
MIAMIBEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miami Becch, Florida 33139 , www.miamibeochR.gov 

COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor Matti H. Bower and Members of the City Commission 

FROM: City Manager Jorge M. Gonzalez 

DATE : October 27,2011 

This shall serve as written notice that a meeting of the Finance and Citywide 
Projects Committee has been scheduled for October 27, 2011, at 3:30 P.M. in 
the City Manager's Large Conference Room. 

The agenda is as follows: 

OLD BUSINESS 

1. Discussion regarding incentives for fa(fade renovation in North 
Beach Commercial Corridors (January 19,2011 Commission Item C4E) 

Kevin Crowder - Economic Development Div Director 

2. Discussion regarding a new voluntary benefit - BMG Loans 

Ramiro Inguanzo - Human Resources Director 

NEW BUSINESS 

3. Discussion pertaining to the issuance of the Request for Proposals 
(RFP) for the comprehensive professional tennis management and 
operations services at the City's Flamingo Park and North Shore 
Tennis Centers (July 13,2011 Commission Item C4D) 

Kevin Smith - Parks & Recreation Director 

4. Discussion concerning City Fees and Charges for Gay Pride 2012 
(July 13,2011 Commission Item C4G) 

Max Sklar - Cultural Arts & Tourism Development Director 

5. Discussion regarding reducing the bills penalty from 10% to 5% (July 
13, 2011 Commission Item R5D) 

Patricia Walker - Chief Financial Officer 



6. Discussion of a proposed modification of the promissory note dated 
February 5, 2007, between MBCDC: Meridian Place, LLC, a Florida 
Limited Liability Corporation, to the Miami Beach Redevelopment 
Agency; and to discuss a subordination of the City's mortgages in 
favor of a mortgage made by a commercial lending institution (May 
11, 2011 Commission Item C4A) 

Anna Parekh - Director of Real Estate Housing and Community 
Development 

7. Discussion regarding franchising of valet parking operations 
(September 14, 2011 Commission Item C4B) 

Saul Frances - Parking Director 

8. Discussion regarding the catering and concession agreements for 
the Miami Beach Convention Center (September 14, 2011 Commission Item 
C4E) 

Max Sklar - Cultural Arts & Tourism Development Director 

9. Discussion and review of City's Investment Policy (September 14, 2011 
Commission Item C4K) 

Patricia Walker - Chief Financial Officer 

Finance and Citywide Projects Committee Meetings for 2011: 
December 6, 2011 

JMG/PDW/rs/th 

To request this material in accessible format, sign language interpreters, 
information on access for persons with disabilities, and/or any accommodation to 
review any document or participate in any city-sponsored proceeding, please 
contact 305-604-2489 (voice) , 305-673-7524 (fax) or 305-673-7218 (TTY) five 
days in advance to initiate your request. TTY users may also call 711 (Florida 
Relay Service) . 

Ce. Mayor and Members of the City Commission 
Management Team 
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MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Conven ti on Center Drive, Miami Beach, Florida 33 139, www.miomibeochn.gov 

COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

~n~~e. ~tYWide Projects Committee 

-~~Gonza~~ 
TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

October 17, 2011 

Discussion regarding Fagade Improvement Program (FIP) in North Beach 
Commercial Corridor 

BACKGROUND 
At the January 19, 2011, City Commission meeting, Commissioner Jonah Wolfson referred for 
discussion the concept of a storefront revitalization program. 

At the April 27, 2011, Finance and Citywide Projects Commission Committee meeting (memo 
attached), the Administration presented a proposed fac;:ade revitalization program. At that time, staff 
explained that they had met with the representatives from North Beach and that their feedback 
suggested starting any program between 73'd Street and 75 th

, Street which is in the North Beach Target 
Area. The Committee recommended approving a fac;:ade program with a budget of $120,000 ($100,000 
for the program and 20% for project management costs), and bringing the item back to the F&CWP 
Committee. 

ANALYSIS 

In researching options for the re-implementation of a fac;:ade revitalization program in the City, staff 
looked at the following program requirements in order to gauge the scope of the program: 

• Funding (available and per project) 
• Use of funds 
• Requirements for recipients 
• Management of program 

The Administration has met with some of the property owners in the program area. These owners have 
expressed interest in participating in the program, especially for improvements to awnings, signage, 
windows and painting of the buildings. 

Funding: 
The program will be funded with $120,000 of FY 2011/12 Community Development Block Grant funds 
as recommended by the F&CWP, and as subsequently approved by the City Commission on July 13, 
2011. 

Use of Funds: 
Eligible improvements include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Awnings 
• Paint 
• Signage 
• Windows/Doors 
• Lighting 
• Masonry Stucco 



Faqade Improvement Program 
Finance and Citywide Projects Committee 
October 27. 2011 

Staff has developed Fa«ade Improvement Guidelines (Attachment B) that describe the purpose of the 
program, the target area, eligibility, the funding and match requirements, the application process, 
eligible activities. community development priorities, design guidelines, architectural drawings and 
specifications, procurement, financing policies, and general requirements. 

Requirements for Recipients 
Funding may be provided to tenants or building owners (within the program areas) up to a maximum of 
$30,000 per building. Applicants will be eligible for up to $10,000 with no match requirement, and for 
any amount between $10,001 and $30,000, applicants must provide a match equal to or greater than 
fifty percent of the amount awarded through this program. The match must be spent on the facade 
improvement project. Businesses that have not been in operation for a minimum of one-year must 
provide a 50% match to all funds that are applied for. including funding below $10.000. 

Program funding is provided in the form of a loan which is forgiven over a five-year period with no 
payments required, provided the property continues to be maintained in accordance with the program 
requirements, (such as maintenance of the facade; property taxes are kept current; property insurance 
is maintained with the City listed as a mortgagee; and the business is current on all City-required fees 
and taxes) and continue to meet federal guidelines (e.g. serving targeted populations). 

Eligible properties are those that have businesses that serve the low and moderate income population. 
Needless to say, any tenant improvements would require landlord approval. Because these are federal 
funds, and the funds are allocated to the City, if a sub-recipient fails to meet federal requirements for 
five years, then the City would be responsible for repayment of these funds to US HUD. Staff would 
work with legal to identify a process to ensure that any investment made will meet the federal 
requirements and minimize any liability for the City. Since this program is primarily intended to benefit 
the existing businesses, the program could be administered in phases. with Phase 1 being only open to 
existing businesses, and Phase 2 open to both existing businesses and property owners. Individual 
vacant storefronts do not qualify for assistance, but may qualify as part of a fa«ade enhancement 
project for a building with multiple storefronts. 

In order to address the federally required affordability period, the Administration recommends that 
businesses have at least five (5) years remaining on their lease, or that the building owner guarantee 
either 1) to lease to another qualifying business should the recipient vacate the space prior to the end 
of the five (5) year period, or, 2) that the building owner repay the funds if required by US HUD. 

Management of program: 
Management of the program will be contracted out to a third party (organization or individual) to 
coordinate the program and ensure compliance with the various entitlement funding requirements. Any 
third party entity that might be considered must have the capacity to implement this type of program. 
Such CDBG program restrictions will include complying with timeliness, financial management, 
procurement, environmental review, labor standards, accessibility and equal employment regulations. 
One option can be to contract with another existing fa9ade improvement program in a nearby 
municipality for the management of the City's program. 

The City (or program manager) may consider entering into agreements with master vendors 
(contractor, window & awning supplier, etc), to perform the work for the program in order to help 
improve efficiency In the procurement process, minimize other paperwork on behalf of the beneficiaries, 
and also potentially address issues these programs can have related to reimbursement of costs. 
Programs of this type generally require that the applicant expend funds to pay the contractor and/or 
vendors, and submit requests for reimbursement to the City. This requirement can be a hardship for a 
struggling business that is interested in the program. The Administration will continue to explore ways 
to minimize this type of burden. 
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Implementation of the program: 
Once the Guidelines have been approved, letters will be sent to the owners and the tenants of the 
buildings with a copy of the Guidelines and an application. They will be requested to complete the 
application and submit it to the City. Priority will be given to applicants that contribute the most 
matching funds and/or to projects that would have the greatest visual impact on the district. A scope of 
services and budget will be included in each application. The applications will be reviewed by staff and, 
if complete and qualified, a recommendation for approval will be forwarded to the City Manager for final 
approval. A contract will be executed between the City and the owner. The owner will be required to 
solicit three quotes for the scope of services and presented to the City for final approval. The project 
will be managed by the City staff and consultant for compliance with City and US HUD rules and 
regulations. 

CONCLUSION 

The Administration recommends contracting out management of the FIP to a consultant to manage the 
FIP. Staff recommends that the Committee approve the FIP Guidelines. 

JMG/HF/KC/JM/AP/BG 

Attachment A - April 27, 2011, FCWP Committee Memorandum 
Attachment B - Proposed Fa!(ade Improvement Program Guidelines 



MIAMI BEACH 
city of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miami Beach, Florida 33139, www,miomibeochfl.gov 

COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Finance and Citywide Projects Commission Committee 

FROM: Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manager 

DATE: April 27, 2011 

SUBJECT: Discussion regarding incentives for facade renovation in North Beach Commercial 
Corridors 

At the January 19, 2011 City Commission meeting, Commissioner Jonah Wolfson referred for 
discussion the concept of a storefront revitalization program. 

BACKGROUND 

Fa9ade renovation programs have been a successful revitalization tool used by many communities, 
including Miami Beach. The purpose of these programs is to provide financial assistance to property 
owners and business owners who are desirous of improving their building facades, business signage, 
awnings, and to correct any exterior code violations. When using any federal entitlement funds (such as 
Community Development Block Grants) for a fa9ade revitalization program, those businesses that 
receive the funds are located in or serve the income-eligible areas and Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) Target Areas. The City did fund a fa9ade revitalization program using CDBG funds. The 
program was last funded more than a decade ago in FY 1999/2000; in the past, CDBG funds were 
provided to both the Miami Beach Community Development Corporation and the North Beach 
Development Corporation for these fa9ade improvement programs, with the City assuming some 
components of the program implementation (e.g. Davis Bacon reviews, etc.). 

In the City's prior program, grants were generally provided as 50/50 matching grants and the funds 
were provided on a reimbursement basis. The Applicant had to agree to abide by all city, state and 
federal regulations, as well as all CDBG or other regulations required by the funding source. 

ANALYSIS 

In researching options for the re-implementation of a fa9ade revitalization program in the City, staff 
looked at the following program requirements in order to gauge what the scope of the program could 
be: 

• Funding: how much funding would be available for the overall program and from what source 
would this funding be available; how much funding would be available to an individual recipient 

• Management of program: would the program be managed in house or contracted out; if federal 
funds are used, monitoring for compliance with federal regulations is very important 

• Requirements for recipients: who would be eligible recipients (tenants or landlords); what, if any, 
requirements would be imposed on any recipients, such as a match; what federal regulations 
and reporting would be required, if any, of recipients; what, if any, requirements for repayment 
would be required for recipients if they sell or otherwise vacate an improved storefront 
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• Use of funds: what types of improvements would we want made with any funds allocated and 
should priority be given to one particular area of the City or one particular type of facade 

Funding: 
The City's prior programs were funded with federal entitlement funds. The prior CDBG funding levels of 
the City's Fac;:ade Improvement Programs were as follows: 

Year TOTAL Entitlement Amount Percentage 
Allocation to Citv (oftot. alloc.) 

1995/96 $2,974,000 $275,000 9 
1996/97 $2,895000 $400,000 14 
1997198 $2,836,000 $340,000 12 
1998/99 $2756,000 $124,448 5 
1999/00 $2768,000 $325,000 12 

Since the last time we funded this program in FY 99/00, our CDBG allocation has decreased from 
$2,768,000 to an estimated $1,572,379 in FY 11112. The CDBG program has been targeted by both 
the Administration and Congress for budget cuts. In fact, the recent FY 2011 Continuing Resolution 
(CR) that funds discretionary programs for the rest of the current Federal fiscal year cuts CDBG formula 
funding by 16.2 percent, from $3.99 billion in FY 2010 to $3.343 billion in FY 2011 (a $647 million cut). 
It should be noted that this final reduction for the current fiscal year is much better than the House 
Republican's initial proposal, whereby CDBG would have received a cut of 62.5 percent, down to $1 .5 
billion. In FY 2010, the City received roughly $1 .87 million in CDBG funding. The reductions agreed to 
in the FY 2011 Continuing Resolution represent an approximate $305,000 cut in Miami Beach's 
allocation. Beyond FY 2011 , the outlook for CDBG is unknown. The Obama Administration's FY 2012 
Budget calls for a 7.5% reduction in CDBG funding, and the FY 2012 Budget Resolution recently 
passed in the US House of Representatives, while not directly addressing CDBG, does call for across 
the board reductions for discretionary programs. 

As you are aware, the City issues a competitive process for the allocation of our entitlement funds, 
including the CDBG funds. As permitted by federal regulations, the City sets aside and allocates 
through the competitive process up to the maximum allowable percentage for public service funding 
(15% of total allocation) to provide funding for programs that assist the elderly, youth, homeless, etc. , 
and the City also retains the administrative percentage permitted by federal regulations to cover the 
City's costs in managing the program. The following table shows the proposed distribution of the City's 
CDBG funds for FY 2011-12. 

City of Miami Beach Community Development Block Grant 
2011 -12 Esttmated Entitlement 

Total Estimated Allocation , , $1572379 
Comoetitive Fundina Cateaories Estimated Available Funds 
Public Servicesll.imited to 15% bv HUm $235855 
Housina Rehabilitation and Public Facilities imorovements $ 722 049 

Estimated Total Comoetltlv9 Funds $957904 
Non.Comoeti!ive Fundlna Cateaories 
Section 108 Loan Renavmen! $ 210 000 
Code Enforcement $90000 
Plannina and Administration $ 314475 

Estimated Non-Comoetitive Funds $614475 
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Should a facade revitalization program be recommended, funding for that program (approximately 
$140,000) would be allocated from the "Housing, Rehabilitation and Public Facilities Improvements" line 
item. It is important to note that a total of nine (9) requests for a total of $1,593,086 was submitted for 
these available funds ($722, 049) for this current funding cycle, and include requests for multifamily 
housing rehabilitation, senior center improvements, health facility improvements, and homeownership 
assistance and counseling. Examples of currently/previously funded activities in this category include: 
Douglas Gardens - Mayfair House AC Replacement; HACMB - Lois Apartments Rehabilitation; MB 
CDC - Homeownership Assistance; JCS - Senior Center Improvements; MB CDC - Multifamily Housing 
Program; MB CDC - Seymour Community Center; and UNlOAD - Oceanfront Community Center. 

In terms of funding to any individual recipient, based on the requirements for managing the program, 
prior experience, the approach of other facade improvement programs, and in light of likely costs 
associated with typical facade improvements (e.g. painting, awnings, lighting, etc), it would not be 
feasible to allocate less than $10,000 to each eligible recipient. Likewise, in light of. the administrative 
oversight relating to the federal regulations of the funding source, a program with a value of less than 
$100,000 may not be financially feasible to manage. As such, a potential program would have a with a 
first year implementation goal of assisting ten (10) businesses, with a maximum grant of $10,000 per 
applicant. The total estimated budget for such a program is $140,000, taking into account direct 
program fees , administration, and monitoring of the project. 

Management of program: 
Options for managing a program, should it be implemented, include either having the program 
administered in-house (in our Real Estate, Housing and Community Development Division), or have it 
contracted out to a third party. In-house administration would require, at-a-minimum, the hiring of a part 
time (temporary position) to coordinate the program and ensure compliance with the various entitlement 
funding requirements. Any third party entity that might be considered must have the capacity to 
implement this type of program, given the restrictions on administrative costs associated with CDBG 
funds. Such CDBG program restrictions will include complying with timeliness, financial management, 
procurement, environmental review, labor standards, accessibility and equal employment regulations. 
One option can be to contract with another existing fagade improvement program in a nearby 
municipality for the management/administration of the City's program. 

Reguirements for recipients: 
Should the City proceed to fund a fagade revitalization program, it would be essential to determine who 
would be eligible recipients (tenants or landlords) for the funding. Needless to say, any tenant 
improvements would require landlord approval. However, because these are federal funds, and the 
funds are allocated to the City, if a sub-recipient fails to meet federal requirements , then the City would 
be responsible for repayment of these funds to the federal funding agency. Staff would work with legal 
to identify a process to ensure that any investment made will meet the federal requirements and 
minimize any liability for the City. Another question is whether a match should be required. Match 
requirements are common for these types of programs but the amount of match can range. Should the 
Commission wish to proceed with a fagade revitalization program, it would be suggested that perhaps a 
two-tiered approach be used whereby a match may not be required for some amounts, or where the 
match requirement is lower proportionate to the funding allocated. 

Use of Funds: 
It would be important to identify the parameters of any recommended program, such as whether the 
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program is intended to assist struggling existing businesses, or if the funding would be available for 
vacant business storefronts. Should the Commission consider a fa9ade revitalization program, it would 
be recommended that it be used only for current, occupied businesses. 

The following table provides information on the fa9ade improvement programs currently in use in other 
jurisdictions: 

Downtown 
City of Miami 

City of Miami City of N. Miami Development 
Authoritv Gardens 

Administered by Administered by 
Implementing 

Community Community Community 

Entity 
Development Redevelopment 

DDA Development 
Department through Department 
three sub-recicients 

Agency 

Business 
Match 5-15% Up to 50% Match Up to 50% Match Up to 20% 
Requirements 
Grant Amount Up to $10,000 Up to $80,000 Up to $50,000 Up to $50,000 
to recipient 
Terms Grant Grant Grant ForQivable Loan 
Total Program 
Amount $600,000 $300,000 $200,000 
Available 

CONCLUSION 

The Administration issued a Request for Proposals for the next cycle of CDBG funding on March 1, 
2011 . Should the Finance and Citywide Projects Committee recommend the creation of a fa9ade 
improvement program in North Beach, the Administration seeks guidance on the amount of CDBG 
funding to be earmarked for the program, and direction on how the program should be administered. 

JMG/HF/KC/AP/BG 



Fa<;:ade Improvement Program Guidelines - NORTH BEACH 
City of Miami Beach 

October, 2011 

Purpose of the Program 

Attachment B 

The City of Miami Beach) is providing an incentive program to improve the fa<;:ades of eligible 
properties within a targeted revitalization area in North Beach. By enhancing the appearance of 
business/building fac;;ades, the program serves to improve the economic viability of the businesses in 
this area. Better aesthetics improve the marketability of the businesses, and draw business and 
residents to the area and increase property values. 

Target Area 
The current fac;;ade improvement program target area is North Beach on Collins Avenue from 73rd 

Street to 75th Street. If you have a question as to whether your property is within one of the target 
areas, please contact the City at 305-673-7010. 

Funding and Match Requirements 
Funding may be provided to buildings or tenants (within the program areas) up to a maximum of 
$30,000 per building . Applicants will be eligible for up to $10,000 with no match requirement, and for 
any amount between $10,001 and $30,000, applicants must provide a match equal to or greater than 
fifty percent of the amount awarded through this program. The match must be spent on the facade 
improvement project. Businesses that have not been in operation for a minimum of one-year must 
provide a 50% match to all funds that are applied for. 

Program funding is provided in the form of a loan which is forgiven over a five year period with no 
payments required, provided the property continues to be maintained in accordance with the program 
requirements, such as maintenance of the fac;;ade;, property taxes are kept current property insurance 
is maintained with the City listed as mortgagee; and the business is current on all City-required fees 
and taxes [make language consistent between memo and this] . 

Application Process 
Applications for the Fac;;ade Improvement Program will be available as funding allows. To obtain an 
application or additional information about the program, call 305-673-7010. Applicants will be required 
to complete the program application and provide a project timeline, drawings or photographs, and 
specifications of the proposed fac;;ade improvement work to the City's program manager for approval 
prior to obtaining bids. Proposals must pass a threshold review for eligibility, and will then be reviewed 
for quality and impact of the proposed improvements. Following are the steps in the process: 

• Obtain application, either from the City web site or the by calling 305-673-7010. 
• Consult the map attached to the guidelines to verify that the business is an eligible recipient 

and that the property is located in an eligible area. 
• Obtain drawings and cost estimates. 
• Forward completed application to the City of Miami Beach City Manager's Office. 
• The application will be evaluated and, if the proposed project meets the established eligibility, 

the owner will be notified and can then proceed to obtain architectural drawings, if necessary, 
and at least two bids for the project. 

• When bids are obtained, forward to the Program Manager for final approval. 

Eligibility 
All businesses and/or property owners willing to improve the exterior of properties located within the 
designated program areas may be eligible to receive assistance. A recipient may utilize the Fa<;:ade 
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Improvement Program in conjunction with other public financial resources. Businesses and property 
owners may receive assistance for more than one location based on funding availability. Eligible 
properties are commercial and mixed commercial/residential with commercial fa<;:ades visible from the 
street. Funding may be made available in a phased process, with priority on local businesses first, 
followed by property owners. 

Buildings will be required to be occupied to be eligible for this program. Tenants that have not been in 
operation for a minimum of one-year must provide a 50% match to all funds that are applied for. New 
construction and vacant individual storefronts will not be considered for this program. 

Applicants will be required to demonstrate financial capacity to meet the program matching 
requirements and must be current on all property taxes, mortgages, insurance and city feesltaxes. A 
credit report will be obtained as part of the application process. 

Eligible Activities 
Fa<;:ade renovation activities must involve the general upgrading of a building's external appearance in 
compliance with the Design Guidelines and Design Review process. 

Examples of eligible activities: 
• Masonry repairs and tuckpointing; 
• Repair/replace/preserve historically significant architectural details; 
• Storefront reconstruction; 
• Cornice repair; 
• Exterior painting and stucco; 
• Awnings and canopies; 
• Permanent exterior signage integrated into the storefront design; 
• Repair/replacement of gutters and down spouts; 
• Fa<;:ade building code items; 
• Utilityltrash enclosures; 
• Exterior fa<;:ade lighting 

2 10/24/2011 



Examples of activities that generally are not eligible: 

1. Landscaping; 
2. Non-visible roofing; 
3. Attached, hanging or projecting signs unrelated to the architecture of the building; 
4. Mechanical equipment enclosures (non-visible); 
5. Billboards; 
6. Interior renovation; 
7. Temporary, portable or non-permanent improvements; 
8. New construction; 
9. Property acquisition; 

10. Expansion of building area; 
11. Conversion of use; 
12. Working capital ; 
13. Refinance of existing debt; 
14. Payment of delinquent taxes; 
15. Improvements in progress or completed prior to loan/grant approval. 
16. Improvements involving interior rehabilitation, including modernization of electrical, mechanical, 

or structural elements. However, facade improvement funds may be used for facade 
improvements in conjunction with a separately financed rehabilitation project; 

17. Improvements that do not follow the approved architectural plans and designs for the facade 
renovation; 

19. Activities specifically prohibited by the program's funding source. 

Community Development Priorities [Approval of applications will be considered based on strength 
of proposals and readiness to begin work, funding availability, and Community Development priorities. 
Priorities include: 

• Projects increasing or retaining jobs within the redevelopment area 
• Severely deteriorated buildings with greatest negative impact on the community 
• Properties identified blighted as defined in applicable area redevelopment plan 
• Properties with significant Code Enforcement history 
• Prominent highly visible locations, such as major intersections or locations on major arterials 
• Businesses located in pedestrian oriented business locations 
• Buildings located in areas where other public investment is taking place 
• Projects that leverage maximum private investment 
• Buildings without residential occupancy . 

Design Guidelines 
Eligible proposals will be required to follow design guidelines for rehabilitation of historic buildings, if 
applicable. These guidelines are provided to ensure appropriateness of the proposed work, and to 
provide for compatibility with the affected building's original appearance and with other area buildings. 
The Planning Department will review all applications for consistency with the guidelines. Simple 
applications for paint, awnings, signage and/or exterior lighting may be approved administratively. 
Projects that involve alterations to the windows and doors, or to other architectural features on the 
fa9ade, may require approval by the Historic Preservation Board . Prospective applicants are 
encouraged to consult with the Planning Department prior to preparing their application to ensure best 
results. 

All tenant signage must be in compliance with sign regulations in Chapter 138 of the City Code. Grant 
funds may be used to correct violations of the signage code. 

Application Requirements 

3 10/24/2011 



Applications must include a complete description of the proposed scope of the project, including, as 
applicable, elevation drawings, photographs, color samples, specifications and a minimum of one 
written proposal from a qualified vendor for painting, awnings, signs and windows/doors. If the 
application receives preliminary approval, then the applicant will be required to provide additional 
drawings and specification necessary to receive a building permit. These may include shop drawings 
from the vendor or signed and sealed architectural or engineering drawings, depending upon the 
scope of the project. 

Procurement 
Once the design is approved, the Developer agrees to solicit a minimum of three (3) competitive bids 
for the rehabilitation work and to provide evidence to the City of the bids received and the amount of 
each bid. Contractors selected are required to take affirmative steps to encourage the use of minority 
and women-owned business enterprises when subcontracts are let. 

Financing Policies 
1. Reimbursements - progress payments will be on a reimbursement basis only. The total 

reimbursement for all forms of faltade improvement assistance shall not exceed $30,000 per 
project. Projects must be completed within twelve months after the start of construction, unless the 
City approves a longer timeline, at the City's sole discretion. 

2. Security - the faltade improvement project reimbursement will be secured by a deed of trust on the 
real estate for the requisite term which will self-amortize proportionally each year; providing the 
property continues to be maintained in accordance with the program requirements, such as 
maintenance of the faltade, property taxes are kept current, and property insurance is maintained 
with the City listed as mortgagee. 

3. Repayments - No repayments will be required if all terms are met. 
4. Default - A recipient shall be considered in default and the balance of financial assistance 

immediately due and payable upon failure of the borrower: to properly maintain the faltade after 
improvements are completed, delinquency in property taxes; to maintain property insurance with 
the City listed as mortgagee, or failure to operate in compliance with all applicable local, state, and 
federal codes, laws, and regulations. 

5. Remedies of Default - In the event of default, the City may exercise any combination of the 
remedies available to it with respect to the security agreement(s). The City may take whatever 
action at law, or in equity, as may appear necessary or desirable to collect any outstanding 
balance or to enforce the performance and observation of any other obligation or agreement of the 
recipient. 

General Requirements 
1. All work must be done in accordance with the DeSign Guidelines, all applicable local, state and 

federal codes, and rules and regulations for the Community Development Block Grant program. 
Any renovation work undertaken prior to the City's final written authorization to begin construction 
is not eligible for assistance under the program. All renovation work undertaken in conjunction with 
the fa<;ade improvement program which exceeds approved financial assistance shall be borne by 
the applicant. 

2. All construction management shall be the responsibility of the applicant. All work undertaken using 
CDBG funds will be subject to the Davis Bacon Act. Applicant must contact the City prior to 
obtaining bids when Davis-Bacon will be required to obtain current wage rates to provide potential 
bidders. 

3. Properties with residential components will be required to meet applicable lead-based paint 
abatement req uirements. 

4. Each recipient will be responsible for all acquisition and relocation costs when displacement of 
residential or nonresidential tenants occurs as a result of the project, in accordance with the 
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Uniform Relocation Act If temporary tenant relocation will be required for this project, contact the 
City for further guidance prior to submitting this application . 

5. All applicants shall be required to demonstrate compliance with nondiscriminatory employment 
practices and Affirmative Action Programs under Title VI and Section 112 of the Civil Rights Act of 
1969 and Public Law 92-65. Applicants are encouraged, to utilize minority and women-owned 
business enterprises under this program. 

6. The City, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Comptroller General of the 
United States, 'or any duly authorized representatives, shall have access to any books, 
documents, papers and records which are directly related to the program assistance for the 
purposes of monitoring, making audits, examination, excerpts, and transcripts. All records 
supporting the costs and components of program assisted improvements shall be maintained for a 
period not less than three (3) years following completion of the program agreement period, 
agreement termination, or default, whichever shall first occur. No person who is an employee, 
agent, conSUltant, officer, appointed official , or elected official of the City of Miami Beach who 
exercise or have exercised any functions or responsibilities with respect to CDBG activities, or are 
in a position to participate in a decision-making process, or gain inside information with regard to 
such activities, may obtain a personal or financial interest or benefit, or have interest in any 
program assistance, either for themselves or those with whom they have family or business ties, 
during their tenure or for one (1) year thereafter. 

Please contact the City of Miami Beach at 305-673-7010 with any questions or to obtain additional 
information about the Facade Improvement Program. 

5 10/24/2011 
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MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miami Beach, Florida 33 139, www.miomibeochR.Qov 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT 

COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

~l5~ ~it wide Projects Committee Members 

~~~zalez, City Man er . 

September 26, 2011 

REFERRAL TO THE FINANCE AND CITYWIDE PROJECTS COMMITTEE A 
DISCUSSION PERTAINING TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
(RFP) FOR THE COMPREHENSIVE PROFESSIONAL TENNIS MANAGEMENT AND 
OPERATIONS SERVICES AT THE CITY'S FLAMINGO PARK AND NORTH SHORE 
PARK TENNIS CENTERS 

BACKGROUND 

This matter was referred to the Finance and Citywide Projects Committee at the July 13, 2011 
Commission meeting. 

The current agreement with Greensquare Inc., for the management and operations of the City's tennis 
centers is due to expire in April , 2012. It has been the Administration's intention to issue a Request 
For Proposals (RFP) in a timely manner to avoid any break in quality operations or services to the 
City's tennis-playing residents and guests. The RFP is intended to secure a qualified professional 
management company for the operation of these public tennis facilities, to include the operation of the 
tennis courts; pro shop; a food and beverage concession; and other tennis-related operations as 
approved by the City. Services also include those customarily associated with the operation of a 
public tennis center, including permitted special events related to the tennis center activities. 

The final price and terms for the contracts would be negotiated after the City Commission approves 
authorization to negotiate with the entity selected through the RFP. The new management 
agreement is expected to be for a three (3) year term, with two (2) one-year renewal options at the 
City's option . 

ISSUE FOR DISCUSSION 

The issue for the Committee's consideration and discussion at this time, is related to the timing of the 
Issuance of this RFP, taking into consideration that the Flamingo Park Tennis Center will be soon be 
under complete reconstruction. The Commission has taken the actions necessary to secure the 
construction company to provide the GMP pre-construction and construction services for the 
Flamingo Park Tennis Center project. The Flamingo Park Tennis Center is currently scheduled for 
demolition and construction to begin in January, 2012. It is anticipated that construction will take 
approximately one year, with an expected completion date of January 2013. 



Page 2 of to 
Tennis Center Management Agreement 

The plan is to phase construction by always having a set of courts available for play to the patrons. 
The goal of keeping the Tennis Center open while under construction and continuing to provide 
quality customer service for our residents and guests presents some potentially challenging issues. 
The City may benefit from having a management team familiar with the current tennis patrons and 
the conditions of the current tennis center and programs. Some of these challenges include, but are 
not limited to: 

• Anticipated complaints from current tennis center members and guests trying to obtain a court 
reservation with approximately 50% fewer courts available for play 

• Assuring a delicate balance of member play, non-member play, private lesson and clinics, 
given the reduction of available courts between the Flamingo and North Shore Tennis Centers. 

• Continue the existing and expand the successful youth programs currently underway. 

Additionally, as a result of fewer available tennis courts for play, there is an expected negative 
financial impact to the tennis center, and a reduction of tennis revenue during the construction period 
that will impact the tennis centers' management. It is unclear how this may impact potential responses 
to an RFP issued at this time, including the subsequent negotiations with the firm awarded the 
agreement. 

CONCLUSION 

The Administration requests that the Committee discuss the matter and provide direction on whether 
to issue the RFP at this time and have the selected tennis management company in position to begin 
operations in April of 2012 when the current agreement expires, or whether it is more beneficial for 
the City and our tennis-playing residents and guests for the City to extend the current agreement with 
Greensquare on a month-to-month basis until such time as the new Flamingo Park Tennis Center is 
nearing completion, and at such time coordinate the issuance of the RFP in a manner to have the 
selected operator in place to coincide with the grand opening of the new facility. 

CC: Hilda M. Fernandez, Assistant City Manager 
Kevin Smith, Director of Parks and Recreation 
Julio Magrisso, Assistant Director of Parks and Recreation 

JMGIHMFIKSIJEM 
F:lrcpal$ALLIPreviousIKEVINICommission Committee MeetingslF&CWP 09-26-111F&CWP Committee Tennis Centero 
Managment Dlscussion.doc 
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MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miami Beach, Florida 33139, W'W'N.miamibeachfl.gov 

COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Finance and Citywide Projects Committee 

FROM: Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manager 

DATE: August 17, 2011 

SUBJECT: Discussion concerning City Fees and Charges for Gay Pride 2012. 

BACKGROUND 

The subject discussion item was referred to the Finance and Citywide Projects Committee at 
the July 13, 2011 City Commission meeting. 

In 2008, Mayor Bower created the Gay Business Development Ad Hoc Committee. One of 
the first initiatives of this Ad Hoc Committee was to establish a Miami Beach Gay Pride. In 
2009 the Committee celebrated the inaugural Miami Beach Pride event and they have 
successfully produced the event for three (3) consecutive years. 

The following is a breakdown of the fees charged by the City for Miami Beach Pride in each 
year of the event (W=Waived): 

2009 2010 2011 
Application Fee ($250.00) W ~250.00) W (250.00) W 
Permit Fee ($250.00) W (500.00) W (500 .00L W 
Vehicle Beach Access Passes ($1,200.00) W (3000.00) W (4500.00) W 
Square FootageFfee 3,475.00 - 10390.00 - 5130.65 -
Lummus Park User Fee 2,194.00 - 2,794.75 - 3,476.70 -
Police Personnel 3923.00 - 8264.00 - 8414.50 -

Police Admin. Fees (980.00) W (330.00) W (300.00) W 
Fire Personnel 0.00 - 520.00 - 520.00 -
Fire Admin. Fees 0.00 W (104 .00) W (104.00) W 
Parking Fees 1 920.00 - 3300.00 - 3,300,00 -
Parkinq Admin. Fees 30.00 - 30.00 - 30.00 -
Sanitation Fees 2963.49 - 775.00 - 1219.81 -
Building Fees - ADroX. 463.60 - 1 117.24 - 766.40 -

TOTAL COSTS $12,289.09 $23,006.99 $17,204.06 
TOTAL WAIVERS $2 180.00 $3684.00 $5154.00 

As you are aware, the City does not provide waivers to any entity for hard costs (police and 
fire personnel, parking or sanitation), and cannot waive Building fees by State law. 

JMG/HMF/MAS 
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MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Cen!er Drive, Miami Beach, Fl orida 33 139, www.miomibeochfLgov 

FINANCE & CITYWIDE PROJECTS COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor Matti Herrera Bower and Members of the City Commission 

FROM: Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manager 

DATE: September 26, 2011 

SUBJECT: Discussion regarding the reduction of utility bill's penalty percentage 
from 10% to 5%. 

At the July 13, 2011 City of Miami Beach Commission meeting, a discussion item 
regarding the reduction of utility bill's penalty percentage, from 10% to 5%, was referred 
to the Finance and Citywide Projects Committee (F&CWPC) for discussion. 

This discussion item was added to an Ordinance, under first reading, which changes the 
due date for utility bills to 21 days from their current 15 days from the date of the bill. 
This change in date came as a recommendation from the F&CWPC after the Committee 
analyzed and compared due dates from other public utility providers from neighboring 
communities, as well as, other utility bills from private providers who operate in Miami 
Beach. 

Presently, when a utility bill is in arrears, the City charges a one-time 10% penalty on the 
current portion of the bill. No additional interest or penalties are charged . 

Similarly as to the study conducted with changing the due date from 15 days to 21 days, 
listed below for your review is a comparison of local Utility Bills from neighboring 
communities, as well as, two other energy utility providers in Miami Beach: 

,. - C· .. · f M' t '" h ' . . -c- _ - ..... h,.O . lam ... ea~ _ ,<,'" . -" .. 
- . Flnanco al1di City'W!d~ Projocts CommitteCl ' .. 

UrJliLy Billing. Allall'sis . 
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MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miami Beach, f lorida 33139, www.miamibeachfl.gov 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE : 

SUBJECT: 

COMMITTEE MEMORANDUM 

d Cityw'de Projects Committee Chairperson and Committee Members 

J rge M. Gonz~lez , City Man rb 

October 27, 2011 

A DISCUSSION OF A PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF THE PROMISSORY NOTE 
DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2007, BETWEEN MBCDC: MERIDIAN PLACE, LLC, A 
FLORIDA LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION, TO THE MIAMI BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY; AND TO DISCUSS A SUBORDINATION OF THE 
CITY'S MORTGAGES IN FAVOR OF A MORTGAGE MADE BY A COMMERCIAL 
LENDING INSTITUTION. 

BACKGROUND 

Meridian Place was built in 1940 and had been operating as a 72-unit transient hotel, located at 
530 Meridian Avenue, which was purchased for rehabilitation by Carrfour Supportive Housing in 
2001. The "as-is" purchase price in 2006 was $3,800,000, as supported by an August 22, 2006 
appraisal by J.B. Alhale & Associates, Inc., which determined the "as is" value to be $3,800,000. 
The appraiser also provided an "upon completion" value of $6,525,000. However, this value 
was predicated upon the original build-out as a 71 -unit development. As a result of ongoing 
issues with its funders, Carrfour Supportive Housing indicated that it would no longer pursue 
completion of the re-named "Sunsouth Place Apartments" project. 

Miami Beach Community Development Corporation (MBCDC) was approached regarding its 
interest in acquiring the property to ensure its continued availability to the community as 
affordable housing . To complete the transaction , MBCDC requested funding from the City to 
assist in the acquisition of the property. In July 2006, Miami Beach Community Development 
Corporation (MBCDC) entered into a purchase agreement with Carrfour Supportive Housing for 
the acquisition of the property. An underwriting analysis performed by First Housing Finance 
Corporation on November 29, 2006, determined that based upon the proposed financing 
structure, the rehabilitation and construction completion , the principals ' experience, the 
favorable financial support from the City of Miami Beach , and considering the noted debt service 
coverage, the proposed transfer of ownership of the uninhabitable development to MBCDC was 
considered favorable . At that time, there was no debt service contemplated for the RDA's 
$1 ,500,000 contribution . 

On October 11 , 2006, the Miami Beach Redevelopment Agency (RDA) approved Resolution 
No. 538-2006 authorizing an appropriation of South Pointe Redevelopment Area funds in the 
amount of $1 ,500,000 to be utilized by MBCDC for the purpose of MBCDC's acquisition and 
rehabilitation of the building located at 530 Meridian Avenue to provide 34 units of affordable 
housing for elderly, formerly homeless persons. On February 5, 2007, a Mortgage and Security 
Agreement and a corresponding Promissory Note were executed by MBCDC: Meridian Place, 
LLC, a Florida limited liability corporation (the Promissory Note), committing to a repayment 
schedule in the amount of $150,000, commencing December 31 , 2011 , and continuing each 



Finance & Citywide Projects Committee 
Modification of Meridian Place Promissory Note 
October 27, 2011 

December 31 thereafter annually. 

In order to complete the total renovation of the project and meet HUD's national objective, 
MBCDC also obtained funding directly from U.S. HUD, the State of Florida , and Miami-Dade 
County to cover the construction costs. However, commercial bank financing will be necessary 
to cover a budget gap and to provide gap financing until some other funding sources are 
received. In order to qualify for the commercial bank financing, MBCDC must modify the 
repayment terms of the February 5, 2007, Promissory Note and is also, as is customary with 
bank financing , requesting that the City subordinate its secured debt position to the commercial 
lending institution. The rehabilitation of the property (now known as Meridian Place) is 
underway and the project is approximately 60% complete, with completion anticipated in 
February 2012, assuming the necessary cash flow is secured . 

ANALYSIS 

At the time of MBCDC's acquisition of Meridian Place, total project costs were estimated at 
$6,629,000, including acquisition. Since that time, the City's regulatory processes, which 
included Board of Adjustment and Historic Preservation hearings, as well as HUD's regulations 
concerning the size of the units, necessitated significant modifications to the plans, including the 
complete reconfiguration of the floor plans to reduce the number of units to 34, the addition of 
an elevator, and the reconfiguration of the lobby for ADA compliance. The total costs are 
currently projected at $8,117,797, including the $3,800,000 acquisition cost. Total currently 
allocated grant and loans funds are $7,139,822 , including the RDA contribution. In addition, 
U.S. HUD vouchers for construction debt will be available ($335,012), and MBCDC has secured 
a commitment of Miami Dade County General Obligation Bond funds (County GOB) in the 
amount of $440,431 . Until the HUD and County GOB funds are paid to MBCDC, the funding 
gap to complete the construction of the project is $977,975. 

Currently, the County has $440,431 of District 5 funds allocated to "Miami Beach Community 
Development Corporation to finance development of certain affordable housing units." While 
commercial bank financing is currently being sought in the amount of $977 ,975 , once the 
County GOB funds are released , MBCDC anticipates paying down the commercial bank loan 
with the $440,431. MBCDC's preliminary approval of $440,431 in County GOB funds is still 
subject to official project allocation to Meridian Place, but also to successful underwriting review 
by the County. Successful underwriting is critical to the allocation of the County GOB funds to 
Meridian Place. If MBCDC is ultimately successful in securing the County GOB funds for 
Meridian Place, the savings in cash flow from the reduced debt service will be utilized to reduce 
rents to make the units more affordable. 

Based on current rental income projected for this affordable housing project, and in light of the 
RDA debt service which is scheduled to commence this December and the current market value 
of the property, MBCDC has been unable to obtain a commitment for private bank financing to 
fill the current funding gap. MBCDC recently applied for a HUD HOME/HOPWA grant in the 
amount of $300,000 from the City of Miami and was informed that the current cash flow 
projections with an RDA repayment beginning this year would render the project unable to 
maintain the levels of rents required by the grant program. Furthermore, a draft of the HUD
required independent third-party Subsidy Layering Review recently requested by the 
Administration indicated that the development's cash flow, which is limited by HUD rents, does 
not support annual principal payments in the amount of $150,000 to the RDA. 

Page 2 
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The value of the property was recently appraised in conjunction with the HUD-required Subsidy 
Layering Review. On April 21 , 2011 , J. Alhale Appraisals , Inc. updated the previous appraisal 
and determined market values utilizing various different approaches, to be as follows: 

Prospective Market Value Upon Completion of Renovation; 
In a 34-unit affordable rental housing use 
Without the favorable loan/grant package 

(Not economically feasible) 
$1 ,990,000 

Estimated investment value in a 34-unit affordable housing 
Use upon completion of remaining rehabilitation 

Subject to the favorable loan/grant package 
$4,760,000 

Based on cash flow projections outlined in MBCDC's Meridian Place Proforma dated 9/21/11 , 
which is attached and labeled Exhibit A, the annual RDA debt payments would create negative 
cashflow of more than $100,000 in each of the next ten years. This position is further 
compounded by an additional $1 ,000,000 in negative cashflow if the State debt is repaid in the 
year 2020, as required. 

MBCDC states that if the RDA Promissory Note is modified to reflect a deferred or forgivable 
status, then the project will be provided with a modest net cash flow average of approximately 
$20,000 for each of the next ten years; with the exception of the first year of operation. This also 
presumes that MBCDC is successful in receiving its requested payment deferral and extended 
amortization of the State debt. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

As a part of the City Commission 's May 11 , 2011 referral of this discussion to the Finance and 
Citywide Projects Committee, Commissioner Libbin requested that MBCDC provide a 
spreadsheet of all the buildings owned by MBCDC and when they will become cashflow 
positive. Commissioner Libbin asked which buildings are going to have free cash and when it 
comes available. MBCDC's Consolidated Revenue and Expense by Sequence Report Period : 
9/1/2010 - 8/31/2011 is attached as Exhibit B ( Exhibit B1 is a summary of the revenues and 
expenses; Exhibit B2 is the full back-up information) . It is important to note that if there were 
any positive cashflow from anyone building , most, if not all of MBCDC's buildings are highly 
leveraged by a variety of grants , and any positive cashflow from one building would most likely 
not be available to pay debt service on a completely different building. Furthermore , each of the 
projects is organized as a separate limited liability corporation and therefore cashflow cannot be 
moved between projects without legal agreements and justification. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Notwithstanding these considerations, a responsibility exists to ensure that HUD HOME and 
CDBG funds allocated to this affordable housing project for formerly homeless elderly persons, 
are utilized in a feasible project. In light of the HUD subsidy layering feasibility requirements, it 
is recommended that the RDA loan repayment terms be restructured to be consistent with other 
affordable housing grants (loans) from the City which defer the repayment of the funding as long 
as the project is kept "affordable" in accordance with HUD guidelines. This project's 

Page 3 
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"affordability period" is currently thirty (30) years, commencing at the issuance of the Final 
Certificate of Completion. Should the deferral be approved, it is recommended that at the 
expiration of the 30-year affordability period , the City may be given the option to either call in the 
note, extend the affordability period (e.g. another thirty years), or otherwise modify the note. 
Furthermore, consistent with other recently approved grants and loan documents to MBCDC, a 
provision may be added to the terms of a modified loan which requires that, in the event the 
project fails to comply with HUD's affordability requirements, title to the property reverts to the 
City and the RDA loan repayment is accelerated and is immediately due and payable. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the project's inability to service the RDA debt from prOjected affordable rent cashflow, 
it is recommended that the RDA loan repayment terms be restructured to be consistent with 
other affordable housing grants and mortgage documents provided by the City, which defer the 
repayment of the funding as long as the project is kept "affordable" in accordance with HUD 
guidelines. Additionally, a reverter clause is recommended which will require that, in the event 
the project fails to comply with HUD's affordability requirements at any time during the 
affordability period , then the title to the property will revert to the City and the RDA loan 
repayment will be accelerated and immediately due and payable to the City. Also, it is 
recommended that MBCDC be required to apply the proceeds of the GOB funding from the 
County to the reduction of the private bank financing, and rents be reduced to reflect the debt 
service cashflow savings. Finally, in light of MBCDC's need for upfront funding of the HUD 
approved gap financing and the additional private bank gap financing , it is recommended that 
the City subordinate its secured debt position in the maximum amount of $980,000 to a 
commercial lending institution, if bank financing is secured, consistent with prior practice. 

JMG/HMF/AP/ARB 

Attachments 

H:\Real Est, Hsng & Comm Dev\Community Development\Meridian Finance Memo October 27 2011 10-21-11 .docx 
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OFFICE OF THE CI1Y MANAGER COMMITIEE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Finance and Citywide Projects Committee 

FROM: Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manager ~ ~ 
DATE: October 27, 2011 

SUBJECT: FRANCHISED/CONCESSION VALET PARKING - DISCUSSION 

On September 14, 2011 , the Mayor and Commission, via Agenda Item No. C4B, 
sponsored by Commissioner Wolfson, referred a discussion item to the Finance and 
Citywide Projects Committee regarding the franchising of valet parking operations. 

Existing Valet Parking Model 

It is the City's intent to retain the highest quality valet parking services for all patrons. 
The City also recognizes that valet parking has played a key role in alleviating some of 
the parking challenges experienced in the City as well as providing the highest level of 
service. Clearly, it is a key component of the City's transportation and parking options. 
However, as in any service, there is always room for improvement. The current 
structure for valet parking services (on public property) has served us well and we 
applaud its successes; however, the current structure does have various drawbacks, 
these include: 

• Up to 200 metered parking spaces are used for valet parking ramps (passenger 
loading area). 

• Multiple and contiguous valet parking ramps per block face. 
• Traffic congestion in major corridors. 
• Inconsistent service levels (varying by operator). 
• Inconsistent customer service levels (varying by operator). 
• Jockeying for business contracts for high traffic volume locations. 
• Conflict between sponsoring businesses. 
• Labor intensive oversight and enforcement by the City 

In 2009, the valet parking franchise/concession concept was initially suggested by 
former Commissioner Victor Diaz. Commissioner Diaz raised concems with the City's 
existing valet parking model and suggested that a franchise model, similar to what exists 
today with the City's sanitation franchised services, could be a viable model for valet 
parking services. The Administration proceeded with following steps (in chronological 
order) furthering the valet parking franchise/concession model. 

February 12, 2009 

Action 

Briefing with former Commissioner Victor Diaz regarding 
Parking Department, including valet parking franchise 
concept. 



March 27, 2009 

June 2,2009 

July 15, 2009 

September 9, 2009 

October 14, 2009 

April 30 - May 1, 2010 

May 2010 

June 2, 2010 

October 11, 2010 

February 28,2011 

May 11, 2011 

May 20-21,2011 

July11,2011 

August 16, 2011 

The Administration provides Commissioner Diaz with follow
up information requested at the February 1ih briefing. 

On the July 15, 2009 City Commission Agenda, 
Commissioner Diaz places Discussion Item R9D, entitled, 
"The various policies in place in the Parking Department for 
removing from public use certain public parking spaces. 

Discussion Item R9D is deferred by Vice-Mayor Diaz 

Discussion Item R9D is deferred by Vice-Mayor Diaz 

Item withdrawn by Vice-Mayor Diaz 

Commission Retreat - After Action 
Handout # 6 (Franchising of Valet Parking Services)
there was interest in pursuing this for the FY201 0/11 . 

Scope and Specifications developed for valet parking 
franchise consulting services and competitive bidding 
process (three quotes were received). 

Walker Parking Consultants, Inc. was engaged to conduct 
the valet parking franchise analysis for a fee of $24,000. 

A first draft of the analysis is reviewed by the Administration. 

A final draft of the analysis is reviewed by the Administration. 

The analysis is finalized. 

Commission Retreat (Second Retreat) - After Action 
Handout #7: Franchising of Valet Parking Services 
Jorge Gonzalez, City Manager, introduced the item. The 
Commission authorized staff to solicit input from affected 
stakeholder and develop an RFP/Q to be approved at a 
Commission meeting for a pilot project south of 5th Street. If 
the pilot project is successful it can be expanded to other 
areas of the City. Some measures need to be put into place 
to evaluate the project. 

Valet Parking Franchise is presented and discussed with the 
Transportation and Parking Committee (TPC). TPC 
concurred with staff to hold an industry workshop and then 
return to the Committee with feedback. 

Valet Parking Franchise/Concession Workshop is publicly 
noticed. Workshop is held and all valet parking operators are 
invited. Most of the industry attends and participates in 
the workshop. The industry is largely opposed to the initiative. 



September 14, 2011 Commission Wolfson requests a referral and the Mayor and 
Commission approve a referral to the Finance and Citywide 
Projects Committee for a discussion regarding the Valet 
Parking Franchise/Concession initiative. 

Valet Parking Franchise/Concession Initiative 

The Valet Parking Franchise/Concession initiative was developed by the Administration 
and "Walker Parking" Consultants, a national and well respected parking consultant. 
Walker Parking conducted an analysis to determine the viability of the valet parking 
franchise/concession initiative. The Administration could potentially craft a scope of 
work and specifications for the issuance of a request for proposals (RFP) that would 
solicit valet parking franchise/concession services as a one-year pilot program for a test 
area. The area known as South of Fifth could potentially serve as the pilot area. This 
initiative was discussed as part of the Mayor and City Commission Retreat held on May 
20-21, 2011 . The Mayor and City Commission endorsed the initiative and directed the 
Administration to proceed with a competitive bidding process. 

The Administration is seeking guidance from the Finance Committee regarding the valet 
parking franchising/concession initiative. 

JMG/JGG/SF 
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~ MIAMI BEACH 
City of Miami Beach, 1700 Convontion Center Drive, Miami Beach, Florida 33139, wwW.miomlbeachA.gov 

COMMISSION MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DAlE: 

SUBJEcT: 

Mayor Matti Herrera Bower and Members of the City Commission 

Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manage~ 
September 14, 2011 . 0 U 
REFERRAL TO THE FINANCE AND CITYWIDE PROjECTS COMMITTEE A 
DISCUSSION PERTAINING TO THE CATERING AND CONCESSIONS SERVICES 
AGREEMENT FOR THE MIAMI BEACH CONVENTION CENTER. 

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION 

Refer the matter to the Finance and Citywide Projects Committee fOT discussion. 

ANALYSIS 

On April 11, 2006, the Mayor .and City Commission approved the issuance of Request for 
Proposals (RFP) No.. 22-05/06, to . Provide Professional Food and Beverage Facilities 
Management Services for the Miami Beach Convention Center; with an option to manage food 
and beverage services at other city cultureil facilities to include: 1) the Jackie Gleason Theater 
of the Performing Arts; 2) the Colony Theater; and 3) the Byron Carlyle Theater. This RFP was 
issued in advance of Centerplate's expiring contract on February 28, 2007. Centerplate, doing 
business originally as Volume Services America, Inc., held the exclusive food and beverage 
services contract at.the Miami Beach Convention Center since December 17, 1986. The original 
contract had an initial term of fifteen years,and the City Commission exercised a five (5) year 
renewal term on May 16, 2001 via Resolution No. 2001-24"393. 

During the iliitial 20 years of the agreement, the Convention Center'.s food and bever\lge 
Concessionaire was restricted from hosting local catering events such as. banquets, weddings, 
and galas, when those events d.id not book an exhibit hall and were not conventions, trade, 
public or consumer shows. Prior to the issuance of the RFP, the social catering restriction was 
reviewed by several City committees and organizations and a recommendation was made to 
remove the prohibiton. The City Commission subsequently endorsed the removal of the social 
catering prohibition; the ensuing RFP allowed for the successful proposer to host local catering 
events at the Miami Beach Convention Center, and specific attention was given to this area. 

The RFP Evaluation Committee and the City Administration recommended Centerplate as the 
top-ranked firm. This recommendation was made In large part due to Centerplate's proposed 
partnership with Barton G. At the time, Centerplate had 'formed an exclusive relationship with 
Barton G., a Miami-based event planning and production company with a strong base of social, 
corporate and philanthropic clients. On September 6, 2006, the City Commission adopted 
Resolution No. 2006-26316 authorizing the Mayor and Clerk to execute an agreement upon 
completion of successful negotiations by the Admlnsitration. 

As stated previously, Centerplate's Agreement expired on ·February 28, 2007. The City and 
Agenda Item C If £ 

Date 9-1'1-1/ 
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FCWPC Referral- Convention Center Catering and ConcessIons Services Agreement 
Commission Memorandum 
July 13, 2011 
Page 2 of3 

Centerplate didn't conclude negotiations until December 13, 2007, which is when the final 
agreement was executed. Much of the delay in agreeing to terms centered around the 
partnership with BartQn G and operational issues involved with booking social catering 
business. 'The terms of the Agreement were retroactive to March 1, 2007 and' expires on 
September 30, 2012. The Agreement also includes two (2) successive, five (5) year renewal 
options at the City's discretion. 

The Agreement includes the following: 

• Guaranteed Minimum Annual R.en\ of $1 ;250,000, representing 25.5% of gross revenue 
up to $4 million. Above $4 million, the commission increases in tiers up to 33%. 

• Capital Investment Centerplafe invested $800,000 towards fOod and beverage capital 
. projects to e.nhance the foodservlce facilities at the Miami Beach Convention Center. 

• Centerplate also allocates 1.5% of'Gross Receipts towards a Capital Reserve Fund. 

• Marketing Reserve Fund: Ce.nterplate allocates the greater of an annual contribution of 
$20,000 or 1.5% of Catering GriJss Receipts to a Marketing Reserve Fund to promote 
the food and beverage offerings (catering, concessions, etc.) . In addition, Centerplate 
also pre-funded $50,000 towards the Marketing Reserve Fund. 

• Scholarship Fund: Centerplate contributes $20,000 annually fowardttle City's tourism 
and hospitality scholarship program. 

Some early social catering business was booked at the Convention Center in partnership with 
Barton G. However, due to issues with the relationship befween Centerplate and Barton G, on 
May 15, 2008, the City was officially notified the partnership would not continue. S.ection 10.17 
of the Agreement between the City and Centerplate stipulates that any replacement for Barton 
'G Is subject to the prior written approval of the City Manager. Centerplate. immediat.ely began 
searching for a new social catering partner and on August 28, 2008 Centerplate proposed 
Touch Catering. After reviewing the material and Touch catering's history and track record, the 
City approved the replacement of BartOn G with Touch Catering on December 19, 200B. 

Centerplate hired a dedicated social catering salespersQnto focus on booking more of this 
business. They have been· suceessful in booking numerous. social catering events at the 
Convention Center and continue to focus heavily In this area. Centerplate, In partnership with 
TiJuch Catering, also completed a new Kosher kitchen and has booked several Kosher events. 
Although Centerplate's client survey scores continue· to be among the lowest scores given by 
Convention Center users (meeting planners, etc.), specifically In food quality and food 
presentation. of the concession operation, they have improved their scores in each of the past 
three (3) years (see attached). 

Centerplate Informed the City on March 4, 2011 , that they had replaced their General Manager 
with an Interim General Manager, Nick liemo. Mr. lierno has since reVised Exhibitor Booth 
Catering Menus, adjusted pricing and made operational changes. 

Convention Center Advisory Board 

As previously state(l, Centerpla\e's agreement with the City expires on September 30, 2012. As 
such, the Convention Center Advisory Bo.ard (CCAB), ;;II their Jun.e 7, 2011 meeting, discussed 
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whether or not the C(ty should exercise the five (5) year renewal option available in the 
Agreement or Issue a neW Request for Proposals (RFP). The CCAB reviewed Centerplate's 
history and unanimously recpmmenc;led that the City issue a new RFP for catering and 
concession services at the Conventiori Center: Thisrecommendallon was based largely on 
Centerplate's client survey scores and their history of being the lowest-rated area of the 
Convention Center's operations. 

CONCLUSION 

The Adminislration recommends tl1atthe Mayor and the City Commission refer the matter to the 
Fina~~nd Citywide Projects Cpmmittee for discussion. 

JMGil'1@'F/MAS 
T:IAGI;NPAI2011 17-13-11IReiemillo FCWPC·Convenlion Cenler Calaflng Agreel11enl.c1oQ 
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~.t1'h 

P",,'. M.,....~..,f'~ 
Si~ 

.~ . 

Pool' 

1 
1 
t 
1 
1 
6 

0 
0 
·0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q 

1 
0 
·0 
1 
1 
3 

S· 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

Petg Positive Negative 

2.04% 97.96% 2.04!1A1 

2.00% 98.00% 2.00% 

2.00% 98.00% 2.00% 

2.00'h 98.00% 2.00% 

2.04% 95.92% 4.0B,.. 
2.02% 97·..680/0 2..42'1. 

0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 

0'.06% 98.08% 1.92% 

0:00% 100.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 98.08% 1.92'h 

0.00% 98.00% 2.00% 

0.00%. 100.00% O.OQ% 

0.00% 97.96% 2.04% 

~a:O% 98.87% 1.13°.4 

1.96% 98.04% ' 1.96% 

0 .. 000/0 94.12% 5.88% 
o·.dO.% 100.00% 0.06% 

1.98% 94.12% 5.58% 

2.00% 90.00% 10.00% 
1".18% 95.25".4 4-.7~o/ ... 

0.42% 96.!14%· 3.04% 

0.00% 100.dO% OJX1% 

0.00% 91.30% 8.70% 

0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 96.65% 4.35% 

4.35% 91.30% 8.7.0% 
O.ooob 100.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 95.66% 4.35% 
0.62% 96.27% 3.73% 



Miami'Beach COnJ,ent1,," Center Client Response Results 
October 201 0 • June 2011 

Excenent Pc1a .Good Pctg Fi.llr Pots 'Poor' Pcljl positive N~at1ve. 

Audio Visual 
Kno<;iedgeable 17 Tr;~7'fo 4 18.18% a 0.00% 1 4.55% 95.45% 4.65% 

Responsiveness to your needS' 16 'l'Z73% 5 22.73'.- a 0.00% 1 4.65% 95.45% 4.65% 

ProfesslonarlSin 16 12.73% 5 22.73% a 0.00% 1 4.55% 95.45% 4.55% 

Re,dlly _sible 14 63.64% 6 27ZJ'k 1 4.650/, 1 4.55% 90.91% 9.09% 

Clarity of Information l' 63.64% 6 ZT.27% 1 4.550/0 1 4.55% 90.91% 9.09% 

Accuracy Of .Setups 16 72.73% 5 22.73% a 0.00% l' 4.55% 95.45% 4.55% 

l1meliness of Setups 17 77.27%' 4 lB.18% a 0.00°-", 1 4.55% 95.45% 4.55% 

,Cou~ of AV floor OPf!ratiollE! Staff 15 75.00% 4 20",00% a 0.000/" 1 5.rJOClIo" 95.00% 5.00~ 

AJ,Idio VISual Subtotals 125 11.880
" 

'39 27.39% 2 1.14% 8 4.60',\0 94.26% 6.74% 

i:enterplate 15.00%' 
Kno\llle<lgea.1e 33 82:.50.% 6' a 0.00',1, 1 2.50% ·97.50% 2.5Q%' 

Responsiveness to your needs 31 77,50% 7 17.60,. 1 2.50% 1 2:50% 95.00% 5.00% 

'p"rofessionaflsl11 3' B5.00% 4 10.00% 2 5.00% a 0.00% '95.00% 5.00% 

Readily Accesslbk>. 32 80.00.% 5. 12.500/0 2 6.00'% 1 2.50% 92.50% 7.50% 

Clarity 01 JrrfolT'r1stian 32 82 .. 05,% '" 15.38% 1 2.56%. a 0.00% 97.44% 2.~6o/a 

Courtesy of CateJ1ng $taff 33 M .52% 5 12.82% a 0.00% 1 2.56% 97,44% 2.58% 

Food QuaHty 25 04.10% 11 2.8.21'1(, 1 2.56% 2 '6.13% 92.31% 7.69% 

Food Preser$:tlori 28 71.79% 9 23.08% 2 5.13% a 0.00.% '94.87% 5.13% 

00 Menu S'eleotion/VarietyfFlexibiIi~ 28. 71 .79% ·9 Z3.08% 2 5.13% a 0.00%. 94.81% 5.13% 

I\l ~umCf. of Setups 34 8S.UIl'" 5 12.50% 0 0.00% 1 2.50.% 97.50% 2.50% 

lImallness at Setups 33 ,84.62% 5 12..82% 1 2..56% a 0.00% 97.44% 2.56% 

COl,Jrtesy at Concessions Staff 22 6B.,5% 9 28.13% 1 3.13% .0 O.OU% •• 3.13% 

Foii'd eruaIflf : 19 61 :290/0 7 22.58%. 4 12.90% 1 .323°Al· 16.l3o/, 

Food presentation 1~ 61.29% 9 29.03% 3 9.680/0 a 0.00% "'"90~S~ 9.68% 

Menu' Se~GtioCl 
18 58.06"k 11 '35.48% 2 SA5o/. a 0.00% 93.55% S.45% 

Cleannnass and SaiUp ofOutiets 20 68,S7",t 10 33.33% a 0.00% a 0 .. 00% 100.00% 0.00% 

CeJiterplate ·SubtG.tals 441 61 .97% 118 29.29% 22 7'.11% 8 3.0-2% 94.18% 5.22% 

Ptlt!'.~~~ 14 46.26% 11 37.93% 3 10.34% 1 3..46°~ 
,~. 13:79% 

Valet . _ .. n9; 

' s! . ' .,; 

Business Center 11 &5;0.0% 11 40.00% a 0.00% 1 MaIO 96.00% 5.00% 

'Convention Coricierfle 11 55.00% 9 45.00% 0 0.00% a 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 

Miaml Beach Are. Marshal 22 58.75% 9 28:13% 1 3:13% 0 0.00% 96.88% 3.13°" 

Other Services subtotal 58 56.160/. 37 37.16% 4 3:37% 2 2.11% 94.52% 5.48% 

Buiidlng Subtotal 1,4&9 74;% :i4o 21% 47 3% 27 2% 95.00% ·S.tio'-' 

.Surveys Sent 78 
MIAMI BEACH • 

Surveys ReceI\ied 52 convention 
Percent Recel't'ed 61% ~ center 

"""", ... _a, ~ 
G'i'~ 

\ . 
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