffic issues related to such large scale projects has been
virtually eliminated by the Legislature. This will make our negotiations with the Whitmans more
difficult and greatly supports the decision to have a traffic study completed by CGA as a tool to
support these negotiations. The study was completed during November, 2012, appeared on the
December 2012 Agenda and was deferred to the January, 2013 Agenda. The study was again
deferred by the Town Commission and will be brought back during the March, 2013 Town
Commission meeting. One area of particular concern is that an expanded number of commercial
vehicles will serve the project and how those trucks will impact the 96™ Street and Byron
Avenue intersection. There is also a new development in that the Whitman family has
announced that they will partner with Swire Properties to build a new very high end retail center
in the new Brickell Center project at SW 7/8™ Streets and Miami Avenue. They may also build a
similar project in the expanded Miami Beach Convention Center redevelopment. The
implication of this change for the Bal Harbour Shops expansion schedule is not known
(Attachment 2).

Staff will monitor developments in the Bal Harbour Shops project and will keep the Town
Commission updated with the Points of Light.

Page 9
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17. North Force Main/Building Better Communities Bond Program

Current Status: There is both progress and pushback on this effort to obtain funding for this
critically important second sewage disposal alternative for Surfside, Bal Harbour and Bay
Harbor Islands. Miami-Dade County WASD has retained the firm of Hazen and Sawyer to study
the situation at the North Dade Regional Plant and the 163" Street force main. This is
recognition that something needs to be done that will resolve the issue which we keep top of
their minds. The negatives are that specific projects which would facilitate acceptance of our
sewage are not listed in the draft settlement agreement with EPA and FDEP. Surfside was
represented in a community meeting held by WASD September 27, 2012 and our concerns were
placed on the record. Roger Carlton, Donald Nelson and Mayor Daniel Dietch also attended a
meeting held at WASD on October 25, 2012 in which the draft settlement agreement was further
discussed. A new resolution was approved by the Board of County Commissioners that gave
specific direction to the County Administration to consider innovative municipal projects as they
prioritized the Building Better Communities bond funding. This amendment was written by your
Town Manager and supported by County Commissioner Sally Heyman. Finally, the risks
inherent in the Virginia Key plant (where our sewage is treated) have been documented in the
Miami Herald. There is a long way to go on this issue.

18. Best Western (Chateau) Project

Current Status: The Best Western property sale closed on March 27, 2012 in the amount of
$50 million. The Design Review Group (first step of the review process) met on August 2, 2012.
A second DRG meeting was held on September 11, 2012 to complete this stage of the review.
The Development Impact Committee met three times to review the project to negotiate certain
items contained in the Resolution which were approved unanimously by the Planning and
Zoning Board/Design Review Board on December 4, 2012. The Town Commission approved
the Resolution in a 4 to 0 vote during the Special Meeting on January 24, 2013 (Action Item).
Staff will take the position that the very substantial pass through costs for outside legal counsel,
Town consultants and Staff services be reimbursed before the Resolution is filed with the Clerk
of the Court (Action Item).

19. Island Community Initiative Automatic License Plate Reader Project (ALPR)

Current Status: The Island Community Initiative ALPR Project was originally planned as a new
crime prevention program involving the Bal Harbour, Bay Harbor Islands, Golden Beach, Sunny Isles
Beach, and Surfside Police Departments. Dispatchers and police officers in all of the communities
would have been alerted automatically at police stations and on laptops in real time to stolen cars,
BOLOs, Amber Alerts, Silver Alerts, and hot lists. The project would also provide inter-agency
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sharing of investigative intelligence. Surfside’s cost was to be $100,000 to become a participant in the
project. In the original plan Surfside was slated to receive eight ALPR cameras to secure the south end
of the five communities and to share a server.

The project has become complicated with issues including verifying vendor capabilities, retention of
records, FDOT and Miami-Dade County right of way use approvals. Golden Beach moved ahead with
a vendor on its own and began the installation of ALPR’s and surveillance cameras. Sunny Isles
Beach approved a different vendor at its December 2012 Commission meeting. Bay Harbor Islands is
expected to piggy back on the Golden Beach contract. Bal Harbour is on hold at this time. Due to the
complications four of the five Towns have or will move ahead with their own ALPR systems.

Surfside has met with several vendors in January 2013 for review of their proposals. Surfside will be
able to piggy back off either the Golden Beach or the Sunny Isles Beach contracts. On January 10 and
31, 2013, Police Department Staff met with Iron Sky, the vendor who was awarded the contract with
Sunny Isles Beach. In order to secure the perimeter of the Town, the number of ALPR’s will double
and we will need our own server. The original cost was $100,000 approved from forfeiture funds. The
new cost is expected to be about $250,000. Based on the new cost, we are investigating leasing the
equipment which will still allow the project to be funded with forfeiture funds over a five year period.
We have received a written proposal from Iron Sky in late February, 2013 and will bring the entire
project back to the Town Commission in March or April, 2013 for a final determination.

20. Sidewalk Ordinance Implementation

Current Status: The Town is currently working on the roll out of the application process to the
downtown businesses community with a goal of compliance by the October 1, 2013 Certificate of Use
and Local Business Tax Receipt renewal deadline. All three requirements will be streamlined into a
“one-stop” application process. Compliance is a challenge and appropriate actions are being pursued
per the Code.

21. Imaging Town Documents

Current Status: The progress previously reported requires clarification. Building Official Eddie
Rojas is reevaluating the current status of this project and has begun to implement new strategies in
order to get this project on track. One such action is to dedicate full time staff available at the end of
each business day to assist in organizing files and preparing documents to be more easily scanned the
following day. This action thus far has served to increase the daily productivity of the scanning staff.
More information will be made available during the March, 2013 Town Commission meeting.
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22. Tourism Strategic Plan

Current Status: The Tourism Strategic Plan Consultants started the week of January 7, 2013.
Their concentration has been on the following: analysis of existing tourism and marketing
expenditures, review of existing market research, review current Resort Tax projections and
review of the current Resort Tax ordinance. Initial meetings have been held with representatives
of the Solara, The Surf Club, The Grand Beach Hotel Surfside and the Sun Harbour Boutique
Hotel with a meeting to be held soon with Sylvia Coltrane regarding her project at 92" Street.
Meetings with the Harding Avenue business community are set for February 13, 2013.

23. The Shul Project

Current Status: An application in sufficient form to start the Design Review Group process has
been received and the first meeting was held on August 22, 2012. The Design Review Group
meeting has been set for February 13, 2013. Staff will keep the Town Commission aware as this
project evolves.

24. Electric Car Charging Station: Mayor Daniel Dietch

Current Status: The company Car Charging has agreements with Miami Beach and Hollywood for
the installation and operation of electric car charging stations. Staff has met with Car Charging about
the possibility of installing a station in Surfside. The preferred location would be the 94™ Street
Parking Lot due to the readily available power supply, the size of the lot, and the proximity to the
downtown business district. Two adjacent parking spots at the entrance to the lot would be dedicated
for this use with the install, equipment and signage being provided by the vendor. The objective is for
electric cars to “top off” while visiting Surfside since a full recharging of a vehicle requires 4 to 6
hours. These two spots could only be used by either electric or alternative energy vehicles and would
not be subject to parking meter charges. Presently two parking spots at this location earn a combined
total of $248 per month ($3976 per year) in meter fees. Information on station locations are
incorporated in electric vehicles on board GPS and through dedicated Apps. The driver of the car
would pay at the station, by credit card, for usage presently set at 49 cents per kilowatt hour — this
equates to a “full tank™ at $12 for a Leaf and $5 for a VVolt. The Town would receive 10% of the net
revenue from the vendor annually once the cost of electricity is removed (no dollar estimate available
at this time). The vendor would pay for the electricity. Net revenues (profit) is always a concern as to
verification of the vendor stated amount. While this item was not determined to be a priority during
the December, 2012 Town Commission meeting, the Town Commission voted to move this item
forward. An agreement and accompanying resolution are earmarked for the April 9, 2013 Town
Commission Meeting (Action Item).
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25. Second Floor of the Community Center

Current Status: The Surf Club developer agreed to provide $400,000 to this project and the
Chateau developer has agreed to add $200,000 for a total of $600,000. During the Planning and
Zoning Hearing meeting on the Surf Club held September 25, 2012, the condition was modified
to allow the contribution to be used for any Parks and Recreation capital project subject to a
comprehensive Parks and Recreation infrastructure plan. With $600,000 in voluntary proffers to
the Parks and Recreational capital budget, an initial meeting with the Parks and Recreation
Committee to develop an Infrastructure Plan was held on December 17, 2012. During the
December 17, 2012 Parks and Recreation Committee Meeting the Second Floor of the
Community Center was listed by the Committee as the top priority for the P&R Infrastructure
Plan. A more comprehensive plan to detail cost and time frame for the proposed P&R projects
will be presented to the P&R Committee during their February 11, 2013 meeting. The proposed
Parks and Recreation Infrastructure plan will be brought to the Town Commission in early 2013.

26. Pool Tot Lot (Water Playground) Community Center

Current Status: Funtraptions, the original contractor for the Community Center water
playground, is no longer in business and not available for any warranty work or repairs. At the
completion of the project, a 10% retainer fee was held back by the Town until full satisfaction
was met with the water play structure. The retainer ($22,600) will be utilized to cover the cost of
repairs of warranty items that need to be addressed. Reliable Pools, a local qualified contractor
experienced in working with Funtraptions equipment has been retained to work on the repairs.
The amount of retainage should be sufficient to achieve this goal. A technician from Reliable
Pools was on site December 10, 2012, again on January 7, 2013 and January 25, 2013. A set
date for the completion of the work was scheduled for the end of January 2013 depending on the
scope of work required.

At this time Reliable Pools has been unable to meet the January, 2013 commitment for the
completion of work needed. Due to other commitments on other large projects Reliable Pools
has been unreliable. At this time staff has reached out to another vendor within the State of
Florida that has had experience in repairing this specialized equipment. Water Works is the
company and has been on site since January 28, 2013 reviewing the water playground operations
and reviewing the water playground pool blue prints. We should have a plan of action and
outline from Water Works before the February 13, 2013 Town Commission meeting. It is
important to note that Reliable Pools has not received any payment. We are still operating with
the original funds set aside for this project. The water playground continues to remain open.
Updates will be provided as we move forward with the new vendor.
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27. Bullying Program: Commissioner Michelle Kligman

Current Status: The bully program was held on January 16, 2013 in the Community Center
Multipurpose Room. The event consisted of an informative session that included an expert panel in the
control of bullying with a question and answer session and a showing of the movie Bully. The event
was a great success with approximately 100 people in attendance. Commissioner Kligman has
proposed a robust program that incorporates surrounding communities and the School Board to further
this program. A resolution defining this effort appears on this Town Commission Agenda.

28. Seawall Project

Current Status: The seawall design project was awarded to Calvin Giordano and Associates
with the commitment that the grant application cost would not be paid until a grant in the amount
of not less than $250,000 was made available. The design work is underway. As a result of
Hurricane Sandy, the seawall at Carlyle and 88™ Street is near collapse, endangering the Town’s
$250,000 investment in the new storm water pump station. It is necessary to do an emergency
repair. A recommendation to declare the project an emergency was made to the Town
Commission during the November 13, 2012 meeting. Based on authority granted at the
November 13, 2012 Town Commission meeting, Staff applied for the emergency permit from
Miami Dade County and received quotes from Palm Beach Marine ($60,000), BK Marine
($88,000) and Shoreline Foundation Incorporation ($92,000). Palm Beach Marine which
provided the lowest quote, was the only firm proposing to do the work from the waterside and
has been awarded the work. Miami Dade County has finished its review and is ready to issue the
necessary permits. Once the permit is issued, the notice to proceed will be issued (Action Item).

29. Traffic Calming Study

Current Status: This project reviews traffic flows, traffic calming devices and provides a
model to simulate future traffic impacts. The study was completed in November, 2012 and has
been deferred twice by the Town Commission. Due to the press of other matters on the February
12, 2013 Agenda, the study will be brought back during the March, 2013 meeting (Action Item).

30. Federal Road Designation Removal in Single Family Neighborhood

Current Status: A meeting was held with the FDOT District Engineer on September 13, 2012
to discuss the need to down grade the single family streets to the lowest federal classification.
The 10 year FDOT update is underway and we have provided necessary information to support
the change. If the downgrade is recommended by FDOT, the designation should be changed in
Spring, 2013.
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31. Legislative Priorities

Current Status: A meeting with the Town Manager and Fausto Gomez took place on January 8,
2013 to discuss legislative priorities. A subsequent meeting was held January 10, 2013 with
State Representative Joe Gibbons to discuss how he may be helpful. The Town Commission
approved the legislative priorities during the January 15, 2013 meeting with an amendment and
Fausto Gomez is working the issues in Tallahassee (Action Item).

32. Credit Card Accepting Single Space Meters

Current Status: During the September 19, 2012 Town Commission meeting, a 90 day experiment to
install credit card accepting single meters was approved with IPS Inc. The thirty single space locations
were identified and installation for the project was completed on November 20, 2012. An information
flyer was created and was advertised in the November, 2012 edition of the Gazette. A preliminary one
month comparison of the revenue was conducted. The original thirty meters collected $572 during the
thirty day period before the new meters were installed. The credit card accepting meters collected
$1300 during the immediate thirty day period after installation. The new meters collected $1900
during the second thirty day period. The final thirty day period of the ninety day experiment will be
completed on February 20, 2013. IPS Inc. has also agreed to upgrade the meters to a newer model
which has a 100% larger display screen; a longer battery life of 3-5 years; built-in integration with
Pay-by-Cell, IPS Sensor and IPS Smart Collection System technologies; and the capability to display
advertising and public alerts at no additional cost. A decision will be made by the Town Commission
after the ninety day trial period is completed based on convenience and increased revenue during the
March 12, 2013 Commission meeting (Action Item).

33. Solar Panels and TV Antennas (Dishes)

Current Status: Solar panels are becoming less expensive to install and more cost effective as
technology advances. TV antennas (dishes) are proliferating where some buildings have as many as
ten facing main streets causing visual clutter and excess wiring. Both devices are a part of urban life,
however, guidelines need to be developed. Therefore this matter was sent to the Planning and Zoning
/Design Review Board for discussion during their January 31, 2013 meeting. The Board determined
to take up the issues and Staff is preparing appropriate ordinances for the Board’s review.

34. Regulation of Power Grass Blowers and Disposal of Yard Waste

Current Status: With the completion of our expanded and upgraded storm sewer system, the need to
avoid landscapers blowing grass and leaves into the storm sewer has become apparent. In some cases
we have already had to clean new storm sewers which became clogged with yard refuse. We have
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also found residential garbage and large piles of tree cuttings in the gutters which impedes the flow of
water, blocks driving lanes and creates a visual mess throughout Town. Staff and the Town Attorney
are developing an ordinance which will better regulate this process for Town Commission
consideration in early 2013.

35. Starbucks

Current Status: Starbucks is coming to the Condotti Men’s Clothing Store location. It has been
approved by the Planning and Zoning/Design Review Group during their January 31, 2013 meeting.
Look to enjoy a cup in Fall of 2013!!! Thank you to Sergio Castaneda for his long service to Surfside
and welcome to our first national tenant in a very long time.

36. Beach Erosion

Current Status: Hurricane Sandy and very high full moon tides and wind have caused significant
erosion on our beach. Staff has begun work on many fronts to ensure that various agencies with
authority and funding initiate a renourishment program. A meeting was held with Miami Dade
County staff on December 20, 2012 and the County has accepted responsibility for coordinating the
renourishment. The Town Commission will be kept aware as this critical program evolves.

Town Staff will be kept updated as Miami Dade County moves forward with any renourishment
project. Due to the storm, Surfside lost up to 75 feet of beach (with nearly 25 feet returning by natural
shift of sand) and was one of the least damaged segments of beach countywide.

37. Code Enforcement Priorities Workshop

Current Status:
Code Compliance Priorities Workshop:

At its January 15, 2013 meeting, the Mayor and Town Commission directed the Administration to
schedule a workshop to address Code Compliance priorities for both the residential (single family and
multi-family) and the commercial district during April, 2013.

The Administration is ready to move ahead with this workshop and will be providing several available
dates in April 2013 to settle on a convenient date and time for the Mayor and Town Commission
(Action Item).
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38. Charter Amendment Implementation

Current Status: This matter needs direction from the Town Commission. With the passage of three
Charter Amendments by the voters of Surfside, it is now necessary to initiate Charter Review within
one year defined as November, 2013 (Action Item).

39. Forty Year Building Certification on Collins and Harding Avenues

Current Status: As of February 1, 2013, (20) properties were sent notification that the 40 year
certification is required. Owners have been sent the notification and instructions on how to proceed.
They have been given (90) days to initiate the compliance process. A second notice will be sent (15)
days prior to the expiration of the (90) day notice. Information with regard to policy, procedures and
required documentation will be made available on the Town website before the end of February, 2013.
Compliance with this requirement is a major task and the impacted buildings will be given full
assistance by the Building Official.

40. Sidewalk Staining to Match Colors

Current Status: The sidewalks on Collins Avenue from 87" Street to 96™ Street and Harding Avenue
from 96™ Street to 94™ Street reflect many different shades of “Miami Beach Red” due to many repairs
over the years. The Points of Light for many months has stated that we will be staining the concrete a
uniform color with a product that provides a 5 year manufacturer’s warranty. We have received three
quotes — from Lynx Construction ($97,000), All American Builders ($102,000) and Ric Man
($108,000). The low bidder Lynx Construction has been awarded the project by the Town
Commission during the January 15, 2013 meeting and the project is nearly complete.

41. Town Manager Recruitment

Current Status: More than 800 applications have been received. Staff delivered the short list of 13
candidates to the Town Commission on February 1, 2013 and awaits the Town Commissioners
reduction of that list to approximately five candidates who will be scheduled for interviews on
February 26, 2013.

42. Mt. Sinai Bus Route: Commissioner Michelle Kligman

Current Status: At the request of Commissioner Kligman, Staff is reviewing the possibility of

improving the Surfside municipal bus service to Mt. Sinai Hospital. A report will be made during the
March, 2013 Town Commission meeting regarding the cost and operational issues for this request.
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43. Outdoor Fitness Equipment: Commissioner Joe Graubart

Current Status: The Parks and Recreation Department was requested to research the possibly of
installing outdoor fitness equipment at the Community Center. The two possible areas for the
equipment to be placed would be on the green space area east of the pool deck or on the pool deck.
Installing the equipment on the green space would reduce area that is used for special events, staff
would have to monitor the green space area more closely to ensure resident use only and there would
be additional wear and tear on the grass leading to the equipment. The benefits of installing the
equipment on the green space would be shade provide by the seagrape trees, large green open area
with little congestion on a daily basis and out of the way from the public. Installing the equipment on
the pool deck would eliminate pool deck space for lounge chairs, shade area that is limited and staff
would have to supervise the patrons using the equipment (example would be young children playing
on the equipment). It is suggested by staff that a minimum of three different pieces of equipment be
purchased. This would include machines focusing on upper body, core section and legs (lower body).

Staff is still researching the cost estimates, however, it is estimated that each piece of equipment
would cost in the range of $2,000 - $3,000. This would include the equipment only. It is estimated that
the total cost for installation and the equipment would be between $8,000 and $11,000 depending on
the vendor and equipment selected. The warranty on the equipment ranges from 2 years to 10 years.
The installation would have to be approved by DEP if the equipment is installed in the lawn area east
of the bulkhead. Based on the complexity of this project, the funding necessary and the potential for
requiring Staff resources to monitor use, it is recommended that this project be discussed during the
FY 13/14 budget process (Action Item).

44. Plastic Bag Ban

Current Status: The Town Manager and Interim Town Attorney are reviewing ordinances from
other communities for this initiative proposed by Peter Glynn during the January 15, 2013 Town
Commission meeting Good and Welfare discussion. This is not viewed as a high priority and progress
will be made as Staff resources allow.

45. Report on Tracking Development Orders

Current Status: Staff is working with Vice Mayor Michael Karukin to develop a system. It is our
goal to initiate the new system during the March 12, 2013 Town Commission meeting.
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46. Discussion of Joint Park with City of Miami Beach

Current Status: Initial contact has been made with the Miami Beach Interim City Manager Cathy
Brooks for this project located south of the Tennis Center and discussions have begun with our Parks
and Recreation Committee. There is a long way to go on this concept and it is suspected that progress
will not occur until a new Miami Beach Manager is named (Attachment 3).

47. Surf Club

Current Status: Staff and the Interim Town Attorney’s office have been contacted by Fort Capital,
the developer, to review a possible amendment that would incorporate aesthetic and lowered density
suggested by architect Richard Meier and Kobi Karp. The implication of this is that a new Staff,
Planning and Zoning and Town Commission review could be necessary. More will be known about
this over the next few weeks and the Town Commission will be kept aware.

These items have been completed and deleted from the January 2012 Points of Light report
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Homeowners may get eco- boost

B Bay Harbor Islands
has approved a plan to
help homeowners and
business owners make
their buildings more
energy-efficient.

BY JESSICA DE LEON
jdeleon@MiamiHerald.com

Bay Harbor Islands offi-
cials approved initial agree-
ments to form a new Proper-
ty Assessed Clean Energy
district at a town council
meeting this month.

A PACE program allows

' homeowners and business

owners to get financing to
update their homes and busi-

" nesses making them more

energy-efficient and safer.

“For some people this is
the best choice between re-
tro-fitting their home and
not at all,” said Vice Mayor
Jordan Leonard, who pro-
posed the measure.

~ Once Bay Harbor Islands.

is joined by another munici-
pality it will be part of the

- second PACE district in Mi-

ami-Dade, the Clean Energy

‘Coastal Corridor.

. Town officials deferred
nammg Y Green Energy
Fund the administrator of

‘the program to February’s

council meeting. Y Green is
the administrator of Miami-
Dade’s first PACE district in
South Miami-Dade County,

Officials are hopeful this
new district will be as suc-
cessful as the first that has
yet to officially launch.

* “Already there has been $9
million of applications
walked in the door without
any advertising that the pro-
gram has opened its doors
that is a very clear demand,”
said Steven Alexander a con-
sultant for Y Green.

The program pro\ndes 100

percent ﬁnancmg for those |

thatquahfyataé%?peroent

- interest rate. The loan is then

repaid through assessments
putonthe mdmdual pmper-

 ty tax bill,

In other business: _
In a public hearing earlier
that evening the town coun-.

 cil approved two new devel-

opment projects despite res- |
ident appeals of the Planning |
and Zoning Board decisions. - |

The development projects
approved were the Ivory Con-
dominium Apartments at 9261
East Bay Harbor Island and
the Stuart House Condomini-
um Apartments at 1025-1035
92 Street.

Both developments were
appealed based on their
heights, lack of a sufficient
breezeway, lack of ‘harmony
with the town and the need
for the planned use of trans-
ferred developmental rights.
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Owners of Bal Harbour Shops become partner in Brickell CityCentre - Business - MiamiHerald.com
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Owners of Bal Harbour Shops become partner in
Brickell CityCentre .y
When Brickell CityCentre opens in 2015, South Florida’s luxury seekers will be

dealing with a familiar retail company. The owners of the Bal Harbour Shops are
joining forces with Swire Properties on the project.

n

BY ELAINE WALKER
EWALKER@MIAMIHERALD.COM

Bal Harbour Shops has decided the best defense
may be a good offense.

After years of fighting the expansion of luxury
retail in Miami-Dade, the owners of Bal Harbour
Shops have done an about-face and decided to
help fuel the growth.

The Whitman family, which owns Bal Harbour
Shops, finalized a deal Tuesday to become a
partner with Swire Properties in the development
of downtown Miami's Brickell CityCentre. Plus, the
Whitmans are part of one of the groups bidding
for rights to redevelop the Miami Beach
Convention Center.

Shoppers hang outside the PRADA shop at the Bal
Harbour Shops, 9700 Collins Ave., on a recent day.
Bal Harbour Shops owners are partnering up with
Swire Properties in the development of downtown
Miami's Brickell CilyCentre. CHARLES TRAINOR JR /

Fulisize [23] Buy Photo
Image 1 of 3

The moves are a dramatic sign of the shifts in
Miami's luxury retail market, a segment the Bal
Harbour Shops have controlled since 1965. With
Miami's ascent as a fashion market, retailers have
insisted that one store is not enough. The change
was underscored last year with the arrival of
brands like Louis Vuitton and Prada in the Miami
Design District, which is poised to become
Miami's version of SoHo.

<4 previous | next »

MORE INFORMATION

Bal Harbour Shops

» Founded: 1965 by Stanley Whitman

= 2012 Sales: $2,729.60 per square foot
» 2012 vs. 2011: Up 14.49 percent

+ Size: 450,000 square feet “Resistance becomes futile at some point,” said
Matthew Whitman Lazenby, operating partner and
the third generation to run the business his
grandfather Stanley Whitman founded. “Our
brands convinced us that they believe there is

room for more than one store in the market

Brickell CityCentre

Developer: Swire Properties and Bal Harbour Shops
» Opening: Planned mid-late 2015

* Project cost: $1.05 billion

“If you recognize that you have competition, than
why not become the competition rather than

+ Size: 5 million-square-feet; 520,000-square feet are

retail space Page 21
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#® Miami Beach residents raise questions about
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Owners of Bal Harbour Shops become partner in Brickell CityCentre - Business - MiamiHerald.com

playing defense all the time?” Previously, tenants  {{3ffinaiol LA LA REMAL AR AT
LUXU]'V rctail had to abide by strict clauses forbidding them to )
) o : e ’ open within 20 miles or give up part of their
3’;&'@;‘5‘;‘;”@5&3&’,{;&,‘;’;?;‘,’f,af:;‘g'{,‘:,f,‘,’"sg,";" revenues from additional outlets to Bal Harbour.
lings; planned districts are rimmed in dotted lines.
s : The Whitmans will make a “significant” equity
investment in the retail portion of Brickell

CityCentre and serve as co-developer with Swire

———1 Aventara Mall
"B] 19501 Biscayne Bivd,

+ , ] Aventura Properties, which will remain the majority owner of
' L the $1.05 billion urban shopping and mixed-use
| Bal Harbour Shops development scheduled to open in 2015. Both
2 &m:m« developers will equally share responsibility for all

- phases of the 520,000-square-feet of retail, from
% B sl leasing to marketing. Emanmal terr!15 of.the‘

| District agreement were not disclosed. Swire will still
| Intersection of NE handle the office, hotel and condo components of

2nd Ave. and NE )
40th 51, Miami* the project.

o ety e L

Convention Center the local market in terms of retail,” said Martin Taco Bell CEO on Super Bowl ad and the

'cmg'og'm;g’" . Cubbon, chief executive of the Hong Kong-based chain’s succes...

Beach* Swire Properties, which has developed retail in i
o T R Asia but only condos, hotels and office buildings S
| Brickell CtyCentre in Miami. “They know what works in this retail mix
S Wiierseciion of SE and they have the confidence of the major brands
Bth Street and South ’
Miami Avenue™ There is no question it gives us more confidence
in the project’s success.”

wascopuz/mamisaaostae | Steve Owens, president of Swire Properties,
likened the joint venture to the Miami Heat's
signing of LeBron James. Bal Harbour also has
an international reputation as the top producing
mall in the world based on sales per square foot, according to the International Council of Shopping
Centers.

» More video

“What better way to complement our team than bringing in the No. One shopping center developer,” R
Owens said. et T

For the owners of Bal Harbour, the change of course came after several major tenants closed up their Find us on Facebook
Bal Harbour shops and moved to the Miami Design District and some added additional stores at ' L.
Aventura Mall. Louis Vuitton, Cartier, Dior and Celine are those that have recently left. Next on the list is ke Miami Eeitiaid
Hermes, which will close next month. { ‘
I 3 You like this.
The exodus came because retailers wanted to be able to open a second store in Miami-Dade to e
accommodate the growth in demand.for luxury goods. !_azenby acknowledges that Bal Harbour's radius You and 41,852 others like The Miami Herald. 41,852
clause has loosened to allow shops like Prada to remain at Bal Harbour and open elsewhere. people like The Miami Herald.

Now that control lies with the retailers, Lazenby wants to be able to offer options beyond Bal Harbour.

Cynthia Cohen, president of Strategic Mindshare, a retail consulting firm with offices in Miami, called the
deal a “smart move” for the Whitman family. “After many years, they're finally acknowledging that there
is power in negotiating with retailers when you represent more than one center.”

After Bal Harbour's decades-long monopoly over the luxury retail market, the pendulum is swinging to
the other extreme. Miami-Dade County could find itself with as many as six destinations for luxury retail,
along with an expansion of the existing Bal Harbour Shops.

Create an account or log in to see
what your friends are recommending

The Village of Merrick Place was the first to fight Bal Harbour's dominance when it opened in 2002, but ——

“This is going to make Miami very interesting,” Cohen said. “There's going to be some nice competition.”

despite signing anchors Neiman-Marcus and Nordstrom, it never gained a critical mass of luxury FBI raids West Palm Beach office of
4 i . . . . doctor tied to U.S. Sen. Bob Menendez -
retailers. The Design Center has drawn commitments for more designer boutiques. And Aventura Mall is Florida
also shifting its mix toward luxury retail with the opening of Louis Vuitton and the planned arrival of 3 221 people recommended this.
Cartier and others. On South Beach, retail is part of the expanded convention center now under .
di A Rapper Rick Ross target of barrage of
iscussion. bullets - Fort Lauderdale

But will it all be too much? No, says at least one expert. POl propie recemmended s
Rick Ross raps about ducking hail of
@ bullets in Fort Lauderdale; 911 calls
released - Fort Lauderdale

‘I don't think ﬁre's a satuiiﬁ point,” said Arthur Weiner, principal of AWE Talisman in Coral Gables,
age



Owners of Bal Harbour Shops become partner in Brickell CityCentre - Business - MiamiHerald.com

who specializes in luxury retail leasing. “Miami has grown into one of the most diversified cities in the
world. The retailers do really well here. There are plenty of brands that will always keep Bal Harbour as a
pearl. The growth of these other projects will take time.”

Brickell CityCentre's primary competition is the Design District, which already has an investment from a
Louis Vuitton affiliate. Louis Vuitton, Cartier, Dior Homme, Prada and Celine all opened last year in the
burgeoning area; Hermes will open next month. Developer Craig Robins has commitments from more

than 40 luxury brands, including Fendi, Bulgari, Pucci, De Beers, Zegna, Tom Ford, Burberry and Marc Enter City f 1
by Marc Jacobs.

Enter Keyword(s) | =

Select a State

By 2014 some 75 luxury brands will spread throughout the Design District, creating a new urban

destination for fashionistas. Select a Category

“I don't think Bal Harbour's expansion downtown or on Miami Beach will impact us negatively at all,”
Robins said. ‘| am a big admirer of the Whitmans' historical success and look forward to seeing how they ® Advanced Job Search
intend to replicate their past accomplishments. Clearly they now acknowledge that Miami is a big market Search by Category

and the brands need more coverage than to just be in one isolated location.” powmdoyCﬂmthmldBfnu'

Brickell CityCentre expects to devote about 40 percent of its retail space to luxury retailers. The rest
would be a mix of the type of upper moderate or premium retailers found at up-market malls like
Aventura and Dadeland. Plans also include a department store and concentration of restaurants and
entertainment.

“We think it would be insensitive and a mistake to plop down the Bal Harbour shops today at Brickell
CityCentre,” Lazenby said. “Luxury should evolve over time.”

B [ Tweet (0 )0 =
i o] g
READ MORE BUSINESS STORIES FROM THE MIAMI HERALD
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Tablets take their screen tests Connecting & new PC to an older printer
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need aphrodisiacs discovery by "stock wizard" linguistic trick rule allows many
with this. Try this  Cambridge drops the next This method was  Florida residents
weird Researcher's for  bombshell stock purchased by the to get car
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Get the Miami Herald's Business News | GET : ™ -
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Enter email address (T
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DISCUSSION

The Miami Herald is pleased to provide this opportunity to share information, experiences and observations about
what's in the news. Some of the comments may be reprinted elsewhere in the site or in the newspaper. We encourage
lively, open debate on the issues of the day, and ask that you refrain from profanity, hate speech, personal comments
and remarks that are off point. Thank you for taking the time to offer your thoughts

The Miami Herald uses the Disqus commenting system. This allows readers the option of signing in using their
Facebook, Twitter, Disqus or existing MiamiHerald.com username and password. Note: Miami Herald Plus+ members,
your Plus+ username and password can not be used to log in to the commenting system. To learn more click here.
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A new avenue for Bal Harbour Shops OWII

-STORES FROM 1A

market.

“If you recognize that you
have competition, than why
not become the competition
rather than playing defense
allthe time?” Previously, ten-

* ants had to abide by strict
' clanses forbidding them to
open within 20 miles or give
up part. of their revenues
from additional outlets to
Bal Harbour.
a “significant” equity invest-
ment in the retail portion of
Brickell CityCentre and
serve as co-developer with
Swire Properties, which will
remain the majority owner
of the $1.05 billion urban
shopping and mixed-use de-
- velopment scheduled to
open in 2015. Both develop-
ers will equally share re-
sponsibility for all phases of
the 520,000-square-feet of
retal], from leasing to mar-
keting. Financial terms of the
. agreement were not dis-
~ closed. Swire will still handle
the office, hotel and condo
components of the project
3 “It’s very hard for us to
" make any claims we know

retail” said Martin Cubbon,
chief executive of the Hong
. Kong-based Swire Proper-
-~ ties, which has developed re-
tail in Asia but only condos,
- hotels and office buildingsin
- Miami. “They know what
~ works in this retail mix and
they have the confidence of
) themajor brands. There is
i noquesnonttgrmusmore
ocmﬁdence in the pro;ect’s

the local market in terms of

in of

-Luxurv retail
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Joining forces

Bal Harbour Shaps

* Founded:1965 by Stanley
Whitman® ..

2012 Sales: SZ 729.60 per.
square ‘oot

® Z012vs. 2011. Up 14 49 per-
cent

= Developer Swire Properties
and Bal Harbour Shops

« Opening: Planned mid-fate

» Project cost: $1.05 billicn

» Size: 5 million-square-feet;
520,000-square feet are
retail space
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TOWN OF SURFSIDE

Office of the Town Attorney
MUNICIPAL BUILDING
9293 HARDING AVENUE
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA 33154-3009
Telephone (305) 993-1065

TO: Town Commission
FROM: Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorne

CC: Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
Sarah Johnston, Interim Assistant Town Attorney

DATE: February 12,2013

SUBJECT: Office of the Town Attorney Report from Nov. 13,2012 to Feb. 12, 2013

This Office performs the duties and exercises the powers as prescribed by the Town Charter and the

Town Code, performs other legally permissible and proper duties and functions as assigned by the

Town Commission, attends and advises the Town’s Boards and Committees, coordinates with the
Town Manager on the policy directives of the Town Commission, follows up with the Chief of Police

and all Departments for the Town’s on-going needs, anticipated requirements, as well as responds to
“on the spot” opinions as needed.

Ordinances which have passed since November 13, 2012:

Amended Pension Ordinance

FEMA — Reinsertion of Section 42-92(6)

Building Frontage Ordinance

Merge P&Z/DRB

Amendment to Lobbyist Registration and Adoption of Forms

S gt o Ind o

Ordinances to be heard on February 12, 2013

1. Amendment to Short Term Rental Ordinance

Resolutions which have passed since November 13, 2012:

1. Tourism Five Year Strategic Plan Consultant Agreement
2. Certification of Charter Amendments Election Results

1

Town Attorney Report for Feb. 2013
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Business Improvement District Consultant Agreement

Purchase a Replacement Parking Enforcement Truck

Resolution in Support of League of Women Voters of Florida

Amendment to Settlement Agreement Between Surfside and Indian Creek Village

Amendment to Miami-Dade County Prisoner Processing Project Contract

Sensible Gun Law Resolution

Retroactive Approval of Sidewalk Staining

lO Retroactive Approval of Expenditure of Forfeiture Funds to Replace Electronic Control Devices
11. FDOT Sidewalk Lease Agreement

12. Amendment to agreement with Limousines of South Florida

00 NOL AW

Resolutions to be heard on Feb. 12, 2013:

1. Resolution urging the Honorable Governor and The State of Florida Legislature to require
pedestrian signal lights with a numeric countdown at any intersection where a red light camera
is installed.

2. Resolution adopting an Anti-Bullying Policy and developing a multi-community advisory
board, and implementing an awareness campaign.

3. Resolution authorizing a work order on the streetscapes improvements project renovating
Harding Avenue from 96™ Street to 94™ Street.

This Office attended/ prepared and/or rendered advice for the following Public Meetings:

November 13,2012 - Town Commission Meeting
December 4,2012 -  Planning & Zoning Meeting
December 4,2012 -  Planning & Zoning - Quasi-judicial Hearing
December 11,2012 -  Town Commission Meeting

December 21,2012
January 15, 2013
January 22,2013

Special Master Hearing
Town Commission Meeting
Special Commission Meeting

January 24,2013 -  Town Commission — Quasi-judicial Hearing
January 28,2013 -  Downtown Vision Advisory Committee Meeting
January 31,2013 -  Planning & Zoning Board Meeting

February 4, 2013 - Tourist Board Meeting

February 4,2013 -  FPL Undergrounding Public Information Meeting
February 5,2013 -  Town Commission Round Table Discussion

February 11, 2013 Parks & Recreation Committee Meeting (will attend)

Planning & Zoning Board and Design Review Board

Due to Hurricane Sandy, the October 25, 2012 meeting was cancelled.

Items were deferred to December 4, 2012 and January 31, 2013:

Quasi-judicial Hearing on December 4: Chateau Ocean Residences Site Plan Application approved.
9415 Harding Avenue approved new reverse channel lettering sign.

1036-88™ Street approved request to install a white carport canopy.

9000 Bay Drive approved two covered terraces and a pergola.

9448 Harding approved installation of illuminated channel lettering.

2
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8951 Emerson Avenue approved enclosure of porch.

9217 Dickens approved request to re-roof with metal roof system.

9560 Harding Avenue (Starbucks) recommended approval with conditions.
Discussion item on Solar panels/Dish Antenna guidelines.

Planning & Zoning Ordinances:
Building Frontage Ordinance recommended.

Combine P&Z/DRB Ordinance recommended.

Town Commission:

e Review minutes from December 11, 2012 Town Commission Meeting for follow-up of
Commission priorities.
e Opine on sunshine/public records issues.

Town Manager:

e Voluntary proffer tracking of Resolutions approved on development projects and follow-up
meetings:

Chateau

Surf Club

Grand Beach Surfside Hotel

Young Israel

9501Condominium

Shul expansion project

Research various municipal codes for revisions to Surfside code for home based businesses and
interplay between certificates of use and Business Tax receipts; begin draft ordinance.
Follow-up with Interlocal agreement with Bal Harbour on force main.

Redraft agreement to address parking issues with Spiaggia Condo.

Follow up Bal Harbour shops expansion issues.

PACE - continue to monitor program implementation for early 2013.

Review and strategize re FPL cost of undergrounding and research legal implications.

Town Clerk:

Review lobbyist issues, forms, and work with Clerk re: revised Lobbyist Ordinance.
Opine on public records/sunshine issues.

Research and revisions to hotel and short-term rental resort tax and other code issues.
Discuss corrections to code by Municode.

Building Department/Code Enforcement/Planning:

e Coordinate with Building Official and outside FEMA counsel for Final CAV Response Letter with
attachments dated January 28, 2013 and sent and received by FEMA on January 31, 2013.
e Prepare and execute Release, Hold Harmless, and Indemnification Agreement for Issuance of

3
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Building Permit between the Town and Young Israel prior to issuance of the Foundation Permit.
Follow-up with Code Enforcement for pending Special Master Hearing (February 27, 2013).
Follow-up research with various municipalities re: solar panels/dish antennas.

Preparation of draft ordinance regulating power grass blowers and disposal of yard waste.

Human Resources Department:

Review Independent Contractor Agreement for revisions.
Review Volunteer Application for revisions.

Finance Department:

e Coordinate with Department and outside bond counsel for review and analysis of issuance of bond
for undergrounding utility cables.

Parks and Recreation:

¢ Review independent contractor agreements.
e Review A/C system control panel maintenance agreement.

Public Works:

e Review Limousines of South Florida purchase agreement.
Tourist Bureau/Downtown Vision Advisory Board:

e Following up re: post Tourist Board Meeting (February 4, 2013) requests.

e Following up re: post Downtown Vision Advisory Board Meeting (January 28, 2013) requests.

e Downtown Vision Project continuing issues including creation of a Business Improvement
District; research various municipalities in preparation for revisions to draft ordinance.

Police Department:

Prepare Amendment to Taser Agreement.

Review and revise IPS credit card accepting single space meters.
Review and revise Town Hall Surveillance Camera Contract.
Opine on Public Records request.

Town Attorney Report for Feb. 2013
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Litigation:

In Re Forfeiture Of $18,155.00 U.S. Currency: 2012 Honda Civic, V.LN.
2HGHB2F84CH503951, Case No. 12-41877 CA 23 Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial
Circuit in and for Miami-Dade County, Florida. Case Summary: We work with outside
counsel on this forfeiture case re: David Barrocas Furman. A Notice of Seizure was sent
on October 9™. This provides notice that he has the right to request, within 15 days, an
Adversarial Preliminary Hearing (“APH”). The purpose of the APH is to determine who
is allowed to keep the seized property pending the final outcome of the case. A request for
an APH was made but then withdrawn, and the time for such a request has now

elapsed. A Verified Complaint in Forfeiture was filed on October 23, 2012. Settlement
negotiations broke down once counsel for claimant decided not to represent him. Thus,
we are proceeding with the matter. The probable cause order has issued and publication is
ongoing. No responsive documents have been filed in the case thus far.

Florida Municipal Insurance Trust (“FMIT?”) has covered/provides coverage for following
matters:

1. Ata Special Town Commission Meeting held on January 23, 2012, the Town Commission
approved a settlement agreement for Young Israel of Bal Harbour, Inc. vs. Town of
Surfside Civil Action No. 1:10-CV-24392 in the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Florida. A site plan which was approved by the Town Commission on
April 10,2012, On September 27, 2012, Judge Martinez entered the Final Order of
Dismissal With Prejudice and Order Denying All Pending Motions As Moot. Per the
Settlement Stipulation, Florida Municipal Insurance Trust issued a check to Young Israel in
the amount of $40,000.00. The Federal Court retained jurisdiction in this case solely for
purposes of enforcing the stipulated settlement if necessary. On January 28, 2013, Young
Israel executed a Hold Harmless and Indemnification Agreement with the Town prior to
issuance of the Foundation Permit. The Town Manager, Building Official, Planner and this
Office continue to follow-up and monitor the conditions of the Young Israel Site Plan for
compliance.

2. Pieter Bakker vs. Town Of Surfside, a municipal corporation of the State of Florida and
Young Israel Of BAL Harbour, Inc. In The Circuit Court Of The Eleventh Judicial Circuit
In And For Miami-Dade County, Florida Case No. 12-17783 CA04, (“State Court Matter™)
filed on May 30, 2012 alleges counts against the Town include contract zoning, charter
violations, and a request for a writ of certiorari to quash Resolution 12-Z-2078 approving a
site plan application to permit Young Israel to build a synagogue on 9580 Abbott Avenue.
Bakker filed a Motion to Abate which has not been ruled on by the Court.

3. Pieter Bakker vs. Town Of Surfside, a municipal corporation of the State Of Florida and
Young Israel Of Bal Harbour, Inc. United States District Court Southern District Of
Florida, Civil Action No. 12-cv-24053 (“Federal Court Matter”) filed on November 8,
2012 includes allegations as to whether the Town violated Bakker’s constitutional rights by
entering into a Settlement Stipulation that allowed Young Israel to violate the Town’s
comprehensive plan, charter and land development regulations. Judge King issued a Trial
Order and this case has been scheduled for trial during the two-week period commencing
January 13, 2014.

Town Attorney Report for Feb. 2013
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Ongoing FMIT matters:

Michael Henderson has filed a claim alleging excessive force. This claim is currently under pre-suit
investigation by the Florida League of Cities in accordance with the Town’s insurance policy.
Investigation is on-going.

Special Matters:

Continued monitoring and cataloguing of new case law and legislation on Federal, State, and County
levels.

Town Attorney Report for Feb. 2013
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PROJECTS PROGRESS REPORT
CALVIN, GIORDANO & ASSOCIATES INC.
February, 2013

1. Planning and Community Development —The Chateau Residences (formerly Best
Western), has received 4-0 approval from the Town Commission at the January 24, 2013
Special Meeting. In August 2012, the Shul submitted a site plan application for an expansion.
Staff met with the applicant to discuss the review comments and they have resubmitted the
plans on January 25, 2013. The application is scheduled for a Development Review
Committee meeting on February 13, 2013. The Development Impact Committee meeting will
be scheduled approximately for the end of February. The Planning and Zoning board
unanimously approved the plans for Starbucks at their January 31, 2013 meeting. Staff
continues to answer approximately 80 zoning calls monthly including questions and permit
application reviews.

2. Information Technology & TV Broadcasts - Per Town Manager, IT placed the order for a
laptop vehicle mount for the Code Compliance Director on January 9, 2013. The expected
delivery date for the vehicle mount is February 13, 2013. A new Fujitsu scanner was ordered
for the Building Department and was installed on January 22, 2013. ScanPath software was
ordered on January 29, 2013 in order to create searchable PDF documents from all existing
copiers. The ScanPath software will be fully deployed by February 8, 2013. IT has provided
cost estimates to the Finance Department for SunGard and Municode to allow paying utility
bills online and is awaiting approval/direction. IT has ordered replacement copiers for the
Police Department and Town Manager’s office on January 28, 2013. The copiers will be
delivered and installed by February 8, 2013. IT ordered a new desktop computer for the
Town Attorney’s office which will arrive on February 14, 2013. As of January 31, 2013, the
mail server had been up and running for a continuous 205 days, the last downtime was July
11, 2012 for a scheduled update. The IT staff continues to receive approximately 300
support requests via phone and email each month.

3. Public Utilities / Engineering — The Water/Sewer/Storm Drainage Project commenced on
August 15, 2011 in the southern sector of the Town (Phase I). The project involves water
main/water service replacements, lining or replacement of the gravity sewer mains and sewer
lateral replacements, rehabilitation of the sewer pump stations, and improvements to the
stormwater collection system including three (3) new storm drainage pump stations. Phase II
which is the middle area of Town and includes the most complex storm drainage work is
substantially complete, with work on the private water services remaining and soon to be
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Page 2
Town of Surfside
Projects Progress Report

completed. Phase III construction commenced in August, 2012, and focused initially on the
successful completlon of all major construction activities on the Byron Avenue corridor north
of 95™ Street, prior to the start of the school year. Phase III is anticipated to be substantially
complete in February, 2013. The public information project website continues to be updated
frequently and receives 15 to 30 views monthly.

Both Surfside and the Village of Bal Harbour are currently utilizing the newly installed
Collins Avenue force main with no issues. Surfside staff and consultants are now in the
process of meeting with Bal Harbour staff and consultants to decide the most cost effective
method for abandonment of the existing Byron Avenue force main. A report regarding the
condition of the existing Byron Avenue force main with recommendations is expected to be
provided to the Town Commission in early 2013.

Partial refinancing of the project has been completed to reduce the interest costs and provide
funding for additional utility main replacements, and other costs within the original scope. A
comprehensive status report for the project was provided in the August 14, 2012 Commission
Agenda package and authority was granted to complete the project within a total budget of
$23.635 Million. The Town Commission has been requested to approve the use of the
contingency resolve in part for the new street signs.

Funding Summary —

Funding Status: Amount Amount Received
FDEP Grant $873,500 $0 ¥+
FDEP Grant $125,000 $12,500 **
FDEP Grant $100,000 $100,000
FDEP State Revolving Fund Loan* $9,312,881 $4,792,023
BBC Bond $859,000 $787,335
TOTAL $11,270,381 $5,691,858

*This loan has the potential of $2-$3 Million being forgiven by the State, this reimbursement has
been included in the Town’s 2013 Legislative Program.

*Partial Reimbursement #2 is in process

**Reimbursements currently being processed by FDEP

4. Neighborhood Improvements — CGA Staff completed the traffic computer modeling of the
Town’s roadway system as an element of the Town-wide traffic calming study. The initial
traffic counts to complete the traffic study occurred in September, 2012. A number of the
counts were completed in late October due to construction activities. These counts are
incorporated into the Draft Traffic Study Report that has been deferred by the Town
Commission twice. When authorized by the Town Commission, staff will hold public
meetings to discuss and receive resident input. The Town Manager will also utilize this
study during his discussions with the Village of Bal Harbour regarding the potential mall
expansion, and discussions with Miami-Dade County regarding additional traffic calming
devices and street beautification projects.
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5. Emergency Management - CGA is updating the Town’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP)
based on the identified recommendations. An EOP Planning Meeting is currently scheduled
with the following Town staff to address outstanding issues:

Public Works Director (Interim)

Finance Director

Parks and Recreation Director / Representative
Legal Counsel

Building Official

Dade County Fire Rescue Liaison

Police Department

CGA

6. Emergency Seawall Repair at 88" & Carlyle - The drawings have been reviewed and
permitted by the Town Building and Planning Departments. MD County RER (Formerly
DERM) has completed the Biological Opinion (BO). The results of the BO were submitted
to the Town and CGA has incorporated the BO permit requirements into our final plans. The
final plans are being submitted for final permitting in February 2013. CGA continues to
inform RER of the importance of an expedited permit response due to the current failing
condition of the seawall.

7. Town-Owned Seawall Repair - The Plans are approximately 60% complete, and as such
will soon be presented to the Town’s Building and Planning Departments for approval. Once
approved, they will go to MD County RER for review. While the permitting process is
occurring, Calvin, Giordano & Associates will prepare the grant application for funding
through the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) for submittal in early March, 2013 to
comply with their funding schedule.
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Downtown Advisory Committee Meeting

Wed Nov 28, 2012

7:00pm Commission Chambers

Minutes

1. Town Manager Welcome / Roll Call
Town Manager Roger Carlton called the meeting to order at 7:00pm.

In attendance was; In attendance was; member Louis Cohen; member Ken Arnold; member Pete
Filiberto; member Andy Labrada; member Joe Corderi; member Jennifer Brilliant; member Robert
Petrillo; member Alan Yarkin; member Robert Andai; member Shaun Grenald.

Regrets were received by; member Gil Katzman; member Meredith Beattie; member Adam Markow.

Also in attendance was; Town Manager Roger Carlton; TEDACS Director Duncan Tavares;
Commissioner Kligman; Town Planner Sarah Sinatra; resident Barbara Cohen; resident Sara Flexer.

2. Review of June 25, 2012 Meeting Minutes
Alan Yarkin made a motion to approve, Louis Cohen seconded the motion. All members present voted
to approve.

3. Wayfarer Update

Duncan Tavares reviewed the history of this item and discussed the progress that has been made with
signage throughout the Town. Roger Carlton indicated that he would be requesting approval from the
Town Commission at the upcoming Commission Meeting to place similar signs in the residential
neighborhood.

Roger Carlton discussed the options and process for beach nourishment in response to concerns
expressed about what happened to the beach during recent storms.

4, BID Consultant Update

Duncan Tavares discussed the process of implementing a BID and explained that there is an agreement
to enter into with a consulting agency for beginning the process of getting a BID for the Town, which
will be before the Town Commission for approval.

5. Parking Structure Study Update

Roger Carlton discussed the objectives of the parking study advisory sub-committee of the DVAC that
will be meeting in December. He reviewed what the parking study will encompass and some of the
parking concerns the Town is experiencing. He responded to some concerns about not adding parking
to the Downtown district.

6. Downtown Streetscape Plan Update
Duncan Tavares explained how the Town is planning to pay for the proposed improvements shown in
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the plan that was going to be presented to the Committee.
Sarah Sinatra presented a Downtown Improvement Presentation Plan to the Committee.
The Committee discussed the proposed landscaping and alternatives.

7. Action Item:
The Committee discussed support and opposition to formula retail establishments in the downtown
district.

8. Public Comment
*public comment is under the discussed agenda items.

9, December Meeting Date:
Duncan Tavares will email the Committee with a date for the next meeting.

a. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:40pm.
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TOWN OF SURFSIDE
Tourist Board Meeting
Monday. December 3, 2012 — 5:30 p.m.
Manny Crawford Conference Room
Town Hall 9293 Harding Avenue, 2™ Floor
Surfside, FL 33154

MINUTES

Tourist Board Members
Eli Tourgeman (Chair)
Barbara Cohen (Vice Chair)
Barbara McLaughlin
Ricardo Maulin

Randi MacBride

Town of Surfside

Joe Graubart, Commission Liaison

Duncan Tavares, TEDACS Director

Sarah Johnston, Legal Department Representative
Jenorgen “Jen” Guillen, Recording Secretary

L Call to Order and Roll Call
The meeting was called to order at 5:35pm by Chair Eli Tourgeman. Vice Chair Barbara Cohen,
Member Barbara McLaughlin, Member Ricardo Maulin, Commission Liaison Joe Graubart,
Resident June Neville, Legal Department’s Sarah Johnston, TEDACS Director Duncan Tavares and
Recording Jenorgen “Jen” Guillen were present. Member Randi MacBride sent her regrets.

IL. Approval of November Meeting Minutes
**Deferred
I11. Accounts Receivable & Accounts Payable

The committee was updated on the Resort Tax payment agreements with the Finance
Department and Special Master hearing on the following restaurants: Bal Harbour Juice, Café
Ragazzi, and The Greek place

IV. Signature Events - Kent Aguero

Kent Aguero gave a brief description about his company; he explained the kind of clientele
he deals with and the services he may offer the Town in hosting an event. Eli Tourgeman points out
that Kent Aguero could possible work with “Taste of Surfside™ upcoming event. Ricardo Maulin
asked Kent Aguero who pays for the PR. Kent Aguero informed that his company has a different
department taking care of it and can create an analytical report for the event. He structures a plan
before making a choice of an event. Eli Tourgeman requested Kent Aguero to put something
together to evaluate and give to Duncan Tavares. The Board is interested in Kent Aguero te
working on the children’s fitness event. Barbara McLaughin agrees in showing up in a Parks and
Recreation meeting to advocate about Kent Aguero and his ideas.

Page 38


snovoa
Typewritten Text
3F


VIIL

VIIL

Policy regarding Chair and/or Director decisions under the $1000.00 provision ref. Valentine
Ricardo Maulin would like the Chair Eli Tourgeman to inform the board of any proposed
events before presenting it to the residents, due to his recent interaction with a resident questioning
about the “Valentine Event” of which he was not aware. He also pointed out the $1,000 budget is
meant for emergencies. Eli Tourgeman informed the board that the “Valentine’s Event” was just a
merchant driven event, a proposed idea by two merchants who would like to have the event.

P!'omoﬁon — Ricardo Maulin
Ricardo Maulin would like any promotion to be brought to the board before any resident.

Surfside Bus Graphics — Commissioner Graubart
Commissioner Joe Graubart informed the Board about the Town getting a new bus. He
would like the Board to come up with new graphic ideas that will enhance the bus.

Updates:
1. Santa on Harding
Wednesday December 5, 2012 at 2:00 pm.

2. Festival of Lights Competition
December 20, 2012. The SBA will be awarding three $50 certificates to residents who participating.

3. Tourism Five Year Consultant Update

Duncan Tavares informed the board of an agreement that will go before the Commission
meeting on the December 11, 2012. Barbara Cohen agreed to represent the board to assist in getting
the item approved at the Commission meeting.

Food Trucks Update

Duncan Tavares informed the Board that it takes place on Thursday, December 27, 2012
5 —9pm at the 94 St parking lot with five participating food trucks at the moment. He also informed
that a DJ and bounce house will be present 5 — 9pm and the event is being called “Surfilicious.”
$5000 is allocated for this event.

Turtles Update

The Tourist Board selected the turtle from an item presented by Duncan Tavares. They
choose turtle #5. Duncan Tavares informed the Board of the remaining Turtles and the value of
each turtle. There are 18 turtles in total, 5 spoken for with a value of $4,500 each. The board would
like for Heather (the creator of the Turtles) to get well and to help with sponsorship. The turtles
need to be installed in their corresponding locations and the plaques will later follow (mid-January).
An unveiling ceremony at the community center will be held for 4 days, the media will be invited
and the Monday after the weekend the ceremony takes place the Turtles will be placed in their
chosen destinations. The cost of the event is included in the $68,000 given to Heather. Duncan
Tavares suggested that the unveiling be pushed back until the Harding Avenue sidewalks are re-
stained and the new downtown streetscaping is installed. This was rejected by the Board.

MOTION
A motion to install Turtles mid-January was made by Eli Tourgeman and second by Ricardo
Maulin second. Passed unanimously.

Resort Tax Audit IT Update
** Discussed in Accounts Receivable & Accounts Payable item.

Resort Tax Language Update
Sarah Johnson reported about the regarding to the enforcement language on resort Tax
delinquency. She requested the committee review the print out of Bal Harbour’s and Miami

2
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Beach’s enforcement provision so she can modify it for the Town’s use. In order to simplify the

language on the delinquency for Resort Tax.
The Board agreed there should be better clarification in regard to penalties and will return

with their suggestions.

XIL Next meeting:
January 7, 2013

XIII. Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 6:53pm.

There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 6:53 p.m.

Accepted this 7 ay of - ’ML//L[;? ,201)2’3

e
Chair ( J

Eli Tourgeman

_2/__—__-"

Jendrgen Guillen
Recording Clerk
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TOWN OF SURFSIDE
Office of the Town Attorney

MUNICIPAL BUILDING
9293 HARDING AVENUE
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA 33154-3009

Lynn M. Dannheisser
Town Attorney Telephone: 305 993-1065

MEMORANDUM
TO: Town Commission
FROM: Lynn M. Dannheisser, Town Attorney
CC: Roger Carlton, Town Manager
DATE: December 11, 2012

SUBJECT: Amendment to Short Term Rental ordinance to allow for alternative
notice and amendment to paragraph references

This amendment changes Ordinance No. 1573, Section 2, adopted on May 10, 2011 to
require that in the event the certified mail notification is returned as unclaimed or refused
the Town may provide notice by posting on the property and send the notice by first-class
mailing to the record property owner. We are also using this as an opportunity to correct
a number reversal in the same paragraph of the codified version of the ordinance that is a
reference to Section 90.41.5 in two places in which should read Section 90.41.1 and
Section 90.41.5 now refers to Section 1-8 (Penalty for Violations).
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ORDINANCE NO. _ -

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF
THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA AMENDING
CHAPTER 90 “ZONING” AND SPECIFICALLY
AMENDING SECTION 90-41.1 “SHORT TERM
RENTAL OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS, TWO-
FAMILY DWELLINGS, MULTI-FAMILY
DWELLINGS AND TOWNHOUSES” OF THE TOWN
OF SURFSIDE CODE OF ORDINANCES
PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN THE CODE;
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES OR PARTS OF
ORDINANCES IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Town Commission (the “Commission”) by Ordinance 1573, § 2,
5-10-11 adopted regulations for renting single family, two-family multi-family, and
townhome dwelling units by seasonal residents in the interest of public health, safety, and
welfare; and

WHEREAS, the Town recognizes and addresses ambiguity in the original
Ordinance 1573 § 2,5-10-11 pertaining to the notice and enforcement provisions with
reference to previous sections; and

WHEREAS, the Town Commission shall have conducted the required duly
noticed public hearings on these regulations.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND THE
TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA:

Section 1. Recitals. The foregoing “WHEREAS” clauses are ratified and confirmed
as being true and correct and are made a specific part of this Ordinance.

Section 2. Code Amendment. The code of the Town of Surfside, Florida is

hereby amended as follows:
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Sec. 90-41.1. - Short term rental of single family dwellings, two-family dwellings,
multi-family dwellings and townhomes.

*** (c) Resort tax and enforcement.

kK

(1) Payment of resort tax required. Owners are subject to payment of
the resort taxes as establish by the laws of the Town of Surfside.
(2) Violations of this section:
a. Are subject to the following fines. The special master may

not waiver or reduce fines set by this section.

i. First violation: $500.00.

ii. Second violation within the preceding 12 months:
$1,500.00.

iii. Third violation within the preceding 12 months:
$5,000.00.

iv. Fourth or greater violation within the preceding 12
months: $7,500.00.

b. In addition to or in lieu of the foregoing, the town may seek

injunctive relief.

c. Any code compliance officer may issue notices for violations

of this ordinance, with enforcement of section 90.41.5 1 and
alternative enforcement of section 98-41-5 1-8 as provided
in Chapter 90 1 of this Code. Violations shall be issued to
the owner, manager, real estate broker or agent, or
authorized agent, or any other individual or entity that
participates in or facilitates the violation of this section. In
the event the record owner of the property is not present
when the violation occurred or notice of violation issued, a
copy of the violation shall be served by certified mail on the
owner at its mailing address in the property appraiser's
records,in the event the notice is returned as unclaimed or
refused, notice may be provided by posting on the property,
and a courtesy notice by first class mail to the contact person
identified in subsection (4)c. above.

Section 3. Severability. If any section, subsection, clause or provision of this

Ordinance is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, the

remainder shall not be affected by such invalidity.
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Section 4. Conflict. All sections or parts of sections of the Town of Surfside

Code of Ordinances in conflict herewith are intended to be repealed to the extent of such

conflict.

Section 5. Inclusion in the Code of Ordinances. It is the intention of the Town

Commission, and it is hereby ordained that the provisions of this Ordinance shall become
and made a part of the Town of Surfside Code of Ordinances, that the sections of this
Ordinance may be renumbered or re-lettered to accomplish such intentions; and the word
“ordinance”™ may be changed to “Section” or other appropriate word.

Section 6. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be effective ten (10) days after

adoption on second reading.

PASSED and ADOPTED on first reading this day of g

PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading this day of

Daniel Dietch, Mayor

Attest:

Sandra Novoa
Town Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY:

MM M s
Lynn M. Dannhéisser, Town Attorney

On First Reading Moved by:

On Second Reading Seconded by:

Vote:

Mayor Daniel Dietch yes no
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Vice Mayor Michael Karukin
Commissioner Graubart
Commissioner Kligman
Commissioner Olchyk

yes no
yes no
yes no
yes no




S5A

W e
i Mgy COV

Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
January 15, 2013
7 p.m.

Town Hall Commission Chambers - 9293 Harding Ave, 2" Floor

Title:
Submitted by:

Objective:

Consideration:
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Surfside, FL 33154
DISCUSSION ITEM MEMORANDUM

Red Light Camera Legislative Urging
Daniel Dietch, Mayor

To provide direction to the Town Attorney to draft a resolution urging the Governor and
Florida Legislature to require pedestrian signal lights with a numeric countdown feature
at any intersection where a red light camera is installed.

The uses of red light cameras provide many public safety benefits. However, as most
drivers are aware, it is often difficult to know when a traffic light will change from green
to yellow to red, which can lead to confusion and poor decisions. Therefore, to further
the public safety benefits of red light cameras, | am suggesting that the Town of Surfside
urge the Governor and Florida Legislature to require the installation of pedestrian signal
lights with a numeric countdown feature at any intersection where a red light camera is
installed. An example of a pedestrian signal lights with a numeric countdown feature is
presented below:

J
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF
THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, URGING THE
HONORABLE GOVERNOR AND THE STATE OF
FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO REQUIRE
PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL LIGHTS WITH A NUMERIC
COUNTDOWN FEATURE AT ANY INTERSECTION
WHERE A RED LIGHT CAMERA IS INSTALLED;
PROVIDING FOR DIRECTION; PROVIDING FOR
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, the State of Florida allows the use of red light cameras providing many
public safety benefits; and
WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) research shows that a
pedestrian sample strongly preferred the countdown signal to actual and theoretical versions of
pedestrian signals, and that the countdown version was most easily understood, and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the Town of Surfside and safety of its residents to
urge the Honorable Governor and The State of Florida Legislature to require the installation of
pedestrian signal lights with a numeric countdown feature at any intersection where a red light
camera is installed.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COMMISSION OF
THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Recitals. The above-stated recitals are hereby adopted and confirmed.
Section 2. Implementation. The Mayor and the Town Manager are hereby authorized
to take any and all action necessary to implement this Resolution.
Section 3. Direction to Town Clerk. The Town Clerk is hereby directed to send a

certified copy of this resolution to the Honorable Governor and The State of Florida Legislature.

Section 4. Effective Date. This Resolution shall be effective immediately from
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adoption hereof.

PASSED and ADOPTED on this day of ,2013.
Motion by Commissioner , second by Commissioner
FINAL VOTE ON ADOPTION

Commissioner Joseph Graubart
Commissioner Michelle Kligman
Commissioner Marta Olchyk
Vice Mayor Michael Karukin
Mayor Daniel Dietch

Daniel Dietch, Mayor

ATTEST:

Sandra Novoa
Town Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY FOR THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE ONLY:

&LQ\JL_

Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney
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[TOWN OF SURFSIDE LETTERHEAD]

February _, 2013

Linda Miller
Address

Re:  Employment Offer Letter
Dear Ms. Miller:

Congratulations on your appointment to the position of Interim Town Attorney
for the Town of Surfside (the “Town”) through July 22, 2013. The terms and conditions
of your employment as Interim Town Attorney (including your compensation and
benefits) are set forth below:

1.

Page 49

As Interim Town Attorney, you agree to perform the duties and exercise the
powers as prescribed by the Town Charter and the Town Code, and to perform
such other legally permissible and proper duties and functions as assigned to you
by the Town Commission from time to time.

Your salary shall be one hundred twenty five thousand dollars ($125,000.00) per
year, which shall be payable in installments at the same time as other employees
of the Town are paid.

You will be entitled to accrue vacation and sick leave in accordance with Town
policy and the use and payout of such leaves shall be in accordance with Town

policy.

You will continue to receive insurance benefits, including health, disability and
life insurance in the manner provided to all other unrepresented Town
employees.
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5. Your employment relationship with the Town is at-will, which means that either
you or the Town Commission may terminate your employment at any time for
any reason or no reason.

6. All other terms and conditions of employment not specifically mentioned in this
offer letter will be governed by Town policy applying to unrepresented
employees.

7. Should you remain employed by the Town as Interim Town Attorney beyond
July 22, 2013, the terms of this letter shall continue to apply unless you and the
Town Commission agree otherwise.

To indicate your acceptance of this offer, please sign this document in the space
designated below and return it to me at your convenience.

Sincerely yours,

Michelle Kligman
Commissioner, Town of Surfside

cC: Town Commission

AGREED TO AND ACCEPTED
this day of , 2013
BY:

Linda Miller
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RESOLUTION 13-
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN
COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, APPROVING THE
EMPLOYMENT OF LINDA MILLER AS
INTERIM TOWN ATTORNEY PURSUANT
TO THE EMPLOYMENT OFFER LETTER

ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT “A”; AND
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Town Commission appointed Linda Miller to the position of Interim
Town Attorney on or about January 15, 2013;

WHEREAS, the Town Commission now desires to formalize tfle terms of Linda Miller’s

employment in said position in accordance with the Employment Offer Letter attached hereto as
Exhibit “A”; and

WHEREAS, Linda Miller has executed the Employment Offer Letter attached hereto as
Exhibit “A” and has, therefore, agreed to serve as Interim Town Attorney pursuant to the terms
and conditions set forth in said Letter.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COMMISSION OF
THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals. The above recitals are true and correct and are incorporated
herein by this reference.

Section 2. Approval of Employment Offer Letter. The Employment Offer Letter
between Linda Miller and the Town attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is hereby approved and shall
be effective on the date of this meeting.

Section 3 Effective Date. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
adoption.

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of February, 2013.
Motion by Commissioner , second by Commissioner
FINAL VOTE ON ADOPTION

Commissioner Joseph Graubart )
Commissioner Michelle Kligman

Commissioner Marta Olchyk

Vice Mayor Michael Karukin

Mayor Daniel Dietch
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Daniel Dietch, Mayor

Attest:

Sandra Novoa, Town Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY FOR THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE ONLY:

7&%.\/\\

Brett J. Schneider, Special Labor Counsel to the Town
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

MEMO
To: Mayor and Members of the Town Cogamissign
From: Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager

Date: February 12, 2013

Subject: Bullying

Commissioner Michelle Kligman has taken a leadership role addressing the very important
issue of bullying. To that end the movie “Bully™ was presented to the community on January
17, 2013 and approximately 100 people attended.

The logical outcome of the process to date is to give the Administration direction to implement
a program that will address this issue long term. The Resolution proposed provides direction
to work with the Parks and Recreation Department and its Parks and Recreation Advisory
Committee to develop a multi-community board to implement an education program. This
effort would be voluntary for the various institutions. however, it would be led by the Town of
Surfside.

The Administration supports this program and recommends Town Commission approval of the
Resolution.
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RESOLUTION NO. 13- ___

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE
TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA (“TOWN”), ADOPTING
AN ANTI-BULLYING POLICY THAT ESTABLISHES AN
AWARENESS CAMPAIGN AND REPORTING SYSTEM
FOR BULLYING, HARASSMENT, AND INTIMIDATION
OF CHILDREN IN COMMUNITY FACILITIES;
REQUIRING THE TOWN PARKS AND RECREATION
DEPARTMENT IN COLLABORATION WITH THE TOWN
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE TO CREATE A
PROGRAM OF EDUCATION AND REPORTING, TO
PREVENT BULLYING IN THE TOWN’S COMMUNITY
FACILITIES; AND REQUESTING SURROUNDING
COMMUNITIES JOIN IN SUCH EFFORTS AND TO
ESTABLISH A COLLABORATIVE INITIATIVE
THROUGH AN INTERLOCAL BOARD TO DEVELOP AND
IMPLEMENT AN AWARENESS CAMPAIGN AND ANTI-

BULLYING POLICY; PROVIDING FOR
AUTHORIZATION; PROVIDING AN FOR EFFECTIVE
DATE.

WHEREAS, the Town of Surfside (“TOWN?”) is concerned about the health, safety and
welfare of its citizens and particularly to provide a healthy, positive, and safe atmosphere for its
children; and

WHEREAS, it appears that incidents of bullying are increasing to such a degree, and
research suggests that such incidents directly affect a student's health and well-being and thus
contribute to excess absences from school, physical sickness, mental and emotional anguish, and
long-term social and mental consequences, such that in 2011, the Florida legislature adopted
Section 1006.147 Florida Statutes defining and prohibiting bullying and harassment in the public
schools; and

WHEREAS, bullying, harassment, and intimidation can take many physical, verbal, and
written forms, including physical bullying; teasing or name-calling; social exclusion; peer sexual

harassment; bullying about race, ethnicity, religion, disability, sexual orientation, gender
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identity, and cyber bullying [bullying through email, text messaging, social media sites and/or
other digital means as defined in Section 748.048 (1)(d), F.S.]; and

WHEREAS, it is long past time for not only society, but also for our community to
acknowledge that bullying is not some sort of rite of passage to be simply ignored or tolerated;
and

WHEREAS, in addition to the public schools, many parks programs across the region are
already engaged in education and prevention efforts; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Surfside (“SURF”) has a population of 5,838 residents, Village
of Bal Harbour (“BAL”), a residential population of 3,400 and Bay Harbor Islands (“BAY™), a
residential population of 5,146; and

WHEREAS, the SURF BAL BAY residents and their children utilize the TOWN’S
Community facilities; and
WHEREAS, because of the numbers of children with increasing diversity utilizing the

TOWN’S parks and the Community Center, the TOWN and concerned parents are urged to work
together to further define and understand the multiple aspects of bullying and effectively use
systems for educating about and reporting bullying related incidents; and

WHEREAS, the Town Commission believes it is in the best interest of the TOWN and
wishes to be proactive in these matters and to assure that every child is to be valued and respected
regardless of perceived differences, and therefore wishes to condemn all forms of bullying and
affirms the TOWN’S commitment to equality and freedom from discrimination and violence for
all of its residents, and particularly its children.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE

TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:
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Section 1. Recitals. The above and foregoing recitals are true and correct and are

incorporated herein by reference.

Section 2. Adoption of Anti-Bullying Policy of Bullying and Recommendations.

The Town Commission wishes to take a leadership role in adopting an Anti-Bullying Policy that
establishes an awareness campaign and reporting system for bullying, harassment, and

intimidation and recommends and urges the following actions:

a) The TOWN’S Parks and Recreation Department in collaboration with the TOWN’S
Parks and Recreation Committee shall develop a policy that includes an awareness campaign
which shall consist of a program of education (including promotion and modeling of respectful
language, fostering an understanding of and respect for diversity, and an annual training program
for staff), signage referencing the Anti-Bullying Policy and adopted legislation posted at all
Parks and Recreation Department facilities, and a reporting system for these incidents of bullying

or retaliation, in all Community facilities;

b) To coordinate and encourage the surrounding communities of Bay Harbor Islands and
Bal Harbour, whose children utilize TOWN facilities (as well as other neighboring

municipalities and schools) to join with the TOWN in effectuating such an effort;

¢) To establish an Interlocal Board comprised of one individual representative from each
of the surrounding communities that wishes to participate among the municipalities of Bay
Harbor Islands, Bal Harbour, Miami Beach, North Bay Village, Sunny Isles Beach, Aventura,
North Miami Beach, North Miami, other interested communities and the TOWN to
collaboratively develop an awareness campaign and anti-bullying policy to be implemented in

their Parks and Recreation facilities.
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Section 3. Implementation. The Town Manager is hereby authorized to take any and all

action necessary to implement this Resolution in accordance with the terms, conditions and

purposes of this Resolution.

Section 4. Direction to the Town Manager and Town Clerk. The Town Manager and

Town Clerk are hereby authorized and directed to send a certified copy of this resolution to the
municipal clerks of the surrounding communities of Bay Harbor Islands, Bal Harbour, Miami
Beach, North Bay Village, Sunny Isles Beach, Aventura, North Miami Beach and North Miami as
well as the Principals of Ruth K Broad K-8 Center and the surrounding public and private schools

encouraging similar efforts.

Section 5.  Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon

its adoption.

PASSED and ADOPTED on this day day of ,2013.
Motion by Commissioner ., Second by Commissioner
FINAL VOTE ON ADOPTION

Commissioner Joseph Graubart
Commissioner Michelle Kligman
Commissioner Marta Olchyk
Vice Mayor Michael Karukin
Mayor Daniel Dietch

Daniel Dietch, Mayor
Attest:

Sandra Novoa, Town Clerk

Approved as to form and legal sufficiency
For the Town of Surfside only:

SSodke MMen

Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item # oD
Agenda Date: February 12, 2013
Subject: Work Order Award to C3TS/Stantec for Design of Harding Avenue Improvements

Background: The Downtown Vision Advisory Committee (DVAC) has met many times to discuss
the need for infrastructure improvements. The improvements include street tree replacement, at grade
landscaping upgrade, new street furniture including news racks, benches, trash/recycling containers,
cigarette butt receptacles and signage. In addition to these infrastructure improvements, the downtown
community, Surfside Business Association and residents have supported the initiation of a Tourism
Study and a Business Improvement District development process to ensure that the proper operational
procedures are in place as the business district and the community continues to evolve.

The firm C3TS/Stantec was originally selected among other firms in a process which occurred on
November 9, 2010 (Resolution No. 10-1982) to be available for engineering/architecture projects as
needed. This firm prepared renderings which were reviewed by DVAC and the Town Commission
(Attachment 1). The result of that process was to authorize the Administration to develop a fixed price
work order (Attachment 2) for the preparation of biddable documents and construction administration
for the initial phase of the project which includes upgrades on Harding Avenue from 96" Street to 94"
Street.

The Work Order: In a similar manner to the 95™ Street project from the hardpack to Collins Avenue,
this work order will provide biddable documents, construction administration, community meetings
and renderings of the necessary work on a schedule that allows completion before the peak 2013/14
winter season. Once the design is completed, it will be presented to the Town Commission for
approval before going out to bid for the elements that we do not already have prices (landscaping will
come from the previously bid Luke’s Landscaping prices).

The cost of this work order will be $57,500 which is less than 10 percent of the estimated total project
cost of $650,000. For projects of this type, that is a very reasonable fee.

Funding Source: The $650,000 will be available on a timed basis related to project progress from the
Chateau development ($250,000) and the Surf Club project ($400,000). Additional infrastructure
upgrades such as widening the sidewalks and funding sources will be a subject for Town Commission
discussion once this initial project is completed.
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Conclusion: After substantial community discussion, the decision making point to initiate the upgrade
for downtown has been reached. The first step is to authorize the work order with C3TS/Stantec in the
amount of $57,500 to complete the design. The funding has been made available through the
voluntary proffers of the Chateau and the Surf Club. Once the bids are received and the pricing is
ensured, the Town Commission will make the decision to award the project.

W St O

Town Manager TEB(S Director &(}énm PublicWorks
rector
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Attachment 2"

Stantec Architecture Inc.

901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900
Coral Gables FL 33134

Tel: (305) 445-2900

Fax: (305) 445-3366

February 5, 2013

Town of Surfside

9293 Harding Ave

Surfside, FL 33154-3000

Attention: Roger Carlton, Town Manager

Reference: "Streetscape Improvements" Fee Proposal

Dear Mr. Carlton:

C3TS/Stantec appreciates the opportunity to submit our architectural/engineering fee proposal for the
"Streetscapes Improvements”. The street that would be renovated is Harding Avenue from 96th Street in the
north to 94th street to the south.

Architectural/Urban Planning (All phases). Our fee will provide the following services:
Landscaping Architecture (All phases)

Civil Engineering (All Phase)

Electrical Engineering (All phases)

Cost Estimates (All phases)

Community Meetings (2)

SCOPE OF WORK:

The Town desires to improve the streetscape of the downtown along Harding Avenue from 96th Street to
94th. The Scope of Work includes:

| - Existing Sidewalks

= Removal of the existing palms and the replacement of these palms with MedJool Date Palms. The
existing sidewalks will remain and be prepared as needed. The existing light poles will remain and
be cleaned and repainted although a new light pole will be recommended if funds become
available.

Tree lighting will be provided with power distribution for seasonal lighting.

Furniture and Fixture Plan locating and selecting street furnishings.

Preliminary Cost Estimates.

Preliminary drawings.

Two (2) colored renderings and site plan.

® © 9o o o

DELIVERABLES: Disciplines & Scope of Work
Civil Engineering

*Civil Engineering: Location, dimensions and grading of all horizontal geometric features and roadways,
sidewalks, crossroads and alleys. Drawings shall include: traffic lanes, medians, turn lanes, corner
radii, parking, intersections, crosswalks, valet stations and drop offs, curb and gutter types.
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Stantec

January 28, 2013
Page 2 of 3

Reference: “Streetscapes Improvement” Fee Proposal

*This work will include complete buildable and permitable drawings.

*Utilities: Contact appropriate utility companies to ascertain utility conditions. Determine impact of
these projects on existing utility lines. Assemble and prepare plan view drawings locating all
overhead and underground utilities.

*ADA requirements: Present compliance plan with ADA requirements.

Construction Administration: Attend pre-construction conference and prepare minutes, perform
limited Construction Engineering Inspections (approximately 6 hrs/wk) and submit reports, attend weekly
project meetings and prepare minutes, review shop drawings, review the Contractor's Application for
Payment and submit recommendation to the City, perform project closeout with Contractor including final
inspection, punch list, final Application for Payment review, and submit Certificate of Completion.

Landscape Architecture:

Landscape Architecture: Existing Tree Disposition Plan showing existing trees and denoting if they need to
remain, be removed or relocated

Planting Plan

Irrigation Plan

Landscape Lighting plan showing fixture location and type
Furniture and Fixture Plan locating and selecting street furnishings

e © 0 o

Electrical Engineering

 Tree lighting and the provisions for seasonal decorative lighting for the Town on Harding from 94'
Street to 96th Street

o Power distribution for seasonal lighting and power provision

Preliminary Cost Estimates: Prepare a comprehensive preliminary cost estimate for the
proposed improvements. These will be prepared at 30%, 60% and 90% of completed drawings. We
understand that $650,000.00 is available which includes our fee for this assignment. The total work will not
exceed this number. An Order of Magnitude cost will be provided at the 90% completion of drawings and
preliminary rough cost estimate prepared at the

completion of the schematic phase of design.

Architecture/Urban Planning Phase

Management and Coordination with Town Staff and their Consultants

Attend meetings with Town's Staff/Consultants (6 meetings)

Presentations to Town's Boards (2 presentations)

Renderings Two (2)

Photographic Elevations of Storefronts/Buildings along Harding ( east and west side)Avenue &
Street Sections (2)

Owner to Provide
o Current Survey - Owner to provide a current survey

e 0 © o o
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Stantec

January 28, 2013
Page 3 of 3

Reference: “Streetscapes Improvement” Fee Proposal

Services Not Included
o Traffic Signalization
o  Pavement Markings

o Signage
o Street
o Traffic

¢ Revisions to Scope of Work of the Approved Designs.

Schedule:
o Design Construction Drawings Six (6) to Eight (8) Weeks
o Permitting Four (4) Weeks (estimated)
o Construction Administration & Supervision (estimate) Eight (8) to Ten (10) Weeks

Compensation:

Proposed Fee

Design Construction Drawings $37,500.00

Permitting-Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate $2,000.00

Construction Administration & Supervision $8,000.00

Management/Coordination/Meetings,

Presentation & Renderings (2) $10.000.00
Total Fees $57,500.00

Our proposed is Fifty Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars and no cents ($57,500.00).

Please review our proposal and contact me with any questions.

We look forward in continuing our work on the Streetscapes Improvement project which will create an
exciting and memorable place that is unique for the "Town of Surfside”

Respectfully submitted,

CORZO CASTELLA CARBALLO
THOMPSON SALMAN, P.A. Town of Surfside
Eddie Lamas, AIA Roger Carlton, Town Manager

Associate Director of Architecture

Cc Duncan Tavares
Javier F. Salman, AlA
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RESOLUTION NO. 13

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN
COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING
EXPENDITURE NOT TO EXCEED $57,500.
TO STANTEC ARCHITECTURE INC,,
(FORMERLY C3TS) FOR A WORK ORDER
ON THE STREETSCAPES IMPROVEMENTS
PROJECT RENOVATING HARDING
AVENUE FROM 96™ STREET TO 94™

STREET; PROVIDING FOR
AUTHORIZATION; PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, The Town Commission is committed to the revitalization of the Downtown
Business District through various initiatives including those that foster a more aesthetically
pleasing pedestrian environment; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Surfside Commission adopted Resolution No. 10-1982
entering into a continuing consulting agreement with selected engineering firms and C3TS (now
Stantec Architecture Inc.) was awarded participation in Town’s rotation of architects and
engineers; and

WHEREAS, the Town Commission authorizes the Town Administration to move
forward with the awarding of the streetscape improvements project, specifically renovating
Harding Avenue Business District between 94™ Street and 96™ Street; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the Town to authorize an expenditure not to
exceed $57,500. to Stantec Architecture Inc., for a WORK ORDER (see Exhibit “A”) on the
streetscape improvements project renovating Harding Avenue Business District between 94"
Street and 96™ Street.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COMMISSION OF

THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:
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Section 1. Recitals. The above-stated recitals are hereby adopted and confirmed.

Section 2. Approval and Authorization. The Town Commission approves and
authorizes the Town Manager and/or his designee to take all actions necessary to implement the
terms and conditions of a work order with Stantec Architecture Inc., in the amount of $57.500.
for the above referenced streetscape renovation project.

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall be effective immediately from

adoption hereof.
PASSED and ADOPTED on this day of February, 2013

Motion by Commissioner , second by Commissioner

FINAL VOTE ON ADOPTION

Commissioner Joseph Graubart
Commissioner Michelle Kligman
Commissioner Marta Olchyk
Vice Mayor Michael Karukin
Mayor Daniel Dietch

Daniel Dietch, Mayor

ATTEST:

Sandra Novoa
Town Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND
GAL SUFFICIENCY FOR THE TOWN OF SURFSIDE ONLY:

Qj\/\)\f\ N e VO

Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney
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EXHIBIT "A"

Stantec Architecture Inc.

901 Ponce de Leon Boulevard Suite 900

Coral Gables FL 33134 -

Tel: (305) 445-2900 -
G3I8

Fax: (305) 445-3366 -

February 5, 2013

Town of Surfside

9293 Harding Ave

Surfside, FL 33154-3000

Attention: Roger Carlton, Town Manager

Reference: "Streetscape Improvements” Fee Proposal

Dear Mr. Carlton:

C3TS/Stantec appreciates the opportunity to submit our architectural/engineering fee proposal for the
"Streetscapes Improvements”. The street that would be renovated is Harding Avenue from 96th Street in the
north to 94th street to the south.

Architectural/Urban Planning (All phases). Our fee will provide the following services:
e Landscaping Architecture (All phases)
o  Civil Engineering (All Phase)
o Electrical Engineering (All phases)
o Cost Estimates (All phases)
e Community Meetings (2)

SCOPE OF WORK:

The Town desires to improve the streetscape of the downtown along Harding Avenue from 96th Street to
94th. The Scope of Work includes:

| - Existing Sidewalks

o Removal of the existing palms and the replacement of these palms with MedJool Date Palms. The
existing sidewalks will remain and be prepared as needed. The existing light poles will remain and
be cleaned and repainted although a new light pole will be recommended if funds become
available.

Tree lighting will be provided with power distribution for seasonal lighting.

Furniture and Fixture Plan locating and selecting street furnishings.

Preliminary Cost Estimates.

Preliminary drawings.

Two (2) colored renderings and site plan.

DELIVERABLES: Disciplines & Scope of Work
Civil Engineering

*Civil Engineering: Location, dimensions and grading of all horizontal geometric features and roadways,
sidewalks, crossroads and alleys. Drawings shall include: traffic lanes, medians, turn lanes, corner
radii, parking, intersections, crosswalks, valet stations and drop offs, curb and gutter types.
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Stantec

January 28, 2013
Page 2 of 3

Reference: “Streetscapes Improvement” Fee Proposal

*This work will include complete buildable and permitable drawings.

*Utilities: Contact appropriate utility companies to ascertain utility conditions. Determine impact of
these projects on existing utility lines. Assemble and prepare plan view drawings locating all
overhead and underground utilities.

*ADA requirements: Present compliance plan with ADA requirements.

Construction Administration: Attend pre-construction conference and prepare minutes, perform
limited Construction Engineering Inspections (approximately 6 hrs/wk) and submit reports, attend weekly
project meetings and prepare minutes, review shop drawings, review the Contractor's Application for
Payment and submit recommendation to the City, perform project closeout with Contractor including final
inspection, punch list, final Application for Payment review, and submit Certificate of Completion.

Landscape Architecture:

Landscape Architecture; Existing Tree Disposition Plan showing existing trees and denoting if they need to
remain, be removed or relocated

Planting Plan

Irrigation Plan

Landscape Lighting plan showing fixture location and type
Furniture and Fixture Plan locating and selecting street furnishings

Electrical Engineering

o Tree lighting and the provisions for seasonal decorative lighting for the Town on Harding from 94'
Street to 96th Street

« Power distribution for seasonal lighting and power provision

Preliminary Cost Estimates: Prepare a comprehensive preliminary cost estimate for the
proposed improvements. These will be prepared at 30%, 60% and 90% of completed drawings. We
understand that $650,000.00 is available which includes our fee for this assignment. The total work will not
exceed this number. An Order of Magnitude cost wil be provided at the 90% completion of drawings and
preliminary rough cost estimate prepared at the

completion of the schematic phase of design.

Architecture/Urban Planning Phase

Management and Coordination with Town Staff and their Consultants

Attend meetings with Town's Staff/Consultants (6 meetings)

Presentations to Town's Boards (2 presentations)

Renderings Two (2)

Photographic Elevations of Storefronts/Buildings along Harding ( east and west side)Avenue &
Street Sections (2)

Owner to Provide
e Current Survey - Owner to provide a current survey
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Stantec

January 28, 2013
Page 30of 3

Reference: “Streetscapes Improvement” Fee Proposal

Services Not Included
o Traffic Signalization
e  Pavement Markings
e Signage
o Street
o Traffic
o Revisions to Scope of Work of the Approved Designs.

Schedule:

o Design Construction Drawings Six (6) to Eight (8) Weeks

o Permitting Four (4) Weeks (estimated)
o Construction Administration & Supervision (estimate) Eight (8) to Ten (10) Weeks

Proposed Fee

Design Construction Drawings $37,500.00

Permitting-Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate $2,000.00

Construction Administration & Supervision $8,000.00

Management/Coordination/Meetings,

Presentation & Renderings (2) $10,000.00
Total Fees $57,500.00

Our proposed is Fifty Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars and no cents ($57,500.00).

Please review our proposal and contact me with any questions.

We look forward in continuing our work on the Streetscapes Improvement project which will create an
exciting and memorable place that is unique for the "Town of Suriside”

Respectfully submitted,

CORZO CASTELLA CARBALLO

THOMPSON SALMAN, P.A. Town of Surfside

Eddie Lamas, AlA Roger Carlton, Town Manager
Associate Director of Architecture

Cc Duncan Tavares
Javier F. Salman, AIA
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda #: YA

Date: February 12,2013

Subject: Request for Funding Assistance for Ruth K. Broad K-8 Center: Recreational Facilities

Background: Nearly 40 percent of the students at Ruth K. Broad K-8 Center live in the Town of
Surfside. The PTA has initiated a fundraising drive to replace/improve the recreational facilities
which do not meet modern standards and are in poor condition. It appears that this project is not
included in the recently approved school bond issue, which will focus on security improvements at the
school.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this request be referred to the Parks and Recreation
Committee for possible inclusion in the Town’s Park and Recreation Plan currently being prepared
and/or the FY 13/14 Budget development process which is just getting underway.

This item will be presented by members of the Ruth K. Broad K-8 PTA and has been scheduled for a
time certain at 7:45 p.m.

Attachment
Town Manager Parks and Recreation Director
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Dawn Hunziker
“

From: Roger Carlton

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 4:57 PM
To: Dawn Hunziker

Subject: FW: For your reference
Attachments: Revised presentation.pptx

Please print out in color.

From: Julia Magnani [mailto:juliam25@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 2:23 PM

To: Roger Carlton
Subject: For your reference

Thanks again for your time today. It means a lot to me.

Julia
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item# 9C
Agenda Date: February 12, 2013
Subject: Utility Undergrounding — Recommendation for Discussion and Direction

Background: This is the fourth in a series of reports regarding the undergrounding project. The
November and December, 2012 and January, 2013 reports appear as Attachment 1.

During the months of January and early February 2013, five (5) advertised (twice in Neighbors) and
televised public meetings were held on the project. The attendance at four of these meetings was very
limited, however, the project was fully explained to anyone watching on Channel 77 after attendee
questions were answered. The fifth meeting was well attended and numerous questions were asked
and answered.

Staff worked closely with the Town Attorney’s office and bond counsel JoLinda Herring and financial
advisor Sergio Masvidal to develop the first reading bond ordinance required to complete the loan
process. During this process, a question arose regarding the PSC Tariff and how it allows or restricts
pledging the MCGRUF revenues to the loan necessary to fund the project. Therefore, based on the
thirty day extension granted by FPL, it is recommended that the February 12, 2013 Town Commission
meeting be utilized to hear public input, receive answers to the best of Staff’s and FPL’s ability to any
remaining questions and determine if the Town Commission still wants to move forward and under
what circumstances. If the Town Commission reaches the conclusion to go forward a first reading of
the ordinance would be scheduled for March 12, 2013 and second reading would be scheduled for
April 9, 2013. The implications for the debt, the project total cost including interest and the pledges
necessary can all be discussed with our financial advisor, Sergio Masvidal, and bond counsel, JoLinda
Herring, during the February 12, 2013 Town Commission meeting. The implications of deferring the
project relating to costs, interest rates and the FPL queue can also be discussed.

Staff has also worked with FPL to further lower the cost for the project. We are finalizing discussions
with the cable and telephone providers to drive costs lower. This means that the low range of
residential monthly cost could be $8 — 10 and the high range is $10 — 12. These numbers will be firm
before the first reading. The level of responsibility for the Public Works Department will not ramp up
for more than a year since the final planning, permitting, bidding, contract award will take at least that
amount of time. The MCGRUF billing does not start until the new system is energized by zone.
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The Town’s Frequently Asked Questions, “FAQ’s™ was sent to more than 3700 addresses by mail
during the first week of February, 2013 (Attachment 2) and the FPL FAQ’s (Attachment 3) were both
posted to the Town’s website by February 5, 2013. Both of the FAQ’s were posted on the website
previously as part of the January 15. 2013 Agenda Packet We look forward to a lively discussion and
receiving direction on the project.

One final comment. Due to the need to complete the agenda, a supplemental package regarding the
undergrounding specifically answering additional questions will be sent as soon as possible.

Town Manager
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item #: 39D
Agenda Date: January 15, 2013
Subject: FPL Undergrounding Status Report - Update

This month’s status report is the third in a series. The November and December 2012 reports appear
as Attachment 1 and 2.

Additional items for your review include:

Attachment 3A — G which are a variety of studies and recent articles analyzing the merits of
undergrounding projects from a reliability standpoint and the relative differences of wind and flood
protection. The Administration does not have the expertise to evaluate these and suggests that you
review the documents and draw your own conclusions.

Attachment 4 is the quarter page advertisement which has appeared twice in the Miami Herald
Neighbors announcing five televised public information meetings to discuss the project.

Attachment 5A and 5B are the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) that have been prepared by Staff
(5A) for the Surfside specific project and by FPL (5B) for undergrounding projects in general. After
the first public meeting which was held on January 10, 2013, the Surfside FAQs will be modified and
a letter will be sent to all Surfside homeowners and businesses.

Atachment 6A — C reflects three different financing scenarios for the project. The cost per month for
the residential units is estimated to be $10.00 to $12.00 and commercial customers would be $20 - $50
depending on consumption. These numbers will be finalized in February, 2013 to assist the final
decision on the part of the Town Commission.

In summary, January, 2013 will be a month for public input and finalizing the costs. There are no
decisfons t made by the Town Commission this month.

\
(S — = L

Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager Bill Evans, Public Works Director

Voot At

Donald Nelson. Finance Director

Page 424
Page 94



snovoa
Typewritten Text
Attachment "1"


AL LadCLiieLnLl. LT

Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item #: 9C
A-_gcnda Date: November 13, 2012
Subject: Undergrounding Utilities

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Town Commission authorize the retention of
JoLinda Herring of Bryant Miller Olive and Sergio Masvidal with The Public Financial
Management Group to assist Staff with studying the financing for the project to underground the
electric, telephone and cable sysiems in all areas of the Town which are currently served above
ground. It is further recommended that Staff be authorized to enter into discussions with AT&T
and Atlantic Broadband to finalize cost estimates for their element of the project and bring back
a comprehensive report for review during the December 11, 2012 Town Commission meeting.

Background: The Town Commission authorized Ric Man Construction to build our
water/sewer/storm drainage system by adopting Resolution No. 11-2028 on June 14, 2011. This
project included $300,000 to install conduit for future undergrounding of electric, cable,
telephone and fiber optic in all locations where the street pavement would have to be crossed in
the future if an undergrounding project were approved. Further, the Town Commission
authorized the expenditure of $59.844 for FPL to prepare a binding cost estimate to complete the
clectric portion of the wark.

Project Cost: The binding cost estimate (Attachment 1) was received on September 27, 2012
and has been analyzed by Staff. The cost estimate for the project is:

$7.486,221 Construction by FPL
(1.871.555) Credit for “hardening the system”™
$5.614.,666 Construction cost by FPL
59.844 Credit for cost study (engineering deposit)

$5,554,822 Net construction cost by FPL
(1.800.000) Savings if Town manages the construction with FPL approved contractors
$3,754.,822 - Net construction cost by Town

1.000.000 Cable TV undergrounding cost

1.000.000 ATET undergrounding cost

phgaa257°
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700,000 VISTA waterproof electric transformers

645.482 Contingency and construction inspection
$7,100,304 Town cost for undergrounding all utilities
1,800,000 Estimated cost to bring power to all homes and commercial structures
8,900,304 Total cost before voluntary proffers

( 700,000) Funds available from voluntary proffers from Surf Club ($300,000),
Grand Beach ($185,000) and the Shul ($215,000)
00,304 Full estimated financing need for the project

What does the Project include: The FPL project includes 267,685 feet (50 miles) of cable; 24
switch cabinets and 307 transformers. FPL will remove 470 poles and 278 overhead
transformers.

The specific requirements for AT&T and Atlantic Broadband are not yet known, however, the
cost estimates have been reasonably validated by both companies. If the Town Commission
gives authority to continue analysis of the project, Staff will enter into discussions with AT&T
and Atlantic Broadband to determine if they will fund any portion of the cost. We will also
require AT&T to install the capability for U-verse. It is also possible that extending the term of
the cable and telephone franchise agreements may resuit in some cost reduction.

How do we pay for this: There are a number of sources for financing including a competitive
private placement like we used for the water/sewer/storm drainage project. There are also
sources like the State Loan Pool administered by the Florida League of Cities. To select the best
funding sources is the role of our financial advisor in conjunction with the Finance Director. It
should be remembered that interest rates at this time are near all-time lows.

The source of repayment is authorized by the Mechanism for Governmental Recovery of
Underground Fees (MGRUF) element of FPL's tariff (Attachment 2), which allows the
placement of a 15 percent of the monthly bill not to exceed $30.00 per month addition on all
residential units (estimated to be 2200 units) and $50 per month for every 5000 KW hours of
consumption for commercial properties (38 buildings). This additional cost may be placed on
the electric bill for up to 20 years. Staffis in the process of analyzing this revenue stream and
believes that the monthly fee will be less than the maximum allowable and the full twenty years
will not be required. If the Town Commission authorizes Staff to move forward with the
analysis, much more refined estimates will be provided during the December 11, 2012 Town
Commission meeting.

There is also the possibility of establishing a Coastal Barrier Infrastructure Financing District
which must be approved by the voters. This approach will also be discussed at the December 11,
2012 Town Commission meeting.

Next steps: It is important to understand that the FPL binding cost estimate is only good until
late March, 2013. If a decision is not reached by that date, the cost estimate becomes invalid and
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FPL will require another $60,000 to update the estimate. Therefore the following calendar is
recommended:

November, 2012 Town Commission meeting: Authorize the retention of Bryant Miller
Olive and The Public Financial Management Group to serve as bond counsel and financial
advisor. Establish a citizen’s advisory committee similar to the water/sewer/storm drainage
project and the parking structure advisory committee.

December, 2012 Town Commission meeting: Review full cost analysis including details
from AT&T and Atlantic Broadband. Review detailed financing plan and resolve any issues
related to faimess of funding procedures from single family, commercial and multi-family
sources.

January, 2013 Town Commission meeting: Authorize a very significant public
information campaign. Make a final determination that a series of public hearings will be
held in February, 2013.

February, 2013: Hold a series of public hearings and attend condominium association board
meetings. Inform all commercial property owners as well.

March, 2013: Make a final decision on the project and authorize the financing.

Project Implementation: The project will be built in three phases similar to the
water/sewer/storm drainage project. The overall project is estimated to require nine months for
conduit installation and six months to complete energizing all areas. Areas are energized by

- blocks as the system is installed and properties are served underground.

The Town will retain a group of electrical contractors to do the work on private property from
the main line in the easement to the service on the property. In some cases the property may
need or the owners may want to upgrade their service. That will be determined by the electrical
contractor and Building Official in conjunction with the property owner and is expected to be a
concern only to a very small number of properties. If the Town Commission wishes, the Town
could provide financing in the case of demonstrable financial hardship and be repaid over time.

The cost of converting the AT&T and Atlantic Broadband systems from the easement to the
home is much less than the electrical system. The same electrical contractors retained by the
Town will do this work.

Hardening and Aesthetics: The benefits of hardening the system fall into three categories. The
first is wind resistance for our nearly 75 year old electrical system. There is no question that
wind resistance will be enhanced if the system goes underground. The second category is flood
resistance. Suffice it to say that all bets are off if we have a tidal surge that covers the Town,
however, the length of time to recover is greatly enhanced if the VISTA waterproof electric
transformer boxes are used. Further, FPL’s protocols for re-energizing after storms have clearly
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shown that underground areas are brought up much faster than areas that require replacement of
lines due to wind damage including fallen trees.

The aesthetics improvement of undergrounding is clear and cannot be questioned. While this
may not be a priority for all residents, the improvement to property values when the project is
complete helps to make the case.

Conclusion: Surfside has been considering undergrounding utilities for many years. The Town
Commission has shown great foresight by providing the conduit for crossing the streets as an
element of the water/sewer/storm drainage system and authorizing the FPL cost study. The data
is now in and it is time to authorize the financial analysis as well as the process for citizen
involvement.

This project will be a game changer of the magnitude of the Community Center and the
water/sewer/storm/drainage project. The enormous benefit for hurricane recovery is clear. The
financing is achievable, construction costs are very low and the team is in place to manage this
project. :

The Administration looks forward to receiving the Town Commission direction to allow the
decision to be made within the timeframe proposed.

Evans, Public Works Director Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager

d—dA //ﬁ\

Donald Nelson, Finance Director
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Attachment "1®

Florida Power & Light Company, 2455 Port West Bivd. + West Palm Beach, FL 33407

~PL

September 27, 2012

Mr. Bill Evans

Public Works Director
Town of Surfside
9293 Harding Ave.
Surfside, FL. 33154

Re:  Town of Surfside
. Electric Facilities Conversion
Entire Town Limits -Binding Cost Estimate
WR # -4269737, -4269749, -4269755

FPL welcomes the opportunity to assist you in determining if underground service is right for your
area. As per your request, FPL has completed a binding cost estimate for the project designated as
the Surfside Conversion project. The binding cost estimate amount, known as the Contribution In
Aid of Construction (C.LA.C.), required for converting the area to underground is $5,614,666.00.
This amount is based on the proposed underground design inclusive of the Vista switch technologies
as requested by the Town. The underground drawings for the project are being finalized and a full set
will be sent to you once they are complete. In addition, the cost estimate includes a more than $ 4.8
million adjustment credit for both FPL’s Government Adjustment Factor (G.A.F.) Waiver and as
required in the CLA.C. formula, tariff Section 12.1, credit for an equivalent overhead system
designed at the current hardened (i.e. extreme wind) standard. Further the cost assumes the
following:

¢ Rapid trench construction

¢ All work will be performed during the daylight hours, Monday through Friday, 8 AM. to 5
P.M.. Any after hours work, e.g. disconnect / reconnect service appointments, would be an
additional expense for the Town.

This binding cost estimate is valid for 180 days and a response must be received within that
timeframe. Should you agree to move forward with the project, please sign and retum the enclosed
documents. Once we receive the acceptance package (e.g. partially executed documents and
C.LA.C. payment), we will commence the construction process (i.e. initiate bid requests and material
purchasing). Any deposits that you have already paid will be applied towards the C.LA.C. and you
must pay the remaining difference of £5,554,822.00 before we begin construction. Failure to execute
the applicable Agreement and pay the C.LA.C. specified in the Agreement within the 180 day time
limit, or termination of the Agreement, shall result in the expiration of the binding cost estimate.
However, if you choose to cancel your request or not respond in time, your engineering deposit will
not be returned and the estimate will be withdrawn. m\)
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Page 99



Page 2

This estimate only includes the charges to be paid to FPL. There are additional costs which are the
customer’s responsibility and should also be considered. These potential costs include:

® Site restoration (sod, landscaping, pavement, sidewalks, etc).

® Rearrangement of customer electric service entrances (requires electrician) from overhead to
underground. Also, additional customer expense if local inspecting authorities require
customer wiring to be brought up to current codes.

¢ Removal and burial of other utilities (e.g. telecom, CATYV, etc.).

* Any project scope changes that modify the enclosed drawings.

& Acquiring, describing, securing and recording of easements for underground facilities.

We look forward to working with you and your staff as this project progresses. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 561-845-4624.

(4t

John C. Lehr, Jr.

Project Manager — Underground
Distribution

FPL

Sincerely,

Attachments
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Fourth Revised Sheet No. 6.300
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Cancels Third Revised Sheet No. 6.300

INSTALLATION OF UNBERGROUND ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES
FOR THE CONVERSION OF OVERHEAD ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES

SECTION 12.1 BEFINITIONS

M-Ampummpmﬁmmemhympsbkofmplyingwiﬂnmequﬂmofmbaﬁﬂ'ﬂmImsmawﬁnenreqm
for underground electric distribution facilities in accordance with this tariff,

CONVERSION - Any installation of underground electric distribution fucilities where the underground facilities will be substituted for

AC) — The CIAC to be paid by an Applicant under this tariff section shall be the

The estimated cost to install the requested underground facilities;
The estimated cost to remove the existing overhead facilities;
The net book value of the existing overkead facilites;
The estimated cost that would be incurred to install new overhead facilities, in licu of underground, to replece the
existing overhead facilities (the “Hypothetical Overhead Facilities™);
The estimated salvage value of the existing overhead facilities to be removed;
The 30-year net present value of the estimeted non-storm underground v. overhead operational costs differential,
which is set at $0 (zero) per pole-line mile of the existing overhead facilities;
The 30-year net present value of the estimated average Avoided Storm Restoration Costs (“ASRC™) calculsted asa
percentage of the sum of lines 1) through 6). Simplified eligibility criteria for each ASRC Tier are summarized
below. Applicants must enter into an Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement with the Company
which provides full details on temms, conditions and compliance requirements.
Tier  Percentage Pole-Line Miles Cnstomer Conversions
1* 25% 3 ormore 160%6 3 phases
2 10% o3 100% 3 phases
3 5% <l nfa n/a

* The GAF Waiver will apply in lieu of Tier | ASRC for eligible conversions by Local Govemment Applicants.

OAF Waiver

For Applicants entering into an Underground Fecilities Conversion Agreement — Governmental Adjustment Fector Waiver with

the Company, the otherwise applicable CIAC amount, as calculated above, shall be reduced by the GAF Waiver. The amount of

the GAF Waiver shall be calculated as follows:

GAF Waiver=

25% x the otherwise applicable CIAC;
+  75%xthe ASRC (avoids double-counting the ASRC cmbedded in the otherwise applicable CIAC.)

If the Applicant clects to construct and install all or part of the underground fecilities, then for purposes of calculating the ASRC

or the GAF Waiver amount oaly, the otherwise applicable CIAC shall be adjusted to add FPL's estimated cost for the Applicant-

performed work. In eddition, the Direct Engineering, Supervisian, and Support (DESS) costs associated with this Applicant-

performed work will be reduced by 20% from the amount that would have applied if FPL performed this work.
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - Electric service facilities consisting of primary and secondary conductors, service drops, service laterals,
conduits, transformers and necessary sccessories and appurtenances for the fumishing of electric power at utilization voltage.

- The cntire length of conductors between the distribution source, including any conduit and or risers at a pole or
other structure or from transformers, from which only one point of service will result, and the first point of connection to the service
entrance conductors at a weatherhead, in a terminal, or meter box outside the building wall; the terminal or mater box; and the meter,

(Continued on Sheet No. 6.301)
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Original Sheet No. 6.301
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY >

(Cantinued from Sheet No. 6.300)
SECTION 122 GENERAL

Applicati
This tasiff section applies to all requests for underground electric distribution facilities where the facilities requested will be
substituted for existing overhead electric distribution fucilities. Any person, corporation, or entity capable of complying with the
requirements of this tariff may submit a request as follows. Requests shall be in writing and must specify in detail the overhead
electric distribution fecilities to be converted or the area to be served by underground electric distribution facilities in lieu of
presently existing overhead efectric distribution ficilities serving said area. Upon receipt of a written request, FPL will determine
the feasibility of converting the existing facilities, any necessary revisions to this written request, and the non-refindable deposit
amount pecessary to secure a binding cost estimate end notify the applicant of said amount.

a-OIITIUITC LA

Upon the payment ron-refundsble deposit by an Applicant, FPL shall prepare a binding cost estimate specifying the
contribution in aid of construction (CIAC) required for the installstion of the requested underground distribution fecilities, where
the installation of such facilities is feasible, and provide said estimate to the Applicant upon completion of the estimate along with
either an Underground Fecilities Conversion Agreement or an Underground Facilities Canversion Agreement - Governmental
Adjusiment Factor Waiver. The CIAC amount to be collected pursuznt to a binding cost estimate from an Applicant shall not be
increased by more than 10 percent of the binding cost estimate to account for actual costs incurred in excess of the binding cost
estimate. However, the CIAC may be subject to increase or refund if the project scope is enlarged or reduced at the request of the
Applicant, or the CIAC is found to have a material emror prior to the commencement of construction. The binding cost estimate
provided to an Applicant shall be considered expired if the Applicant does not enter into either an Underground Fecilities
Conversion Agreement or an Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement - Governmental Adjustment Fector Waiver and pay
the CIAC amount specified for the installation of the requested underground electric distribution facilities within 180 days of
delivery of the binding cost estimate to the Applicant by FPL.

(Continued on Sheet No. 6310)

Pm‘% Director, Rates and Tariffs
4,2006
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Third Revised Sheet No. 6.310
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Cancels Second Revised Sheet No. 6.310

(Continued from Sheet No. 6.301)

°

le
mmedm&ammmmmwad&whﬁdmblehmmdm
distrtbuﬁoamshllbedemhwdbyuﬂﬁpmﬂwnmbuofmﬁuefeaofmgwmwkﬁmhﬁm
facilities to be converted by $1.20. The deposit must be paid to FPL to initiate the estimating process, The deposit will not be
teﬁmﬁnble,hcwm,itwillbeappﬁedhawm!uﬂaﬁmomxemcwfordxeinmllaﬁonofmdagrmddisuihuﬁm
facilittes. quoﬁmdmepmﬁmofaﬁnﬁngmmmapmﬁﬁmmmmofém«m
Mmmdeﬂﬁs%vmimAmmmUﬁummﬁFnﬂmsmwoﬁwmw
Adjustruent Factor Waiver. If the request for underground electric distribution ficilities invelves the conversion of tess than
zsomlhwfeuofadsﬁngovahmdﬁciﬁﬁﬁ,ﬂmmdeposhwﬂlbemﬁmdforabindhgcoaestimae,pmvided.
however.ﬂmdloﬂmrequh'emansofﬂﬁmriﬂ'slmllsﬁllm!y.

Amwmwwﬁmwmmmmamngmaﬁm&ﬁwofdmga The non-binding cost estimate shall
ummofmmwmmmmmmmwmrmmammm
NdﬁmendamFaﬁﬁﬁsCmvmwmen&mmdFadﬁﬁsCemmwumm-
Governmental Adjustment Factor Waiver may be executed on the basis of a non-binding cost estimate.

Any Applicant seeking the instellation of underground distribution facilities pursuant to a written request hereunder shall
mdthu-ﬂteUndugmmdFadlﬁesCmvasimAmemsafathinﬁtismﬁﬁ'm&eal{o.amm;ifappﬁdsle, the
UWMMMW-WMM?M:WM&ME%W&MN&
9.725. mwwmummmmcwdwmwmmmomemmm
binding cost estimate to the Applicant. Feilure to execute the applicable Agreement and pay the CIAC specified in the
Amwhﬁxhl%dqﬁm&d&w&mﬁﬁondﬂw%a&dﬂlmﬂhﬁemdmmm
estimate. wmmmwmmmﬂnmoﬁwwmmmw
a new binding cost estimate. For good cause FPL may extend the 180 day time limit. Upan execution of either the
wmmwmAmawumﬂmeswmw-w.
M}MFM\VMWEﬁﬁlofmemcwdh!hebindbgm&hme,aﬁemnﬁ'mwhhﬂu
m&mmofﬂ&miﬁﬂbdmllmwmthefmﬂiﬁsidaﬁﬁedinat&nﬂym. However, new service
extensions, maintenance and reliability projects, and service restorations shall take precedence over facilities conversions.

LRELLeeA] N ISCCS
Beft any project to provide underground electric distribution fecilities pursuant to either an Underground
PmMthmmMUnWMIMWWoWMAﬁMFM
Waiver the Applicant shall have executed agreements with all affected pole licensees (e.g. telephone, cable TV, etc.) for the
shﬂmmveﬁmofﬁmwhﬁmns’ﬁﬁﬁﬁwmdmﬁde%w&hmmmmpyofﬂst) Such
agreements shall specifically acknowledge that the affected pole licensees will coordinate their conversion with FPL and other
licensees in a timely manner so as to not create unnecessary delays. Failure to present FPL with executed copies of any
myamumwhbaﬁ'eaedpolelicamesw&hinl%daysaﬁeddhuyofﬂwbﬁﬁlgmmtoﬂtemw
shalltesulthﬂwmﬁaﬁonofmebhﬁngmmmmmofwcmcmmwmimﬁmofwUndagmmd
FWMAM@WFMMMAm-WMWFMWM
entered into between the Applicant and FPL.

Easements
wmmmmmofmmmmmwmdmwm&mmmmmmuww
mmmwwmwpwmmw-wmmmm
wm,mwmmmmmmmmmmmmmwmowm@mmm
mmmwmmmmdm@mmsmbme
accommodate the requested underground fecilities atong with an opinion of title that the easements are valid. Failure to
provide the easements in the manner set forth ebove within 180 days after the delivery of the binding cost estimate to the
App!iwnsimnmﬂtinﬁwwﬁﬁmotﬂnbﬁdﬁngmeﬂhmﬁwmnofmymeﬁd.mddwmﬁnﬁmofw
WmewwumFm&nmﬁmAmamﬁmmMm
Factor Weiver entered into between the Applicant and FPL.

(Continued on Sheet No. 6.320)
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Third Revised Sheet No. 6320
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY mwws&wﬁm

(Continued from Sheet No. 6.310)

1228 Affected Customer Seyvices
‘l‘heApplim.sha{l&mbfwmmmdmmwmdﬁwﬁmmﬂwwﬁw&ﬁmaofmaﬁm
bymecnnmmoﬂ-:l‘Ldmihnion fecilities which are made necessary' as a result of the conversion. The Applicent shall be
WRefwmmgﬂwmvaﬁmdMWWmm&dMswmmmmw

a) any necessary rearranging of the customer’s existing electric service entrance facilities to accommodate an underground service
wa?lﬂqwghmemofalimwmlmm&hmmwimmlmmmmm
b) mh ::lmslalll-?
a suil trench, i L provided conduit according to FPL specifications to a point designated by FPL, and perform
the backfilling and any landscape, pavement or other similar repairs

FPL shall be responsible for the installation of the service lateral cable, the cost of which shall be included in the Applicant's
binding cost estimate. In the event a customer does not allow the Applicant to convert the customer’s affected overhead
sexvices, or the Applicant fails to comply with the ebove requirements in a timely manner consistent with FPL's conversicn
construction schedule, then the Applicant shall pay FPL, in addition to the CIAC specified in the binding cost estimate, the
costs associated with maintaining service to said customer through an overhead service drop. The cost for maintsining an
overhead service drop from an underground system shall be: '

a) the sum of $789 for residential dwellings containing less than five individual units; or,
b) theestimeted cost to maintain service for residential dwellings containing five or more individual units,

For existing residential underground service laterals affected by a conversion the Applicant shall be responsible for the
trenching, backfilling and any landscape, pavement or other similar repairs and installation of FPL provided conduit,
accarding to FPL specifications, necessary to bring existing underground service laterals of affected customers to an
FPL designated handhole or transformer. FPL will install the necessary cable, the cost of which shall be included in the
binding cost estimate. However, in the event that a customer owned service lateral fails on connection to the
underground distribution system the customer will be responsible for the replecement of their service lateral or
compliance with section 10.5 of FPL's tariff.

The Applicant’s responsibilities for modifications to the service facilities of non-residential customers affected by the
conversion of FPL distribution fucilities which are made necessary as a result of the conversicn will be specified in an
attechment to any Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement or Underground Fecilities Conversion Agreement -
Govemnmental Adjustment Fector Waiver.

Othier T 1 Condi
Through the execution of either the Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement set forth in this tariff at Sheet No.
9.720 or the Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement - Governmental Adjustment Pactor Waiver set forth in this tariff at
Sheet No. 9.725 the Applicant agrees to the following:

a) The Applicant shall be responsible for all restoration of, repair of, cr compensation for, property affected,
demaged, or destroyed, to accommodate the installation of underground distribution ficilities and the removal of
FPL's overhead distribution fecilities;

subject to section 2.7 Indemnity to Company, or section 271 Indemnity to Company — Govemmental, FPL’s
General Rules and Regulations, the Applicant shall indemnify FPL from any claim, suit, or other proceeding,
which seeks the restoration of, or repair of, or compensation for, property affected, damaged, or destroyed, to
remove existing facilities or to eccommodate the installation of underground distribution fecilities arising from or
brought as a result of the instailation of underground distribution fecilities;

the Applicant shall clear easements provided to FPL of trees, tree stumps and other cbstructions that conflict with
construction or installation of underground distribution facilities in a timely manner consistent with FPL's
construction schedule.

(Continued on Sheet No. 6.330)
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Second Revised Sheet No. 6.330 @@)
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY . Cancels First Revised Sheet No. 6.330

(Continued from Sheet No. 6.320)

122.10 Type of System Provided
An underground distribution system will be provided in accordance with FPL's cumrent design and construction

standards,

Desi 10 b
FPL will design, install, own, and maintain the electric distribution facilities up to the designated point of delivery
except as otherwise noted. The Applicant may, subject to a contractual agreement with FPL, construct and install all or
a portion of the underground distribution facilities provided that:

a) such work meets FPL's construction standards;
FPL will own and maintain the completed distribution fucilities;

the construction and installation of underground distributicn facilities by the Applicant is not expected to cause the
general body of ratepayers to incur greater costs;

the Applicant agrees to pay FPL's current applicable hourly rate for engineering personnel for all time spent for (i)
MW&WMAmﬁmsmmm@Mwhgmmes)Mm
eiﬂwrmbydwwmwmonlyﬂvspmﬁmof&wwmkmmmuﬁedbyFPLmreﬂeuboﬂl
the Applicant’s and FPL's portions of the work for the purpose of a GAF Waiver calculation pursuant to an
Underground Facilities Conversion Agreement — Govemmental Adjustment Factor Waiver; and

¢) the Applicant agrees to rectify any deficiencies found by FPL prior to the connection of any Customers to the
underground electric distribution system and the removal of the overhead electric distribution fiscilities.

Reloeation

Whaemdemnmddecﬁcﬁdﬁﬁesmtequﬂedaspaﬂoﬁorforﬂzspmposeoﬁte!oeaﬁon,ﬁwmximmofdﬁs
tariff shall apply. As applicable, the Underground Fecilities Conversion Agreement or the Underground Facilities
Coaversion Agreement - Govemmmental Adjustment Factor Waiver shall be executed as an addendum to the refocation
agreement between FPL and the Applicant. In the event of any conflict between the relocation agreement and this tariff,
the tariff shall contro). Furthermore, where the regulations of the Federal or State Department of Transportation (DOT)
prevent pre-payment of deposits and other conversion costs, the Federal or State DOT may pay the CIAC after the work

has been performed.

5 et 8, Director, Rates and Tariffs



Eighth Revised Sheet No. 9.725
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Cancels Seventh Revised Sheet No. 9.725

UNDERGROUND FACILITIES CONVERSION AGREEMENT -
GOVERNMENTAL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR WAIVER

This Agreement is mede and estered into this day of . 20__, by and between
TOWN OF SURFSIDE (“Local Government Applicant”), a Florida mmicipal corporation or county with an address of 9293 f.
Harding Ave., Surfside, FL 33154 and FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY (“FPL"), a Florida corporation with an
address of P.0. Box 14000, 700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408-0429. . ?

WHEREAS, the Local Government Applicant has requested that FPL convert certain overhead electric distribution fucilities f§
located within the following boundaries (the “Conversion™):
__the Entire Town west of Collins Ave. (collectively, the “Existing Overhead Facilities”, WR # -4269751, 4269743, -4269734) [
to underground facilities, including transformers, switch cabinets and other appurtenant ficilities installed above ground as set [
forthmAﬂachmentAhereof(coﬂechvely,ﬂxe“UndetgmmdFacﬂmw WR # 4269737, -4269749, -4269755, See the atteched
dmwmg).
NOWTHEREFORE,mcons:dmanofﬂ:efongohgptmissmdthewvenmandamsetfmﬂlhaeh,mdmha
mdamm&emﬁmqofwhchkhmbymwldgeimemmﬁngwbeh@nthhaebymmd
agree as follows:

1. Governmeatal Adjustment Factor Waiver (“GAF Waiver”) Eligibility Criteria. The Local Government Applicant §
represents and warrants that it meets the following eligibility criteria for the Conversion: :
a . In order for the Conversion to incorporate a sufficient amount of overbead facilittes to provide electrical §
continuity, the Conversion must include a minimum of approximately 3 pole line miles or approximately 200 §
detached dwelling units within contiguous or closely proximate geographic areas (the “Conversion Area™). The §
Conversion may be completed in mutually agreed upon phases, with the project size mininums applying to the §
aggregate project — provided that any necessary subsequent phase begins within a 1 year period from |
completion of the prior phase and the minimums are met within, at most, 3 phases; and f

b. The Local Government Applicant must require all customers within the Conversion Area who currently bave [
overhead service directly from the Existing Overkead Facilities to convert their service emtrances to
mdmmdwnhm6mon&sofcumgknmof&eUndaymdFacmu&smmlhnmmead1phmeMﬁ

c mmmmumm&mm&kwmanwofwmwowm '
FPL if the Local Government Applicant requests that facilities be placed in the ROW; and . .

d.  For any affected laterals, the complete Iateral must be converted, including all stages of any multi-stage lateral; E
and

The Local Government Applicant must demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of FPL that the sum of the §
GAF Waiver credit plus any federal or state fimds that the Local Government Applicant is able to use to support H
the Conversion does not exceed the otherwise applicable CIAC as calculated before application of the GAF
Waiver, :
Special Circumstances. Conversions which do not meet the project size minimums described in section 1.2 are §
ehg:bh&rtheGAFWmm&efoﬂowmgspwﬂmm '
i  100% of the Existing Overhead Facilities within the Local Govermment Applicant’s corporate limits §
are to be converted, but are less than the pole line mileage or dwelling unit mifimums; or
fi. A single lateral that serves at least one Critical Infrastructure Facility as determined by the
appropriate local agency with the mitual agreement of FPL; or ;
iii.  Anistmd or peninsula where 100% of the Existing Overhead Facilities are to be convested; or

(Cozm'mxed on Skeet No. 9.726)
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Fifth Revised Sheet No. 9.726

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Cancels Fourth Revised Shieet No. 9.726

(Continved from Sheet No. 9.725)

iv. Whentheaggtegatesimoftheﬁrsﬁphasasofapmjeetwouldmﬁsﬁr&eminﬁnmnsfmaimiabm,'

for mutually engineering or logistical reasons, those phases are non-contiguous; provided that

(2) the pext (4%) phase must be adjacent to one or more of the first 3 phases such that the combined §

cantiguous area mets the minimum size crteris, and (b) this 4% phase begins within 1 year from §

completion of the 3% phase. '

2. Contribution-in-Aid-of-Construction (CIAC). The Local Government Applicant shall pay FPL a CIAC es:-§
mquiredbyFPL'sElecu'icTaﬁﬁandSec&onM.llSoftheFloﬁdaAdmﬁsuaﬁveCodewﬂhﬂerﬁmﬁse.
Applicable CIAC amount reduced by the GAF Waiver,  * i

L Otherwise Applicable CIAC $_ 7,486,221
ii. GAF Waiver $ 1,871,555
iil. CIACDue 55614666 __ (FPL performs ALL YIG work)

InmeevantheacmalccstofmeConversionmwdstheeetimte,d:eOﬂ:awiseApplimbleCIACsba!lbe
adjmdhythsleserof(a)thediﬁ'amcebawemtheacmlcostofﬁeConvasionandtheesﬁmaﬁe,or(b)lo%
of the Otherwise Applicable CIAC identified above. The GAF Waiver shall also be adjusted accordingly and the §-
Local Government Applicant shall pay FPL the resulting difference in the amount of the CIAC Dre.

3. Applicant-Installed Facilities. The Local Government Applicant may, upon entering into an applicant- §
hmanedﬁdﬁﬁmageementnﬁsﬁmwaPmeamdhmnaumaporﬁonofﬁeUndﬂmmd
Facilities. Such work must meet FPL's construction standards and FPL will own and maintain the completed #
facilities. mMGwemmAmﬁmamwwmcﬁfym&ﬁcm&mdwwLpﬁwmme .
cnnnectionofanycustomasto&eUndmmdFacﬂiﬁsmd&emmovalof&eBﬁﬂingOvmdFaciﬁﬁ& :

4. Compliance with Tariff. TheLocalGovmanAppﬁcamamwwmplywhhmdabidebyﬂgemqnmm
terms, and conditions of FPL's Electric Tariff, E

5. Timing of Conversion. Upon complizuce by the Local Government Applicant with the requiremments, ters, and |
mdiﬁomofFPL%EleﬁichﬁﬁisAmmmdmyoﬁaappﬁmbleagrmm,mwmpromdina
meﬂh&e%vuﬁonhmmwhhmmnmmdqmﬁwﬁmmmm :
Attachment A hereof.

Relocation. In the event that the Underground Facilities are part of or are for the purposes of, relocation, then this :
Ammumwmmmemmmmmmmmeomwm .
h&ewemofmyconﬂiabemeenmemhmﬁmagwmmtmdmismemwmemuﬁcTﬁﬁ&k'
Agreement and the Electric Tariff shall control. y

7. . Term. mwwmmeﬁaﬁrmmwﬂLw'mﬂmmmmmmw E.
Underground Facilities. '

GAF Waiver Repayment. H&eLoedemmemAppﬁmtdoesnoimﬁsfymembvmeﬁgibﬂitymm .
InealGovemmentApplicmtshallrepaytheGAFWaive:wi&hBOdaysofwriﬁeunoﬁceﬁoml’!’l.ofmch
failure. Additionally, ifatmypohnwithiu”yemsofmpleﬁmoﬂheUgdayumdFmﬂiﬁshmﬂaﬁm,the ’
wemmwamwmmmmmmmmﬁwwam .
o&ﬂ&mFPLﬁenglGovmmAppﬁmMmpayFPLammashmeof&eGAFWaiva. The pro- §
rata share (which shall reflect partial years) shall be determined as follows: . E

) GAFW&ivu‘[GO-ywsshcetheIhd&rgrmmdF&cﬂiﬁwcomplaﬁmdam)/w],

(Continued on Sheet No. 9.727)
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(Continued from Sheet No. 9.726)

9. Termination Prior to the Conversion Completion. Failure by the Local Government Applicant to comply with §
anyoftl;e requirements, terms, or conditions ofthisAgreanentorFPL’sElecu-icTatiﬁ'shanr&ldtintetmhaﬁonof :

Conversion and the CIAC paid by the Local Government Applicant will be refinded to the’ Local Government |
Applicant; provided however, that the refind of the CIAC shall be offset by any costs incurred by FPL in performing §
under the Agreement up to the date of termination. .

10. Assignment. The Local Government Applicant shall not assign this Agreement without the written consent d‘ FPL.

11. Adoption and Recording. This Agreement shall be adopted by the Local Government Applicant and maintained in §
the official records of the Local Government Applicant for the duration of the term of this Agreement This ;
AgreementalsoshallbelecordedintheOﬁcialRecordsofﬂxeCotmtyinwhichtheUnderyomdPacﬂiﬁsm .
lomd,hﬂxeplaceandhthemanna'hwhichdwdsmtypicanyrecorded

12. Conflict between Terms of Franchise Agreement. In the event of a conflict between the terms of this Agreement '
andanypennitorﬁ'mchiseagreemeutteredintobyLoeal Government Applicant and FPL, the terms-of this ‘
Agreement shall control. ) :

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, FPL and the Local Government Applicant bave executed this Agreement on the date first set
forth above. .

TOWN OF SURFSIDE ) FPL

Signed Signed

Name Name

Approved as to Terms and Conditions

Signed

Name

Title

- Approved as to Form and Legal Sufficiency
Signed

B, Director, Rates and Tariffs

e



Overhead to Underground Conversion - Customer Cost Sheet

Project: Surfside - Overall

FPL performs all work
Underground Cast

New UG Installaiion (+)

Equivelent OH Insizllation (-)

Existing Overhead Cost
OH Removal Cost & Make raady (+
Existing OH Vaiue {+)
Operational Costs Differential {+)
Saivage Vaiue (-)
Subtotal*
GAF

Date Estimate Provided to Customer: September 27, 2012

38,586,634 Cost for FPL to instzll new underground fzciiiiies
($2,938,027) Cost to install an overhead system at currant hardzning standards

51,330,408 Cesi for FPL {o remove existing overhead fzciiities
3107,115 Net Book Value of existing OH faciiitiss to be removed
20 30-year Net prasent vajue of the est. orerzationzl OH / UG Diff. cost
30 Credii for re-usable items
57,486,221 Total customer contribution as specified in Tarf 12.2.3

($1,871,555)

CIAC
Engineering Depasii {-)

55,6'4,866
(559,844)

Engineering depesit previously collscted

Net Due FPL

Total custorner contribution owed

$5,554,822

Cost Breakdowns for Customer Contributions

Direct Engineering,

Total Labor/Vehicle Material Supervision, and Support

New UG Facilities (+) 38,986,634 53,267,301 53,894,695 51,824,638
Credit for equivalznt OH (-) (52,538,027) (51,124,882) (51,308,184) (S504,951)
OH Removal Cost & Make ready (+ 31,330,488 31,081,613 $40,512 $208,374

Total 57,379,106 $3,224,032 $2,627,013 $1,528,061
Net Book Value (+) 51071158
Cperational Costs Diffarential (+) S0
Salvage Vaiue (-) 30

Subtotal* 57,486,221
GAF ($1,871,585)
CIAC $5,614,666
Engineering Deposit {-) (358, 844) Enginearing deposit praviously coliected

Net Due FPL

$5,554,822

Major Material Breakdown

Quantity ltem
257,685 Primary UG Cable (feet)
ksl 24 UG Switch Cabinet (VISTA)
307 UG Transiormer (sach)
22 Soplice box for UG fa=der {each)
114,622 OH Primary Conducicr {fest)
_J BTG 470 Folas (each)
278 QH Transformer (gz2ch)
' 1,180 Primary UG Cable (izet)
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Attachment @2n

TO: Nir. Roger Cariton
FROM: Ms. Ana F. Iglesias

RE: Undergrounding Utilities
DATE: March 9, 2012

|. UNDERGROUNDING UTILITIES
A) Introduction

A public utility, as defined in the Florida Statutes, is every person, corporation, or
association that supplies electricity or gas to or for the public within the state.! Public utilities
have the duty to furnish sufficient and efficient service to each person that applies to receive
electricity or gas.? The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) is the entity that protects
Florida’s consumers, and has the authority, power, and duty to regulate all public utilities that
supply essential services, i.e., electric, water, natural gas, telephone, and wastewater.® This
entity regulates the rates utilities charge for services while monitoring the safety of the
services provided, and ensures that utilities comply with the FPSC"s requirements.*

As expressed in the Florida Statutes, all rates demanded or received by any public
utility for any service rendered or to be rendered by it, and each rule and regulation shall be
fair and reasonable.’ Most importantly, no preferences may be granted to any person or
locality. The Florida Legislature has declared that it is critical to utilize the most efficient and
cost-effective demand-side renewable energy systems and conservation systems in order to

protect the health and general welfare of the state and its citizens.® It further declares that

! See §366.02, Florida Statutes, defining a public utility. Gas can be natural, manufactured, or a similar gaseous substance.
2 See §366.03, Florida Statutes, all rates and charges made, demanded, or received by any public utility must be reasonable.
3 See Florida Public Service Commission website, httn://www.psc.state fl.us.

* See §366.04, Florida Statutes, for further details regarding the Florida Public Service Commission’s jurisdiction.

* No public utility shall be required to furnish electricity or gas for resale. Except that a public utility may be required to
furnish gas for containerized resale.

® See £366.81, Florida Statutes, for more information regarding the Legislature’s intent with regards to public utilities.

phgae 3284
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the FPSC is the appropriate agency to adopt goals and approve plans related to the
promotion of demand-side renewable energy systems and the conservation of electric energy
and natural gas usage.

After introducing the functions of the FPSC, this brief analysis will discuss the MGRUF
tariff, the “Coastal Barriers Infrastructure Finance Act” that will take effect on July 1, 2012,
and the steps required to establish a successful Infrastructure-Financing District.”

B) Florida Public Service Commission

As | mentioned previously, the FPSC's main function is to regulate and supervise all
public utilities. Consequently, the FPSC has the duty to examine and test all meters that are
used for measuring any product or service of a public utility.® Additionally, the FPSC
approves agreements between electric cooperatives, resolves territorial disputes among
municipal electric utilities, and prescribes uniform systems of accounts or a rate structure for
all electric utilities. The FPSC is also responsible for establishing reasonable fees to be paid
by each user or consumer, for the purpose of testing meters.

Users or consumers can choose to have their meters tested upon payment of the fees
fixed by the commission. Standard meésuring instruments may be purchased to carry on the
testing at the request of the users or consumers. Should any public utility violate any of the
FPSC's rules or orders, the violation will constitute irreparable harm. When violations occur,
the FPSC is authorized to seek relief in circuit court including temporary and permanent
injunctions, restraining orders, or any other appropriate order.? The FPSC's jurisdiction is
superior to that of all municipalities, towns, counties, or agencies. During conflicts, the rules,

regulations, and lawful acts of the FPSC will prevail in each instance.

7 Florida's statutory laws and codes were consulted while writing this analysis.
8 , See §366.05, Florida Statutes,
® The remedies mentioned are in addition to any other remedies available for enforcement of agency action under statute

120.69, or the pmvns:ons of chapter 355 of the Florida Statutes.
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C) Strengthening Florida’s Infrastructure

The coasts of the State of Florida have been severely impacted in the recent past.
Because of that, it has been argued that Florida's electrical infrastructure must be
strengthened. Recently, there has been a growing trend towards undergrounding utilities.
Many have disputed that converting utilities is a better alternative to protecting utilities from
rain and wind-storm damaée. However, the question of whether utilities should be converted
from overhead to underground has sparked a lot of controversy. The trend towards
undergrounding utilities has led to an increase in research efforts aimed at analyzing both the
advantages and disadvantages of converting the utilities to the underground. Some of the
considerations that must be analyzed are the high costs in converting utilities, and the time
required to accomplish the undergrounding.

Several cities in Florida have been studying the cost, need, and benefits of
undergrounding utilities in areas that have the greatest risk of service interruption and
property damage from hurricanes, or similar natural disasters. Some cities have gone as far
as forming a committee specifically dedicated to analyzing, planning and implementing the
conversion of utilities from overhead to underground.'

While some advantages of placing utilites in the underground include: aesthetic
appeal (due to fack of utility poles), potential impact on property values, and protection from
hurricane damage, the major disadvantages include: costs of conversion, corrosion, pipe
bursting, flood damage, water intrusion, and costly or time consuming service repairs post-
hurricanes. Maintaining and repairing overhead utilities is not always the cheaper alternative

because it is burdensome and expensive to repair or support aerial utilities as well.

" In Amelia City, an Underground Committee was formed in 2005. In a report presented during November 2011, the UC
recommended a plan to underground all utilities by 2020. The report further stated that the costs of undergrounding utilities
should be “bomne by the utility provider, and recovered if needed through rate changes affecting all customers.” Estimated
extra costs per home for undergrounding utilities are $850 for putting new underground, and $250 for replacements

pEgaaaso6 3
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Although many argue that underground utilities face as many outages as overhead
utilities, one of the primary benefits of placing new or existing lines underground is that it
reduces the frequency of outages caused by storms or hurricanes. [t also reduces the risk of
the public coming in contact with live wires. On the other hand, undergrounding existing
overhead utilities is very expensive. Moreover, repairing underground lines is more difficult
than overhead lines because the underground damage may be difficult to locate. Overhead
systems suffer outages when trees or debris biow into lines, and underground systems risk
outages when tree-root systems uproot cables each time trees topple above ground from
excessive wind, rain, or storm surges. Nonetheless, several municipalities require that new
distribution systems be underground. The FPSC and the Florida Legislature both

recommend undergrounding existing utilities, especially in areas located close to the coast.

D) MGRUF: Mechanism for Governmental Recovery of Underground Fees
1) MGRUF Tariff

The MGRUF tariff is an optional mechanism offered by FPL to municipalities or
counties in Florida that possess tax assessment authority.! This mechanism allows local
governments to apply for this particular tariff and enter into the Underground Capital Cost
Recovery Contract with FPL.'> The main advantage of this tariff is that it allows for the
recovery of certain costs paid by or due from the local government to FPL in connection with
the conversion of utilittes from overhead to underground service. The Underground Capital
Cost Recovery Contract must be approved by the FPSC, and must state the specific terms

and conditions for underground cost recovery.

" FPL (Florida Power & Light Company) has implemented the MGRUF tariff as a mechanism for the government to
recover undergrounding fees. Please visit FPL's website to see the specific rules and regulations that apply to FPL's
MGRUF tariff. It should be noted that those rules and regulations are supplementary to the regulations governing services
biy utilities issued by the Florida Public Service Commission.

' See Section 14.0, Florida Power & Light Company website, http://www.fpl.com/rates/ndflelectric_tariff section§.pdf.
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An Underground Assessment Area (UAA) is a defined geographic area with set
boundaries. Any lecal government interested in contracting with FPL will be required to
establish an UAA.® Customers located within these boundaries will benefit from the
underground conversion project. After an UAA has been successfully established, a
governmental undergrounding fee will be added to the bills of those customers located within
the boundaries of the UAA.

2) Target Annual Payment & Actual Annual Payment

The govermmental undergrounding fee serves as a recovery mechanism for local
govemnments interested in converting their overhead utilities. All customers located within the
UAA will receive a monthly governmental undergrounding fee which will be billed by FPL
directly to them.'* That undergrounding fee is intended to produce a Target Annual Payment
to the local govemment. The formula employed to calculate the Target Annual Payment is:
[(FC + GC + BC) x i, divided by 1 — (1/(1+)")]. In other words, FPL multiplies the sum of a:
(a) Facility Charge, (b) Governmental Cost, and (c) Biling Charge by the interest rate on the
bonds or other financial instruments used by the local government to finance (a), (b), and (c).
The formula then requires the previously calculated amount to be divided by 1 ~ (1/(1+)").

The total result obtained with that formula helps FPL to evaluate an amount to be
recovered through the governmental undergrounding fee which is added to the bills of all
customers located within the specific UAA. The ‘facility charge’ includes all amounts payable
to FPL in connection with the conversion of the utilities. The ‘governmental cost’ consists of

all costs related to the undergrounding project, as well as the total cost charged by electrical

B /d, An UAA may consist of all or any contiguous portion of the area within the local govemment's corporate limits, and
may overlap all or portions of other UA areas that have previcusly been established by the local government.

1 This fee is assessed as a percent of total electric revenues, and will be subject to the terms of the applicable Underground
Capital Cost Recovery Contract.

® The letter “n” is equal to the number of years over which (a), (b) and (c) are to be recovered by the local government, and
this shall not exceed a maximum of twenty (20) years.

° The letter “n™ is equal to the number of years over which (a), (b) and (c) are to be recovered by the local government, and
this shall not imum of twenty (20) years.
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contractors hired by the local govemment to convert facilities to receive underground service.
Finally, the ‘billing charge’is equal to $50,000 or 10% of the facility charge, whichever is less.

This fee must not exceed the lesser of (1) 15% of the customer's total net electric
charges, or (2) a maximum monthly amount of $30 for each residential customer and $50 for
every 5,000 kWh of consumption for each non-residential customer. It is important to note
that only those amounts that have been actually collscted through the govemmental
undergrounding fee will be remitted by FPL to the local government. The amount that is
remitted to the local government is referred to as the Actual Annual Payment, and is sent
within sixty (60) calendar days following the conclusion of each calendar year.'®

3) Notice and Public Records

A notice must be mailed by the local government to all customers located within the
proposed UAA region.’® Such notice shall state the intention to recover the cost of the
underground conversion project through a govermnmental undergrounding fee on each
customer’s electric bill. Customers must receive this notice at least ninety (80) days before
the execution of the Underground Capital Cost Recovery Contract pursuant to the MGRUF
tariff. Additionally, once the governmental undergrounding fee is approved by the local
government, notice must be filed in the public records. !’
E) “Coastal Barriers Infrastructure Finance Act”

This Act will take effect on July 1, 2012, and will allow registered electors of a coastal
barrier region to create a financing district to plan and pay for the construction of underground

utilities — by means of a petition followed by a referendum.’® Once this Act becomes

18 See FPL website for further terms and conditions regarding the Actual Annual Payment.

' Local governments are required to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws when establishing an UAA,
and imposing the governmental undergrounding fee.

V7 See FPL website for a list of instances when FPL may withhold the application of the MGRUF tariff. Some of this
include: in instances when FPL estimates that the Annual Target Payment would exceed 15% of the net electric charge
from customers within the UAA, or if the local government does not comply with the terms and conditions of this tariff.

'See The Florida Senate wgebsite. http://fisenate gov/Session/Bill/2012/0466/Bill Text/c1/HTML.
PE@&%1§9 6
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effective, chapter 163 of the Florida Statutes will provide the governance for the
establishment, operation, and regulation of these intergovernmental programs.

The authority controlling the financing district will be the local govemning body of such
designated region. The governing authority shall be vested with certain important powers,
such as the power to invest and borrow money. Proceeds are intended to be generated
through a tax increment, which will be held by a local trust fund. Some exemptions from the
tax do exist and will be detailed below.

The Florida Legislature expressly declares in section 163.72(3) of the statutes that
“underground utilities provide a delivery system for ulility services which is safer and more
reliable than overhead facilities during and after severe storm and weather events to which
coastal barriers are often exposed.” To achieve that end, the Legislature provides local
governments with an alternative mechanism for financing, installation, and operation of utility
systems serving coastal barrier communities. It is evident that the Legislature intends to
protect Florida's communities, and coastal barrier resources.

1) Coastal Barrier Infrastructure-Financing District

As of July 1, 2012, coastal barrier infrastructure-financing districts shall be created by
an ordinance by the governing body of a county or municipality.'® An infrastructure-financing
district can cover any geographic area within a coastal barrier system designated by the
goveming body of a local govemment for infrastructure financing and construction®® The
governing authority of a district will need to possess powers that will authorize it to levy an ad

valorem tax increment to help finance the underground conversion project.

¥ See §163.74(3), Florida Statutes, stating that after a simple majority of the electors voting in the referendum election
approve the question submitted for referendum, the governing authority of the local government may create a financing
district by ordinance.

® See $163.76, Florida Statutes, a “coastal barrier” means a coastal barrier island or other coastal feature consisting of a
beach, or related features located within a coastal building zone, as those terms are defined in §161.54 of the statutes.
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A referendum election will be conducted where if a simple majority of the registered
electors voting in the election approve the question submitted for referendum, the local
government will be permitted to create a financing district?' After the financing district has
been successfully created, the governing body of the local government will be required to
adopt an infrastructure-financing plan. That plan is to be adopted within six (6) months after
the county or municipality creates the financing district.2

Each of these financing districts is to be governed by a coastal barrier infrastructure-
financing authority which will have power to: execute contracts, plan and carry out approved
coastal barrier infrastructure projects, invest finance funds, borrow money, make surveys,
adopt or amend any coastal barrier infrastructure finance plan, and make all necessary
expenditures.® The term ‘infrastructure’ includes any of the following activities: the
construction, reconstruction or improvement of electrical, telephone, cable, and other utility
services delivered to a community by wire or cable, and any related land acquisition,
planning, design, engineering, and administrative costs.?*

2) Referendum

Registered electors who are residents within the coastal barrier are allowed to petition
the goveming body of the county or municipality to conduct a referendum on whether an
infrastructure-financing district should be created, for the purpose of financing and
constructing underground utilities.?® There is a particular procedure that must be followed
when registered electors petition for a financing district. The referendum will be conducted
on the question of whether a financing district should be established.

21 Id.

2 See §163.76, Florida Statutes, with regards to what details must be included in the Coastal Barrier Infrastructure Plan.
B see §163.75, Florida Statutes, for further detailed description.

2 See §163.73, Florida Statutes, for other definitions.

B Sel:§63. 74, Florida Statutes, regarding the mandatory referendum for establishing a financing district.
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Section 163.74 of the Florida statutes describes the question that must be included in
the referendum. The question must say: “Shall the ...goveming board of {...County or
Municipality...) create an infrastructure financing district within the following legally described
area for the pumpose of providing a tax increment mechanism to finance and construct an
underground utility infrastructure?” The question need be asked in that form, and must be
followed by the words “yes” and “no.” If the question is approved by a simple majority of the
electors voting in the referendum election, the goveming authority of the local government
may create the financing district by ordinance.

Notice must be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the area proposed
for the establishment of the financing district. The legal description and map of the coastal
barrier proposed for designation as an infrastructure-financing district shall be informed of as
well. The referendum may be conducted via mail, aﬁd must be conducted within 120 days
after the govemning body has verified that 10 percent of the electors have signed the petition.

3) Coastal Barrier Infrastructure Plan

A coastal barrier infrastructure plan must be established within six (6) months after an
infrastructure-ﬁnan;:ing district has been created. These infrastructure plans must contain
specific information such as: an inventory and survey of all utility infrastructure is presently
located above ground within the designated coastal barrier, and all necessary rights-of-way
and property needed for the construction of a system of underground utilities within the
barrier. Finally, an engineering design for a system of underground utility facilities within the

barrier must be included in the infrastructure plan as well.®

5163 .76, Florida Stamnes, describing the creation of the coastal barrier infrastucture plan.
9
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4) Local Trust Fund

According to the Act, local governments will be required to establish a local trust fund
for the purpose of holding the funds that the infrastructure-financing district collects.7
Accordingly, the local trust fund is to be funded with the Proceeds collected from the ad
valorem tax increment levied each year within the designated coastal barrier district by the
taxing authorities. The fund needs fo be funded continually while the project is in effect, or
until all debts incurred to finance the project are no longer outstanding, whichever occurs
later. The proceeds collected within the financing district must be a minimum of 75% of the
difference between (a) the amount of ad valorem tax collected each year by each taxing
authority, and (b) the amount of ad valorem taxes which would have been produced by the
rate upon which the tax is levied each year by or for each taxing authority.

5) Exemptions & Dissolution

Once the Act is in effect, section 163.78 of the Florida statutes will detail some of the
public bodies or taxing authorities that are exempt from the effects of this Act. These include:
special districts that collect ad valorem taxes on real property in more than one county,
metropolitan transportation authorities, neighborhood improvement districts, community
redevelopment agencies, library districts, or water management districts, among others.

The Legislature has also provided for the dissolution of these infrastructure-financing
districts upon the completion of the project's objectives.? As such, section 163.79 states that
these financing districts are intended to be dissolved after all the coastal barrier infrastructure
projects have been completed. If it happens that assets and liabilities remain, these shall be
transferred to the county or municipality within which the financing district is located.

2 Id, regarding the possible methods of funding a local trust fund.
B See 5163. 79, Florida ngm, with regards to the dissolution of infrastructure-financing districts,

geRp 10

Page 119




F) Supplementary Law

Chapter 170 of the Florida statutes also authorizes the goveming authority of any
municipality to levy special assessments on benefited real property.3® This specifically
means that municipalities can pay for the relocation of utilities, and this covers the
undergrounding of utilities such as cable, telephone and electrical services. Special

assessments may be collected directly from the local government that is imposing the

assessment.

il. CONCLUSION
Converting overhead utilities to underground services is not a quick task. As the trend

continues towards relocating. currently existing overhead lines to the underground,
Infrastructure-Financing Districts  will help local govemnments finance undergrounding
projects, and contribute to conserve energy systems while protecting the welfare of the state.
After these districts are successfully implemented, utilities will hopefully be better protected
against the perils from hurricanes, wind storms, and storm surges. Regardless, due to the
high costs of converting utilities, and the possible disadvantages from having utilities hidden
below the ground, questions will remain as to which alternative is most appropriate in states

that frequently run the risk of suffering extreme weather conditions.

”s:gm.oz(l)( X l-'lonZa Statutes, for further details regarding special assessments.
a?,%%i%“ 1
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Attachment "2"
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item #: 9F
AgendaDate: December 11, 2012
Subject: FPL Undergrounding Status Report

Background: One of the many things this Town Manager has learned about the decision making
process in Surfside is that major projects only become a reality through small incremental steps. A
prime example is the Community Center. When I was first hired in September 2010 this project was
moribund, behind schedule and clearly did not have enough usable space to meet the expectations of
the Town Commission and the community. Decisions were made to adjust the schedule, add the “fish
bowl”, move the mountain of stored flll, establish a maximum budget, set an opening date and
delegate change order approval to the Town Manager within the maximum budget. These decisions
were made incrementally and the project was completed on time and within budget.

The same process occurred with the water/sewer/storm drainage project. This project was also
moribund. The only prior accomplishment was to set rates to fund the project. Many in the
community did not trust the Staff to be able to implement the project based on the difficult earlier
experience with the Community Center. Again. the Town Commission made decisions on an
incremental basis. The consultant CGA was authorized to finish the design and prepare the bid
documents. A list of pre-qualified contractors was approved and bids were received. A top flight
Citizens Advisory Committee was established. A determination was made to obtain prices for additive
alternates such as traffic calming, street signs and street trees. The decision was also made to hold off
on awarding these items unti] the basic scope of work cost was known. In a similar manner, the Town
Manager was given authority to finish the project within a maximum budget. Financing and partial
refinancing decisions were made along the way and Staff is committed that we will finish this project
(mearly five times the dollar value of the Community Center) within the final budget and on time.

Analysis: The Administration believes that the success of the first two capital projects provides many
“lessons learned” for the undergrounding project. First, the decisions have been made incrementally
and should continue to be. More than a year ago. the Town Commission decided to spend $360,000 to
provide conduit for future undergrounding of the electric, cable TV, telephone and fiber optic systems
as well as to authorize FPL to prepare a study of the cost to underground their system. A report to the
Town Commission on the November 13, 2012 agenda delivered the FPL report and we are pleased to
let you know that FPL has lowered their estimated price to $4,193.588 from the $6.454.822 the based
on the Town’s ability to manage the project using FPL approved contractors. We are also meeting
with senior representatives of Atiantic Broadband and AT&.T later this week to determine if they will
absorb the cost of their undergrounding. This will be known prior to next month’s Town Commission
meeting. There will be many other decisions to make before the final “go. no go** decision needs to be
made.
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What Are We Asking You To Do This Month? The only decisions we are asking you to make this
month is to authorize a public information campaign to occur in January, 2013 and to establish a
Citizens Advisory Committee for this project. Staff proposes five meetings. Three would be in the
single family neighborhood using the boundaries used for the three phase water/sewer/storm drainage
project. Two additional meetings would be held for the downtown businesses/owners and the
condominium residents along Collins/Harding Avenues. We would advertise the meetings in a variety
of media and televise the meetings. The Town Commission is encouraged to attend the meetings,
however, minutes will be taken for your review before making a final decision. The Citizens Advisory
Committee will be fully briefed as the similar committees have been for the water/sewer/storm
drainage project and the parking structure feasibility study.

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs): The Administration is in the process of preparing a list of
more than 25 FAQs. These range from defining the project scope to how it will be funded. By way of
information, we found 19 homes in the single family neighborhood where the water service was not -
properly grounded and fixed the problem as part of absorbing the cost to tie into the new system.
There may be as many as 100 homes that need to upgrade their electric service. Staff will prepare a
program to help residents that need to upgrade their electric service. There will also be a compilation
of studies done by experts that are both pro and con.

Summary: This Town Commission and your Administration has performed very well on the two
major infrastructure projects (Community Center and water/sewer/storm drainage). Collectively we
are fully able to do it again if decisions continue to be made on an incremental basis. As you consider
the decision to authorize a public information program, please remember that the major elements of
this project are aligning in a positive way that is rarely seen in local government infrastructure
projects. The team is in place to implement this with Finance Director Donald Nelson, Financial
Advisor Sergio Masvidal and Bond Counsel JoLinda Herring, Public Works Director Bill Evans and
Project Manager Randy Stokes. Borrowing rates are very low on the order of 2 — 2.5 percent.
Construction costs are also very low. Finally, there is much support in Town for this project and you
will have the opportunity to assess citizen input as the result of five public meetings.

Schedule: Per the requirements of FPL it will be necessary to make a final decision and provide
funding before the end of April, 2013. There may be an ability to achieve a very limited extension
under certain circumstances. Representatives of FPL will be in attendance during the December 11,
2012 Town Commission meeting 8:00 p.m. time certain Agenda Item 9F for this project.

Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager ill Evans, Public Works Director
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Attachment "3A"

Dawn Hunziker “’%)
E

From: Michael Karukin

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 3:24 PM

To: Roger Carlton; Bill Evans

Subject: Undergrounding Project - Surfsidde Florida

Attachments: PURC Undergrounding Phase 1 Report Exec Summ.pdf; PURC Undergrounding Phase 2

Report Exec Summ.pdf;, PURC Ungergrounding report 3 execsumm.pdf; PURC comment
about funding of undergrounding research 11-13-2012.pdf; Storm Hardening Paper.pdf

This email has 5 attachments related to the the undergrounding project:

* 3 executive summaries from PURC reports;
¢ astatement from PURC about funding and the review process
o Copy of an article on undergrounding

Background
1) Last year I heard a story about this topic on NPR. It is only 4 minutes and 28 seconds. Please listen.
«//www.npr.org/2011/08/29/140042767/would-burying- -lines-reduce-power-outa

2) The research is summarized in reports found at hitp://warrington.ufl.edu/centers/purc/research/energy.asp under the 4%)

heading “Research in Electricity Infrastructure Hardening”.
3) Here's a quote from the article that got my attention:

‘the relocation of power lines does not really eliminate the risk of storm-related damage, it simply reduces the potential
damage from wind and increases the potential damage from storm surge and flooding.” (page 68, Holt, Lynne, and
"

Theodore Kury. 2011. "A K Hardening Effort: A Paradi " The Electricity

Journal, 24(4):62-71.
urcdocs ab Holt Forida Storm Hardening.
4) I attached the executive summaries from the phase 1, 2, and 3 reports from Public Utili Center at the

University of Florida . The executive summary of each is not long (report 1 is 4 pages; repost 2 is 1 page; and report 3
is 6 pages).

5) Below is a List of potential benefits and list of potential disadvantages taken from the executive summary of
report 1, page 3 and 4.

) i nefits

Improved aesthetics

lower tree trimming costs

lower storm damage and restoration costs
fewer motor vehicle accidents

reduced live wire contact .y
fewer outages during normal weather ﬂh}
far fewer momentary interruptions

improved utility relations regarding tree trimming

ig\gbs&u%ggmpacting sidewalks
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Patential Disadvantages

Stranded asset costs for existing overhead lines

Longer duration interruption and more customers impacted per outage

Susceptibility to flooding, storm surges, and damage during post-storm cleanup

Reduced life expectancy

Higher maintenance and operating costs (FPL said this is not a town cost - need to confirm)
Higher costs for new data bandwidth '

6) The reports were funded by the following companies (See attached for statement about funding and review process).

. ori wer & Light Compan
o Florida Public Utilities Company
e Progress Ene ida, Inc.
e Florida Municipal El c Association
o Tampa Electric Company
o Florida Electric Cooperatives Association
o Gulf Power Company
e lee nty Electric i nec.
Thank you,
* Michael Karukin, PA., PhD.
Vice Mayor
Town of Surfside
9293 Harding Ave

Surfside, FL 33154
Tel: (305) 861-4863 / Fax: (305) 993-5097 / Cell: (305) 710-5894

Email: mkarukin@townofsurfsidefl. gov

www.townofsurfsidefl.sov
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Lynne Holt is a policy analyst with the
Public Utility Research Center at the
University of Florida, where she
researches and writes on a variety of
regulatory policy issues. Her other center
affiliations at the University of Florida
include Assistant Director for the Reubin
O'D. Askew Institute and research
analyst for the Bureau of Economic and
Business Research. Dr. Holt has more
than 31 years of experience in public
policy formulation and research. Her
areas of expertise include public utility
regulatory policy and policy issues
related to education, health reform, tax,
budget analysis, and economic
development. Dr. Holt received a Ph.D.
and M.A. from Harvard University, an
M.P.A. from the University of Kansas,
and a B.A. from Douglass College,
Rutgers University. She can be reached
at lynne.holt@warrington.ufl.edu.

Theodore ]J. Kury is the Director of
Energy Studies at the Public Utility
Research Center at the University of

Florida. He is responsible for promoting
research and outreach activities in energy
regulation and policy. His current
research interests include the economic
and developmental impacts of
environmental and energy policy. He
holds B.A. and M.A. degrees in
Economics from the State University of
New York at Buffalo. He can be reached

at ted kury@warrington.ufl.edu.
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comments on a much earlier version of
this article.
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Florida’s Storm Hardening
Effort: A New Paradigm for
State Utility Regulators

Following several hurricanes in 2004 and 2005, the
Florida Public Service Commission initiated a multi-
year process that emphasized both collaboration and
research and resulted in expanded requirements for
utility accountability. An alternative approach was
recommended by Joshua Rokach in a recent article in
this journal. Regardless of the regulatory process
selected, policy questions remain as to the best way to

proceed.

Lynne Holt and Theodore K. Kury

I. Introduction

The winter of 2008-09 was
brutal for many communities.
Severe winter storms were
reported in such diverse places as
Las Vegas, South Mississippi,
Kentucky, and Louisiana. Severe
summer storms were likewise
reported in 2008. For example, in
August 2008, Tropical Storm Faye
made landfall three times in
Florida and Hurricane Gustav

struck Haiti, Cuba, and finally
made landfall in Louisiana.

he National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Association
(NOAA) collects data for
property damage by each type of
event by year. NOAA also collects
estimates of property damage
associated with weather events
which will vary from year to year.
Examples of property damage in
the U.S. resulting from ice-related
events and hurricanes in 2008 and
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2009 illustrate that point. For ice-
related events, property damage
totaled almost $1.2 billion in 2009,
but far less - $104 million — in
2008." For hurricanes, the more
treacherous year of the two was
2008 for which more than $7.1
billion in hurricane-related
property damages was reported.
In 2009, by contrast, estimated
damages from hurricanes totaled
less than $1 million.?

hose NOAA estimates

include both insured and
uninsured economic losses.
Insured property losses may be
easier to quantify because one can
retrieve reports from insurance
agencies. Much harder to quantify
are ancillary losses such as those
resulting from interruptions in
electrical service that may not
always be recovered from
insurance. Ancillary losses tend to
grow exponentially as an electric
outage persists. An outage that
persists for an hour or two may
not result in ancillary losses.
However, if it persists for hours or
days, residential customers and
businesses may lose perishable
items through spoilage.
Customers may incur expenses
for the purchase of necessities
such as batteries or potable water.
Businesses may be forced to
suspend operations and furlough
their workers who, in turn, may
suffer an interruption in their
income. Customers with access to
on-site generation will incur fuel
expenses in order to run their
generators. Although its estimate
includes caveats, Lawrence
Berkeley National Lab

g g e

to U.S. consumers and businesses
of $80 billion for both momentary
and sustained (five minutes or
more) power outages. The Lab’s
estimate attempts to capture the
value customers place on outages
which could capture ancillary
losses, in addition to more easily
quantifiable metrics. Of the
estimated $80 billion in losses,
sustained outages were
responsible for a total of $26
billion at the time.?

The Lab’s estimate
attempts to capture the
value customers place
on outages which could
capture ancillary losses,
in addition to more
easily quantifiable
metrics.

I n the aftermath of any storm
event, there are inevitable
questions. Customers ask why
damage occurred and what, if
anything, could have been done
to prevent or reduce it. Customers
and utilities seek means of better
mitigating the effects of storm
events in the future. Efforts to
prepare for and prevent storm
damage may either result from
studies initiated by utilities or by
public service commissions.
Sometimes they result from a
combination of both.

The purpose of this article is to
describe a multi-year process that
involved collaboration among
electric utilities, the public service

‘

commission, and research
institutions to improve
preparations for future storms
using Florida as a case study.
Although Florida’s storm
hardening initiative focused on
hurricanes, the same process
could easily apply to other types
of weather events such as ice
storms, high winds, and
thunderstorms. Moreover, the
policy questions raised from the
Florida case study would likewise
apply to other types of storm
hardening investigations.

II. The Call to Action in
Florida

The impetus for regulatory
action on Florida’s storm
hardening initiatives was a set of
hurricanes that swept through the
state in 2004-05, causing massive
property damage and power
outages in their wake. Table 1
displays the damage and outage
impacts of the 2004 and 2005
hurricanes. The total financial
impact of customer power
outages attributable to the 2004
hurricanes was $10.2 million. The
cost of power outages in 2005
totaled $5.3 million.

Hurricane Andrew in 1992,
which caused property damage
totaling around $20 billion, was
the most damaging hurricane to
hit Florida before the 2004-05
hurricane seasons. Even before
Andrew, it became clear that
Florida lacked the resources and
capability to respond adequately
to a major disaster. Former Gov.
Lawton Chiles appointed the
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Table 1: Statewide Impact of 2004 and 2005 Hurricanes.

Charley Frances Ivan Jeanne Dennis Katrina Rita Wiima
Hurricane (2004) (2004) (2004) (2004) (2005) (2005) (2005) (2005)
Category 4 2 3 3 3 2 2 3
Insured Damages®  $6.8 billion ~ $4.1 bilion ~ $3.8 billion  $2.8 billion  $640 millicn  $468 milion  $23 million  $6.1 billion
Customer $1.8 million  $4.5 million  $400,000  $3.5 milion  $500,000 $1.2 million  $24,800 $3.6 milifon
Power Qutages

fcum Florida Division of Emergency Management, Hurmicane tmpact Report, A Summary, November 2004; and Draft Hursicane Repert, Mar. 19, 2007.
Insured damages include all insured property damages frem the general public, including homes and businesses, as wall as electric utitity claims for insured facfities, such as
pewer plants and office buitdings. Not included is damage to [nvestor-owned electric utfiity transmission and distributien tacifities.

Governor’s Disaster Planning and
Response Committee to
recommend measures to improve
state responsiveness to disasters.
The Committee made 94
recommendations to the
legislature, most of which were
enacted in 1993.* One of those
measures established a state tax-
exempt trust fund, the Florida
Hurricane Catastrophe Fund.
This fund reimburses or reinsures
insurers for a portion of their
losses from hurricane damage to
residential property. Also prior to
Andrew, the governor’s office
began hosting a hurricane
conference each May to offer
training sessions to first
responders and an opportunity
for them to share “best practices.”
The conference scheduled for
May 2011 will represent the 25
such event. The Florida
Legislative Office of Program
Policy Analysis and
Governmental Accountability
(OPPAGA) - the legislature’s
oversight body - provides
analysis and recommendations
related to government agency
operations and performance.
OPPAGA issued a report in 1996
and a follow-up report in 1997

that ﬂ. ed tha g)?-disaster

mitigation plans of local
governments.®
I n January 2006, utility
regulatory oversight in Florida
became, and it continues to be, a
critical part of the statewide effort
to develop policies and oversight
mechanisms necessary to improve
planning for and responses to
hurricanes and other major
disaster events. The Florida Public
Service Commission (FPSC)
adopted various measures,
outlined below, to improve utility
planning and response to
disasters. However, it has not been
the only state regulatory
commission to doso. As was noted
in a recent article on infrastructure
hardening, regulators in North
Carolina and South Carolina also
initiated reviews of utility
preparedness in the aftermath of
severe ice storms.® As discussed
below in the conclusion, the
Maryland Public Service
Commission is in the process of
investigating the reliability and
quality of service provided by the
Potomac Electric Power Company
(Pepco) in the aftermath of severe
summer storms in 2010. What
makes the Florida case study
unique is that the docket for storm
preparedness planning has

spanned several years and is
multi-faceted. It also has involved
the active engagement of research
institutions.

III. The Florida Public
Service Commission’s
Actions

State public service
commissions can use a variety of
tools to compel utility action
ranging from commission orders
and rulemaking procedures to
more bottom-up approaches such
as staff workshops and
collaborative research. The FPSC
elected to use a mix of strategies.
The FPSC issued orders and
promulgated rules to establish the
policy framework and expected
outcomes but also authorized
staff workshops and research to
propel utility activity toward its
prescribed goals. Following a staff
workshop in January 2006, an
internal meeting held on Feb. 27,
2006, set the framework for how
the FPSC planned to proceed. The
FPSC’s order of April 25, 2006,
subsequently outlined the
expectations for the storm
preparedness plans that the
Florida electric utilities were
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required to file. These plans are
the core of the FPSC’s overall
initiative to improve utility
Planning for and responsiveness
to future storms. The FPSC docket
requiring the plans has remained

“consummating order” that was
issued on May 23, 2006.7 The
decision to keep that docket open
suggests that the FPSC views the
utility planning process as
ongoing and subject to
modification as needed.

ost of the actions taken by

the FPSC to strengthen
utility storm preparedness and
planning occurred in 2006 and
2007 and several of the most
significant actions are outlined in
Table 2.

open under what is known as a

Table 2: Florida Public Service Commission’s Actions toward Strengthening Storm Hardeni

Date Action Brief Summary
Jan. 23, 2006 Held staff workshop involving e Discussed damage to electric utility facilities
state and local govemment e Explored ways of mitigating future storm damage and outages
officials, independent
technical experts, and
Flerida electric utilities
Feb. 27, 2006 Convened Intemal Affairs o Heard staff recommended actions
meeting o Heard comments from other entities on staff proposal
o Amended staff proposal and decided to
- Require all Florida electric utilities, including municipal utilities and
cooperatives, to provide a 2006 humicane preparedness briefing
-Require each investor-owned electric utility to file storm preparedness
plans and provide implementation costs
-Initiate rulemaking on distribution construction standards
-Initiate rulemaking to {dentify areas and circumstances where
distribution facllities must be constructed underground
Feb. 27, 2006 Issued order Re: Each electric investor-owned utility to implement 8-year pole inspection
cycle; requiring reports to be filed with the Division of Economic
Regulation, FPSC, by Mar. 1 of each year
April 25, 2006 Issued order to require each  The initiatives in the storm preparedness plans must include:
investor-owned utility to o A three-year vegetation management cycle for distribution circuits
file storm preparedness o An audit of joint-use attachment agreements
plans and estimated o A six-year transmission structure inspection program
implementation costs for o Hardening of existing transmission structures
10 initiatives. The plans o A transmission and distribution Geographical Information System
must be filed on or before o Post-storm data collection and forensic analysis
Jure 1, 2006. « Collection of detailed outage data differentiating between the reliabiity
performance of overhead and underground systems
o Increased utility coordination with local govemments
o Coliaborative research on effects of hurricane winds and storm surge
o A natural disaster preparedness and recovery program
July 31, 2006 Adopted rules Re: Revislons to requirements for annual distribution service reliability report

fited by electric utilities to include extreme weather events such as
hurricanes

. Page 458
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Table 2 (Continusd)

and several hearings.

Date Action Brief Summary
Aug. 7, 2006 (Verizon) Issued orders following Re: Local exchange telecommunications companies to implement 10-year
Nov. 13, 2006 (Embarg) informal mesting and staff wooden pole inspection program
Jan. 15, 2010 (AT&T) recommendations
Sept. 18, 2006 Issued order Re: Review of all electric utility wooden pole inspection programs
Oct. 30, 2006 Held informal workshop Re: All reports pertaining to utilities’ reliability performance, including pole
Inspection data, storm hardening data, metrics for each storm hardening
intiative, and annual reports on distribution service reliability
Nov. 23, 2006 Adopted rules fallowing Re: Standards of construction ~ municipal electric utilities and rural electric
hearing cooperatives,
Jan. 16, 2007 Adopted rules following two Re: Placement of new electric distribution facilities underground, and
(amended Jan. 17, 2007) rule development conversion of existing overhead distribution factiities to underground
workshops, orders noticing facilities, to address effects of extreme weather events and overhead
fulemaking and procedure, electric facilities to allow more stringent construction standards than

required by National Electric Safety Code

W. Collection and
Analysis of Outage Data

The FPSC understood the
importance of data collection and
analysis for both oversight and
planning and developed a
framework for grounding
regulatory and utility decision-
making on evidence-based
findings. To improve regulatory
analysis, the FPSC initiated a
rulemaking proceeding in 2006 to
amend utility data collection and
reporting requirements, Prior to
the 2004 and 2005 hurricanes,
Florida's investor-owned electric
utilities were required to report
annually information that was
used to assess distribution service
reliability and changes in quality
of service. Outage information
has been and continues to be part
of the electric utilities’ annual
reliability reports to the FPSC.
However, the outage data

i 1 3.

rules were amended in 2006 after
the 2004 and 2005 hurricanes,
excluded storm events such as
hurricanes. Exclusions of this sort
made the data far less useful in
the context of storm
preparedness. FPSC staff noted
that “the amount of 2004
hurricane outage data that has
been excluded has been so great
that it represents up to 98 percent
of outage data. Reports excluding
hurricane outage data offer little
information about the level of
reliability experienced by utility
customers.”®
T he FPSC rulemaking process
on distribution service
reliability involved a staff
rulemaking workshop which was
attended by representatives of
each investor-owned electric
utility, the Florida Electric
Cooperatives Association, and the
Office of Public Counsel.
Following the workshop and
associated testimony, the FPSC

issued an order with its amended
rule. Now each investor-owned
utility must keep the records and
data supporting its annual report
for a minimum of 10 years. This
10-year period is based upon the
maximum inspection cycle of
distribution facilities that are
implemented by the investor-
owned utilities.

Investor-owned utilities are
also required to report both raw
and adjusted data (excluding
major storm events) so that the
FPSC is better positioned to
analyze changes in performance
that may indicate a need for
further work.? Not only can the
data be used to gauge year-to-
year comparisons but they can
also be used to compare reliability
among Florida electric utilities.
The use of audits looms large if an
observed pattern in reliability
performance and a reported trend
in customer complaints would

justify it.
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Not only do regulators benefit
from improved data collection
and analysis, but so do utilities in
developing their own plans for
responding to storm events and
assessing the impacts of such
events. Florida’s utilities are
required to include updated |
information on their storm
hardening activities in the
same document in which they
report their annual reliability
data. The FPSC reviews the
utilities” annual reports and
then issues a report with its
findings. '

I n the initial stages of the
storm hardening initiative, the
FPSC seemed to recognize the
difficulty of determining what
data would be needed to
inform utility investments in
storm hardening. It also
was not always clear how best to
gather the data. The sharing of
best practices and efforts
involving data collection and
analysis often require
collaborative research that
may be best achieved in
non-adversarial settings
with the active participation of
research institutions. Of the 10
measures to be addressed in
utility plans, as outlined in the

- FPSC’s order of April 25, 2006, at

least four — vegetation
management, data collection to |
inform undergrounding

decisions, data collection on the
effects of wind and storm surge,

| and post-storm data collection

and forensic analysis — seemed to

requiring investor-owned utilities
to develop storm implementation ‘J
Plans, the FPSC noted the !
importance of a centrally !
coordinated research and

development effort: !

Florida would be better served by
consolidating utility resources f
through a centrally coordinated

research and development effort
with universities as well as f
research organizations. The pur-

pose of such effort would be to

further the development of storm |
resilient electric utility infrastruc- ‘
ture and technologies that reduce
storm restoration costs and |
outages to customers.'’

The investor-owned utilities .
were required to establish a plan |
to increase collaborative research, |
solicit participation from
municipal utilities and rural
electric cooperatives, and
participate in funding the
research effort. Although the
FPSC’s suggestion for
collaboration in the April 2006
order applied specifically to
research on the effects of
hurricane winds and storm surge,

,
- - ! Jl
’ V. Uf.‘]hl'y Plans . Inits order (April 25, 200) . it quickly became clear that there |

were other research applications
for which collaborative efforts
made good sense.

he Public Utility Research

Center (PURC) at the
University of Florida emerged as
a suitable academic institution to
facilitate and contribute to the
research effort that would inform
utility storm hardening plans. To
formalize the collaborative effort,
the investor-owned utilities
joined forces with Florida’s
municipal utilities and rural
electric cooperatives to form a
steering committee. That
committee entered into a
memorandum of undérstanding
with PURC. Under PURC’s
auspices, progress was made
on three general fronts:
vegetation management, data
collection and the evaluation of

-hurricane wind effects, and

development of a model to assess
the costs and benefits of
undergrounding infrastructure
investments. Summaries of the
outcome of the joint effort with
PURC follow.

A. Vegetation manacement
o (=]

Vegetation management
techniques are applied to
mitigate the effects that trees and
other growth can have on
overhead power lines,
transformers, and other facilities
of the utility infrastructure.
These mitigation strategies are
particularly useful during wind
storms, when flying debris poses
additional hazards to property.

|

|

The FPSC’s April 25, 2006, order _‘

fit in that catecorv.
MO
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noted that “the vegetation
management practices of the
investor-owned electric utilities
do not provide adequate
assurance that tree clearances for
overhead distribution facilities
are being maintained in a
manner that is likely to reduce
vegetation related storm
damage.”'* The order
recommended that the utilities
develop more stringent
vegetation management
programs. PURC convened
workshops in March 2007 and
January 2009 to foster exchanges
among participants regarding
practices that could improve
vegetation management. In these
workshops, participants shared
ideas on the frequency of tree
trimming (often referred to as
cycles), trimming techniques,
policies to encourage public
participation and cooperation in
management programs, and
ways of promoting municipal
involvement at the local and state
level. Investor-owned utilities
are required to have three-year
trim cycle plans, and municipal
utilities and rural electric
cooperatives are required to
include information about their
vegetation management efforts
in annual reports to the FPSC.

B. Hurricane wind effects

Storm hardening depends on
an understanding of wind
characteristics in severe storms
and the effects of strong winds
under different weather
conditions on electric utility

facilitiia. Two ﬂﬁi g‘ data are

therefore involved. First, data
must be gathered for relevant
wind characteristics. Second,
data must be collected after
severe storms for forensic
analysis. To obtain data on wind
characteristics, PURC oversaw
research conducted at the
University of Florida’s Civil and
Coastal Engineering Department
and Weatherflow, a company that

monitors, models, and forecasts
wind for specific applications.
This collaborative research effort
promoted the deployment of 50
high-resolution wind monitoring
stations, some on property
provided by the utilities. These
stations allow for the ongoing
collection of data on wind
direction and speed,
temperature, and barometric
pressure.

o develop capability for

forensic analysis of post-
storm wind data, PURC, in
cooperation with the participating
utilities, developed a uniform
forensics data-gathering system.
The post-storm data will be used
in conjunction with the high-
resolution wind data collected

“

from the monitoring stations to
enable utilities to identify
locations where utility property is
at relatively greater risk for
damage. Such areas could be
targeted for preventative
maintenance, thereby improving
reliability of the utility system.

C. Undergrounding model

The FPSC’s April 25, 2006,
order required the investor-
owned utilities to collect detailed
outage data that differentiate
between the reliability
performance of overhead and
underground facilities. The data
are needed for consumers,
communities, and utilities to
consider storm hardening
options, including
undergrounding. Investments in
underground facilities come with
both costs and benefits, some of
which are difficult to quantify. For
example, the relocation of power
lines does not really eliminate the
risk of storm-related damage, it
simply reduces the potential
damage from wind and increases
the potential damage from storm
surge and flooding.
Understanding how this damage
distribution changes relative to
the costs to implement these
changes is critical to decisions that
provide benefits to the utility and
its customers. Economic models
are often used to shed light on
costs and benefits. After
conducting survey research to
determine that a satisfactory
model did not exist, a consortium
of Florida’s electric utilities
contracted with PURC and
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Quanta Technology to begin
development of a model. The
result of that collaboration was an
underground assessment model.
Since the model’s initial
construction, the utilities have
continued to work with PURC to
test, verify, and expand the
model’s capabilities.

he testing process convinced

the utility consortium that it
was difficult to evaluate the
accuracy of damage estimates
resulting from an average
hurricane year, the common
denominator of the model.
Utilities tend to track damage on
an annual, or per storm, basis.
However, an average hurricane
yvear in the state of Florida equates
to approximately 0.79 storms and
therefore never actually occurs.
As a result, the damage results
coming from the initial Quanta
model, while useful for

| performing comparative analyses

among utilities, did not
correspond to actual data on
utility damages. The utilities and
PURC subsequently concluded
that it would be useful to simulate

historical storms as a means of

assessing the plausibility of the
damage estimates produced by
the model. PURC refined the
model by adding the capability to
simulate historical storms, as well
as the capability to conduct
scenario analyses with the
existing storm data. The refined
model can therefore simulate, for
example, the effects of a
particular storm, such as
Hurricane Andrew, on a
particular project area. This

capability is ij-&atant for testing

the reasonableness of the model
results. While the damage for an
“average” storm year is an
important output metric from the
model, the fact remains that
utilities do not observe damage in
an average storm year, that is, a
year in which Florida is affected by
0.79 hurricanes. They only observe
damage data from particular
storms. The model can also

simulate the effects of a particular
type of storm, such as a Category 4
hurricane, on a given area of the
state.

VI. An Alternative
Approach

The Florida case study presents
the example of a process that
attempted to improve planning,
and decision making about costs
and benefits associated with
investments in storm hardening
with the goal of preserving the
reliability of the power system. It
required extensive data gathering
and analysis, collaboration with
research institutions, and
coordination with local

|

s

governments. Additional data
gathering and improvements to
analytical tools, such as the
undergrounding model described
above, will result in even more
improvements in the future.
A somewhat different

approach to improving |
storm preparedness was
recommended in a Guest
Editorial (Rokach 2010) that
recently appeared in The
Electricity Journal, “What ‘
Maryland Can Learn from J’
Mississippi.”"* The context for
Rokach'’s article was the
following: In the wake of rain
storms accompanied by high
winds, the Potomac Electric
Power Company (Pepco)
reported three power outages in
July and August 2010 thataffected |
a total of 470,000 customers in
Maryland."" Customers also
complained about Pepco’s failure
to communicate while these

outages were occurring, an
apparent failure of the company’s
automated communications
system. The Maryland Public
Service Commission responded
by initiating an investigation in
the aftermath of the storms to
assess the reliability and quality
of Pepco’s response.'”

Mr. Rokach was not a party to
the Pepco proceeding but offered
these insights as someone with
extensive Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission and
energy-related legal experience.
In his article, Rokach
recommended that the Maryland
Commission consider a broad
regulatory framework that would
include performance-based rates, |
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improved customer
communications, informed
pricing decisions for hardening
investments, and more rigorous
reliability standards. He
suggested the performance-based
rate scheme that was used in
Mississippi in the early 1990s

| should be considered for
| Maryland for Pepco. A law

review article referenced by Mr.
Rokach explains how the
Mississippi incentive rate plan,
known as a Performance
Evaluation Plan, actually worked
for Mississippi Company
Power.'® It used a formulary

for utility performance in

price, customer satisfaction,

and service reliability. The
challenge for regulators is to find
the right balance to provide

utilities with rewards and
penalties without creating
opportunities for them to
manipulate the system."”

he Maryland Public Service

Commission’s approach is
different in some important
respects from Florida's
approach. Maryland's order is
focused on Pepco’s actual
responses to a past set of events,
specifically power outages that
occurred on three dates in July
and August 2010. Florida’s
strategy, by contrast, was
forward looking and was not an

. investigation of past events.
earned rate of return that adjusted |

Maryland’s effort appeared to be

- triggered, at least in part, by
. customer complaints, whereas

the activities of the FPSC grew
| out of a broader state-wide focus
| on disaster preparedness.

L T P e e |

There are also some important
differences between Rokach’s
recommendations for Pepco and
Florida’s approach. Florida’s
overall strategy did not include
changes in ratemaking. It also did
not focus on improved
communications with retail
consumers although data on
storm-related customer
complaints must be included in
utility annual reliability reports.
Presumably, if the data indicate
upward trends in consumer
complaints, the FPSC can take
further action.

The policy questions generated
by the discussion above are as
follows: (1) Is a retrospective
approach to identification of
appropriate elements for a
mitigation plan more efficient
than a prospective, model-based

P 1 Gﬁﬂridn's strategy was forward looking and was not an investigation of past cvents.
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approach? (2) Should
performance-based rates of the
type recommended by Rokach for
Pepco, and used in Mississippi, be
part of a comprehensive strategy
to improve electric utility
reliability and storm hardening or
would the assessment of such
rates be ““overkill’’? (3) What is the
best way for the regulatory body
to oversee and evaluate the
efficiency and effectiveness of
storm preparedness activities?
For example, is there a more
effective tool than a formal docket
of indeterminate duration with
which to improve reliability and
responsiveness? (4) As research
on storm hardening was funded
by participating utilities in the
Florida approach, should utility
investments in storm hardening
research be evaluated and, if so,
how? Should such investments be
included in the ratebase absent an
evaluation? There did not appear
to be a requirement for a third-
party evaluation of the research in
the memorandum of
understanding with PURC. (5)
What should be the objective of
planning to mitigate adverse
impacts of storms and other
disasters: improved system
reliability; improved
infrastructure deployment and
location decisions; or minimizing
costs associated with redundancy
and backup facilities, or a
combination thereof?s

Endnotes:

1. NOAA Economics, Extreme Events,
Snow and Ice, at http:/ /www.
economics.noaa.gov/?goal=commerce
&file=events/snow.

2. NOAA Economics, Extreme

Events, Hurricane and Tropical Storm, at
http://www.economics.noaa.gov/
?goal= commerceé&file=events/
hurricane.

3. The methodology used to

derive the estimate was explained as
follows: “The Berkeley Lab study
aggregates the best available data from
three sources: surveys on the value
electricity customers place on
uninterrupted service, information
recorded by electric utilities on power
interruptions, and information from
the U.S. Energy Information
Administration on the number,
location and type of U.S. electricity
customers. Based on the data available,
the researchers divided power
interruptions into those that

last less than five minutes, and those
that are longer. The longer
interruptions are generally
characterized by their duration
(length of time of each interruption),
and frequency (number of
interruptions per service territory).”
See Robert Longley, Power Interruptions
Cost Nation $80 Billion Annually:
Berkeley Lab Study Focuses on State

of U.S. Power Grid, Asout.com GUIDE,
Feb. 2005, at http:/ /usgovinfo.about.
com/od/consumerawareness/a/
poweroutcosts.htm.

4. Dr. Lynn Leverty, Plan, Rescue,
Recover, and Reassess: Coordinating
Responses to Hurricanes in Florida, The
Reubin O’'D. Askew Institute on
Politics and Society, Spring 2006, at 20.

5. Florida Legislative Office of
Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability,
Follow-Up Report on Post-Disaster
Relocation and Reconstruction,

No. 97-19 (1997), at http://
www.oppaga.state.fl.us/Reports/
pdf/9719rpt.pdf.

6. Miki Deric, Tom Kirkpatrick and
Calvin Stewart, Tough Enough?, ELEC.
PersPECTIVES, (2010), at 32-33, at
http:/ /www.daviescon.com/
aboutSubPub.html.

7. See FLa. PuB.Serv.. CoMM'N,
DocuMenT Deran For DocuMenT No.
060198, at http://www.floridapsc.
com/dockets/cms/docketFilings3.
aspx?docket=060198 [the entire

record of filings under the open
docket.]

8. Id., Memorandum re: Docket No.
060243-EI-Proposed Revisions to Rule 25-
6.044, F.A.C., Continuity of Service, and
Rule 25-6.0455 F.A.C., May 25, 2006, at
2, at http:/ /www.floridapsc.com/
library /FILINGS/06/04544-06/
04544-06.PDF.

9. FLORIDA RuLEs R. 25-6.0455

(Aug. 17, 2006). This rule [Annual
Distribution Service Reliability
Report] applies to all electric
utilities but the requirements are
fewer for utilities furnishing electric
service to fewer than 50,000 retail
customers.

10. See Fra. Pus. Serv. CommN,
Erectric UniLiy Distrisution
ReuaBILITY REPORTS, at http:/ /www.,
floridapsc.com/utilities/electricgas/
distributionreports.aspx. [annual
distribution service reliability
reports with the aggregated utility
filings and the FPSC's review of
those reports.]

11. Id., In re Requirement for investor-
owned electric utilities to file ongoing
storm preparedness plans and
implementation cost estimates, Notice
of Proposed Agency Action, Order
Requiring Storm Implementation Plans,
Docket no. 060198-El, April 25, 2006, at
9, at http:/ /www.floridapsc.com/
library /FILINGS/06/03645-06/
03645-06.PDF.

12. ., at 4.

13. Joshua Z. Rokach, What Maryland
Can Learn from Mississippi, 23 ELEC. ]. 10
(2010), 82-84.

14. Id., 297,000 customers on July 25,
2010, 75,000 customers on Aug. 5,
2010, and 98,000 customers on Aug. 12,
2010.

15. Mbp. Pus. Serv. CoMm'N, In re
Investigation into the Reliability and
Quality of the Electric Distribution
Service of Potomac Electric Power
Company, Case No. 9240, Order 83552,
Aug. 26, 2010.

16. C.L. Hebert, The Quest for an
Incentive Utility Regulatory Agenda, 19
Enercy LJ. 1, 14-19 (1998).

17. Id., at 16.
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Executive Summary

The conversion of overhead electric power distribution facilities to underground has been a topic of dis-
cussion in Floride for more than twenty years. The topic has been studied, discussed, and debated many
times at the state, municipal, and local levels. Overhead construction is the standard in Florida, but all
investor-owned utilities are required to have a process where customers can opt to underground existing
overhead service by paying the incremental cost. For municipals and cooperatives, the decision to under-
ground is left to local citizen boards.

This report presents the results of aTeview of relevant previous undergrounding studies done in Florida as
well as literature on the subject from throughout the US and around the world. This review finds that the
conversion of overhead electric distribution systems to underground is costly, and these costs are far in
excess of the quantifiable benefits presented in existing studies, except in rare cases where the facilities
provide particularly high reliability gains or otherwise have a higher than average impact on community
goals. :

This conclusion is reached consistently in many reports, which almost universally compare the initial cost
of undergrounding to the expected quantifiable benefits. No prior cost benefit study recommends broad-
based undergrounding, but several recommend targeted undergrounding to achieve specific community
goals.

All rumbers quoted throughout this report appear in one or more of the reports cited.!

Undergrounding is Expensive

As a rough estimate, the cost of converting existing overhead electric distribution lines and equipments to
underground is expected to average about $1 million per mile. In addition there are costs required to con-
vert individual home and business owner electric service and meter facilities so they will be compatible
with the new underground system now providing them with electricity. Further, there are separate, addi-
tional costs associated with site restoration and placing third-party attachments underground.

When only considering the direct utility cost of a conversion from overhead to underground, studies find
that undergrounding distribution. facilities in residential neighborhoods served by investor-owned utilities
in Florida would cost an average of about $2,500 per residential customer affected. Undergrounding resi-
dential main-trunk feeders (those lines leading to residential neighborhoods) throughout Florida would
cost an average of about $11,000 per residential customer affected. Undergrounding ali main trunk com-
mercial feeders (those feeding business and office areas, etc.) in Florida would cost an average of about
$37,000 per commercial customer affected.

Costs in ary particular situation could vary widely from these estimates depending upon electric system
design, construction standards, customer density, local terrain, construction access issues, building type,
and service type. Existing studies estimate the wholesale conversion of overhead electric distribution sys-
tem to underground would require that electricity rates increase to approximately double their current
level, or possibly more in areas with a particularly low customer density.

! References are intentionally left out of this Executive Summary. They are included throughout the main body of the report.
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Further Costs Must Be Incurred to Obtain Complete Aesthetic Benefits

Nearly every study and examination of overhead to underground conversion notes in some manner that
removing the poles, overhead lines and equipment, and in some cases above-ground facilities required for
the overhead utilities will improve the visual appeal — the aesthetics — of an area, be it residential or com-
mercial property. Opinions and analytical studies of the value of this aesthetic improvement differ widely
as to results, but no studies examined in this report conclude that aesthetics had a quantifiable monetary
benefit that substantially affected the overall benefit-to-cost ratio for the conversion.

Regardless, there is no doubt that some municipal governments, developers, businesses, and homeowners
value the aesthetic improvement brought about by undergrounding of utilities very highly. This is evident
because some choose pay the cost differential for underground service themselves (for new construction).

The electric system conversion costs discussed above would not always provide aesthetic improvement
without additional expenses to convert third-perty utilities such as telephone and cable television to un-
derground. The costs necessary to relocate all remaining utilities underground is most often estimated at
somewhere between 10% and 30% beyond the cost of the electric conversion.

Undergrounding Provides a Number of Benefits

In return for the considerable expense, electric customers can receive a number of potential benefits from ,:.%)
the undergrounding of their overhead systems. The following is a list of benefits most often mentioned in
undergrounding reports and studies:

Potential Benefits of Underground Electric Facilities
Improved aesthetics; ‘

Lower tree trimming cost;

Lower storm damage and restoration cost;

Fewer motor vehicle accidents;

Reduced live-wire contact;

Fewer outages during normal weather;

Far fewer momentary interruptions;

Improved utility relations regarding tree trimming;
Fewer structures impacting sidewalks.

Paj&46Y l ssessment Phase 1 Final Report ’ Page 3 of 39
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Undergrounding Has a Number of Potential Disadvantages

There are a number of potential disadvantages which need to be considered whenever the conversion of
overhead facilities to underground is evaluated. The following is a list of potential disadvantages most
often mentioned in undergrounding reports and studies:

Potential Disadvantages of Underground Electric Facilities
Stranded asset cost for existing overhead facilities;

Environmental damage including soil erosion, and disruption of ecologically-sensitive habitat;
Utility employee work hazards during vault and manhole inspections;

Increased exposure to dig-ins;

Longer duration interruptions and more customers impacted per outage;

Susceptibility to flooding, storm surges, and damage during post-storm cleanup;

Reduced flexibility for both operations and system expansion; :

Reduced life expectancy

Higher maintenance and operating costs;

Higher cost for new data bandwidth.

Financing Options

The reports and references reviewed in this report all conclude that undergrounding incurs a very substan-
tial additional cost compared to that for overhead distribution, even as they differed on what that cost was
and how much of it was justified based on the benefits obtained. Ultimately, those undergrounding costs
must be paid if the conversion is to be done. There are many funding options to cover these costs, and
selecting the most appropriate financing approach is a critical part of the overall undergrounding process.
The following are methods of financing that are most-often cited in reports and studies (combinations of
these options can be used as well): ‘

Bagic Financing Options
Customer funded;
Higher electricity rates;
Higher taxes;

Special tax districts;
Utility set-asides;
Federal funding;
Private sector funded.

Overall Conclusion

The Florida Public Service Commission as well as many municipalities and electric customers in Florida
are interested in undergrounding electric distribution systems in order to improve aesthetics, improve reli-
ability of service, and reduce vulnerability to hurricane damage. The benefits associated with improved
aesthetics are not quantifiable. Without considering aesthetics, no study reviewed in this report concludes
that wholesale conversion of overhead electric distribution lines to underground can be fully cost justi-
fied.

Phase 1 Final Report Page 4 of 59
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In summary, a review of the body of public knowledge on the undergrounding of electric distribution fa-
cilities reveals the following:

m of Literature Review on Flectric Distribution Underground Conversion
No state is requiring extensive undergrounding of existing distribution facilities;
Conversion of overhead facilities to underground is rarely 100% justified on the basis
of costs and quantifiable benefits;

Ex post enalyses on actual underground conversion projects have not been done;
Few studies address the potential negative impacts of undergrounding;
Few studies consider strengthening existing overhead systems as a potential cost-
effective alternative to underground conversion;

* There are almost no academic or industry publications that address storm reliability
modeling of electric distribution systems;

» Until last year, there was no academic or industry literature that addressed failure
rates during hurricanes as a function of hurricane strength;

» Existing research on mitigating the impacts of major storms on electric distribution
systems is not sufficient for use in a detailed study.
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Executive Summary

This report presents the resuits of Phase 2 of a three phase project to investigate the implications of con-
verting overhead electric distribution systems in Florida to underground (veferred to as undergrounding).
The purpose of Phase 2 is to examine the costs and benefits of actual undergrounding projects that have
been completed. The focus is to identify the drivers of each project; discuss the challenges of each project;
and to collect data that can serve as a real-world basis for the ex ante modeling in Phase 3. A summary of
ﬁzefowcasestudiwminedinthZisshowninTableA

Table A. Summary of Case Studies
. L Year of Circuit Miles of Circuit Miles of
Projeet Uity Conversion Converted Overhead  New Underground
Pensacola Beach Gulf Power 2006 2.6 6.8
Sand Key Progress Energy Florida 1996 138 17
Allison Islend Florida Power & Light 2000 0s . 1.0
County Road 30A Chelco 2006 0.8 0.8

A review of the case studies reaches the same conclusion reached in the Phase 1 literature review: the ini-
tial cost to convert overhead distribution to underground is high, and there is insufficient data to show that
this high initial cost is 100% justifiable by quantifiable benefits such as reduced O&M cost savings and
reduced hurricane damage. Increased data collection can poteutially increase the amount of quantifisble

All case studies occurred in coastal areas. :

e Two of the four projects were done in conjunction with roadway widening projects.

*  More circuit miles of underground are sometimes built than the original overhead amount, This is
typically to create ah underground loop that increases operational flexibility and the ability to re-
spond to faults,

Cost per circuit mile figures corresponds to those identified in the Phase 1 literature search,
Cost per customer varies widely based on both the cost per circuit mile and the amount of high
density housing such as high rise condominiums,

Not much data is available on the impact of the case studies on non-storm relmbihty and hwricane per-
formance. The little data that is available indicates that non-storm reliability is not significantly different
after undergrounding, and that hurricane reliability of underground systems is rot perfect due to storm
surge damage.

For these case studies, there is an extensive amount of project description and project cost data, but limited
avoided cost and benefit data, Tbesemesmdinmcaminlybeusedasaninpntformexmmodel, but
there is not sufficient data to compare the output of the ex ante model to historical realized benefits. There
is not even enough data to determine upper and lower bounds of potential results. At this point, any ex ante
model that is developed, such as the one to be developed in Phase 3, must be justified by its mode! assump-
tions rather than by its ability to replicate realized benefits from any of these case studies,

Ungdeg ing Assessment Phase 2 Final Report Page 2 of 40
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7 Conclusions

A summary of the underground conversion case studies is shown in Table 7-1. This table primarily in-
cludes information from the “general data” category, but also supplies some targeted cost and perform-

ance results.

Table 7-1. Undersround Conversion Case Study Summary

Year of Conversion 2000 1996 2006 200
Utility Flur}dn Power & ngrf:ss Energy Gulf Power Clu:lcq
Light (I01) Florida (I0U) [110]8)) {cooperative)

Voltage 132KV 1247 kV 1247kV 125kV
Customers

Residential 45 3,191 849 1,200

Commercial 0 184 402 0

Totel 45 3,375 1,251 1200
0ld OH Circuit Miles 0.5 1.8 2.55 0.8
New UG Circuit Miles

Thres Phase 0.0 1.3 6.56 0.8

Two Phase 1.0 0.0 0.04 0.0

One Phase 0.0 0.0 0.06 0.0

Total 1.0 1.7 6.84 0.8
Construction Typs Direct burizsd duct Cable in conduit Concrete ductbank Cable in conduit

. ’ High density urban High density urban
Level of Urbanization gﬁ:ﬁﬁ%ﬁg wiﬂ% rnostlsy?:igh rise wiﬂ% condostyl:mlmc.s, Suburban
> condos and commercial mix
Geography Coastal Coastal Coastal Coastal
Primary Motivation Aesthetics Aesthetics Aesthetics Aesthetics
Road widening involved No Yes Yes No
Initial UG cost' £207,401 1,490,528 $4,300,000 $706,776
O&M cost savings (not available) $1,349 per year (not available) $120 per year
Initial Cost per Mile'? $414,802 $917,532 $1,686,275 $883,470
Initial Cost per Customer’ 4,609 5489 53,437 5589
7 storm caused
Hurricane performance Not known si?gi damage to new ZI?? i:‘;’;::tzu;:ﬁ Too carly to tell
system
SAIDI Impact Not known No change Too early to tell Too early to tzi!
Notes

1. Initial cost includes all available initial cost data, which includes different items for the different cases
2. Initial cost par mile is based on the original amount of overhead circuit miles

A review of Table7-1 brings one to the same conclusion reached in the Phase 1 literature review: the ini-
tial cost to convert overhead distribution to underground is high, and there is insufficient data to show that
this high initial cost is 100% justifiable by quantifiable benefits such as reduced O&M cost savings and
reduced hurricane damage. Increased data collection can potentially increase the amount of quantifiable
benefits, but it is unlikely that these benefits will 100% justify high initial cost, except potentially in a
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situation where an undergrounded system is struck by multiple severe hurricanes. For all of these case
studies, by far the strongest reason for undergrounding is to improve the aesthetics of the area.

A summary of observations about the similarities and differences of the four case studies is now provided:

Observations

7.

1. All case studies cccurred in coastal areas.
2.
3. More circuit miles of underground are sometimes built than the original overhead amount. This is

All case studies were motivated primarily by aesthetic considerations.

typically to create an underground loop that increases operational flexibility and the ability to re-
spond to faults.

No industrial customers were affected by any of the case studies. ]
The two larger case studies in terms of circuit miles were done in conjunction with roadway wid-
ening projects. The two smaller projects were not.

Cost per circuit mile varies widely based on a variety of factors, including the ratio of initial
overhead circuit miles to new underground circuit miles. Cost per mile figures are consistent with
those identified in the Phase 1 literature search.

Cost per customer varies widely based on both the cost per circuit mile and the amount of high
density housing such as high rise condominiums, '

Not much data is available on the impact of the case studies on non-storm reliability and hurricane per-
formance. The little data that is available indicates that non-storm reliability is not significantly different
after undergrounding, and that hurricane reliability of underground systems is not perfect due to storm

surge damage.

The primary goal for Phase 2 is to collect data suitable for use in Phase 3. A review of the case studies
shows that there is an extensive amount of project description and project cost data, but limited avoided
cost and benefit data. These case studies can certainly be used as an input for an ex anfe model, but there
is not sufficient data to compare the output of the ex ante model to historical realized benefits. There is
not even enough data to determine upper and lower bounds of potential results. At this point, any ex ante
model] that is developed, such as the one to be developed in Phase 3, must be justified by its model as-
sumptions rather than by its ability to replicate realized benefits from any of these case studies.

Flo:
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Executive Summary

This report is the Phase 3 deliverable of a project awarded in response to RFP #U-1 issued by the Florida
Eleetric Utilities. RFP #U-1 was a result of Florida Public Service Commission Order No. PSC-06-0351-
PAA-EL, which directs each investor-owned electric utility in Florida to establish a plan that increases
collaborative rescarch to further the development of storm-resilient cleetric utility infrastructure and tech-
nologies that reduce storm restoration costs and interruptions 10 customers. Municipal electric and coop-
erative electric utilities are participating voluntarily.

The scope of the overall project (all three phases) is to investigate the implications of converting overhead
clectric distribution systems in Florida to underground (referred 10 as undererounding), The primary focus
of the project is the impact of undergrounding on the performance of the clectric infrastructure during
hurricanes. which is the ability of the local power system to withstand high winds, storm surges, and other
damage from hurricanes and to minimize the number and duration of customer interruptions. This study
also considers benefits and issues with regards to performance during non-storm situations.

The project is divided into three phases. Phase 1 is a meta-analysis of existing research, reports, method-
ologics, and case studies. The Phase | final report, Undergrounding Assessment Phase 1 Final Report:
Literanwe Review and Analvsis of Eleciric Distibution Overhead to Undergrownd Conversion, was is-
sued on February 28" 2007. Phase 2 examines specific undergrounding project case studies in Florida.
The Phase 2 final report, Undergrounding Assessment Phase 2 Final Report: Undergrounding Case Siud-
fes, was issucd on August 6% 2007,

Phase 3 develops and tests a methodology for analyzing the costs and benefits of specific undergrounding
proposals in Florida. The methodology is separated into two basic components: normal weather assess-
ment and hurricane assessment. The normal weather model includes the basic cost of utility capital and
operational cost information. It also includes high-level reliability information that allows for the calcula-
tion of customer interruption information and related costs. A flowchart of the methodology is shown in

Figure A-1.

The hurricane model determines infrastructure damage and related costs associated with tropical storms
of hurricane strength when making landfall in Florida. To perform a cost and benefit analysis of sufficient
detail to meet the objectives of this project. il is necessary 1o simulate hurricanes moving across Florida.
Therefore, a large component of the hurricane model is dedicated to simulating hurricane years. For cach
vear of simulation. the number of landfall hurricanes is randomly determined based on historical hurri-
cane data. For cach hurricane (if any), the landfall location, dircction. speed. strength, and other parame-
ters are also randomly determined based on historical hurricane data,

When a hurricane makes landfall, a storm surge model determines the amount of infrastructure damage
that occurs in susceptible areas due to the wall of water (i.e.. storm surge) that the hurricane pushes onto

coastal areas.

As the hurricane travels over land. the simulation model keeps wack of the fastest wind gusts to which
each location is exposed. This determines the amount of wind damage that occurs during the hurricanc.
The model is flexible enough to consider many types of construction with many types of wind loading
characteristics, This includes standard construction (c.g.. Grade B. Grade C). “hardened™ systems, and
others.
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Figurce A-1. Overview of Methodology

For cach simulated hurricance, the model determines the amount of damage both for the proposed project
arca and for the entire service territory of the associated utility. Damage for the entire service territory is
needed to determine the total utility restoration time, which then determines the restoration time for the

proposed project arca.

Once the total hurricane damage is determined for the entire project area, a restoration model is used to
determine when repairs on the proposed project area begin and end. This restoration model includes fac-
tors such as startup inefficiencies (e.g.. due to debris on roads). crew ramp up, and the difference between
overhead crews and underground crews.

The hurricane damage and restoration models provide information that allows for the calculation of utility
restoration costs. customer interruptions. and the customer costs associated with the interruptions. Taken
together. the utility and customer costs constitute the total costs of the hurricanc as it relates to clectric

utility infrastructure.

After simulating the costs and benefits of all hurricanes in a specific hurricanc vear. additional hurricane
vears can be simulated. Many simulated years will have no hurricancs and will therefore have no hurri-
cane costs. Some simulated years will have a single weak hurricane and will therefore have small hurri-
cane costs. Some simulated years will have multiple major hurricanes and will therefore have significant
hurricane costs. Simulating many hurricane vears allows the average hurricane cost to be computed.
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Figure A-2, Approach to Cost and Benefit Calculations

The output of the simulation is a list of initial utility costs, annual utility costs. customer interruption min-
utes during normal weather, and customer interruption minutes during hurricances. The model is-flexible
enough to accommodate any cost category that can be characierized by initial cost and/or a recurring an-
nual cost.

The model is designed 1o compare two cases. Typicaliy, this will be the “status quo™ case and a proposed
undergrounding option. MHurricane simulations are performed automatically for both cases so that costs
and reliability differences can be compared. This approach is shown in Figure A-2,

Consider a situation where a utility is considering an undergrounding project. When assessing this pro-
ject, the utility will first enter information about the existing system. This allows the current utility costs.
reliability performance, and customer costs to be calculated. The utility also enters information about the
undergrounding project including the initial cost, annual cosis, annual savings, and so forth. The assess-
ment is then able to simulate the performance of the undergrounded system and compute associated utility
costs. reliability performance. and customer costs. The difference in utility cost between the status quo
and the proposed scenario is defined as the net utility cost. The difference in reliability performance is
defined as net reliability benefit. When reliability benefit is translated into customer cost, it is defined as
net customer cost. Net reliability benefit and net customer cost. taken together, constitute net customer
benefit.

The scenario comparison in Figure A-2 is flexible and does not necessarily have to be used 1o compare
the status quo to a proposed underground project. For example it could be used to compare the status quo
to a proposcd “hardened overhead™ project where existing overhead structures are reinforeed 1o better
withstand wind damage. 1t could also be used 1o compare a proposed undergrounding project to a pro-
posed hardened overhead project. Generally. the framework is suitable 1o compare any given “Scenario
A" with another given “Scenario B.” This allows a range of options to be explored and compared based
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on their incremental cost above the next least expensive option and their incremental benefit above the
next least expensive option.

The methodology described above has been implemented in a Microsoft Excel (version 2003) spreadshect
with embedded computer programming. 1t can be run on any computer with Excel. A detailed user euide
lo this spreadsheet is provided in Section 2 in the body of this report, and the spreadsheet is applied to
four Florida case studies in Section §.

As concluded in Phase 2 report, there is not sufficient data for the four Florida case studies to compare the
output of the ex ante model 10 historical realized benefits. There is not even enough data to determine up-
per and lower bounds of potential results. Analyzing the cases studies with the model is done to provide
insights into how different variables affect costs and benefits of undergrounding: the purpose is not to
replicate actual realized benefits or o anticipate future benefits.

[t must be understood that the methodology requires the user to input many parameters and many assump-
tions. For many of these parameters and assumptions, there is little basis in historical data and expert
Judgment must be used. It is beyond the scope of this project to recommend parameters and assumptions.
The spreadsheet should be viewed as a “calculator™ and it is the responsibility of the user to make appro-
priate decisions aboul input parameters and assumprions.

i The methodology and corresponding ool described in this report should be viewed as a
“calculator.” It is the responsibility of the user to make appropriate decisions about input
| paramclers.

Even if wilitics do not have a large amount of data from which to base assumptions and parameter sclec-
tions. much insight can be gained by using the tool. In fact, the ol can be used to determine the sensitiv-
ity of results to certain assumptions and certain purameters.

The conversion of overhead electric power distribution facilities 1o underground has been a topic of dis-
cussion in Florida for more than twenty vears. The topic has been swdied. discussed. and debated many
times at the state. municipal. and local Ievels. Overhiead construction is generally the standard for new
construction, with developers or customers typically paying for any incremental cost for underground
construction. However, all investor-owned utilitics are required to have a process where customers can
opt to underground existing overhead service by paying the incremental cost. For municipals and coop-
eratives. the decision to underground is left 1o local citizen boards.

It is well-known that the conversion of overhead clectric distribution systems to underground is costly,
and these costs almost always exceed quantifiable benefits. This conclusion is reached consistently in
many reports that range from state-wide studies 1o very small projects. However. there is no consistent
approach has been used to compute the costs and benefits of proposed undergrounding projects. making
studies difficult to interpret and use for making decisions.

As more arcas in Florida begin to explore the possibility of underground conversion. it becomes increas-
ingly desirable 1o have a consistent methodology 1o assess the associated costs and benefits. Results from
a trusted approach can provide insight. lead to better projects, aid in customers communicating with utili-
tics, and potentially help guide certain regulatory approaches.

This report has presented a methodology capable of computing the costs and benefits of potential under-
arounding projects. The methodology can also be used 1o compute the costs and benefits of other activi-
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ties that have an impact on hurricane performance such as the hardening of overhead systems. The meth-
odology used a detailed simulation with the following components: hurricane module, equipment damage
module. restoration module. and cost-benefit module. This methodology has been implemented in a
spreadsheet application so that it can be casily used by interested parties.

The conversion of overhead electric infrastructure to underground is of interest around the country and
around the world. Often times underground conversion proposals are cither pursued or rejected without a
systematic analysis of costs and benefits. The methodology presented in this report is an attempt to add
consistency. rigor, and thoroughness to these types of analyses. At present, the methodology is specific to
the state of Florida, but the general approach is valid wherever extreme weather events have the potential
to wreek havoc on clectricity infrastructure.
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PURC's Hardening Research Page 1 of 1

PURC's Hardening Research
Jamison,Mark A [mark.jamison@warrington.ufl.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 1:20 PM
To:  Michael Karukin
Cc:  Kury,Ted [ted.kury@warrington.ufl.edu]; Melissa L. Stevens Pickle [melissa.stevens@warrington.ufl.edu]

Thank you for contacting PURC about our storm hardening research. The research is summarized in reports

found at http://warrington.ufl.edu/centers/purc/research/energy.asp under the heading “Research in Electricity

Infrastructure Hardening”.

As you can see in our reports, such as our initial report at
http://warrington.ufl.edu/centers/purc/docs/report PURC Collaborative Research 2007.pdf, this research was
conducted at the direction of the Florida Public Service Commission (Florida Public Service Commission Order
No. PSC-06-00351-PAA-El issued April 25, 2006) to analyze ways that Florida could better prepare its electric
infrastructure for severe storms, such as hurricanes. All of the work was done with the oversight of a steering
committee and reviewed by the staff of the Florida Public Service Commission. PURC provided an annual report
to the sponsors, who then provided it to the Florida Public Service Commission as part of their annual reports to
the Commission on storm hardening. PURC was present on several occasions at public meetings of the
Commission to describe the research and answer questions.

As should always be the case with academic research, the methods that PURC used for this research are
available for all to view and critique. We would be happy to discuss the research with anyone who has an
interest.

Best,

dr.j.

Mark A. Jamison, Ph.D., Director

Public Utility Research Center http://www.purc.ufl.edu

Warrington College of Business Administration
205 Matherly, PO Box 117142

University of Florida

Gainesville, FL USA 32611

+1.352.392.6148 mark.jamison@warrington.ufl.edu
vCard
“Leadership in Infrastructure Policy”

"Where there is no vision, the people perish.” Sclomon
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Executive Summary

The conversion of overhead electric power distribution facilities to underground has been a topic of dis-
cussion in Florida for more than twenty years. The topic has been studied, discussed, and debated many
times at the state, municipal, and local levels. Overhead construction is the standard in Florida, but all
investor-owned utilities are required to have a process where customers can opt to underground existing
overhead service by paying the incremental cost. For municipals and cooperatives, the decision to under-
ground is left to local citizen boards.

This report presents the results of a review of relevant previous undergrounding studies done in Florida as
well as literature on the subject from throughout the US and around the world. This review finds that the
conversion of overhead electric distribution systems to underground is costly, and these costs are far in
‘excess of the quantifiable benefits presented in existing studies, except in rare cases where the facilities
provide particularly high reliability gains or otherwise have a higher than average impact on community
goals.

This conclusion is reached consistently in many reports, which almost universally compare the initial cost
of undergrounding to the expected quantifiable benefits. No prior cost benefit study recommends broad-
based undergrounding, but several recommend targeted undergrounding to achieve specific community
goals.

All numbers quoted throughout this report appear in one or more of the reports cited.!

Undergrounding is Expensive

As a rough estimate, the cost of converting existing overhead electric distribution lines and equipments to
underground is expected to average about $1 million per mile. In addition there are costs required to con-
vert individual home and business owner electric service and meter facilities so they will be compatible
with the new underground system now providing them with electricity. Further, there are separate, addi-
tional costs associated with site restoration and placing third-party attachments underground.

When only considering the direct utility cost of a conversion from overhead to underground, studies find
that undergrounding distribution facilities in residential neighborhoods served by investor-owned utilities
in Florida would cost an average of about $2,500 per residential customer affected. Undergrounding resi-
dential main-trunk feeders (those lines leading to residential neighborhoods) throughout Florida would
cost an average of about $11,000 per residential customer affected. Undergrounding all main trunk com-
mercial feeders (those feeding business and office areas, etc.) in Florida would cost an average of about
$37,000 per commercial customer affected.

Costs in any particular situation could vary widely from these estimates depending upon electric system
design, construction standards, customer density, local terrain, construction access issues, building type,
and service type. Existing studies estimate the wholesale conversion of overhead electric distribution sys-
tem to underground would require that electricity rates increase to approximately double their current
level, or possibly more in areas with a particularly low customer density.

! References are intentionally left out of this Executive Summary. They are inctuded throughout the main body of the report.
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Further Costs Must Be Incurred to Obtain Complete Aesthetic Benefits

Nearly every study and examination of overhead to underground conversion notes in some manner that
removing the poles, overhead lines and equipment, and in some cases above-ground facilities required for
the overhead utilities will improve the visual appeal — the aesthetics — of an area, be it residential or com-
mercial property. Opinions and analytical studies of the value of this aesthetic improvement differ widely
as to results, but no studies examined in this report conclude that aesthetics had a quantifiable monetary
benefit that substantially affected the overall benefit-to-cost ratio for the conversion.

Regardless, there is no doubt that some municipal governments, developers, businesses, and homeowners
value the aesthetic improvement brought about by undergrounding of utilities very highly. This is evident
because some choose pay the cost differential for underground service themselves (for new construction).

The electric system conversion costs discussed above would nof always provide aesthetic improvement
without additional expenses to convert third-party utilities such as telephone and cable television to un-
derground. The costs necessary to relocate all remaining utilities underground is most often estimated at
somewhere between 10% and 30% beyond the cost of the electric conversion.

Undergrounding Provides a Number of Benefits

In return for the considerable expense, electric customers can receive a number of potential benefits from
the undergrounding of their overhead systems. The following is a list of benefits most often mentioned in
undergrounding reports and studies:

Potential Benefits of Underground Electric Facilities
Improved aesthetics;

Lower tree trimming cost;

Lower storm damage and restoration cost;

Fewer motor vehicle accidents;

Reduced live-wire contact;

Fewer outages during normal weather;

Far fewer momentary interruptions;

Improved utility relations regarding tree trimming;
Fewer structures impacting sidewalks.
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Undergrounding Has a Number of Potential Disadvantages

There are a number of potential disadvantages which need to be considered whenever the conversion of
overhead facilities to underground is evaluated. The following is a list of potential disadvantages most
often mentioned in undergrounding reports and studies:

Potential Disadvantages of Underground Electric Facilities
Stranded asset cost for existing overhead facilities;

Environmental damage including soil erosion, and disruption of ecologically-sensitive habitat;
Utility employee work hazards during vault and manhole inspections;

Increased exposure to dig-ins;

Longer duration interruptions and more customers impacted per outage;

Susceptibility to flooding, storm surges, and damage during post-storm cleanup;

Reduced flexibility for both operations and system expansion;

Reduced life expectancy

Higher maintenance and operating costs;

Higher cost for new data bandwidth.

Financing Options

The reports and references reviewed in this report all conclude that undergrounding incurs a very substan-
tial additional cost compared to that for overhead distribution, even as they differed on what that cost was
and how much of it was justified based on the benefits obtained. Ultimately, those undergrounding costs
must be paid if the conversion is to be done. There are many funding options to cover these costs, and
selecting the most appropriate financing approach is a critical part of the overall undergrounding process.
The following are methods of financing that are most often cited in reports and studies (combinations of
these options can be used as well):

Basic Financing Options
Customer funded;
Higher electricity rates;
Higher taxes;

Special tax districts;
Utility set-asides;
Federal funding;
Private sector funded.

Overall Conclusion

The Florida Public Service Commission as well as many municipalities and electric customers in Florida
are interested in undergrounding electric distribution systems in order to improve aesthetics, improve reli-
ability of service, and reduce vulnerability to hurricane damage. The benefits associated with improved
aesthetics are not quantifiable. Without considering aesthetics, no study reviewed in this report concludes
that wholesale conversion of overhead electric distribution lines to underground can be fully cost justi-
fied.
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In summary, a review of the body of public knowledge on the undergrounding of electric distribution fa-
cilities reveals the following:

Summary of Literature Review on Electric Distribution Underground Conversion

e No state is requiring extensive undergrounding of existing distribution facilities;

e Conversion of overhead facilities to underground is rarely 100% justified on the basis
of costs and quantifiable benefits;
Ex post analyses on actual underground conversion projects have not been done;
Few studies address the potential negative impacts of undergrounding;
Few studies consider strengthening existing overhead systems as a potential cost-
effective alternative to underground conversion;

» There are almost no academic or industry publications that address storm reliability
modeling of electric distribution systems;

o Until last year, there was no academic or industry literature that addressed failure
rates during hurricanes as a function of hurricane strength;

o Existing research on mitigating the impacts of major storms on electric distribution
systems is not sufficient for use in a detailed study.
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Executive Summary

This report presents the results of Phase 2 of a three phase project to investigate the implications of con-
verting overhead electric distribution systems in Florida to underground (referred to as um.iergroundmg).
The purpose of Phase 2 is to examine the costs and berefits of actual undergrounding projects that l}ave
been completed. The focus is to identify the drivers of each project; discuss the challenges of each project;
and to collect data that can serve as a real-world basis for the ex ante modeling in Phase 3. A summary of
the four case studies examined in Phase 2 is shown in Table A.

Table A. Summary of Case Studies
. Year of Circuit Miles of Circuit Miles of
Project Utility Conversion __Converted Overhead  New Underground
Pensacola Beach Gulf Power 2006 2.6 6.8
Sand Key Progress Energy Florida 1996 1.8 1.7
Allison Island Florida Power & Light 2000 0.5 1.0
County Road 30A Chelco 2006 0.8 0.8

A review of the case studies reaches the same conclusion reached in the Phase 1 literature review: the ini-
tial cost to convert overhead distribution to underground is high, and there is insufficient data to show that
this high initial cost is 100% justifisble by quantifiable benefits such as reduced O&M cost savings and
reduced hurricane damage. Increased data collection can potentially increase the amount of quantifiable
benefits, but it is unlikely that these benefits will 100% justify high initial cost, except potentially in a situa-
tion where an undergrounded system is struck by multiple severe hurricanes. For all of these case studies,
by far the strongest reason for undergrounding is to improve the aesthetics of the area. Additional observa-
tions relating to these case studies include:

o  All case studies occurred in coastal areas.

*  Two of the four projects were done in conjunction with roadway widening projects.

e More circuit miles of underground are sometimes built than the original overhead amount. This is
typically to create an underground loop that increases operational flexibility and the ability to re-
spond to faults, )

o  Cost per circuit mile figures corresponds to those identified in the Phase 1 literature search.

o  Cost per customer varies widely based on both the cost per circuit mile and the amount of high
density housing such as high rise condominiums, ’

Not much data is available on the impact of the case studies on non-storm reliability and hwrricane per-
formance. The little data that is available indicates that non-storm reliability is not significantly different

after undergrounding, and that hurricane reliability of underground systems is not perfect due to storm
surge damage.

For these case studies, there is an extensive amount of project description and project cost data, but limited
avoided cost and benefit data. These case studies can certainly be used as an input for an ex ante model, but
there is not sufficient data to compare the output of the ex ante model to historical realized benefits. There
is not even enough data to determine upper and lower bounds of potential results. At this point, any ex ante
model that is developed, such as the one to be developed in Phase 3, must be justified by its model assump-
tions rather than by its ability to replicate realized benefits from any of these case studies.
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Executive Summary

This report is the Phase 3 deliverable of a project awarded in response to RFP #U-1 issued by the F lorjda
Electric Utilities. RFP #U-1 was a result of Florida Public Service Commission Qrder No. PSC—QG-O.’&J I-
PAA-EI, which directs each investor-owned electric utility in Florida to establish a plan that increases

The scope of the overall project (all three phases) is to investigate the implications of converting overhead
electric distribution systems in Florida to underground (referred to as undergrounding). The primary focus
of the project is the impact of undergrounding on the performance of the electric infrastructure during
hurricanes, which s the ability of the local power system to withstand high winds, storm surges, and other
damage from hurricanes and to minimize the number and duration of customer interruptions. This study
also considers benefits and issues with regards to performance during non-storm situations,

The project is divided into three phases. Phase ] is a meta-analysis of existing research, reports, method-
ologies, and case studies. The Phase 1 final report, Undergrounding Assessment Phase 1 Final Report:
Literature Review and Analysis of Electric Distribution Overhead to Underground Conversion, was is-
sued on February 28% 2007. Phase 2 examines specific undergrounding project case studies in Florida.
The Phase 2 final report, Undergrounding Assessment Phase 2 Final Report: Undergrounding Case Stud.-
fes, was issued on August 6 2007,

Phase 3 develops and tests a methodology for analyzing the costs and benefits of specific undergrounding
proposals in Florida. The methodology is separated into two basic components: normal weather assess-
ment and hurricane assessment, The normal weather model includes the basic cost of utility capital and
operational cost information. It also includes high-level reliability information that allows for the calcula-
tion of customer interruption information and related costs. A flowchart of the methodology is shown in

The hurricane model determines infrastructure damage and related costs associated with tropical storms
of hurricane strength when making landfall in Florida. To perform a cost and benefit analysis of sufficient
detail to meet the objectives of this project, it is necessary to simulate hurricanes moving across Florida.
Therefore, a large component of the hurricane mode| js dedicated to simulating hurricane years. For each
year of simulation, the number of landfall hurricanes is randomly determined based on historical hurri-
cane data. For each hurricane (if any), the landfal] location, direction, speed, strength, and other parame-
ters are also randomly determined based on historical hurricane data,

When a hurricane makes landfall, a storm Surge model determines the amount of infrastructure damage
that occurs in susceptible areas due to the wall of water (i.e., storm surge) that the hurricane pushes onto
coastal areas.

As the hurricane travels over land, the simulation mode| keeps track of the fastest wind £usts to which
each location is exposed. This determines the amount of wind damage that oceurs during the hurricane.
The model is flexible enough to consider many types of construction with many types of wind loading
characteristics. This includes standard construction (e.g., Grade B, Grade C), “hardened" systems, and
others.
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Figure A-1. Overview of Methodology
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For each simulated hurricane. the model determines the amount of damage both for the proposed project
area and for the entire service territory of the associated utility. Damage for the entire service territory is
needed to determine the total utility restoration time, which then determines the restoration time for the

proposed project area.

Once the total hurricane damage is determined for the entire project area, a restoration model is used to
determine when repairs on the proposed project area begin and end. This restoration model includes fac-
tors such as startup inefficiencies (e.g.. due to debris on roads) crew ramp up. and the difference between

overhead crews and underground crews,

The hurricane damage and restoration models provide information that allows for the calculation of utility
restoration costs, customer interruptions. and the customer costs associated with the interruptions. Taken
together, the utility and customer costs constitute the total costs of the hurricane as it relates to electric

utility infrastructure.

Afier simulating the costs and benefits of all hurricanes in a specific hurricane year. additional hurricane
vears can be simulated. Many simulated years will have no hurricanes and will therefore have no hurri-
cane costs. Some simulated years will have a single weak hurricane and will therefore have small hurri-
cane costs. Some simulated years will have multiple major hurricanes and will therefore have significant
hurricane costs. Simulating many hurricane vears allows the average hurricane cost to be computed.
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Figure A-2. Approach to Cost and Benefit Calculations

The output of the simulation is a list of initial utility costs, annual utility costs, customer interruption min-
utes during normal weather, and customer interruption minutes during hurricanes. The model is flexible

enough to accommodate any cost category that can be characterized by initial cost and/or a recurring an-
nual cost.

The model is designed to compare two cases. Typically, this will be the “status quo™ case and a proposed
undergrounding option. Hurricane simulations are performed automatically for both cases so that costs
and reliability differences can be compared. This approach is shown in Figure A-2.

Consider a situation where a wtility is considering an undergrounding project. When assessing this pro-
Ject, the utility will first enter information about the existing system. This allows the current utility costs,
reliability performance, and customer costs to be calculated. The utility also enters information about the
undergrounding project including the initial cost, annual costs, annual savings, and so forth. The assess-
ment is then able to simulate the performance of the undergrounded system and compute associated utility
costs, reliability performance, and customer costs. The difference in utility cost between the status quo
and the proposed scenario is defined as the net wility cost. The difference in reliability performance is
defined as net reliability benefit. When reliability benefit is translated into customer cost, it is defined as

net customer cost. Net reliability benefit and net customer cost. taken logether, constitute net customer
benefit.

The scenario comparison in Figure A-2 is flexible and does not necessarily have to be used to compare
the status quo 1o a proposed underground project. For example it could be used to compare the status quo
to a proposed “hardened overhead™ project where existing overhead structures are reinforced to better
withstand wind damage. It could also be used to compare a proposed undergrounding project to a pro-
posed hardened overhead project. Generally, the framework is suitable to compare any given “Scenario
A with another given “Scenario B.” This allows a range of options to be explored and compared based
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on their incremental cost above the next least expensive option and their incremental benefit above the
next least expensive option.

Tl:l(‘.‘. methodology described above has been implemented in a Microsoft Excel (version 2003) spreadsheet
with embedded computer programming. It can be run on any computer with Excel. A detailed user cuide

to this spreadsheet is provided in Section 2 in the body of this report. and the spreadsheet is applied to
four Florida case studies in Section §.

As concluded in Phase 2 report. there is not sufficient data for the four Florida case studies to compare the
output of the ex ante model to historical realized benefits. There is not even enough data to determine up-
per and lower bounds of potential results. Analyzing the cases studies with the model is done to provide
insights into how different variables affect costs and benefits of undergrounding; the purpose is not to
replicate actual realized benefits or 1o anticipate future benefits.

It must be understood that the methodology requires the user to input many parameters and many assump-
tions. For many of these parameters and assumptions, there is little basis in historical data and expert
judgment must be used. It is beyond the scope of this project to recommend parameters and assumptions.
The spreadsheet should be viewed as a “calculator™ and it is the responsibility of the user to make appro-
priate decisions about input parameters and assumptions.

The methodology and corresponding tool described in this report should be viewed as a
“calculator.™ It is the responsibility of the user to make appropriate decisions about input
parameters.

Even if utilities do not have a large amount of data from which to base assumptions and parameter selec-
tions, much insight can be gained by using the tool. In fact. the tool can be used to determine the sensitiv-
ity of results 1o certain assumptions and certain parameters.

The conversion of overhead electric power distribution facilities to underground has been a topic of dis-
cussion in Florida for more than twenty vears. The topic has been studied, discussed. and debated many
times at the state, municipal, and local levels. Overhead construction is generally the standard for new
construction, with developers or customers typically paying for any incremental cost for underground
construction. However, all investor-owned utilities are required to have a process where customers can
opt to underground existing overhead service by paying the incremental cost. For municipals and coop-
eratives, the decision to underground is left to local citizen boards.

It is well-known that the conversion of overhead electric distribution systems to underground is costly.
and these costs almost always exceed quantifiable benefits. This conclusion is reached consistently in
many reports that range from state-wide studies to very small projects. However, there is no consistent
approach has been used to compute the costs and benefits of proposed undergrounding projects, making
studies difficult to interpret and use for making decisions.

As more areas in Florida begin to explore the possibility of underground conversion, it becomes increas-
ingly desirable to have a consistent methodology to assess the associated costs and benefits. Results from
a trusted approach can provide insight. lead to better projects, aid in customers communicating with utili-
ties, and potentially help guide certain regulatory approaches.

This report has presented a methodology capable of computing the costs and benefits of potential under-
grounding projects. The methodology can also be used to compute the costs and benefits of other activi-

Riagﬁuﬁn&scssmem Phase 3 Report Final Report Page 5 of 97
Page 178



QUANTA

TELHMOLDGY |

ties that have an impact on hurricane performance such as the hardening of overhead systems. The meth-
odology used a detailed simulation with the following components: hurricane module, equipment damage
module, restoration module, and cost-benefit module. This methodology has been implemented in a
spreadsheet application so that it can be easily used by interested parties.

The conversion of overhead electric infrastructure to underground is of interest around the country and
around the world. Often times underground conversion proposals are either pursued or rejected without a
systematic analysis of costs and benefits. The methodology presented in this report is an attempt to add
consistency, rigor, and thoroughness to these types of analyses. At present, the methodology is specific to

the state of Florida, but the general approach is valid wherever extreme weather events have the potential
to wreck havoc on electricity infrastructure.
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Thad Moyseowicz -
lived in a major northern European city as an expat from 2003-09, a city located

at about the same latitude as Winnipeg and which buries its power cables, a city in an area
with a very high water table (ever see the pictures of the waterlogged WWI Flanders Fields
trenches?). I've come back to my country which during my teenage years landed men on
the moon, and for a bit over a year have been in my nice upscale neighborhood in the
greater DC area which adheres to the practice of hanging power cables off of creosoted
pine poles, no doubt because it's a tried and true technology. Twice in the past 7 months
I've suffered power outages in excess of 12 hours each [the first from a winter snowstorm,
the most recent from Irene]. | never suffered a power outage in Europe (but | lost a major
tree to a storm). Mr. Kury is absolutely correct that it would cost to transition to the more
intelligent practice I'll even stipulate to his estimate. But he's on shaky ground when he
invokes heat dissipation as a problem (the engineers in the country | lived in somehow
managed to lick that). It is disheartening to return to a couniry whose infrastructure was

once the world's envy but is now Third World.
- Share>»

Michael Ossar -
You forgot to ask Mr. Kury why we can't revise building codes to require that all

*new” housing developments have buried power lines. Presumably the costs to bury power
lines along with cable, sewer and other services in a new development would be much less
that that of retrofitting existing communities. Somehow | don't remember seeing lots of utility
poles in Paris, London, Berlin or any other European city. How come Slovenia can afford

this sensible idea but the USA cannot?
- Share)

Ted Kury -
| apologize if it wasn't clear, but the issue of heat dissipation is not a matter of

technical feasibility. We bury power lines all of the time. We know how to do it. It is a matter
of expense, however, as you're not jusl talking about burying an extension cord in the dirt.
- Share»
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Ted Kury -

| think that the intereest in the subject is great, but it's pretty unrealistic to think

that you can cover it all in a ten minute interview, especially when it's edited down to four
minutes. Overall, | think that the NPR staff did a great job condensing the interview to the
major points. @MC: I'd love to know that too, but the data are deemed proprietary. It's a
great question and would make a great paper. @Mitch: The success stories of
undergrounding are myriad, but | stand by my statement that the question of whether to
underground lines depends on a lot of factors. Undergrounding is not a universal best
practice. @Martin: | actually said that it takes policymakers (on behalf of customers,
generally), regulators, and utilities all working together, and that no one group can
accomplish anything unilaterally. That's how we've been able to accomplish everything
we've done in Florida. @Michael: It all comes down to what you're willing to pay. Do you

know what they pay for electricity in Europe? Twice what we do. That will not fly here.
- Share»

Emacee 1701 -

| see some missed points here, as well:

I've seen old pictures of New York with above-ground power lines. It would be interesting to
know how/why the decision was made to bury power and other utility lines.

| grew up where powers and utility lines were always above ground. Now, the system seems
much more vulnerable to outages, not just in extremely severe weather but power goes out
in routine bad weather. I've always suspected that the utilities decided it was cheaper for
them to fix things after an outage than to update, upgrade and maintain the system to
prevent outages. I'd really love to see NPR find out if (1) outages have become more
common and more lengthy and (2) if utilities are practicing deferred maintenance of their
infrastructures.

- Share:
f%»  Mitch Dion -
g,%? _Advantages of Underground - White paper

http://iwww.underground2020.org/documents/Advantages%200f%20Undergrounding %20 Util
09.pdf

- Share)

Page 59
www.npr.org/2011/08/. I1400*2§

age

Mitch Dion -

NPR you let him off without following the money. Mr. Kury, like the investor owned

utilities that control distribution and transmission lines seemed to dismiss the real reliablity
advantages for buried lines in favor of the industry spin to support their profits. The life
cycle costs and the reductions in unquantifiable health impacts from EMR far out weigh the
short falls of periodic flooding that generally do not occur in well constructed utility vaults
(outside of a flood zone). Here in Fallbrook CA, we prefer them buried - too bad San Diego

a|1d Electric is not interested in real savinas - iust profit. NPR follow the monev for the
Zivould-burying—power-lines—reduce-power-outages

4/5




Would Burying Power Lines Reduce Power Qutages? : NPR

real story.
- Share»

(5% Martin Lagon -
&’3&, Mr. Kury said that the public utility commissions had a large part in this. After Isabel
in 2003, | discussed the matter with the Maryland PUC members. | suggested they take
steps to require BG&E begin in 5 yrs and beyond to bury a percentage of their old lines per
year. That PUC said they were not "empowered” to make such a recommendation. We
spend 4 days in the dark, and | know it's happening again. | live in Denver Colorado now
and guess what - it's very hard to find lines on poles here, at least in the parts | travel, and

outages occur much much less.
- Share)»
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Would Burying Power Lines Reduce Power Outages?

August 29, 2011 textsize A A A

Hurricane Irene left about 7 million homes and businesses without power. But could that number
have been reduced if more power lines were buried? Robert Siegel speaks with Ted Kury, director
of energy studies at the University of Florida's Public Utility Research Center, about the
advantages and costs of buried power lines.

Copyright © 2011 National Public Radio. For personal. noncommercial use only. See Terms of Use. For other uses. prior
permission required,

ROBERT SIEGEL, host: Having grown up in a densely populated area - in fact, in the most densely
populated neighborhood of our most densely populated city - | am still a little puzzed by downed
power lines. Growing up, | figured that electricity, like water and subway trains, was something that
traveled underground, and that meant no unsightly polis and cables running up and down First
Avenue in Manhattan, no occasional outage due to a drunk driver crashing his Volvo into a poll
and no fear that trees that snapped during snowstorms and hurricanes would fall on power lines
and cut off electricity.

So with so many power lines felled by Hurricane Irene, we ask: Why don't we bury more power lines
than we do? And we're going to put that question out to Ted Kury, who is director of energy studies
at the University of Florida's Public Utility Research Center.

Welcome to the program.

TED KURY: Thank you.

SIEGEL: And | gather the answer is money. How expensive is it?

KURY: Certainly the cost is going to depend on the geography and the density of the region. A rule
of thumb that we use down here in Florida is roughly a million dollars per mile.

SIEGEL: A million dollars per mile underground. And, say, above ground?
KURY: Well, that would be roughly the incremental cost.

SIEGEL: The incremental cost. I've heard the ratio 10 to 1 tossed around. That it's ten times more
expensive to bury power lines than to run them above ground.

KURY: Ten to one is probably not a bad back in the envelope number.

SIEGEL: So it costs a great deal more to bury cables, but then again you don't routinely lose

service in snow storms or hurricanes. Bon't the costs of maintaining above ground lines start to
add up?

KURY: Well, they do, but you're not really eliminating risk completely when you underground the
ower lines. You're simply trading off one type of risk for another. Yes, you've mitigated the risk of
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losing power because of a failure in the pole or a tree getting blown into the lines. But you've
traded that risk off for outages due to storm surge or to flooding.

SIEGEL: But underground aren't there other things already there in many of these same
communities, say, you know, television cables underground?

KURY: Certainly. But you still have the expense of digging everything up again. And burying a
power line underground, there are certain allowances that you have to make. When electricity flows
through a distribution line or a transmission line it generates heat. And out in the air that heat is
allowed to dissipate, but underground you have to make other allowances for basically cooling
those lines.

SIEGEL: Do you think that the argument in favor of burying lines is in large part an aesthetic one?
That only utilities think a utility pole is a thing of beauty?

KURY: Well, | think that people tend to only think about the reliability of the electric system when
the power goes out. So most of the time - | would guess - when communities are making the
decision to pay for power lines to be underground primarily it's aesthetic, because effectively you
don't see the power lines every day if they're buried underground. Where any reliability benefit that
may accrue is not even really obvious when there's a storm event.

SIEGEL: From what I'm hearing you say, | wouldn't expect any change here in American practice
about whether power lines go underground or above ground.

KURY: Well, the problem is it's very difficult for a utility to unilaterally make that decision. Ultimately,
the utility is responsible to the Public Service Commission of that particular state, who will assess
whether a utilities expenditure was prudent. So it really does take a collective effort between
policymakers and regulators and the utilities themselves to affect any kind of change. It really is an
effort where everyone has to work together.

SIEGEL: Well, Ted Kury, thanks for talking with us about lines underground and above ground.
KURY: Thank you very much, Robert.

SIEGEL: Mr. Kury is director of energy studies at the Public Utility Research Center at the
University of Florida.

(SOUNDBITE OF MUSIC)

MELISSA BLOCK, host: You are listening to ALL THINGS CONSIDERED.
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media without attribution to National Public Radio. This transcripl is provided for personal, noncommercial use only. pursuant
to our Terms of Use. Any other use requires NPR's prior permission. Visit cur permissions page for further information.

NPR transcripts are crealed on a rush deadline by a contractor for NPR, and accuracy and availability may vary. This text may
not be in its final form and may be updated or revised in the future. Please be aware that the authoritative record of NPR's
programming is the audio.
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Utility workers in Seaside Heights, N.J., making pole repairs after the destruction caused by Hurricane Sandy.

Upgrade or Clean Up?

Hurricane Sandy Alters the Cost-Benefit Calculus for Utilities

This article is by Diane Cardwell, Matthew L. Wald and
" Christopher Drew.

After Hurricane Sandy wreaked havoe with power sys-
tems in the Northeast, many consumers and public officials
complained that the electric utilities had done far too little to
protect their equipment from violent storms, which forecast-
ers have warned could strike with increasing frequency.

But from a utility's perspective, the cold hard math is
this: it is typically far cheaper for the company, and its cus-
tomers, to skip the prevention measures and just clean up the
mess afterward.

Consolidated Edison, for example, expects to spend as
much as $450 million to repair damages to its electric grid in
and around New York City. Since utilities are generally al-
lowad to recover their costs through electric rates, customer
bills in the region, which typically run about $90 a month for
residential customers, would have to rise by almost 3 percent
for three years to cover those expenses alona.

Fully stormproofing the system — sinking power lines, el-
evating substations and otherwise hardening equipment
against damage from torrential winds and widespread flood-
ing — could easily cost 100 times as much. For Con Ed, carry-

ing out just one measure — puiting all of its electric lings un-
derground — would cost around $40 billion, the company esti-
mates. To recover those costs, electric rates would probably
have to triple for a decade or more, according to Kevin Burke,
Con Ed's chiel executive.

Avoiding such large investments is also appealing for an-
other reason: the federal government has sometimes helped
bail out utilities after catastrophes, like the Sept. 11 terror ai-
tacks and Hurricane Katrina. It may do so again this tme in
response to pleas from the governors of Mew York and New
Jersey.

Still, there are signs that the devastation caused by Hurii-
cane Sandy is upending the traditional cost-beneiin calcula-
tions,

The Northeasi has been hit by three big storms i just
over a year, and forecasters say that so-called 100-yzar storms
are likely to occur more frequently.

Utilities and policy makers can see thal ocean surge
poses a previously unexpﬂctﬂd threat to the powe i

And there is growing recognition that the true cc:s( of dis-
ruptions, in terms of gasoline lines, lost workdays and busi-

Continued on Page 6
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Sandy Spurs New Look at Underground Power Lines, Grid Upgrade

State BPU chief warns NJ ratepayers would foot bill for ‘incredibly expensive’ measures

By Tom Johnson, November 21,2012 in Energy & Environment

Hurricane Sandy has prompted utility regulators to take a
new look at measures New Jersey has shied away from in
the past — including replacing some above-ground power
lines with underground systems -- largely because of the
huge price tag that likely would jack up electric rates for
consumers.

In the next few months, the state Board of Public Ultilities,
however, plans to explore the possibility of “selective”
burying of underground lines. It also will examine whether to
require utilities to create a “smarter” power grid, a step some
say would lead to faster restoration of power in the wake of
powerful storms like Sandy.

= Neither of those options would be cheap. In the past, for
: B instance, the BPU has balked at allowing Public Service
Credit: PSEGpics Electric & Gas, the state’s largest utility, to take steps toward
creating a “smart”
grid, primarily because of projected costs running into
hundreds of millions of dollars. Related Links

The reassessment, which will include public hearings around | New Jersey's Aging Power Plants Another \I
the state, comes in the wake of a hurricane which left a fasuailyoF Sandy |
record 2.7 million customers without power, some for as Opinion: What Sandy Should Have Taught
long as 14 days. On the hard-hit barrier islands along the Us

Jersey Shore, many are still without any electricity or gas

) > Storm Costs Won't Necessarily Spell
service, some not to be restored until next month.

Budget Disaster

Beyond burying overhead power lines and creating a Utilities Restore Power After Storm But
smarter grid, the state agency also plans to determine what | Ratepayers Wil Pick Up the Bill
needs to be done to relocate, elevate or harden electric
utility substations and switching stations.

All told, Hurricane Sandy flooded 58 utility substations, more than four times the number flooded
during Hurricane Irene, according to BPU President Bob Hanna. When those substations are knocked
out of service, tens of thousands of customers lose power.

“We're going to think very seriously about moving substations or elevating them,” Hanna said at the
first public meeting of the BPU since Sandy made landfall on Oct. 29 near Atlantic City. “It happened
once; it can't happen again.”

Actually, it already occurred during Hurricane Irene, when 14 utility substations in low-lying areas were

ﬂoodigdﬁ&insui afdespread outages.

njspotlight.com/staries/12711/20/sandy -s purs-new~-look-at-underground-utility -lines-upgrade-of -grid/
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In talking about how the state should respond in the aftermath of Sandy, which claimed the lives
of 37 New Jerseyans, Hanna detailed a range of other issues which need to be addressed -- from
improving communication from electric utilities to local officials to better vegetation-management
practices to reduce outages caused by falling tree limbs.

“The board has much work to do,” Hanna conceded.

One of the big issues facing the state is weighing the costs and benefits of improving the utility

infrastructure to respond more quickly to storms like Sandy, which will almost certainly happen again,
he said.

“Extreme weather is a fact of life” he said. “It's going to continue to occur.”
Hanna's feliow BPU commissioner, Jeanne Fox, echoed those comments.

“I'm hoping and praying that Sandy is a wakeup call,” said Fox, while saying the hurricane was not
directly a result of global climate change.

Burying power lines would be “incredibly expensive,” Hanna said, adding that it would cost “billions of
dollars™ if the state tried to bury all overhead lines in New Jersey, a process that would involve ripping
up most roads and front lawns.

He suggested the state needs to examine selective burying of underground lines after a detailed cost-
and-benefit analysis. Placing substation feeder cables might be one option, he added.

Creating a “smarter” grid would also result in additional costs for ratepayers, but Hanna noted that in
Delaware, where nearly the entire state has been converted to an upgraded power grid, utilities have
been better able to respond to power outages.

“We have to study the costs and benefits of all these items | mentioned and make sure they are worth
it,” Hanna said.

PSE&G did a study several years ago and found that implementing a “smart” grid would cost the
average homeowner $200, according to Michael Jennings, a spokesman for PSEG Power, a subsidiary
of the company.

"These were ballpark figures," Jennings said. "There was a lot of opposition and we haven't pursued it
since."

copyright © 2012-2013, njspotlight. all rights reserved.

rﬁsmlﬁght.comlsﬁ%ggﬁlfisng" gaurs-new-!ook-a\-undefground-ulltity-ﬁnes-upgrade-ol -grid/
age
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FPL Undergrounding Project
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)
Surfside Florida Specific
January 9, 2013

: What is this undergrounding project about?

There are currently 23 miles of above ground electric cable. 537 poles and 278 overhead
transformers in Surfside. There are also miles of above ground AT&T and Atlantic Broadband
cables and related devices. All of this will be gone when the project is complete.

: What will replace all this?

. Fifty miles of electric cable, 24 waterproof electric switching devices, 307 transformers and 22

splice boxes. There will also be boxes for cable and telephone. All cables will be underground
and any above ground boxes or switches will be located at lot lines to the best of our ability.

: Can I landscape around of these boxes?

Yes. as long as the landscape does not deny access to the box.

: Why go to all this trouble?

First and foremost is reliability. Our above ground system is 50 years old and has been
depreciated to $104.000 on FPL’s books. Similar low numbers exist for cable and telephone.

Second. there is broad consensus that hurricane wind damage to below ground systems is much

less than above ground systems. Flood surge recovery has less consensus. That is why this project

includes waterproof switch gear boxes. The transformers on the ground are relatively easy to
replace compared to replacing a pole particularly if that pole is in a backyard.

Page 520
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Q: Have there been any studies by independent groups on the speed of recovery issue or the cost
effectiveness of these underground projects?

A: There have been a number of studies and all reach different conclusions. These studies are
available on the Town website and you are invited to draw your own conclusions.

Q: What will this project cost?

A: The project will cost $8.2 million including FPL, Atlantic Broadband and AT&T. Negotiations are
underway with the cable and telephone providers to lower their costs. FPL has reduced its costs by

25 percent due to the “hardening” of this system as required by Florida law and the Public Service
Commission.

Q: How will the Town pay for this?

A: Depending on the cost reductions available from the cable and telephone companies, the cost will
be funded with a $12.00 per month surcharge on electric bills for residents and a $20 - $50 per
month surcharge for commercial businesses if the debt is paid off in 15 year. Ifiit is paid off in 20
years, the cost will be $10.00 per month.

Q: How many customers of FPL are there in Surfside?

A: There are 3501 residential customers and 230 commercial customers.

Q: Is it fair that folks who are already underground should help pay for this project?

A: Yes. The underground areas today were not paid for by the builders of the projects along Harding
and Collins Avenues so the underground cost was not included in the price of the original units.
These undergrounding costs were funded by the FDOT when Collins and Harding Avenues were
upgraded so everyone’s gas taxes paid the cost including non Surfside residents. Further, we are a
community where everyone will benefit by the aesthetic and reliability benefits and our downtown
will be much improved.

Q: Will my property value increase when the project is complete?

A: Most likely, however, property values are governed by many complex factors including investment
in the property itself and the market factors for real estate in general.

Q: Okay, enough with the big picture. What will be in front of my house?
A: A six square foot transformer box painted green, located to the best of our ability on property lines.

You may also have a small telephone or cable box, however, these appear much less frequently
then the transformer boxes.
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: You just replaced a portion of my driveway for the water/sewer/storm drainage project.

Here we go again.

: We understand. We will bore under your driveway and it will not need to be replaced.
: What about the street, you just repaved it?

: The Town spent $300,000 to install the conduits in any location where the former above ground

wires cross the street. FPL provided the conduit at no cost to the Town. The undergrounding
project will not need to break the new asphalt.

Q: Will my yard have to be dug up again?

>

> R % R

Q
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Yes. The wires that go to your house above ground will come in below ground. Just as we did
with the water service, there will be an individual plan to bring the wires on your property. We
will work with every impacted property to minimize the impact.

: That sounds expensive. Do I have to pay?

Just like the water service, the project absorbs that cost from the easement to your house.

: My house is very old. Will I have to pay to upgrade my wiring and my panel?

Possibly. There are perhaps 100 homes in Surfside with very old electric service which is unsafe
and does not meet current codes. We will work closely with every home in this condition to
minimize the cost to improve safety related issues and you will have better service as a result.

: Wait a minute, I am on a fixed income and can’t afford the monthly cost plus the upgrade.

: There will be a program where truly fixed income people without assets will have the upgrade

funded by the Town with the loan to be repaid when you sell the house.

: We just suffered through a year of water/sewer/storm drainage construction. Here we go

again.

: We feel your pain. The construction for the underground project will not start for at least a year.

It also goes quickly since the new wires go in the 5 foot easement the Town controls and the entire
road does not have to be replaced. The Town will be divided into three areas which will require 4-
6 months each. We will start on the South side again.

: Do you energize one home at a time with the new system? Will I have a break in service?

: No. An entire group of homes must be energized with the new system and then the poles can be

removed. Every home or business in a defined area must be connected before the area is
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converted. Not one home or business will be left out and the downtime is very brief and you will
be notified well in advance.

: Times are tough and this is not a necessity. Why not wait?

: There are a number of reasons to move forward. The first is that we have a time limit of the end of

March, 2013 to decide. This time limit is established by the laws and policies which govern FPL
undergrounding programs. Second, the cost of construction is about as low as it will get. The
building industry is starting to recover and interest costs are very low. The loan necessary for this
project is projected to carry a 3 percent interest rate.

Q: Will we lose any money if the project does not move forward?

We spent $58,000 for the FPL study. That will be lost. There is also $300,000 worth of conduit in
the ground that could be used if the project is done in the future.

Q: Okay, you convinced me that this is a good thing. Is there any other way to pay for it?

Q:

A:

Page 193

: Yes. A voted assessment district which requires a 50 percent plus one majority. The assessment

would go on your tax bill.

: What if I am opposed to the project? How do I express that opposition?

Come to any or all of the five public meetings and express your opinion. You will also have an
opportunity in the final decision making discussion at the February 12, 2013 and March 12, 2013
Town Commission meetings to express your opinion. This is and will continue to be a very open
process and your input is welcome and encouraged.

One final question. Can I get AT&T U-verse if this project occurs and will the Town
Commission meetings be broadcast?

We are working on that with AT&T and the answer looks good.
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General Service

What is FPL's standard service?

FPL and other utilities use the overhead standard established by the Florida Public Service Commission
(PSC) as the most cost-effective type of construction. However, we are open to putting lines
underground provided the additional cost is covered by or far the customer.

Why was overhead established as the standard?

Overhead service was established as the standard construction for utilities because over time it has been
the most cost-effective design. When alternatives like underground service are requested by developers
or mandated by cities, the customer benefiting from the alternative design pays the additional cost.

How many miles of distribution power lines does FPL have in its system?

FPL has approximately 66,000 miles of distribution lines serving its 4.4 million customer accounts in all
or part of 35 counties in Florida. In addition, we also have about 6,600 miles of transmission lines. More
than one-third of FPL's system ~ or in excess of 24,500 miles - is underground. Often, the costs of this
service are borne by builders and developers who pass It along to the customer in the price they pay for
newly constructed real estate. However, it's important to remember that lines eventually come above
ground, so no system is totally underground.

Underground Electric Service Delivery

What are the different strengths and weaknesses of overhead and underground service that
affect performance and reliability?

While underground facilities are not as susceptible to wind and debris-blown damage, they are more
susceptible to water intrusion and local flood damage, which can make repairs more time consuming and
costly. Overhead facility damage is easier to locate than underground and can generally be repaired
quicker. Underground interruptions may be less frequent, but typically last longer due to more compiex
repair requirements. Following recent hurricanes, we've found that the areas that took the longest to
repair were generally those served by underground facilities still flooded days after the storm passed.
Damage and corrosion of underground electrical systems often becomes apparent days or even months
later, causing additional outages and inconvenience to customers. Storm winds can damage both types
of systems causing outages. Overhead systems face outages resulting from trees and debris blowing
into lines. Underground systems face outages from trees collapsing on above-ground transformers and
switch boxes or from tree root systems uprooting buried cable when trees topple. While a neighborhood
may be locally served by underground cable, all elactric service eventually comes back above ground
and connects to an overhead system, either in the surrounding neighborhoods, or further down the
street. So, exposure to above ground electric service from weather, animals, and trees is never fully
eliminated.

Why don't you put transmission lines underground?

FPL transmission lines — that is, those large power lines that move power over long distances like an
interstate highway from power plants to our neighborhoads - are rarely ever placad underground due to
their complexity and considerably higher costs, as well as security and reliability considerations. For
example, depending on the voltage of the lines we may need to build a cooling system underground
escalating the cost of the project. These factors can drive the cost up five to fifteen times more than an
overhead transmission line.
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Why is there a differential cost for underground service? Why must the customer or
requesting party pay the differential cost of that service?

The PSC has established that overhead facilities are the most cost-effective type of service. In fact, the
costs of these facilities are included in the electric rates charged to customers. Whether its new
construction or a conversion project, the cost of underground service is higher than overhead and it is
the PSC’s and FPL’s position that it would be unfair to charge all customers the higher price to cover the
cost since not everyone would get the benefit or necessarily be willing or able to pay.

But I live in a community with underground service and I didn’t pay anything extra — why is
that?

You may not realize it, but you have. For aesthetic reasons, many developers work with FPL and other
utility companies to bury their lines when they are first planning the construction of a new
neighborhood. The added cost for underground service and other community amenities is typically
included in the price you pay for a new home.

What does underground service cost in a new subdivision, versus new overhead service?
Usually, the basic costs are about a third more, but may be even more if additional work is needed on
supporting electrical facilities, such as putting a section of an adjacent main line underground. The
builder/homeowner is responsible for paying the cost difference between new overhead and new
underground facilities prior to construction. The detailed cost components are provided in an FPL tariff
that is available from your local FPL project manager [see FPL Electric Tariff sheets 6.090-6.100].

Just for comparison, and using a sample subdivision, can you give me a rough idea of the
difference in cost to install standard overhead service versus underground service in new
construction?

Depending on the density of a new development and exclusive of other facility needs, it costs FPL
between $736 and $1,161 per lot to install our standard overhead service. Underground on the other
hand, costs between $973 and $1,605 per lot. Thus, the builder/homeowner selecting to have

underground service pays $236 to $444 on average per lot in differential cost. In addition, if main feeder

lines are required to serve the subdivision, and the developer requests those be placed underground
also, there is an additional differential charge of $11.56 per foot of main line and $20,365 per installed
pad mounted switch cabinet. In a typical 100 lot subdivision needing main feeder work and about two
switch cabinets and related equipment, this could add an additional $50,000 to the project, doubling or

tripling the per-lot differential cost.

When converting existing service, what other additional costs may be incurred that are
normally not an issue with new developments?
In conversion projects, the customer will be responsible for any additional costs not included in FPL"s
estimate, such as:
e Relocation of other utilities — To bury or relocate other utility lines such as cable and telephone.
e Hiring licensed electrician — To make the home ready to receive underground scrvice.
e Site restoration — To restore the affected arcas by repairing driveways, landscaping, ete.
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What are the requirements for a project to qualify for the 25 percent Government Adjustment

Factor (GAF) CIAC incentive?

To be eligible for this:CIAC incentive, the project must be sponsored by the local government. As such,

the project must incorporate a sufficient amount

of overhead facilities which includes a minimum of

approximately three pole line miles or approximately 200 detached dwelling units within a contiguous
and wel! defined geographic area. The local government must then require all customers within the
conversion area to convert their service entrances, such as the service drop and weatherhead, to
underground within 6 months of completion of the underground facilities installation. These criteria help

ensure that potential underground service benefi
causes of overhead outages. The local governme
percent of the CIAC.

Residential Conversions

ts are not affected by facilities that are exposed to
nt will be responsible for paying the remaining 75

What are my options if I live in an established neighborhood served by overhead electrical

service and I want to convert my service to

underground?

You may personally arrange to have your individual service drop converted from overhead to
underground, or seek conversion of all the neighborhood electrical facilities, through your city or
homeowners association. Converting an older community's power lines from overhead to underground,
however, can be very expensive and disruptive, especially in highly urbanized areas. With conversions,
the customer pays the total cost of the conversion, since the existing electric service must be dismantied
in addition to installing a whole new underground system.

What's involved in converting my service drop?

Customers who wish to have the line to their home buried will also need to convert the meter can and
downpipe to accept underground service. This requires a licensed electrician and, in most cases, an
electrical permit. Since this work may trigger building codes that require older home wiring to be
brought up to today’s standards, it's important to check with the proper authorities before getting
started. Homeowners also need to arrange for a trench to be dug from the pole to the new meter

location to hold FPL-provided PVC for the underg

Can you be more specific about some of the

round cable.

costs I may be facing if I pursue converting my

individual overhead service to underground?
To convert your service, a flat fee of $429.39 would be due to FPL before work begins, along with
possible additional costs that depend on a number of variables such as:

« Whether your local government’s electrical authority requires electrical installation or wiring to be

upgraded as part of your conversion.

« Whether an electrician (or another tradesperson) will do the work to dig and backfill the trench
needed to bring the underground facilities from the existing overhead pole location to the

building. (i.e. from the pole to the meter)

» The length of trench that's needed to accommodate the conversion.
« Whether the existing overhead weatherhead extends through the roof of the building, in which
case, you may need to incur the cost of roof repair as well as paint and aesthetics. These costs

and arrangements are separate from the
customer.
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Community Conversions

Who can request that all overhead facilities in a community be converted to underground?
Existing neighborhood overhead lines may be converted if a community so desires. Anyone willing and
able to pay the cost for the conversion and secure the necessary easements to place the underground
facilities on private property may submit a written request. The request may be received from local
governments, large or small communities, builders and developers.

Does conversion from overhead to underground require a unanimous agreement from all
property owners within the conversion area before FPL will convert its facilities to
underground?

Generally, yes due to the following conditions for such conversion:

« Easements - All the easements (property use agreements from owners) must be acquired
before an underground electrical distribution system can be installed. If FPL can design around an
occasional customer who refuses to provide an easement -- without jeopardizing the integrity of
its electrical system -- FPL will attempt to do so. In the case of converting to underground, this
also means deciding whose property will accept the new pad mounted transformer(s) and fairly
large switch cabinet(s} that sit above ground as part of the underground grid.

e Cost - It's also necessary for all the requesting parties to determine and agree in advance on the
allocation of the conversion costs among those beanefiting from the project before FPL can begin
construction, Otherwise, subsequent disagreements may slow the conversion effort and drive up
costs. Since FPL’s tariff requires full payment of the calculated customer contribution amount
prior to beginning construction, customers may want to consider other options to offset some of
the project costs. These options can include taking responsibility for doing some of the boring
and/or trenching and installing the conduit. Regardless of who does the work, the installation
must meet FPL standards for safety and reliability, as well as, local electrical and building code
requirements.

What are some of the impacts associated with converting an older overhead system to new
underground?

Converting from an overhead to an underground system basically means abandoning an existing
working electrical system, The logistics of converting an existing system in an established neighborhood
can be considerably more expensive and disruptive to personal property and surroundings than building
new. For example, utilities often share poles above ground. If the objective is to move utilities
underground the phone, cable television and Internet service must also be considered. This presents
additional considerations, such as different spacing requirements, boring and/or trenching needs and
ground-level switching boxes involved in providing each type of service. Driveways, sidewalks, fences,
landscaping, sprinkler systems and yards may need to be torn up or may be inadvertently damaged if
not clearly delineated. Entry and exit ways to homes and business could be impacted for extensive
periods of time. Because permits are needed to change meter-related equipment, conversions of older
homes and neighborhoods may trigger city or county requirements that homeowners/businesses bring
interior wiring up to current code. This could require the expense of a licensed electrician and potentially
extensive interior rewiring and remodeling. Finally, legal easements are needed from all conversion
participants that allow FPL access to its underground equipment, including the above ground
components - and a number of people must agree to have the large green transformer box and pad or
other switching boxes in their yards.

Page 17
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Community Conversion Cosis and Funding

Are there different ways the conversion of a full neighborhood or city might be financed?

Yes. For qualified local governments, the PSC has approved FPL's recently established mechanism to
recover the costs assoclated with converting from overhead to underground by adding a fee to customer
bills. Additionally, Chapters 197 and 170 of the Florida Statutes allow municipalities to fund underground
conversion costs by levying special assessments imposed on tax bills. Landowners benefiting from the
conversion must be identified and the special assessment may be collected directly froem the local
government imposing the assessment or through annual property tax bills. Another Florida Statute -
12f5.0ll(q) - allows counties to establish municipal service benefit units and municipal service taxing
units in certain areas. These governmental units may levy service charges, special assessments or taxes
within these units to fund underground conversion costs.

What is the Government Adjustment Factor (GAF) and what are the requirements to receive
this incentive?

To help with the high cost of overhead-to-underground conversions, FPL has proposad invest 25 percent
of the Contribution-In-Aid-of-Construction (CIAC) of converting overhead lines to underground for
qualifying local government-sponsored conversions. In June 2007, the proposal received final approval
from the Public Service Commission for qualifying local government sponsored conversion projects.

To be eligible for this CIAC incentive, the project must be sponsored by the local government. As such,
the project must incorporate a sufficient amount of overhead facilities which includes a minimum of
approximately three pole line miles or approximately 200 detached dwelling units within a contiguous
and well defined geographic area. The local government must then require all customers within the
conversion area to convert their service entrances, such as the service drop and weatherhead, to
underground within 6 months of completion of the underground facilities installation. These criteria help
ensure that potential underground service benefits are not affected by facilities that are exposed to
causes of overhead outages. The local government will be responsible for paying the remaining 75
percent of the CIAC.

How does the FPL undergrounding tariff work?

In 2003, FPL established a PSC-approved rule and process (tariff) for cities that wanted to have the
option of converting to underground in designated areas and who needed a mechanism to recover their
costs. Under this new tariff, a city could pay to make the conversion and then recover its costs over a
designated timeframe by having FPL add an underground fee on the bills of those customers in their
jurisdiction who would be benefiting from the conversion. (Fees may not exceed [1] 15 percent of a
customer's bill or [2] $30 for residential and $50 for every 5,000 kWh commercial.) No such
arrangements have as yel been established in our service territory under this new tariff.

What might it cost to convert from overhead to underground service in a community?

The two key drivers contributing to the cost calculations are labor and materials. Depending on these
factors, underground facilities can cost anywhere from $500,000 per mile to more than $4 million per
mile. While these figures have a considerable amount of variability, there is a process in place where FPL
generates a “ballpark” estimate to assist in determining the magnitude of the cost a community may be

considering.
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What makes it so much more expensive to do conversions versus new consiruction, especially
considering that the customer pays for most of the peripheral work?

With conversions, FPL's costs are significant. The work includes build

ing a whole new system while operaling the existing system. Then, the older system is dismantled once
the new one is up and running. The higher costs also reflect the fact that conversions in older
neighborhoods - regardless of the type of excavation we use (boring or trenching) - require working
near and avoiding other utilities such as phone, cable, sewer, gas lines, water lines, etc, Finally, all new
underground components must be acquired and installed, including conduit, cable {wire), pad-mounted
transformers and switch cabinets. Typically, dismantling represents about 15 percent of the cost;
installing underground components about 65 percent; and actual excavation about 20 percent.

What will it cost to bury the other utilities such as telephone and cable television?

This question will need to be addressed by the other utilities involved in the conversion.

What experience does FPL have assisting any groups with evaluating or actually performing a
conversion?

Actually, our experience Is limited, as many government entities or neighborhoods have abandoned the
idea after fully investigating the impacts. In other cases, voters have determined the disadvantages of
conversion outweighed the advantages, and have failed to authorize funding. Some exceptions have
involved city-initiated, limited-scope conversions involving primarily a few downtown streets, such as in
beach towns in Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach and Sarasota counties,

What are same examples of instances where proposed overhead to underground conversions
would not be feasible?

Instances in which private property owners aren’t willing to provide the easements that are necessary
for FPL to design and engineer the conversion. Alse, locations where necessary safety standards and
operational clearances cannot be met such as extremely congested areas where switch cabinets cannot
be installed with sufficient operating clearances. Areas prone to flooding as excessive flooding can cause
transformers to fail, which then cannot be safely restored until flood waters recede.

Construction Requirements

Can the requester have a contractor perform the conversion work?

Yes, that's an option. The tariff requires only that the work be preformed to FPL standards and the
facilities be maintained and operated by FPL.

If easements are difficult to obtain, why not place underground facilities in the public right-
of-way instead of on private property?

Typically, the only underground facilities FPL places in the public right-of-way are those necessary to
cross under streets, like cable and conduit. The reason is that, otherwise, every road widening or
improvement project could potentially compromise the company's ability to deliver safe, reliable,
uninterrupted power. On the other hand, if a local government offered FPL an easement or equivalent (a
signed legal agreement) in the public right-of-way, we would consider this alternative only if we could
not physically install the cable on private property. Only cable and conduit are allowed in the public
rights-of-way in these rare cases. These public right-of-way easements would also need to be legally
conveyed and expressly reserved on FPL record drawings. However, it's been our experience that local
governments are reluctant to grant such right-of-way easements or easement equivalents. As for other
facilities and equipment needed for underground - such as primary splice boxes, transformers and
switch cabinets - these components of the underground system would still need private property
easements for us to be able to routinely access and maintain the equipment and ensure reliable service.
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Why must the easements associated with underground facilities be at least 10 feet wide?

Ten feet is our standard easement requirement for “front” distribution neighborhoods to provide: (a)
adequate space for the necessary pad-mounted transformer and underground cables; (b) sufficient area
for FPL crews to safely work away from roadways; and, (¢) enough room for other utilities that might
occupy the same easement to install future cable and conduit without interfering with the electric
transformers located in the same vicinity. Each pad mounted switch cabinet requires a 20 foot by 20 foot
easement for installation and operation.

Does FPL perform overhead to underground conversions in rear easements?

Front easements are required for new construction and are also typically required for conversions from
overhead to underground, as they allow for quicker access to the facilities. Should a power outage occur,
facilities in the rear of a property may be inaccessible due to locked gates or dogs. The inability to
access transformers and other equipment could delay the restoration of an entire neighborhood. FPL
would consider locating easements in the rear of the property if an access road or alley existed that
would allow for quick access to the facilities. The 10-foot easement requirement will still apply.

In the case of conversions, what is FPL's preferred method of burrowing underground to lay
cable and conduit and why?

Directional boring is generally preferred in conversions to minimize impact to other utilities that are
generally buried higher in the ground than electrical conduit and cable. Directional boring, while it may
save on site restoration costs, is substantially more expensive work to perform. Open trenching is
usually preferable for the paying party because it is the least expensive method available. An advantage
of trenching is that other underground utilities may use the same trench, reducing the collective cost of
burying all different facilities. This, however, requires significant coordination. A disadvantage of open
trenching is the amount of surface restoration required — such as landscaping and sidewalks. Given that
the locations of other utilities are not always known, especially in older communities, there is still a risk
both trenching and boring may impact other subsurface utilities, such as water and sewer lines, gas lines
or drainage lines.

Why must some of the equipment in an underground system remain above ground?

While conduit and cable can be placed underground, which eliminates poles and wires, transformers and
switch cabinets need to be at ground level and accessible to FPL crews for timely maintenance, outage
repairs, rerouting power and other functions.
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Requests & Estimates
How long does it take to get a "ballpark” estimate?
Typically, it may take from two to three weeks. This time period may vary depending on several factors
such as:
+« The complexity of the job
e Geographic size of the area to be converted
¢ Facilities involved and type of equipment needed
« The electrical load being served, including the population density and number of switch cabinets
required
¢ The current workload of FPL project managers

How does FPL ensure the “ballpark estimates” are consistent throughout the territory?

FPL is establishing a comprehensive, standard plan and process that takes into account the many types
of facilities and different population densities across the system. The “ballpark estimate” is simply an
order of magnitude (for example - $5,000 vs. $500,000) to assist the requestor in determining whether
to move forward with a conversicn project and seek a binding estimate. Unfortunately, due to
innumerable variables, there is no single blanket cost.

Can FPL provide a simple cost or range of cost for conversion from overhead to underground
based on dollars per linear foot?

No. There are just too many factors and variables that are unique and distinct to each conversion
request.

How long does it take to get a detailed, binding estimate?

Typically it takes approximately 10 to 16 weeks (pending agreement on easement locations) o obtain a
binding estimate, However, this timeframe may vary due to the size and complexity of the job, the
facilities involved and other factors.

How does FPL ensure the binding estimates are consistent throughout the territory?

All actual “for construction” estimates are valid for a period of 180 days where all material and labor are
inventoried in a computer-based estimating system. This is the same system used for construction
estimates for all FPL work system-wide. In addition, the PSC rula governing overhead to underground
conversions specifies exactly how the charges are to be calculated [see Florida Administrative Code 25-
6.115, and FPL's Electric Tariff sheets 6.300 - 6.330, specifically].

Are any credits available for existing facilities that can be salvaged and will they be factored
into my estimate?

Some salvage credits may be available. Salvage value is only given for equipment that can be removed
from the field and then re-issued for use with no testing or refurbishing required before re-use, such as
concrete poles. Typically these credits are not significant [see FPL Electric Tariff sheet 6.300].
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Frequently Asked
Questions

When considering a major project such as the undergrounding of
electric, cable and other utility lines, the Town of Surfside seeks to
provide information to residents so that informed decisions can be
made while contemplating the conversion.

Q: What is this undergrounding project about? Q: Why must some of the equipment in an

A: There are currently 23 miles of above ground elec- underground system remain above ground?

tric cable, 537 poles and 278 overhead transformers in A: Conduit and cable can be placed underground, which

Surfside. There are also miles of above ground AT&T eliminates poles. Switch cabinets need to be accessible

and Atlantic Broadband cables and related devices. All to utility crews at ground level for timely maintenance,

of this will be gone when the project is complete. outage repairs, rerouting power and other functions.

Q: What will replace all this? Q: Can | landscape around these boxes?

A: Fifty miles of underground electric cable, 24 water- p;\ Y;:s, as long as the landscape does not deny access to
the box.

proof electric switching devices, 307 transformers and
22 splice boxes. There will also be boxes for cable and
telephone. All cables will be underground and any above Turn to the next page
ground boxes or switches will be located at lot lines to

the best of our ability.

Overhead lines and poles (inset)
would be replaced by access &
boxes located on property lines
(shown at right).
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Utility Undergrounding

Q: Why go to all this trouble?

A: First and foremost is reliability. Our above ground
electric system is 50 years old and has been depreciated
to $104,000 on FPLs books.

Second, there is broad consensus that hurricane wind
damage to below ground systems is much less than
above ground systems. Flood surge recovery has less
consensus. That is why this project includes waterproof
switch gear boxes. The transformers on the ground are
relatively easy to replace compared to replacing a pole
particularly if that pole is in a backyard.

Q: Have there been any studies by
independent groups on the speed of recovery
issue or the cost effectiveness of these
underground projects?

A: There have been a number of studies and all reach
different conclusions. These studies are available on the
Town website and you are invited to draw your own
conclusions.

Q: What will this project cost?

A: The project will cost $8.2 million including FPL, At-
lantic Broadband and AT&T. Negotiations are underway
with the cable and telephone providers to lower their
costs. FPL has reduced its costs by 25 percent due to
the “hardening” of their system as required by Florida
law and the Public Service Commission.

A digitally altered photograph @
(right) shows a streetscape after
undergrounding of utilities.

The conversion would result

in the removal of poles and
overhead wires.

Q: How will the Town pay for this?

A: Depending on the cost reductions available from the
cable and telephone companies, the cost will be funded
with a $12 per month surcharge on electric bills for
residents and a $20 - $50 per month surcharge for com-
mercial businesses if the debt is paid off in 15 years. Ifit
is paid off in 20 years, the cost will be $10 per month.

Q: How many customers of FPL are there in
Surfside?

A: There are 3501 residential customers and 230 com-
mercial customers. They will all share in the cost.

Q: Is it fair that folks who are already under-
ground should help pay for this project?

A: Yes. The underground areas today were not paid for
by the builders of the projects along Harding and Col-
lins Avenues so the underground cost was not included
in the price of the original units. These underground-
ing costs were funded by the FDOT when Collins and
Harding Avenues were upgraded so everyone’s gas taxes
paid the cost including non Surfside residents. Further,
we are a community where everyone will benefit by the
aesthetic and reliability benefits and our downtown will
be much improved.

Q: Will my property value increase when the
project is complete?

A: Most likely, however, property values are governed
by many complex factors including investment in the
property itself and the market factors for real estate in
general.




Town of Surfside

Q: Okay, enough with the big picture. What
will be in front of my house?

A: A six square foot transformer box painted green,
located to the best of our ability on property lines of ev-
ery third home. You may also have a small telephone or
cable box, however, these appear much less frequently
then the transformer boxes.

Q: You just replaced a portion of my driveway
for the water/sewer/storm drainage project.
Here we go again.

A: We understand. We will bore under your driveway
and it will not need to be replaced.

Q: What about the street, you just repaved it?

A: The Town spent $300,000 to install the conduits in
any location where the former above ground wires cross
the street. FPL provided the conduit at no cost to the
Town. The undergrounding project will not need to
break the new asphalt.

Q: Will my yard have to be dug up again?

A: Yes. The wires that go to your house above ground
will come in below ground. Just as we did with the
water service, there will be an individual plan to bring
the wires on your property. We will work with every
property owner to minimize the impact.

Q: That sounds expensive. Do I have to pay?

A: Just like the water service, the project absorbs that
cost from the easement to your house.

Q: My house is very old. Will | have to pay to
upgrade my wiring and my panel?

A: Possibly. There are approximately 100 homes in
Surfside with very old electric service which does not
meet current codes. We will work closely with every
home in this condition to minimize the cost to improve
safety related issues and you will have better service as
a result.

An advantage of
undergrounding utilites is
evident after a hurricane or
powerful wind event.

Q: Wait a minute, | am on a fixed income and
can’t afford the monthly cost plus the up-
grade.

A: There will be a program where truly fixed income
people without assets will have the upgrade funded by
the Town with the loan to be repaid when you sell the
house.

Q: We just suffered through a year of water/
sewer/storm drainage construction. Here we
go again.

A: We feel your pain. The construction for the un-
derground project will not start for at least a year. It
also goes quickly since the new wires go in the 5 foot
easement the Town controls and the entire road does
not have to be replaced. The Town will be divided into
three areas which will require 4-6 months each. We
will start on the South side again.

Q: Do you energize one home at a time with
the new system? Will | have a break in service?

A: No. An entire group of homes must be energized
with the new system and then the poles can be re-
moved. Every home or business in a defined area must
be connected before the area is converted. Not one
home or business will be left out and the downtime is
very brief and you will be notified well in advance.

Continued on the back page

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
www.townofsurfsidefl.gov

.....
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Q: Times are tough and this is not a necessity.
Why not wait?

A: There are a number of reasons to move forward.
The first is that we have a time limit of the end of
March, 2013 to decide. This time limit is established by
the laws and policies which govern FPL underground-
ing programs. Second, the cost of construction is about
as low as it will get. The building industry is starting to
recover and interest costs are very low. The loan neces-
sary for this project is projected to carry a 3 percent
interest rate.

Q: Will we lose any money if the project does
not move forward?

A: We spent $58,000 for the FPL study. That will be
lost. There is also $300,000 worth of conduit in the
ground that could be used if the project is done in the
future.

Q: Okay, you convinced me that this is a good
thing. Is there any other way to pay for it?

A: Yes. A voted assessment district which requires a 50
percent plus one majority. The assessment would go on
your tax bill.

Gyo
OUr UTILITIES

Q: What if | am opposed to the project? How
do | express that opposition?

A: Come to any or all of the three remaining televised
public meetings and express your opinion. You will also
have an opportunity to express your opinion in the final
decision making discussion at the February 12, 2013 and
March 12, 2013 Town Commission meetings. This is and
will continue to be a very open process and your input is
welcome and encouraged.

Q: What happens if | can’t come to the meet-
ings? How can I get answers?

A: Email the Town Manager at rcarlton@townofsurfside
fl.gov, use our new website or call the Town Manager at
(305) 993-1052. You will get a reply.

Q: One final question. Can | get AT&T U-
verse if this project occurs and will the Town

Commission meetings be broadcast?
A: We are working on that with AT&T and the answer
looks good.




;/’- -‘:.\
l TOWNOF \\

A 5\3RFSID E\‘.
'f 78 \

~\‘

- ""D\m (“"

Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda Item #: 9D
Agenda Date: January 15, 2013
Subject: Additive Alternates to Utility Project — Decorative Street Signs

Objective: To obtain direction from the Town Commission regarding the utilization for the
additive alternate funding for installation of decorative street signs predominately in the single
family neighborhood.

Background: The Town Commission approved a Utility Project total budget of $23.635M
during the August 14, 2012 Town Commission meeting. It was stated that a portion of the
project was allocated for “Additive Alternate” items which included landscaping, signage and
street end improvements. It was also stated that prior to proceeding with the utilization of
these funds, Town Commission approval would be sought.

Analysis: Of all the suggested options for the Additive Alternate funding, it is Staff's.
recommendation that the procurement and installation of the decorative street signs will
provide the greatest cost benefit. The signs which would be replaced would be the Town'’s
traffic signage (i.e. stop signs, yield signs, one way, etc) and the street identifier signs. The
estimated cost to replace all of the existing 385 street signs is approximately $325,000
including material and labor to install.

Budget Impact: The funding for the Decorative Street Sign Program would be included in
the previously allocated budget for the Utility Project.

Staff Impact: This program would have no additional Staff requirements.

Recommendation: Staff recommends the Town Commission provide direction regarding
their preference for the decorative street sign design. Staff will then seek required approval
of the sign design from Miami Dade County, finalize cost using an existing contract with
another municipality and bring back the final recommendation in February, 2013.

it =

partment Head Town Manager
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Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013
7 p.m.

DISCUSSION ITEM MEMORANDUM

Title: *“Severance / Compensation”

Objective: To determine a fair, just and reasonable severance / compensation policy.

Consideration: Prepare a severance / compensation plan that is more like those found in
the private sector.

Action: I am asking the Town Commission to give direction to the Town’s Legal
Department to research severance / compensation in both the private and public sectors.

Approximate Cost: None/Minimal
Thank you for your consideration;

Respectfully,

Joe Graubart, Commissioner
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Item 9F

Confirmation on Candidates Short List for Interviews

The Town Commission top five (5) candidates will be submitted to the Town
Manager and Human Resources Director by close of business Thursday, February
7,2013.

The composite finalist list will be transmitted to the Town Commission at a date
very soon thereafter.

The requested action is that the Town Commission confirm the composite finalist
list during the February 12, 2013 Town Commission meeting so that the full
background checks can be completed before the interviews set for Tuesday,

February 26, 2013.
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TOWN OF SURFSIDE

MUNICIPAL BUILDING
9293 HARDING AVENUE - SURFSIDE, FLORIDA 33154-3009

www.townofsurfsidefl.gov

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Members of the Town Commission
FROM: Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager

Yamileth Slate-McCloud, Human Resources Director \,(%/H
SUBJECT: Town Manager Recruitment Short List

DATE: February 1, 2013

During the December 11, 2012 Town Commission meeting the Commission
reviewed a “decision tfree” memorandum from the Town Manager regarding
the selection process for a new Town Manager (Attachment 1). The results of
that process were to direct the Town Manager and Human Resources Director
to advertise the position based on the agreed upon job description and bring
back a short list of applicants (Attachment 2).

During December 2012 and January 2013 the advertisement appeared in the
Miami Herald, Orlando Sentinel, Jacksonville Times Union and twelve professional
publications. When the application period was closed, 805 were received.
The resumes were sorted into three categories. The first category reflects
candidates who met job requirements in the Commission approved job
description (Attachment 3) or came reasonably close. The second category
included candidates who were of interest (some for the Public Works Director),
however, these candidates did not reflect qualifications sufficient to be
included in group one. The third group of candidates did not meet any of the
quadlifications. The three categories included 68, 37 and 700 applicants
respectively. Yami Slate-McCloud and | spent substantial fime going over the
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candidates in group one to collaboratively determine which candidates should

be submitted to the Town Commission. Group 1 includes 13 applicants both

local and national. There is a broad spectrum of experience and qualifications

within the group. All have agreed to continue in the process and understand
the job description and salary range.

By way of information, the Miami Beach City Commission recently reduced their
short list of six candidates to three (Attachment 4). Bal Harbour has retained
Merrett Stierheim to manage their recruitment and he is still interviewing elected
officials to develop the job description.

For a position of this importance, a very detailed background check is critical.
For all 13 candidates, we have conducted a criminal background check, credit
check, driving record check and a limited Google search. Ultimately, a much
more detailed background check is necessary including possible visits to the
candidate’s cumrent/former employer, reference checks, educational
verification and neighborhood checks.

In order to move the selection process forward, it is requested that the Members
of the Town Commission review the 13 candidates and provide via email or in
person, your top five candidates. If you wish you may submit more than five,
however, please remember that more than five (5) is very difficult to interview in
a single day (February 26, 2013) as well as rank the candidates the same day.
Please provide the list no later than Thursday, February 7, 2013. Yami and | will
then determine which five candidates have received the most support from the
Town Commission and notify you of the results on Friday, February 8, 2013.

Commissioner Kligman has requested that each Commissioner have one
additional candidate to name if someone you specifically support at this stage
does not achieve the top five. We ask you to inform us no later than Monday,
February 11, 2013 if you wish to add an additional name. This list of final
candidates will then receive the full background check and the results will be
made available to you no later than Friday, February 22, 2013.

It is our strong recommendation that members of the Town Commission do not
contact the candidates directly until they have a face to face interview. This is
to ensure a fair and transparent process. In addition, we will be providing you
with a series of questions for the interviews and again ask that you keep the
questions confidential.

The 13 candidates and their current/last municipal position are:

e Steven Alexander, Interim City Manager - City of South Miami, FL
e Anthony Carson, Town Administrator — Town of Berlin, MD

2

Page 219



Michael Crotty, City Manager- City of Satellite Beach, FL

Steven Crowell, City Manager - City of St. Marys, GA

Ana Garcia, Village Manager - Village of Biscayne Park, FL

James Gleason, City Manager/CRA Director/Economic Development
Director — City of Mascotte, FL

Kristina Gulick, Director Department of Community Control, Broward
County Sheriff's Office, FL

Brently Mims, City Administrator — City of Fairhope, AL

Hector Mirabile, Consultant/City Manager — City of South Miami, FL
Calvin Peck Jr., Village Manager - Village of Bald Head Island, NC
Christopher Rose, Public Works and Waste Management Department
Assistant Director of Administration, Miami-Dade County, FL

O. Paul Shew, City Manager - City of Rye, NY

John Taxis, Assistant City Manager - City of Doral, FL

We believe that your direction has been faithfully camied out. If you wish to
review any additional resumes, please let us know at the same time you provide
your choice of five.

Cc: Linda Miller, Interim Town Attorney
Department Heads
Candidates
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Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013
7 p.m.

Commission Communication

Title: “Town Calendar”

Objective: To ensure continuity, compliance and completion of certain contracts,
agreements, easements, “proffers” etc., with changes of Elected Officials, Town Officials —
Town Manager, Town Clerk, Town Attorney, Building Department officials, etc.

Consideration: Consider the Surf Club project alone RE: Conditions, Stipulations and
Proffers; the monies from both the 95" street luxury townhouse project and the contract
with Indian Creek RE: Surfside Blvd. improvements. One project promised/planned for
mechanical underground ‘stacked’ parking — later it was determined that there isn’t
enough height to allow for this type of parking — how long did it take for this outrageous
error to be brought to the Commission’s attention? Or continual follow-up on the costly
Maranon mess as it unfolded — not after it was too late?

Action: I am asking the Town Commission to think about this matter for now, and in the
near future, be prepared to give direction to the Town’s Manager, Legal and Finance
Departments to determine the ‘best’ method to establish a ‘Town Calendar’ as pertains to
compliance with various contracts, agreements, conditions and stipulations, etc.

Approximate Cost: None/Minimal — NO “action” at this time.
Thank you for your consideration;

Respectfully,

Joe Graubart, Commissioner
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Town of Surfside
Town Commission Meeting
February 12, 2013
7 p.m.

DISCUSSION ITEM MEMORANDUM

Title: “Commission Directive: Town Manager Short Term Priorities”

Objective: To determine, set and direct this Town Manager’s Priorities during his
waning days as Town Manager.

Consideration: Goals, objectives, and projects, etc., for Town Manager Carlton to
move/push forward before retiring from his position here in Surfside.. Does this
Commission want to continue to create a long list of projects and items (priorities) for the
next (new) Town Manager to inherit? Thereby doing so without her/his input,
consideration and evaluation (approval/disapproval of) — yes or no?

Action: I am asking the Town Commission to give direction to the Town Manager as to the
attached list. I will suggest a ‘short’ list of Level One Priorities. Additions/changes only
allowed by Commission directive via a vote.

>> Please see attached lists for Level One, Two, and Three Priorities. <<
Thank you for your consideration;

Respectfully,

Joe Graubart, Commissioner
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LEVEL ONE PRIORITIES

Complete the Water/Sewer/Storm/Drainage project

Go/No-Go Decision on Undergrounding Power Lines and Related Utilities

Go/No-Go Decision on Parking Structures -

Go/No-Go Decision on Downtown Business Improvement District

Go/No-Go Decision on Community Center Second Story and Comprehensive Park

Capital Program

6. Upgrade the Website/Content/Options.

7. Complete the Town-wide Signage Program

8. Enhance the Code Enforcement Program

9. Charter Reform Election

10.Reassess the Zoning Code/ Combined Planning and Zoning/ Design Review Board
and Town Commssion Meeting

11.Protect Town from Bal Harbour Shop Expansion

12.Develop an Effective Beach Management Program in Cooperation with Miami-Dade
County and the State of Florida

13.Determine the Appropriate Level of Service and Cost for Solid Waste/Recycling
Program

14.Develop a Succession Plan for Town Manager and Key Positions

15.Continue to Elevate the Level of Service and Accountability at Town Hall (platinum-
level service for citizen response)

16.Secure County Commitment for the Sewer Force Main North

17.Develop a Tourism and Economic Development Advisory Committee Strategic Plan

18.Restore FEMA Flood Insurance Discount

19.Build General Fund Reserve to $5 million

20.Build Water /Sewer/Storm Drainage Reserves to Avoid Rate Increases When Possible

21.Continue to Beautify Surfside’s Physical Appearance

22.Complete Bus Shelters

23. Sell More Sponsorships for the Turtle Project

24.Update Five Year Financial Plan

25.ALPR (cameras)

26.Complete Imaging of Town Documents

27.Recruit New Building Official

28.Seawall Replacement Program

29.Complete Development Review Process for Chateau, Surf Ciub and The Shul

OhON=
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LEVEL TWO PRIORITIES

30.Complete 95™ Street Hardpack to Collins Avenue Project

31.Update Town Code to Correct Numerical Errors

32.Complete Dog Park Decision Making Process

33.Bring up Automated Bill Paying and Record Access Systems

34.Complete Sidewalk Ordinance Implementation

35.Complete Newsracks and Bus Benches

36. Implement Builying Program

37.Repair Kiddie Pool

38.Replace Single Meter Heads with Credit Card Acceptiong Devices

39.Change Federal Road Designation Amendments in Single Family Neighborhood

LEVEL THREE PRIORITIES

40. Electric Vehicle Charging Program
41.PACE Program
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

MEMO
To: Mayor and Members of the Town Commission
From: Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
Date: February 12, 2013
Subject: Priorities

Please note that the direction requested by Commissioner Graubart was provided during the
December 11, 2012 Town Commissioner meeting. The minutes of that meeting regarding the
“what to finish before the Town Manager retires” are attached for your review.

By way of information, Staff is focused on the “what to finish” priorities and addresses the
remaining Points of Light as staff resources allow or as circumstances require.

Attachment
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Minutes
Regular Commission Meeting
December 11, 2012

Commissioner Kligman made a motion to proceed with five public information
meetings and requested the Town Manager to include in the public how the Town will
finance the project and how the Town will be obligated. Mayor Daniel Dietch
requested that Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ’s) be prepared as soon as possible.
The motion received a second from Vice Mayor Karukin and all voted in favor.

*G. Setting Priorities to Give Direction to the Town Manager and Town Attorney —
Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
Commissioner Olchyk spoke about the special meeting to discuss the priorities setting
and was canceled by the Town Manager per the Vice Mayor’s request.
Vice Mayor Karukin addressed the Commission and explained that the he did not have
the time to prepare the documentation necessary for the Special Meeting agenda. He
explained that the Town’s Code Section 2.203 which establishes the rules for
scheduling regular and Special Meetings but the Code is silent when it comes to the
cancellation of Special Meetings. He stated that he had taken the Town Attorney’s
advice to rescind the request and since it was last week and way beyond the 24 hours
required to schedule a special meeting he asked for the meeting to be reinstated. After
that the last thing he heard was that the meeting was still cancelled. Vice Mayor
Karukin stated that this should be clarified in the Town’s Code and that he had asked
the Town Clerk to make a parliamentary determination about the proper way to cancel
a Special Meeting.
Town Manager Roger M. Carlton added that the Town Clerk is not the Town’s
parliamentarian and that the Town Attorney is. The request placed the Town Clerk in a
difficult position and he wanted to clarify her responsibility. He also spoke about the
agenda deadline that the Town was under when the documents were requested from
Vice Mayor Karukin to complete the special meeting agenda. He said that he made the
decision based on the Vice Mayor’s request to cancel and that he would take full
responsibility for the decision made. He also mentioned that the item had been placed
on the Regular Agenda so it was still possible to have this discussion.
Mayor Dietch spoke about the submission of an Agenda item without proper back up
and that he did not think it was appropriate to participate in a discussion that was not
properly backed up and he did not think it was fair for him or his colleagues. That was
why he sent a note to the Town Clerk that was distributed to the rest of the
Commissioners.
Vice Mayor Karukin stated that he was shocked and dismayed to see how a simple
request to cancel a meeting was met with such a reaction.
Commissioner Kligman stated that there is a bigger problem and that all
Commissioners are not treated equally. She expressed concern that the Town Manager
does not provide support to all Town Commissioners equally and provides greater
support to the Mayor.
Commissioner Kligman stated that she wanted to discuss the priorities because the
Town Manager is retiring in four months and they have a lot of items in the works and
they have to reach a consensus as a body as to what the priorities should be.
Town Manager Roger M. Carlton spoke about the process to establish the agenda and
stated that the Mayor has no involvement in such process.
Commissioner Olchyk mentioned the incident when she was absent from a meeting and
requested an item to be deferred and the request was not granted.

14
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Minutes
Regular Commission Meeting
December 11, 2012

Town Manager Roger M. Carlton stated that if the Commission is so dissatisfied with
his administration of the Town, they should call for a vote, give him the notice under
his contract and “put him out of his misery”. He said that he is not going to finish his
four remaining months after killing himself for the Town and all his staff doing the
same thing with this type of negative environment.

Commissioner Graubart stated that the Mayor is equal and at times he has felt that the
rest of them fly in an economy class and that he feels that as Commissioner Kligman
said the agenda is set by the Mayor and the Manager and they move forward on that.
Vice Mayor Karukin stated that no one can deny the effectiveness of the Town
Manager. The problem is not so much the leadership style because it is
overwhelmingly positive and things get done. The problem is that he has five bosses
and the list of priorities reflects that. He stated that he would like to redirect the
discussion to setting the priorities and to figure out within the four months that the
Manager has left what they wish for him to focus on.

Vice Mayor Karukin made a motion to extend the meeting for an hour. The motion
received a second from Commissioner Olchyk and all voted in favor.

Commissioner Kligman’s level one priorities:

- Complete the water/sewer/storm drainage project

- Go/No Go decision on underground power lines and related utilities
- Go/No Go decision on the parking structures

- Decision on the Downtown Business Improvement District

- Decision on the Community Center second story

- Recruitment of new Town Manager

- FEMA flood insurance discount

- Complete bus shelters

Commissioner Graubart’s level one priorities:

Decision on the Community Center second story
Reassess the Zoning Code

Recruitment of new Town Manager

Slow things down

Vice Mayor Karukin’s level one priorities:

- Complete the water/sewer/storm drainage project

- Recruitment of new Town Manager

- FEMA flood insurance discount

- Beach restoration

- Reassess the Zoning Code — Planning and Zoning Board strategies to limit large
massive structures.

- Online bill pay

Commissioner Olchyk’s level one priorities:

15
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Minutes
Regular Commission Meeting
December 11, 2012

- Decision on the Community Center second story

- Recruitment of new Town Manager and she wants to be involved in the recruitment
- FEMA flood insurance discount

- Install bus shelters

- Beach restoration

- Continue to beautify Surfside’s physical appearance

- Sewall replacement

Mayor Dietch’s level one priorities:
Aside from what everyone else mentioned.

- Update the Five Year Financial Plan
- The sewer main north

Mayor Dietch would like items to be separated by groups/departments.
Vice Mayor Karukin was convinced by the Mayor on the sewer main north and he
would like to add it to his list

The Town Manager stated that he would prepare a combined list organized as requested
by the Mayor.

*H. Town Attorney Performance Evaluation — Mayor Daniel Dietch (TIME CERTAIN
9:00 P.M.)
Item deferred

10. Adjournment
There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at
12:35 a.m.

Accepted this day of , 2013

16
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Town of Surfside
Commission Communication

Agenda ltem #: 9l

Agenda Date: February 12, 2013
Subject: Required Clearance Clarification
From: Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager

Sarah Sinatra Gould, AICP, Town Planner

Background: Section 90-52 of the Code (Attachment 1) requires that all
new construction maintain a corner clearance distance of 25 feet along both
lot lines and that this corner clearance area remain free of all obstructions
greater than 24 inches in height.

Code Section 90-92 (Attachment 2) also requires a 25 feet corner clearance
area, but this code provision states that this area shall provide an
unobstructed view of 30 inches for eight feet in height. This code provision
does not reference if it is for new or existing structures.

Graphics: These concepts are demonstrated in Attachment 3 (cross
reference Code Section 90-52) and Attachment 4 (cross reference Code
Section 90-92)

Analysis: Although Code Section 90-52 provides for a lower height for
obstructions within this corner clearance area, the additional six inches
provided in Code Section 90-92 will offer homeowners the ability to plant
landscaping groundcover in this area. Also, a maximum height of 30 inches
within the corner clearance area is typical within zoning codes. Lastly, Code
Section 90-92 of the zoning code references new development, however this
concept should be applicable to all properties.

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Town Commission direct staff
to prepare an ordinance striking Code Section 90-52. The ordinance would
be presented in March to the Planning and Zoning Board and the Town
Commission in March for first reading.

Budget Impact: N/A
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Growth Impact: N/A

Staff Impact: N/A
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Sarah Sinatra Gould, AICP, Town Planner Roger M. Carlton, Town Manager
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Section 90-52

Attachment 1

Sec. 90-52. - Required clearances.@

As an aid to free and safe movement of vehicles at and near street intersections and in
order to promote more adequate protection for the safety of children, pedestrians,
operators of vehicles and for property, for proposed construction hereafter, there shall
be limitations on the height of fences, walls, gateways, ornamental structures, signs,
hedges, shrubbery, and other fixtures, construction, and planting on corner lots in all
districts where front yards are required as follows:

(a) All corner properties shall provide and maintain unobstructed corner clearance areas
measured a distance of 25 feet along both the front and side lot lines, measured from
the point of intersection, of the intersecting lot lines.

(b) All objects within any corner areas as previously defined shall be limited to a
maximum height of 24 inches above the established elevation of the nearest curb;

(c) Any permanent or semi-permanent structures, including trees or shrubs, with the
exception of walls or fences subject to the height limitations stated herein, shall not be
allowed or constructed within any part of the corner clearance areas; and

(d) It shall be unlawful for any person to plant or cause to be planted any tree or shrubs
or to place any structure in the public right-of-way without a permit from the Town
Manager or designee. The elevation grades of the public right-of-way adjacent to private
property shall not be altered.
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Section 90-52

Attachment 1

Sec. 90-52. - Required clearances.@

As an aid to free and safe movement of vehicles at and near street intersections and in
order to promote more adequate protection for the safety of children, pedestrians,
operators of vehicles and for property, for proposed construction hereafter, there shall
be limitations on the height of fences, walls, gateways, ornamental structures, signs,
hedges, shrubbery, and other fixtures, construction, and planting on corner lots in all
districts where front yards are required as follows:

(a) All corner properties shall provide and maintain unobstructed corner clearance areas
measured a distance of 25 feet along both the front and side lot lines, measured from
the point of intersection, of the intersecting lot lines.

(b) All objects within any corner areas as previously defined shall be limited to a
maximum height of 24 inches above the established elevation of the nearest curb;

(c) Any permanent or semi-permanent structures, including trees or shrubs, with the
exception of walls or fences subject to the height limitations stated herein, shall not be
allowed or constructed within any part of the corner clearance areas; and

(d) 1t shall be unlawful for any person to plant or cause to be planted any tree or shrubs
or to place any structure in the public right-of-way without a permit from the Town
Manager or designee. The elevation grades of the public right-of-way adjacent to private
property shall not be altered.
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Section 90-92

Attachment 2

Sec. 90-92. - Sight triangles and clearances.@

When the subject property abuts the intersection of one or more streets or access ways,
all landscaping within the triangular area located within 25 feet of the intersection of the
front and side street property lines shall provide unobstructed cross-visibility at a level
between 30 inches and eight feet, with the exception of tree trunks that do not create a
traffic hazard. The property owner shall be responsible for maintaining all landscaping
within the cross-visibility triangle. Landscaping, except required turf and groundcover,
shall not be located closer than five feet from the edge of any roadway and three feet
from the edge of any alley or pavement. All sight triangles shall be indicated on the
landscape plans.

NOTE: The town traffic engineer shall have final approval of the clear sight triangles.
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Section 90-52
Attachment 3

PLAN VIEW

Lot

/

Roadway

SIGHT TRIANGLE DIAGRAM

NOTE: Your property lines may or
may not be set back away from
the concrete curb of the roadway
and should be checked against
your property survey to ensure
accuracy. In many instances there
is a Town Easement between your
property line and the curb/edge
of the roadway.
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as extended

Any hedge, shrub, bush, tree or
other obstruction within the Sight
Triangle must be less than 30
inches in height and provide a
clear unobstructed view up to 8
feet in height.
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Section 90-92
Attachment 4

PLAN VIEW

Lot

Roadway

SIGHT TRIANGLE DIAGRAM
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NOTE: Your property lines may or
may not be set back away from
the concrete curb of the roadway
and should be checked against
your property survey to ensure
accuracy. In many instances there
is a Town Easement between your
property line and the curb/edge
of the roadway.
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Any hedge, shrub, bush, tree or
other obstruction within the Sight
Triangle must be less than 30
inches in height and provide a
clear unobstructed view up to 8
feet in height.
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