
NORTH MIAMI CRA ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEETING 

Monday, February 12, 2007 – 5:30 P.M.  
(Rescheduled from February 5, 2007) 

NORTH MIAMI CRA OFFICE 
615 NE 124TH STREET 

NORTH MIAMI, FLORIDA 
 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order/Roll Call 
  
II. Approval of Minutes – December 7, 2006 Regular Meeting 
                                               January 4, 2007 Regular Meeting 
                     
III. Continuation of the discussion from January 4, 2007 regarding the implementation of 

Affordable Housing Strategies and the alternative recommendations for the distribution of 
the CRA’s FY 2006-07 funding allocations for Affordable Housing Strategy for Single 
Family Home Rehabilitation ($602,950) – (Attachment) 

 
IV. Proposed Comcast Cable Service Agreement for the Pioneer Gardens housing 

development 
 
V. Proposed First Amendment to the Interlocal Agreement between the City of North Miami 

and the North Miami CRA regarding the conveyance of the Pioneer Gardens (f/k/a Ruck’s 
Park) property from the City to the CRA 

 
VI. Status Update regarding the new City of North Miami Comprehensive Development 

Master Plan (CDMP) and the CRA’s participation in the process – Public Workshop on 
February 20, 2007 

 
VII. CRA Advisory Committee Annual Election of the Chair and Vice Chair 
 
VIII. Adjournment 
 
Next CRA Advisory Committee Meeting – Monday, March 5, 2007 at 6:00 p.m. 
 
Informational Items:  Non-Agenda Written Reports Or Documents Provided To 
Committee Members For Informational And Educational Purposes And Not Intended Or 
Required For Discussion May Be Included In The Back Of This Agenda Package.  
 
 
Note: Two or more members of the City Council/CRA Board of Commissioners and/or other 
elected or appointed public officials may be present at this meeting.  If any person decides to 
appeal any decision made with respect to any matter considered at this public meeting or 
hearing, he/she will need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which 
record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.  If you desire 
auxiliary services to assist in viewing or hearing the meetings, or reading meeting agendas and 
minutes, please contact the Office of the CRA at (305) 899-0272.  
 



 

Minutes for the
December 7, 2006
CRAAC Meeting 
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SUMMARY MINUTES 
 

REGULAR COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

 
December 7, 2006 

 
A regular meeting of the Chairman and Members of the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Advisory Committee (CRAAC) was held in the North Miami CRA Offices on 
Thursday, December 7, 2006, beginning at 6:15 p.m.  
 
 
(Phonetic spelling of each speaker’s name may be used throughout the minutes unless 
correct spelling is known.) 
 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
 

 Absent/ 
Present 

Cumulative From  
2/9/2006   

 (P)  (A) * 

Blanca Cobo  A  8 2 
Inez Couch  A  7 2 
Judy Feldman  P 8 2 
Dr. Smith Joseph  P 7 1 
Michael McDearmaid  P  10 0 
Jean Monestime P 5 0 
Clark Reynolds  P  9 1 
Bill Valentine  A 7 2 
Duke Sorey  P 8 1 
 
* Absences from special or rescheduled meetings are not counted 

 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Minutes to the November 2, 2006 Regular Meeting and November 
13, 2006 Special Meeting were approved by the Committee.  
 
INTRODUCTION  
After self-introductions by some of the public attending the meeting (Jack Yoches, Stan Saltz-
man), Joyce Oliver was introduced as the Executive Assistant to Mr. Crapp. She had been Mr. 
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Crapp’s assistant at Miami-Dade County for many years before agreeing to work for the CRA on 
a part-time basis. Mrs. Beatrice Crapp, the Executive Director’s wife, was also introduced. The 
Executive Director and the Committee thanked both of them for the providing the wonderful re-
freshments for the CRA’s first holiday celebration.  
 
 
ITEMS FOR REVIEW AND/OR DISCUSSION 
 
The Executive Director the asked Chair Clark Reynolds to change the order of the items for dis-
cussion as CRA Board Member Scott Galvin was expected to attend the meeting for the 
CRAAC’s discussion on Agenda Item III regarding Pioneer Gardens. Therefore, items V, VI, 
and VII were considered first.  
 
ITEM V - Status Update regarding applications for CRA Commercial Rehabilitation and Beautifi-
cation Grants – Discussion  
 
The Executive Director reviewed the process for the creation of the Commercial Rehabilitation 
and Beautification Grant programs. The program was advertised and applications were accepted 
from October 16, 2006 until November 17, 2006. The next step is the evaluation process in De-
cember where there will be a meeting with all applicants for them to present their proposals, fol-
lowed by a meeting of the review committee which will then make recommendations to the Ad-
visory Committee and then to the CRA Board.  
 
Chair Clark mentioned that he has made an application to the beautification grant for a light 
treatment for a building he owns on 125th Street, which will not benefit tenants so he would not 
have done something like this on his own, but felt that it would add to the City. He noted that he 
therefore cannot serve on the review panel.  
 
The Executive Director pointed out that the map included in the agenda packet shows the loca-
tion of all applicants, as the CRA has targeted specific commercial corridors in the City includ-
ing NW 7th Ave, West Dixie/NE 6th Ave, and NE 125th Street.  
 
Chair Clark asked about how the review committee will be created. The Executive Director said 
that it will be comprised of CRA staff, Dan Lima, one or two members from the CRAAC (Mike 
McDearmaid and Judy Feldman had volunteered at the previous meeting), as well as a member 
of the Business Development board and/or the Greater 7th Avenue Improvement Association.  
 
 
Item VI - Status Update and Contract Award recommendation for CRA RFP #2006-02 
RE: Independent Auditing Services – Discussion  
 
The Executive Director explained that in the packet there is a memo updating committee mem-
bers on this RFP, a copy of the resolution authorizing the issuance of the RFP, the RFP itself, 
and a listing of the seven proposals received by the CRA for Independent Auditing for the 2005-
06 fiscal year. In addition, each Committee member was provided with a CD which contains the 
complete proposals for the applicants being considered. An attachment was handed out at the 
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beginning of the meeting which contained an updated memo and ranking worksheet for both 
RFPs.  
 
The Executive Director described how the evaluation committee, comprised of himself, Chuck 
Adams, and Carlos Perez, the Finance Director for the City, evaluated the proposals. They had 
two meetings earlier in December and ranked the applicants. The worksheet shows that Sanson, 
Kline, Jacomino earned the highest rank, followed by Alberni, Caballero & Castellanos, and then 
Rachlin Cohen & Holtz. A recommendation is being made to the CRA Board to negotiate a con-
tract with Sanson, Cline, and if that fails, to negotiate with the next two ranked firms.  
 
Chair Clark said that he is always concerned when someone comes in well below the other bids, 
and the Sanson, Kline bid is considerably lower than the others. He asked if this is a well-known 
firm with good references. The Executive Director explained that they have a long track record, 
and recommendations are included in the proposal which is on the CD. They do the CRA work 
for the City of Miami among others. Jean Monestime was also concerned about the very low fees 
offered by the recommended company. The Executive Director said that in the proposal, the 
company stated that their normal fee would be $16,000, but they are providing a 50% discount as 
they are going after the CRA market. Judy Feldman said that all respondents based their esti-
mates on the same RFP, and she didn’t feel the committee can complain if the price is too low. 
The Executive Director added that he and the others on the review committee were concerned 
that this was an estimate designed to get this years’ business and then the cost would skyrocket 
the following years. However, he discussed this with someone from the firm that said it should 
not go up for the second year and beyond. He also noted that the contract is just for this year, so 
if the price does go up substantially the CRA is free to bid the contract out again.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Judy Feldman  
A motion was made to move to the CRA Board the Executive Director’s recom-
mendation to negotiate a contract with Sanson, Kline Jacomino & Company LLP 
as the first ranked firm pursuant to an evaluation of the responses.  
Approved 6 to 0.  

 
 
Item VII - Status Update and Contract Award recommendation for CRA RFP #2006-03 
RE: Homebuyer Training, Credit Pre-Qualification and Purchase Assistance Services – 
Discussion 
 
The Executive Director asked Committee members to refer again to the handout which contained 
an updated memo, evaluation worksheet, and resolution related to the Homebuyer Training, etc., 
RFP. Three proposals were submitted by the deadline and were reviewed by an evaluation com-
mittee comprised of the Executive Director, Chuck Adams, and Tom Calderon, the City’s Hous-
ing Administrator. One thing the committee determined is that the submission by Centurion 
Community Development Community Center should be considered non-responsive to the re-
quirements of the RFP. It lacked details and substance when compared to the others. Of the two 
remaining firms, the Housing Partnership of North Miami, comprised of the Nanay Housing Re-
source Center, the Little Haiti Housing Association, and Neighborhood Housing Services was 
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the top ranked firm. He is recommending that the CRA enter into negotiations with the Housing 
Partnership, but if the CRA can’t reach an agreement with them, the CRA should not go with the 
next ranked firm as it does not adequately meet the CRA’s needs. The process would have to 
start again. 
 
Judy Feldman asked about why there were only three responses. The Executive Director could 
not answer that directly but said that the CRA did hold a pre-bid conference that was very well 
attended where he went over the requirements from the RFP. It was advertised in the Daily Busi-
ness Review and the website, as well as sent directly to every housing agency as listed by HUD 
and Fannie Mae as operating in South Florida. 
 
Chair Clark asked about the individual organizations that comprise the Housing Partnership for 
North Miami. The Executive Director explained that Nanay’s Housing Resource Center is new to 
this kind of activity but they have partnered with some of the most experienced organizations in 
the County. Little Haiti Housing has a lot of experience providing Credit Training and Pre-
Qualification services, particularly for the communities we will be seeking to serve. Neighbor-
hood Housing Services has a decades old, national reputation providing these services. They are 
probably the premier provider of these services in the County. Mike McDearmaid said that they 
have longevity and quite a list of projects completed.  
 
Jean Monestime wanted to make sure that the CRA had in place whatever checks are necessary to make 
sure that the problems experienced by Miami-Dade Housing do not occur in North Miami.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Judy Feldman  
A motion was made to move to the CRA Board the Executive Director’s recommen-
dation to negotiate a contract with The Housing Partnership of North Miami for 
Homebuyer Training, Credit Pre-Qualification and Purchase Assistance Services. 
Approved 6 to 0.  

 
 
 
Item IV (out of order) - Discussion Item continued from November 2, 2006 regarding Pro-
posed Criteria for Sponsorship/Support of Local Organization Events, Programs and 
Functions 
 
At the November 2 meeting there was a brief discussion on this item, but it was tabled to be 
brought back before the Committee today. The Executive Director explained that this provides a 
policy for how to determine whether or not to sponsor organizations that request support from 
the CRA. The policy will set some parameters to evaluate these requests. He reviewed the five 
points in the memo (see agenda packet).  
 
DISCUSSION  
Chair Clark said that the policy addresses the issues discussed previously, by providing guidance 
while not limiting sponsorship opportunities. The Executive Director reminded Committee 
members that this policy is not required, but was requested by the Committee. Jean Monestime 
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asked how would items come before the Committee. The Executive Director explained that he 
will be bringing things to the Committee after it meets the criteria and then decide whether or not 
he supports it. He would then recommend to the Committee and then the CRA Board which 
would have to approve those request that would have a cost in excess of the Executive Director’s 
expenditure authority.  
 
Michael McDearmaid asked about the limitation that the CRA will only fund an effort which “is 
directly related to and supportive of the CRA Redevelopment Plan and/or provides a direct bene-
fit to the CRA that is consistent with Redevelopment Plan objectives.” The Executive Director 
said that the criteria is relatively broad as the Redevelopment Plan has many objectives. How-
ever, the Plan is somewhat limited in terms of social service efforts – it is more oriented to pro-
moting development. He added that the policy would provide some protection to the CRA by 
making sure that the sponsorship does indeed support the plan, a statutory requirement for any 
TIF expenditure.  
 
Jean Monestime gave the example of an HIV victim’s organization that is requesting that the 
CRA buy a table at their event – would that qualify? The consensus was probably not. The Ex-
ecutive Director stated that whether or not the CRA has a policy, the expense must still support 
the CRA plan. Dr. Joseph thought the policy was not necessary. Mr. Monestime added that items 
still have to go before the committee and the Board, so why is the policy necessary? Mr. Sorey 
concurred that it is not necessary as it could open things up in the other direction – that is, by 
having the policy, people may say they should get funding because they are able to show that it 
does meet the criteria in the policy. Chair Clark thought the policy would provide protection 
from all those asking for money. Judy Feldman concurred saying that there should be defenses in 
place so that the CRA doesn’t get bogged down with these requests. She felt it would reduce the 
risk of the CRA’s becoming a “public trough” that people can get money from. Chair Clark felt 
that with the policy in place, the Executive Director will be able to point to the policy when ex-
plaining to an applicant why he can or can’t recommend it.  
 
Mike McDearmaid wanted to find a compromise that the Executive Director could use his own 
discretion when requests are made and then determine whether or not to bring the item before the 
Committee and CRA Board. The CRA Attorney, Steve Zelkowitz, suggested to Committee 
members that if they want the Executive Director to make these decisions, the policy really 
should be in place so that he can defend his “yes” or “no” based on a specific policy. Without a 
policy, the CRA Attorney would recommend that all requests go through the Committee and the 
CRA Board to let them make the decisions. Otherwise there could be legal implications that de-
cisions are based on his sole discretion. Jean Monestime said that the City Council doesn’t have 
such a policy, so why should the CRA Board? And in any case, he feels that the CRAAC doesn’t 
have any decision making power, so there is no need for the policy.  
 
 

MOTION 
Made by Judy Feldman, seconded by Duke Sorey   
It is recommended that the CRA Advisory Committee adopt the guidelines listed in 
Executive Director’s proposed guidelines for use by the CRA in determining the mer-
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its of providing sponsorship and/or support funding for local organization events, 
programs and functions 
Approved 4 to 2 (Jean Monestime and Dr. Smith Joseph dissenting).  

 
Item III (Out of order) - Update regarding the action of the CRA Board relative to the 
Pioneer Gardens affordable housing development Architect’s Construction Estimate, Pre-
Development Budget, and Pre-Development Loan Application; and Project Timetable – 
Staff Oral Report  
 
The Executive Director stated that in the package there is a memorandum providing a recap of 
the CRA Board meetings and Advisory Committee meetings in November related to this item. 
At the November 28 meeting, the CRA Board directed staff to provide the information regarding 
this item to the CRAAC to review and provide any additional input. This input would be given 
back to the CRA Board at their upcoming meeting on December 12, 2006. The Executive Direc-
tor then reviewed actions by the CRA Board on November 28.  

 
The following is an excerpt from the 11/30/2006 memo: 
On November 28, 2006 the CRA Board adopted the following resolutions: (1) Resolution 
approving the Pre-Development Plan and Budget for the Pioneer Gardens affordable 
housing development in accordance with section 3.1 of the subject agreement pursuant to 
the CRA’s review of the request submitted by North Miami Housing provided that (a) the 
approval is based on the scenario for home sales to 68 or 50% affordable homebuyers and 
68 or 50% workforce homebuyers. (b) the pool amenity is to be deleted and replaced with 
an alternative amenity such as a tot lot, gym/exercise room, etc., (c) the approved pre-
liminary estimated development cost for the development is not to exceed $35,214,200, 
and (d) the CRA obtain a market study relative to the potential to successful market and 
sell the Pioneer Gardens housing units at the projected prices of $222,200 and $289,000 
prior to the CRA’s review and consideration of the Total Development Plan and Budget 
for the project to be submitted by the developer prior to the commencement of any addi-
tional construction beyond demolition and site work; and (2)  Resolution approving the 
budget request for the Acquisition and Development (e.g. A&D) Loan for the Pioneer 
Gardens affordable housing development in an amount not to exceed $3,064,980 pursu-
ant to the CRA’s review of the request submitted by North Miami Housing. 

 
The Executive Director noted that at the November CRAAC meeting, the Committee recom-
mended approval of the A&D loan pursuant to the Executive Director’s efforts to reduce the re-
quested loan amount from the $3.4 million level closer to the original goal of about $2.6 million. 
After discussions between the CRA Staff and the developer, North Miami Housing (NMH), the 
developer was able to reduce the A & D loan to an amount not to exceed $3.065 million.  
 
DISCUSSION 
Chair Clark asked what was expected from the CRAAC related to this item. The Executive Di-
rector responded that at the CRAAC’s November 13, 2006 meeting, the Committee asked the 
CRA Board to come up with ideas in order to make the Pioneer Garden units more affordable to 
the targeted income group of between 50% to 120% of they County’s Area Median Income 
(AMI). At the November 28 meeting, the CRA Board passed a resolution selecting the 50/50 
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scenario providing 68 units of affordable housing and 68 units of workforce housing per this cri-
teria. The CRA Board would now like to get feedback from the CRAAC as they were not able to 
weigh in on this prior to the CRA Board meeting.  
 
The Executive Director then reviewed some of the different options presented to the CRA Board, 
namely two versions of three scenarios (see agenda packet). The two versions are one with and 
one without an elevator. However, the “no elevator” option was not considered by the CRA 
Board. The three scenarios each offer a different mix of units available as affordable at $222,200, 
with the remaining workforce housing units selling at approximately $289,000. The 50% work-
force housing (Scenario III B) was the one selected by the CRA Board.  
 
Chair Clark then asked if the Committee should choose between the three scenarios and the Ex-
ecutive Director explained that the third scenario had already been selected and the CRA Board, 
which is just asking for feedback. CRA Board member Scott Galvin was in the audience and 
provided additional information. He said that he was the maker of the motion to bring this before 
the CRAAC because he greatly values their opinion, despite some rumblings that the CRA Board 
did not listen to the CRAAC. He added that after they voted on the resolution, some constituents 
complained that the CRA Board voted on it without getting the CRAAC’s opinion. Chair Clark 
replied that the CRAAC did discuss the item and unanimously passed a resolution to have the 
CRA Board make the decision. Mike McDearmaid disagreed. Scott Galvin reiterated that he still 
wanted to know whether or not the Committee supported their decision.  
 
Judy Feldman stated that at the last CRAAC meeting, they had spent considerable time discuss-
ing the Pioneer Gardens development and finally concluded that there was no solution. Therefore 
the CRAAC asked the CRA Board to find alternatives. She added that if constituents complained 
to Mr. Galvin, they were misinformed because the CRA Board did what the Advisory Committee 
asked them to do.  
 
Mr. Galvin once again stated there are complaints that he and fellow Board members are not lis-
tening – he even lost an appointee to the Committee because of this feeling. Jean Monestime ad-
dressed Mr. Galvin’s concerns by saying that he is one of the people who feels that important 
things are not coming before the CRAAC before going to the CRA Board. Mr. Monestime asked 
if the decision by the board is consistent with the CRA Plan and the Munisport agreement. Will 
this trend continue? He asked if we will now say that 3,000 affordable and 3,000 market rate 
units will satisfy the one-for-one criteria from the agreement? And also, Mr. Monestime asked 
the CRA Attorney to consider that Pioneer Gardens is being built on City owned land, and he’s 
heard comments from people because the developer wants to ensure a certain level of profit.  
 
The CRA Attorney then advised Committee members that the Munisport agreement does not 
have an income definition of what affordable housing is, so there is no guidance as to whether or 
not the specific housing choices being provided by the Pioneer Gardens project satisfies the 
promise made to the citizens of North Miami. The Munisport agreement does not provide any 
price or targeted income range for housing to be considered “affordable.” He also noted that the 
developer is not making a “profit.” The developer is liable for any cost overruns and is paid a 
specific fee. Any money that is “left over” from sales proceeds the CRA could use for this or any 
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other CRA project as it owns the land and is simply hiring a developer to build the housing for a 
guaranteed maximum price.  
 
Michael McDearmaid said that, with all due respect, it is his opinion that this project is not going 
to work. Mr. Galvin then asked why he felt that, and why hasn’t the Committee stated that in any 
of their recommendations? He added that he personally understands what it’s like to need afford-
able housing. Mr. McDearmaid said that he knows of a property just a few blocks away that has 
30 units of renovated units available right now. Jean Monestime said that he has seen plenty of 3 
story housing without elevators, so why not consider that? There are other ways to reduce costs.  
 
[At this point Jean Monestime had to be excused, and there was no longer a quorum. According 
to the CRA Attorney, discussion could continue, but no motions could be made] 
 
Mr. McDearmaid continued that he has spoken to many experts around the country, and they say 
it’s unlikely to work as there is not even a market analysis to determine if it’s going to sell. He 
also was concerned that the developers may be making the 15% fee on the market-rate units. So 
there are a lot of questions. Mr. Galvin again asked why aren’t these types of concerns making it 
to the CRA Board. If what he is hearing is a reflection of Committee member concerns, make a 
motion saying that the project should not go forward. He can’t promise that he would concur 
when it comes before him on the CRA Board but the Committee should make it’s voice heard 
officially. Chair Clark said that the CRAAC is a young organization and has not been grappling 
with these issues for years as the CRA Board has, so they should not expect decisions such as 
Pioneer Gardens to be made here.  
 
The chair called on Mayor Kevin Burns who was in attendance and had asked to address the 
Committee. He began by explaining that according to the Munisport agreement, the developer is 
under no obligation to deliver affordable housing if neither the City nor the CRA provides them 
the land or properties to be rehabilitated. The 15% fee is the amount agreed upon by the previous 
City Council after numerous public debates on the issue, and this fee is not related to sales price 
but cost of construction. He suggested that the 15% is not changing, so there is no need to con-
tinually revisit this issue. In terms of keeping costs down, they have promised to bid out all the 
major pieces of the project. So the prices may actually come down, as the current estimates are 
based on conditions that are changing rapidly.  
 
The Mayor continued by referring back to a conversation he had with the Executive Director 
where he told him that if the CRAAC does not have a quorum, he should not keep items from 
coming before the CRA Board. He added that in his opinion, if Pioneer Gardens came before the 
Board in its current state, he does not think it would have gone forward. But this is a project that 
was promised to the community, that the previous City Council wanted to happen, even without 
doing the studies and analyses. To pull back from it now after two and half years of promises 
would make too many discouraged citizens. Furthermore, the Mayor said that he and the Execu-
tive Director have made significant efforts to look at alternative affordable housing options, by 
putting together workshops and talking to developers and investors, asking them what they need 
from the CRA to create more affordable housing. The consensus was, if your apartment complex 
meets the CRA criteria we can find you the buyers or renters. That way they don’t have to mar-
ket the units. This is process that the CRA is going through right now, by qualifying buyers 
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through a process that will be coming before the Committee and CRA Board. Creating an effi-
cient, neutral, buyer qualification process will set the foundation for the work of the CRA for the 
next 10 years, and it is currently under way. 
 
Mike McDearmaid suggested that if the CRA money earmarked for Pioneer Gardens is put into a 
pot and made available, more people would be in affordable units far sooner than the completion 
of Pioneer Gardens. Therefore, he felt the CRA’s money is not being effectively used and the 
Pioneer Gardens development may not be the most efficient use of this money. The Mayor cau-
tioned that with the condo conversions, some renters will be displaced, therefore creating 6,000 
affordable units, in net terms, could be problematic. He continued that there are a variety of dif-
ferent types of housing and subsidies that the CRA will be creating but not everything will be 
available in the first year. There should eventually be a mix of some new housing, rehabs, con-
dos, rentals, and townhomes.  
 
The Mayor also stated that the Committee should refrain from constantly discussing the role of 
North Miami Housing, as they are at this point the developers that the CRA must use according 
to agreements signed and approved by the City of North Miami. He said that we need to make it 
work the best we can within the existing parameters. We must make sure that we double check 
their cost estimates, but not debate their involvement.  
 
Mike McDearmaid said that his problem is not with NMH, but the machinations over the past 
two years over this one project while not working on the other options. He reiterated that the 
50% split for affordable housing may not be viable according to experts he has spoken to. Chair 
Clark said that despite the fact that this project is not ideal, the political reality is that it must go 
forward.  
 
Duke Sorey made the point that over the years, he has been very impressed with what the City of 
Hialeah has been able to accomplish in terms of building quality affordable housing. He feels 
that it’s a totally different City from 15 years ago – how did they do it? Is there a blueprint for 
how this is done? He would like to see similar things happen in North Miami, so he wants to go 
forward. He said that he previously stated that Pioneer Gardens is not affordable housing but 
nonetheless feels that the CRA needs to go forward with the project so that it can move on to 
other efforts. Mr. McDearmaid added that we “need to move the flag,” from Pioneer Gardens 
and move on. There is simply to much effort focused on Pioneer Gardens, so let it develop on it’s 
own and move on to other efforts.  
 
According to the Mayor, Pioneer Gardens is going forward, the CRA’s line of credit request is in 
the process and pending approval by the County. He said that the Executive Director will be 
coming back with some other great opportunities that have come from the outreach done in the 
past few months. He also made the point that he thinks that the mixing of incomes in a project is 
really something that should be pursued to keep places from being stigmatized. Mike McDear-
maid replied that the 50/50 mix is probably not the best answer. Judy Feldman stated that there is 
no right answer, and that Pioneer Gardens is a boondoggle that we are stuck with. Its costing 
time and energy, it is debilitating to the Committee and the CRA Board. So she suggested to 
Scott Galvin that he and other Board members should not look to the CRAAC for answers on 
this. Mr. Galvin reiterated that he still would have appreciated the CRAAC coming up with a 
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recommendation to not go forward. The motions that came from the Committee did not give him 
this message, and instead he had to listen to various calls from people after the CRAAC meet-
ings. He asked that the Committee be clear about the advice given to the CRA Board– he may 
not follow it, but wants to know how they feel.  
 
Mike McDearmaid said that ever since the first meeting of the advisory committee, he felt that 
there was a consensus that this project should not go forward. Now we are at this point, and he 
doesn’t know if the best solution for Pioneer Gardens is going to come from North Miami Hous-
ing. They have so much invested in it at this time that they may not be looking for the best alter-
natives anymore. He then mentioned that Stan Saltzman, a developer who was in the audience, 
may have some great ideas by creating pre-fabricated housing that can greatly reduce the costs. 
The Mayor concurred that Mr. Saltzman’s product is excellent and he has been met with him al-
ready and will hopefully work with him. However, he felt that Pioneer Gardens should still go 
forward as planned.  
 
The Executive Director added that the issue that should be considered is the market demand for 
the units as planned. He feels that there will be overwhelming demand for 3 bedroom, 2.5 bath 
new townhomes, selling for $222,200 - $290,000 – with or without a market study. Mr. Galvin 
concurred. Dr. Joseph agreed that we are already beyond the point of no return – the airplane has 
taken off, so let’s see if it flies. Duke Sorey agreed that this is a learning experience, so let’s 
move forward.  
 
The Executive Director concluded by telling the Committee that he has met with many investors 
that are working on condominium conversions, and has found many great opportunities, but un-
covered other issues as well. It will be part of an overall affordable housing strategy that will be 
coming before the Committee at the next meeting.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:57 pm. 



 

Minutes for the
January 4, 2007
CRAAC Meeting 
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SUMMARY MINUTES 
 

REGULAR COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

 
Thursday, January 4, 2007 

 
A regular meeting of the Chairman and Members of the Community Redevelopment 
Agency Advisory Committee (CRAAC) was held in the North Miami CRA Offices 
beginning at 6:07 p.m.  
 
 
(Phonetic spelling of each speaker’s name may be used throughout the minutes unless 
correct spelling is known.) 
 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
 

 Absent/ 
Present 

Cumulative From  
2/9/2006   

 (P)  (A) * 

Blanca Cobo  P 9 2 
Inez Couch  P 8 2 
Judy Feldman  P 9 2 
Dr. Smith Joseph  P 8 1 
Michael McDearmaid  P  11 0 
Jean Monestime (left 8:20 pm) P 6 0 
Clark Reynolds  P  10 1 
Bill Valentine  A 7 3 
Duke Sorey  P 8 1 
 
* Absences from special or rescheduled meetings are not counted 

 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Minutes to the December meeting were not in final form and will 
be distributed prior to the next meeting.  
 
INTRODUCTION  
After Chair Clark Reynolds brought the meeting to order, the Executive Director asked members 
of the audience to introduce themselves: Michael Fisher, Action Transmission; Cynthia Ordaz, 
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Vessel Design; Mabel Romanik; Antonio Padim; Dan Lima, City of North Miami; Roberta Segal 
and Jack Youches, property owners; Beverly Hilton, The Challenger; Amelia Javier, Atlantic 
Accounting. (Note: there were other people whose names were not understood) 
 
 
 
ITEMS FOR REVIEW AND/OR DISCUSSION 
 
ITEM III - Update regarding recommendations for the award of CRA Commercial Rehabilitation 
and Beautification Grants 
 
The Executive Director provided a brief review of the CRA’s Commercial Grants program. The 
CRA is funding Commercial Rehabilitation Grants of up to $80,000, with the building owner 
providing matching funds, and a Commercial Beautification Grants of up to $15,000 to business 
owner or property owner, without the matching requirement. The CRA received 22 applications 
during the application period from October 16 to November 10, 2006, and made recommenda-
tions based on two meetings of the Grant Review Committee. The CRA then sent a letter out to 
all applicants with the recommendations and invited them to attend this meeting. Final recom-
mendations will be made to the CRA Board at their next meeting.  
 
The Executive Director said that in the packet there is a table of applicants and their status, in-
cluding three applicants that need to provide additional information. Atlantic Accounting had 
brought some final estimates and the Executive Director handed those out to the CRAAC mem-
bers. 
 
As of December 21, 2006, the Grant Review Committee had recommended four of five Com-
mercial Rehabilitation grants for a total of $320,000, and 15 of 17 Beautification Grants for just 
over $160,000. The Executive Director stated that at this time he would like to recommend up to 
$15,000 for Atlantic Accounting and Mabel Romanik (who had also provided her estimates at 
the meeting), in addition to those in the current table.  
 
DISCUSSION 
Chair Reynolds had questions on the totals, and the Executive Director introduced Dan Lima, the 
Economic Development Specialist from the City of North Miami who has been working on this 
program for the CRA. Mr. Lima gave a detailed overview that referred to the table provided in 
the agenda packet. He added that prior to agreements being drawn up a detailed scope of work 
will be created that would clarify some of the complex estimates being presented.  
 
Clark Reynolds asked about how much money would be left in the program if all these applica-
tions are approved. If the additional grants are accepted, that would mean $190,000 of a total of 
$315,000 available for the fiscal year for the Beautification Grants leaving a balance of 
$125,000. For the Rehabilitation Grants, we are proposing $320,000 out of a total budget of 
$480,000, with a balance of $160,000. The Executive Director said that therefore he expects to 
have another round of grants later this year.  
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Mr. Monestime then asked about the three grants that were not recommended. The Executive 
Director said that there were three applicants that were selected by the Review Committee, but 
that did not provide estimates. As was discussed earlier, two of those applicants have come for-
ward with estimates and we are still awaiting the estimate from Arefa Mansuri. If we do not re-
ceive the estimates prior to the CRA Board meeting, this recommendation will be taken off the 
list.  
 
The Valavanis application was rejected as it was for a Church property which is not eligible ac-
cording to program guidelines. The other application that did not get the Review Committee’s 
recommendation is The Challenger. The Executive Director explained that the grants are being 
made specifically to improve the primary commercial corridors, and for that reason the Review 
Committee felt that the Challenger application did not meet the intent of the program. Dr. Joseph 
asked about the appeals process, and the Executive Director said that he invited the applicant to 
the meeting and she is present. The CRAAC can make a recommendation to the Board that dif-
fers from the Review Committee.  
 
The Chair then called on Beverly Hilton to talk about her application for The Challenger. Ms. 
Hilton said her nonprofit is in a commercial building on a street that gets a lot of traffic, even 
though it is not considered one of the main corridors. The Executive Director suggested to Ms. 
Hilton that she apply for the CDBG grant which may be more appropriate for this kind of effort. 
She replied that CDBG is not for beatification, but for programming. Dan Lima stated that al-
though the CDBG grant is for programming, this would free up money so that it could be spent 
on something else, such as the requested beautification. Judy Feldman, who was on the Review 
Committee, reiterated that the guidelines specifically stated which corridors were being targeted, 
and this building is not in those corridors.  
 
Jean Monestime said that as the property is in the CRA area, and she cannot apply for any resi-
dential grants, why was it rejected? The Executive Director said that there are other projects that 
met the desired goals, especially visibility, better than that one. Vice-Chair Michael McDear-
maid, another member of the Review Committee, felt that this applicant is actually quite visible 
as various groups from outside the City work with Ms. Hilton, such as Barry University and Mi-
ami-Dade County.  
 
Duke Sorey asked for details on the property and Dan Lima said that it’s an after-school program 
located across the street from the Greek Church. It is a one story building with a large parking 
lot. Mr. Sorey asked for more details, and Ms. Hilton said she is requesting funds to resurface the 
parking lot and add new lampposts for better security. Her hours of operation are from 4 pm to 8 
pm. Mr. Sorey stated that he disagreed with the policy of restricting grantees to the main corri-
dors – if they want to improve their properties and they are within the CRA boundaries, then the 
CRA should support it. Judy Feldman replied that to get the most bang for the buck, we should 
go for the highest visibility areas, and the applicants that made it are located right on the various 
entrances to the City, creating a great impact. Inez Couch added that the CRA will we be setting 
precedent by funding something like this, when it clearly falls outside the adopted guidelines of 
the project – it makes recommendations too subjective. Duke Sorey asked when would money be 
made available for these kinds of projects. The Executive Director said that in future budgets we 
can address these and other types of programs, such as neighborhood rehabilitation. Blanca Cobo 
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suggested that there are other programs she could apply for but Ms. Hilton disagreed. Duke 
Sorey asked if people can continue to apply for this program throughout the year, and the Execu-
tive Director responded that there would be specific windows of opportunity, and he expected 
another round later this year.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Jean Monestime, seconded by Duke Sorey  
A motion was made to add The Challenger to the list of recommended grant appli-
cants for up to $14,830. 
Approved 7 to 1 (Judy Feldman opposed).  

 
At this point, the Executive Director asked about the estimate from another project, and noted 
that Arefa Mansuri was present and has provided some new estimates for her application. It was 
for new signage, pressure cleaning, painting, replacement of a lamp post and improvements to 
the stucco, for a total of $19,000; the Executive Director explained that the CRA can provide up 
to $15,000. The store is located across the street from Publix, next to Federal Discount.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Inez Couch  
A motion was made to add Arefa Mansuri to the list of recommended grant appli-
cants for up to $15,000. 
Approved 8 to 0  

 
The CRA Attorney, Steven Zelkowitz, reminded the Chair that there has not been a motion made 
to approve the list of recommendations from the Review Committee, and that this motion be 
separate from the motions to recommend additional applicants.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Duke Sorey  
Motion made to move to the CRA Board the Executive Director’s recommended 
grant awards based on the Grant Review Committee’s findings. 
Approved 7 to 0 (Chair Clark recusing himself) 

 
Chair Clark noted that he attended the grant applicant meeting and was very impressed by what 
he saw. He feels that, collectively, these improvements are going to make a significant impact on 
the City. Inez Couch asked whether Mr. Lima would have sole discretion in approving paint col-
ors, etc. Dan Lima explained that all applicants would still have to follow City procedures and 
permit requirements.  
 
Jean Monestime wanted to make sure that there are safeguards to keep people from taking the 
money, improving the property, then selling it. Dan Lima explained that both programs will cre-
ate a lien on the property and you would not be able to sell it for three without repaying the 
grant. The CRA Attorney added that each grantee will be entering into a formal, legal agreement 
with the CRA, outlining the terms and conditions for giving the grant, and provding safeguards 
such as repayment obligations if they sell their property. Also, there will be prohibitions from re-
applying for additional grants.  
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Chair Reynolds asked Dan Lima to explain the general process. Mr. Lima said that the CRA’s 
documentation requirements will not be as onerous as the City’s program as it does not need to 
follow various federal requirements. The first step is that each grantee must present a clear scope 
of work which will then be incorporated into the agreement that they must enter into. As the 
work is being completed, CRA staff will do inspections and then make the appropriate payments.  
 
The CRA Attorney then asked Clark Reynolds to make clear for the record, what is the property 
he is recusing himself for. Chair Reynolds stated that it is 915 NE 125th Street, a 3-story office 
building next to a strip center. There is a big blank wall facing east and the idea is to light it with 
constantly changing LED lighting. The Executive Director wanted to thank the selection com-
mittee and the applicants for participating in the process. He felt the program is getting off to a 
flying start. Nearly all applicants made it and there will be enough money left over for another 
round in the Spring. Judy Feldman felt that the process was really inspiring and it will make a 
huge difference for the City.  
 
 
 
Item IV - Update regarding the negotiation of a contract with Sanson, Kline Jacomino & 
Company for Independent Auditing Services 
 
The Executive Director said he and others met with representatives from Sanson, Kline on De-
cember 21. He felt that negotiations were going well, and that the CRA had received the letter of 
engagement from them (in the agenda packet). He expected a contract to be ready for them to 
sign in the following week, ready to go to the CRA Board on January 23.  
 
Inez Couch asked about the large difference between the quote by Sanson, Kline and the other 
respondents to the RFP. The Executive Director said that at the last meeting with the auditor they 
discussed this thoroughly, and the Sanson, Kline representative said they are committed to doing 
the work at that price they quoted and feel they will continue with this price into the next year 
(although that would be a different contract). They are offering the reduced cost to continue to 
build their client base in this field. Mr. McDearmaid asked for a list of the clients from the San-
son, Kline, and CRA Staff promised to forward this to Committee members. Dr. Smith Joseph 
asked if they were aware of each others bids when they made their initial proposals, and the Ex-
ecutive Director explained that the bids were sealed but once they were all opened, the docu-
ments were made public.  
  
 
Item V - Update regarding the negotiation of a contract with The Housing Partnership of 
North Miami for Homebuyer Training, Credit Pre-Qualification and Purchase Assistance 
Services 
 
The Executive Director explained that the process is similar to the Sanson, Kline selection, 
where the CRA took a recommendation for the Housing Partnership to the CRA Board on De-
cember 12, 2006 and they passed the resolution allowing the Executive Director to negotiate the 
contract with them. A meeting was held with members of the Housing Partnership, and the CRA 
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has asked for some more information. The CRA Attorney is working on the agreement and it 
should be ready to be signed by the next CRA Board meeting.  
 
Jean Monestime asked if all the companies Florida in the Housing Partnership are Florida corpo-
rations. The Executive Director said he believes so, but that it is not required, they just need to be 
allowed to business in Florida. The CRA Attorney added that the entity chosen is going to be a 
Florida general partnership entered into by the 3 organizations and they have provided a copy of 
the partnership agreement to be reviewed. This is a joint venture to do business with the CRA, 
and this agreement needs to be signed before entering into an agreement with the CRA.  
 
 
Item VI - Discussion regarding the implementation of Affordable Housing Strategies and 
recommendations for the distribution of the CRA’s FY 2006-07 funding allocations for Af-
fordable Housing Strategies: Homebuyer Subsidies ($200,000), Developer/Owner Incen-
tives ($500,000) and Single Family Home Rehabilitation ($602,950) 
 
At the December CRAAC meeting, the Executive Director said he would come back to them and 
the CRA Board with recommendations on how to use the $1.3 million budget to implement the 
affordable housing goals of the CRA. In the agenda packet, he laid out various possible strategies 
to meet those goals, based on his discussions with building owners, developers, City staff (in-
cluding the housing administrator), and North Miami Housing (NMH). The Executive Director 
then asked for feedback from the CRAAC members on alternative implementation processes to 
pursue different affordable housing goals. He explained that each page contained one strategy 
with up to three alternatives they can choose from and recommend to the CRA Board.  
 
PAGE 1 – HOMEBUYER SUBSIDIES ($200,000) 
The first strategy is for Homebuyer Subsidies outside the Pioneer Gardens project. There are 
three alternatives: A) First come, first served: once a designated application period ends, quali-
fied recipients will receive funds in the order they applied; B) Lottery: once the application pe-
riod ends, qualified recipients would be selected by a random lottery; C) Venice Park project: 
leverage City’s funding for a condo conversion project (see details in memo). 
 
DISCUSSION 
Inez Couch said that the Venice Park project is in a pretty good location, with plenty of parking, 
easy access to transportation and across the street from parks. The Executive Director said that 
he has spent a lot of time with investors that are making conversions, but this is being brought to 
their attention because it allows the CRA to leverage its investment with money the City has al-
ready committed to the project. Blanca Cobo asked if the units have already been upgraded and 
the Executive Director said that some have and others haven’t been rehabilitated, and this is why 
there are different prices for similar units. Buyers can purchase as is, or purchase a rehabilitated 
unit. The Executive Director suggested that if we decide to pursue this, the CRA would limit it’s 
funding to units that have been fully rehabilitated, possibly including new appliances and A/C 
units, and that meet US HUD Housing Quality Standards.  
 
Michael McDearmaid said that it makes sense to piggyback on something the City is already 
working on, and asked if the City would be doing the rehabilitation. The Executive Director said 
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that NMH would be supervising the rehabilitation of those units that the CRA would be funding, 
and would receive the agreed upon fee. This would be true for alternatives A, B, or C.  
 
Clark Reynolds said that he would have a reservation about funding units in a property that is 
entirely subsidized and would rather spread out the subsidies from the CRA. The Executive Di-
rector explained that the CRA would only be subsidizing a maximum of 5 of the 60 units, and 
the City would potentially subsidize an additional 10 units. Therefore, most units would not be 
subsidized by either. Jean Monestime wanted to understand why the Executive Director was rec-
ommending this project over all the others going on the City, and he reiterated that it was an op-
portunity to leverage funds and was recommended by Tom Calderon and Maxine Calloway from 
the City’s Community Planning Department.  
 
Responding to concerns from Inez Couch, the Executive Director reiterated that the CRA would 
have a higher required standard of rehabilitation for the units they subsidize. Inez Couch asked 
about the Oaks development, and suggested the CRA get involved in that as they seem afford-
able and are new. The Executive Director said he has met with those developers and may con-
sider working with them in the future, but the units are not available now, while Venice Park is. 
Judy Feldman said there are some things that bother her. First she felt that the CRA should con-
centrate its affordable housing efforts on the central or western part of the City. Secondly, she 
was not comfortable funding 5 units at a higher standard if the other units were not of the same 
quality. The Executive Director advised that the CRA’s requirements and standards would be 
made clear to the owners of the property before any commitment of CRA funds.   
 
Vice-chair McDearmaid mentioned that he knows of some an apartment complex on NE 128th 
Street and 8th Avenue, where 40 units have been reduced to $100,000 and are sitting empty. 
When asked why they are empty if the price is so good, he responded that he wasn’t sure, but it 
could be a lack of amenities or assigned parking. The Executive Director asked if this complex is 
at the level the CRA wants to support. Not all properties are appropriate for conversion. The Ex-
ecutive Director offered to take CRAAC members on a tour of the various properties he has seen 
so that they can get a sense of what is out there.  
 
Jean Monestime said that he would rather have the homebuyer apply and if they qualify, give 
them money and let them go where ever they want, rather than providing money for specific pro-
jects. It looks to him like it would become a bureaucratic problem to earmark the money.  
 
Judy Feldman felt that should be a specific amount to the buyer, and Clark Reynolds added the 
properties they purchase should meet certain standards. Clark Reynolds said people should con-
sider the lottery because maybe some people will have an inside track on this and get in early, 
and the lottery would solve this problem. Jean Monestime said he would like to see how other 
CRA’s distribute their funds, so that our CRA does not have to reinvent the wheel. He also 
agreed that the lottery is the best alternative.  
 
Blanca Cobo concurred that CRA subsidies should be given to a person who can then use the 
money to purchase where they like. When asked about how this would work, the CRA Director 
said that the firm the CRA hires will pre-qualify a certain number of homebuyers, and a lottery 
would be used to select which qualified buyers would get the subsidy. In response to a question 
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by Dr. Joseph, the Executive Director explained that the firm the CRA hires will be required to 
market the opportunity, hold meetings explaining the process, and advertise in order to attract a 
significant number of applicants.  

 
MOTION 
Made by Duke Sorey, seconded by Dr. Smith Joseph 
A motion was made to recommend to the CRA Board “Alternative B” for the im-
plementation of the Homebuyer Subsidies housing strategy.  
Approved 8 to 0  

 
 
PAGE 2 – DEVELOPER/OWNER INCENTIVES STRATEGY ($500,000) 
The Executive Director described the alternatives for the Developer/Owner Incentives strategy, 
where alternatives A and B are for homebuyers, and C is more oriented for rental opportunities.  
 
Michael McDearmaid said that when the CRA was set up, the discussions were always about 
homeownership, so that people would have a stake in the community. Jean Monestime added 
that rental properties encourage blight, and the CRA’s job is in eliminating it. For discussion pur-
poses, Inez Couch said that there are plenty of people out there that may not be in the position to 
buy a home but can still contribute to the City. Perhaps the CRA can provide them better housing 
that they can rent. Rentals do not have to be blighted, it’s slum landlords that create the problem. 
She wanted the Committee to consider creating rental housing in good areas, and keep rents low 
allowing the renters to save money to eventually buy. 
 
Duke Sorey asked about those housing applicants who don’t qualify to purchase a unit – can we 
supply them with some rental housing opportunities? He felt that the Committee should look at 
different avenues to help those who need the most help. Judy Feldman added that limiting op-
tions to homeownership means they would be discriminating against renters. Not everyone can 
afford to buy. Mr. McDearmaid said he’s not disagreeing, but he did not think this was in the 
mission statement for the creating for the CRA. He asked if it were possible to split the money 
between the alternatives offered on Page 2.  
 
The Executive Director wanted to make two points. First, he wanted to make it clear that part of 
the CRA’s affordable housing goal of providing up to 6,000 affordable units includes rental 
housing in terms of both the preservation of existing units and the construction of new units. 
Secondly, he said that in the effort to allocate the $500,000, and it is possible that the CRAAC 
may want to recommend splitting the funding among the options.  
 
Mr. Monestime wanted to make it clear that he is not trying to discriminate against renters, but it 
should not be the CRA’s goal. He feels it is not a good social-economic theory to base their deci-
sions on, when you can find many examples of government sponsored rental housing that either 
went bad or was eventually converted to condos depending on changing economic conditions. 
He feels strongly that only homeownership should be the CRA’s goal.  
 
Blanca Cobo then asked for a clarification of Alternative C – are you talking about improving the 
property or subsidizing the renters? The Executive Director answered that it is up to the property 
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owner to make the improvements with subsidies provided by the CRA, in return for keeping a 
certain number of units available for lower income tenants at reduced rents for at least five years. 
They must also abide by federal housing standards, which in an unregulated housing market 
owners don’t have to worry about. For example, landlords look the other way with overcrowding 
and can charge exorbitant rents for substandard housing. The idea is to provide decent, safe, af-
fordable housing to renters.  
 
Dr. Joseph said that if the primary objective is homeownership, we would be opening a can of 
worms by providing subsidies for renters. He thinks the CRA should concentrate all its energies 
into homes for sale in order to be more efficient in providing this product. Chair Reynolds said 
he understands the issues and that rentals are a good idea for the future, but he felt the CRA 
should stick to one thing before trying to do so much. As the CRA grows it can offer more op-
tions such as rentals, but for now, he felt it should stick to promoting homeownership.  
 
The Executive Director then clarified the difference between alternatives A and B: A gives 
money to buyers of condominium units in specific conversion projects. Alternative B provides 
assistance to owners/developers to do the rehabilitation, and then they would agree to price a cer-
tain number of units affordably and up to our quality standards. In this alternative, devel-
oper/owners would be competing for funds, and those that require the lowest profit margins or 
the lowest per unit rehabilitation cost would receive the money.  
 
Mr. McDearmaid made a the point that he has found that some rental apartment buildings that 
had received CRA money in Broward and Miami-Dade County are now being converted to con-
dominiums as the market changes, and the renters are now out.  
 
Inez continued the discussion by reminding members that as the CRA is rehabilitating homes or 
helping to convert apartments, some people will be displaced. The Executive Director suggested 
that Alternative C that would provide temporary housing for these transitional situations. Jean 
Monestime restated his position that the CRA should be about providing money to fix homes or 
subsidize new for sale housing, not rental properties. Guylene Berry, the CRA’s Community 
Outreach Advisor, who has a twice-weekly radio show for Creole speakers, said that many call-
ers to her program complain that they are being forced out of their rental apartments because 
they cannot afford to purchase the units that are being converted.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Jean Monestime 
A motion was made to recommend to the CRA Board “Alternative A” for the im-
plementation of the Developer/Owner Incentives housing strategy.  
Approved 5 to 3 (Judy Feldman, Inez Couch, and Duke Sorey oppose)  

 
 
PAGE 3 – SINGLE FAMILY HOME REHABILITATION ($602,950) 
The Executive Director explained that the essential difference among the three alternatives is in 
the selection process, with Alternative A being first come, first served, Alternative B using a lot-
tery system, and Alternative C is a model that would piggyback on the City’s existing housing 
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rehab waiting list within the boundaries of the CRA,  supplemented by those the CRA adds to the 
list by its own efforts.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Judy Feldman, seconded by Inez Couch 
A motion was made to recommend to the CRA Board “Alternative C” for the Sin-
gle Family Home Rehabilitation strategy.  
This motion was later tabled  

 
DISCUSSION 
Chair Reynolds asked for clarification on what the City’s list was comprised of, and the Execu-
tive Director responded that the City has a list of applicants for its SHIP and HOME rehabilita-
tion funds, but they have had more demand than available funds.  
 

Amendment to MOTION 
Made by Judy Feldman, seconded by Duke Sorey 
An amendment to the motion was made to use the lottery for the selection process.  
This amendment was approved unanimously, but the motion was later tabled  

 
 
DISCUSSION 
Michael McDearmaid wanted to know how does need fit in to the criteria for selecting who on 
the City’s waiting list will receive the CRA funding? Duke Sorey said that for rehabilitation it 
should go by need, not lottery. Others suggested that by being on the list, need is already estab-
lished. But Mr. Sorey suggested that there are some homes that need more help than others, and 
that a lottery would not take this into account. He added that with SHIP funds, they look at those 
that really need it, in terms of income or whether someone is on a fixed income or elderly, not 
just if they meet the criteria. Clark Reynolds and Inez Couch were concerned that determining 
need is too subjective. Jean Monestime said that they already use needs criteria for SHIP pro-
grams, and Duke Sorey suggested the motion be tabled in order to get more information on how 
this is done.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Judy Feldman, seconded by Duke Sorey  
A motion was made to table the discussion relative to the alternative implementa-
tion processes for the Single Family Home Rehabilitation strategy to the next meet-
ing of the CRAAC.  
Approved 8 to 0 

 
 
PAGE 4 – CRA PURCHASE OF EXISTING HOUSING UNITS FOR PRESERVATION AS 
RENTAL UNITS OR AS HOMEOWNERSHIP UNITS 
The Executive Director solicited the support of the Committee for going after this strategy based 
on what investors and owners have told him over the past couple months. The concept is to cre-
ate a formal process to solicit expressions of interest from owners/investors for the sale, 
lease/purchase or joint development of their properties. This process will not limit the CRA from 
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pursuing other opportunities that may be in the best interest of the CRA. This is a strategy the 
CRA is beginning to implement with the purchase of the duplex next to the Pioneer Gardens.  
 
Clark Reynolds felt that this strategy answers in part of the question Inez Couch had brought up, 
as to how to house people who are temporarily displaced. Another example of the opportunities 
the CRA is already pursuing is the Bel House complex.  
 
Jean Monestime stated that he strongly believes there is no need to purchase properties for rental 
purposes. The reason why the central part of the City has a lot more crime is because there is a 
concentration of rental apartments. If they own the properties they do a better job at watching out 
and keeping them up. Inez agrees but said this is true because that is a corridor of poorly main-
tained rental properties. She doesn’t believe rentals are a blight per se, and she doesn’t think the 
CRA is suggesting creating another corridor of rentals. If you mix it up, she doesn’t see it as a 
problem. Mr. McDearmaid agreed that the CRA needs some apartment buildings to provide tem-
porary housing and to provide housing options. Mr. Monestime suggested that this will force the 
CRA to create another bureaucracy to manage these units.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Inez Couch 
A motion was made to support the Executive Director’s recommendation regard-
ing the CRA’s purchase of existing housing units for preservation as rental units or 
as homeownership units.  
Approved 7 to 1 (Jean Monestime opposed) 

 
DISCUSSION 
Mr. McDearmaid said that if the CRA goes into a project it changes the dynamics of neighbor-
hoods, so you won’t create permanent rentals but will become part of a process of change. Jean 
Monestime said that what he sees happening is that government is asking that a certain percent-
age of built units be affordable for purchase, not the whole buildings or for rentals. Then the City 
doesn’t have to administer this. Duke Sorey stated that it’s simple – we need rentals for transi-
tional housing. He provided the example of when he was in the army, they always provided tran-
sitional housing when they were moving people in or out of an area.  
 
The Executive Director thanked everyone for the excellent discussion and support for the CRA’s 
affordable housing strategies. 
 
 
 
Item VII - Discussion regarding the potential acquisition and rehabilitation of the Bel 
House Apartments containing 65 units located at NE 139th Street and NE 6th Avenue by the 
CRA to be preserved as affordable rental apartment units 
 
The Executive Director asked CRAAC members to look to the packet for detailed information on 
the apartment complex. There is a unique opportunity to purchase a sizable number of units with-
out worrying about relocating residents because there is a vacant building next door which is part 
of the complex. There are 45 units on the east side that are vacant due to problems with the roof-
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ing. Another important consideration is that the current owners are working with the CRA to 
make this happen. So, the Executive Director is recommending that the CRA enter into negotia-
tions with the owners to determine the terms and conditions that can make this happen. Once the 
agreement is created, the Executive Director would come back to the CRAAC and the CRA 
Board to seek approval for the agreement.  
 
Inez Couch asked if we would need to wait until the Comprehensive Plan changes have been ap-
proved to rebuild the damaged building. The Executive Director explained that that discussion 
had been related to a different building and that they would rehabilitate the Bel House apart-
ments under the current plan and codes.  
 
The Executive Director noted that the CRA can’t purchase until the CRA can issue debt, and that 
the lease/purchase option would be a financing mechanism to allow the CRA to control it now 
and purchase in the future.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Blanca Cobo 
A motion was adopted in support of entering negotiations to purchase the Bel 
House Apartments to be preserved as affordable rental apartments. 
Approved 7 to 1 (Jean Monestime opposed) 

 
 
NOTE: Jean Monestime had to leave the meeting (8:20 pm), but a quorum was maintained 
 
 
Item VIII - Discussion regarding the status of a feasibility review regarding the potential 
acquisition and redevelopment of the Miami Way Theater building located at 12615 West 
Dixie Highway consistent with the CRA Redevelopment Plan 
 
The Executive Director provided an additional handout that came in the mail recently from the 
North Miami Historical Society in support of the CRA’s purchase of the Theater. He then pro-
vided some background on the issue by saying that in September the CRAAC recommended that 
a feasibility study be done on the theatre, and the memorandum in the agenda packet provides an 
update on what was done. This includes a significant amount of research, a meeting of stake-
holders and an additional visit to the theater. From this work and the opinions of the stake-
holders, he feels there is merit in preserving the Miami Way theater or making it a  part of some-
thing else. He explained that at this time he doesn’t know the ultimate reuse will be, but he 
doesn’t want to lose this opportunity. So he recommends pursuing discussions with the owner, 
and then come back to the CRAAC and CRA Board with any potential agreements.  
 
DISCUSSION 
Michael McDearmaid asked who the stakeholders were, and the Executive Director said they 
included Penny Valentine, Clark Reynolds, Dan Lima, and Andrea Ramos from the City’s Parks 
Department. Mr. McDearmaid felt that this is a perfect opportunity for the City and CRA to work 
together. He compared this to the Lyric Theater in Miami and hopes the CRA can help bring art-
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ists together to create something really unique. This is the kind of partnership where the CRA 
can truly make a difference.  
 
Clark Reynolds said that it’s not just the building that should be considered, but all the properties 
around there - the whole block is blighted and occupies an important location. He’s not sure that 
it can be used as a theater, but it may be. He strongly supports it. Inez Couch added that the City 
needs community space, and that they shouldn’t have to go to Miami Shores anytime adequate 
meeting space is needed. 
 
Also, the Executive Director passed out copies of the feasibility study done for a theater in Wich-
ita, Kansas, as an example of what the CRA would try to procure.  
 
 

MOTION 
Made by Duke Sorey, seconded by Michael McDearmaid 
A motion was adopted in support of the Executive Director’s recommendation that 
the CRA seek to negotiate the terms for the acquisition of the Miami Way Theater 
and adjacent building. 
Approved 7 to 0 

 
 
 
OLD NEW BUSINESS 
 
A. CRA Advisory Committee Membership Appointments/Re-Appointments by the CRA 
Board as of November 28, 2006, Annual Election of the Chair and Vice Chair, Applica-
tions, Disclosures Forms and Background Checks 
 
The Executive Director stated that there are nine members serving with terms expiring in Sep-
tember 2007 or 2008, but that there are still three vacancies. He asked CRAAC members talk to 
the Board members that appointed them and perhaps suggest they select members with back-
grounds that could add to the expertise on the Committee, such as architecture or construction.  
 
 
B. Update regarding the Draft Timeline for the new City Comprehensive Plan  
 
The Executive Director passed out a handout that was received earlier that day with a revised 
timeline for the Comprehensive Plan process. He also noted a very important meeting is being 
held on February 20, 2007, that the CRA will help promote, and encouraged the participation of 
Committee members as well. Final adoption of the Plan is scheduled for mid-November; things 
have therefore been accelerated considerably.  
 
 
C. Update regarding the final negotiations to obtain a Bank Line of Credit in an amount up 
to $10,758,300 from Regions Bank 
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The Executive Director noted that on December 19 Miami-Dade Board of County Commission-
ers granted approval for the CRA to enter into an agreement with Regions Bank, and the CRA is 
under way with the final agreement on the LOC (in Packet), and expects to bring the final agree-
ment to the board at the next meeting on January 23.  
 
Chair Reynolds asked about when they should have elections, and the Executive Director said it 
officially should take place in September, but can occur anytime. The Chair and others suggested 
it be held at the next meeting, and that the item be brought up early when people are still fresh.  
 
Inez Couch and Michael McDearmaid brought up the issue of which day CRAAC meeting 
should be held to avoid conflicts with other meetings. They suggested the first Monday of every 
month, and Chair Reynolds suggested making the decision promptly. The Executive Director 
stated he simply wants the meeting to be on the first week of the month so that it doesn’t conflict 
with the CRA Board meetings.  
 

MOTION 
Made by Michael McDearmaid, seconded by Judy Feldman 
A motion to change the meeting date for the CRAAC to the first Monday of the 
every month. 
Approved 6 to 1 (Duke Sorey opposed) 

 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 
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Date:  January 31, 2007 
 
To:  Chairman and Members 
  CRA Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Tony E. Crapp, Sr. 
  Executive Director 
 
Subject: Implementation of Affordable Housing Strategies and 

recommendations for the distribution of the CRA’s FY 
2006-07 funding allocations for Affordable Housing 
Strategies 

 
In follow-up to the allocation of $1.3M in funding in the CRA FY 2006-07 
budget for various affordable housing strategies, and a meeting that was 
convened by CRA Board Chair, Honorable Mayor Kevin A. Burns on 
September 27, 2006 attached please find a table that presents information 
regarding alternative recommendations for the distribution of the available 
funding among the various affordable housing strategies. Please also note 
that the CRA Executive Director has devoted considerable time during 
October-December in individual follow-up meetings and discussions with 
a number of developers, apartment building owners, and other property 
owners regarding their expressions of interest in working with the CRA in 
a variety of ways to develop or preserve affordable housing units in the 
City of North Miami. In addition to those meetings the Executive Director 
has had several meetings with North Miami Housing and the staff of the 
City of North Miami Community Planning and Development Department 
regarding the coordinated implementation of CRA affordable housing 
strategies. 
 
Please review the attached table in preparation for your continued 
participation in a discussion at the upcoming meeting regarding the 
alternative affordable housing strategies and specifically the selection of a 
recommended process for the implementation of the CRA’s Single Family 
Rehabilitation program. 
 
For your information, please be reminded that the CRAAC held a 
discussion regarding the alternative affordable housing strategies during 
its meeting on January 4, 2007 and adopted several motions related to this 
item as indicated below: (1) A motion was made to recommend to the CRA 
Board “Alternative B” for the implementation of the Homebuyer Subsidies 
housing strategy. (Approved 8 to 0); (2) A motion was made to recommend to the 
CRA Board “Alternative A” for the implementation of the Developer/Owner 
Incentives housing strategy. (Approved 5 to 3); (3) A motion was made to table 
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the discussion relative to the alternative implementation processes for the Single 
Family Home Rehabilitation strategy to the next meeting of the CRAAC on 
February 5, 2007. (Approved 8 to 0); and (4) A motion was made to support the 
Executive Director’s recommendation regarding the CRA’s purchase of existing 
housing units for preservation as rental units or as homeownership units. 
(Approved 7 to 1) 
 
During the CRA Board meeting on January 23, 2007 the Board adopted the 
recommendations of the CRAAC relative to items 1,2 and 4 as indicated above. 
 
 
 
 
 NMCRAAC memo re CRA Affordable Housing Strategies and Funding 
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NMCRA Affordable Housing Strategies and Recommendations 
 for the distribution of FY 2006-07 Funding Allocations 

 
 
(1) Affordable 
Housing Strategy 

(2) FY 
2006-07 
Funding 
Allocation 

(3) Alternative 
Implementation Process A 

(4) Alternative 
Implementation Process B 
(Approved by the CRA Board 
on 1/23/07) 

(5) Alternative 
Implementation Process C 

(6) Comment(s) 

Homebuyer 
Subsidies 

$200,000 Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, solicit eligible North 
Miami residents to apply for 
First-Time Homebuyer 
Purchase Subsidies. Recipients 
of subsidies up to $50K will 
be determined based on a first 
come and first qualified basis. 
 

Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, solicit eligible North 
Miami residents to apply for 
First-Time Homebuyer Purchase 
Subsidies. Recipients of 
subsidies up to $50K will be 
determined through a lottery 
selection among all of the 
qualified eligible residents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In coordination with the 
City of North Miami, 
allocate the CRA funding to 
leverage the City’s funding 
assistance to the 60 unit 
Venice Park condo 
conversion project located 
at 1895 Venice Park Drive. 
The City is providing 
$100K in CHDO set-aside 
funding to support the 
reduction in the sales price 
of the units by $20K each; 
and is also providing $200K 
in homebuyer assistance up 
to $40K for 5 buyers. 
 
The sales price for the 1 
bedroom/1 bath condos start 
at $131,900 up to $146,900; 
and the 2 bedroom/2 bath 
condos start at $164,000 up 
to $179,900. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NMH will inspect the housing 
units to be acquired to ensure 
compliance with applicable 
USHUD Housing Quality 
Standards as per the CRA 
Redevelopment Plan. 
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(1) Affordable 
Housing Strategy 
 

(2) FY 
2006-07 
Funding 
Allocation 
 

(3) Alternative 
Implementation Process A 
(Approved by the CRA 
Board on 1/23/07) 

(4) Alternative 
Implementation Process B 

(5) Alternative 
Implementation Process C 

(6) Comment(s) 

Developer/Owner 
Incentives 

$500,000 Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, allocate funding for 
Condo Purchase Subsidies up 
to $50K per unit to condo 
conversion housing 
developments based on (1) 
lowest proposed housing unit 
sale price for maximum 
affordability to the unit buyer; 
(2) units to be purchased 
meeting USHUD Housing 
Quality Standards as per the 
CRA Redevelopment Plan; 
and (3) Lowest amount of 
average Condo Purchase 
Subsidy assistance per buyer. 

Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, allocate Rehabilitation 
Assistance funding up to $50K 
per unit to developers or multi-
family apartment building 
owners based on (1) the number 
of units to be sold at an 
affordable price to buyers at 
50%-120% of Area Median 
Income; (2) units to be 
purchased meeting USHUD 
Housing Quality Standards as 
per the CRA Redevelopment 
Plan; (3) Lowest average cost of 
rehabilitation per unit; and (4) 
Lowest % of Developer 
Fee/Profit (e.g. Total Projected 
Sales Revenue as Rehabilitated / 
Total Acquisition Cost) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Through an open 
application process for a 
specific time period, 
allocate Rehabilitation 
Assistance up to $50K per 
unit to developers or multi-
family apartment building 
owners based on (1) the 
number of units proposed to 
remain affordable for the 
greatest number of  persons 
at the lowest % of AMI 
between 50%-120%; (2) 
units to be assisted meeting 
USHUD Housing Quality 
Standards as per the CRA 
Redevelopment Plan; and 
(3) the number of years 
proposed for the 
affordability period with the 
minimum requirement being 
five (5) years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NMH will be involved in the 
process of reviewing the 
quality of the rehabilitation 
work performed in the units 
being assisted for compliance 
with applicable housing 
quality standards. 
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(1)  Affordable 
Housing Strategy 
 

(2) FY 
2006-07 
Funding 
Allocation 
 

(3) Alternative 
Implementation Process A 

(4) Alternative 
Implementation Process B 

(5) Alternative 
Implementation Process C 

(6) Comment(s) 

Single Family 
Home 
Rehabilitation 

$602,950 Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, solicit eligible North 
Miami homeowners to apply 
for Single Family Home 
Rehabilitation Assistance. 
Recipients of assistance up to 
$50K will be determined 
based on a first come and first 
qualified basis. 

Through an open application 
process for a specific time 
period, solicit eligible North 
Miami homeowners to apply for 
Single Family Home 
Rehabilitation Assistance. 
Recipients of assistance up to 
$50K will be determined 
through a lottery selection 
among all of the qualified 
eligible residents. 
 

Through the use of the City 
of North Miami’s Waiting 
List for assistance through 
the Single Family 
Rehabilitation Program as a 
first priority and by 
supplementing the number 
of eligible homeowners 
identified from the Waiting 
List through an open 
application process for a 
specific time period, solicit 
eligible North Miami 
homeowners to apply for 
Single Family Home 
Rehabilitation assistance. 
Recipients of assistance up 
to $50K will be determined 
through a first come and 
first qualified basis. 
 

The CRA will be responsible 
for coordinating the process of 
homeowner qualification and 
selection; and for providing 
the funding assistance to each 
participating homeowner. 
NMH will evaluate the 
homeowner’s requested scope 
of work, negotiate an eligible 
scope of work with 
homeowners that result in the 
enhanced affordability of the 
assisted homes, and perform 
the rehabilitation work for the 
assisted homeowners. 
Rehabilitated homes must 
meet USHUD Housing 
Quality Standards as per the 
CRA Redevelopment Plan. 
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(1)  Affordable 
Housing Strategy 
 
 

(2) FY 
2006-07 
Funding 
Allocation 
 

(3) Alternative 
Implementation Process A 
(Approved by the CRA 
Board on 1/23/07) 

(4) Alternative 
Implementation Process B 

(5) Alternative 
Implementation Process C 

(6) Comment(s) 

CRA Purchase of 
Existing Housing 
Units for 
Preservation as 
Rental Units or as 
Homeownership 
Units 

$-0- 
 
Note: 
Funding 
needs to be 
identified in 
the FY 
2006-07 
Amended 
Budget 
through the 
reprogram-
ming of 
funds 
 

Through an open application 
process the CRA will solicit 
formal letters of interest from the 
owners of existing housing 
properties relative to their interest 
in working with the CRA through 
the sale, lease/purchase, or joint-
development of their properties. 
The CRA will establish criteria 
for the solicitation of formal 
letters of interest and for the 
selection of properties for 
acquisition from willing sellers or 
joint-venture partners. 
 
The process delineated above 
shall not limit the CRA from the 
pursuit of unique or special 
opportunities for property 
acquisitions or partnerships that 
may be in the best interest of the 
CRA subject to the approval of 
the CRA Board with the 
recommendation of the CRA 
Executive Director. Such 
acquisitions may include existing 
housing properties as well as 
vacant land for the development 
of affordable housing. 

N/A N/A The CRA Board has 
authorized the acquisition of a 
duplex housing unit adjacent 
to the Pioneer Gardens site 
owned by the CRA as a 
unique opportunity. This 
acquisition is expected to 
close in January 2007 and 
funding will be reprogrammed 
within the CRA’s FY 2006-07 
budget for the 
acquisition/rehab and 
management of the property. 
The expected cost for 
acquisition of the property is 
$325K. The property will be 
rehabilitated and managed by 
NMH. 

TOTAL $1,302,950     
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Date:   January 31, 2007 
 
To:  Chairman and Members 
  CRA Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Tony E. Crapp, Sr. 
  Executive Director 
 
Subject:  Proposed Comcast Cable Service Agreement for the 

Pioneer Gardens housing development 
 
 
 
Attached please find a proposed service agreement as referenced above for 
your consideration and recommendation to the CRA Board. The CRA’s 
review and approval of this agreement is required pursuant to section 4.7 – 
Third Party Services in the Development Agreement between the CRA 
and North Miami Housing for the Pioneer Gardens housing development. 
Pursuant to the provisions of that section of the agreement, all agreements 
for third party services shall be in writing and subject to written approval 
of the CRA which shall not be unreasonably withheld, delayed or 
conditioned. 
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 INSTALLATION AND SERVICES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
AND 

COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC. 
 

 THIS INSTALLATION AND SERVICES AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is made 
and entered into this        day of                     , 2007, by and between COMCAST OF SOUTH 
FLORIDA II, INC. (the "Company"), whose address is 18601 NW 2nd Avenue, Miami, FL 
33169 and NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, a public body 
corporate and politic (the "Owner"), who owns or has control over certain real estate and 
improvements located thereon known as Ruck’s Park, located between NE 4th and 5th Avenue 
and NE 137th and 139th Street, North Miami, FL 33125 (the "Premises"), consisting of 136 
residential units plus any units added or constructed in the future on the Premises. 
 
 The Company has entered into a Cable Television Franchise Agreement (“Franchise 
Agreement”) with the City of North Miami, Florida (the “City” or the "Franchise Authority"), 
which authorizes the Owner to construct and operate a cable television system in the City.  The 
Owner desires to provide broadband services, including, but not limited to, cable television and 
cable modem internet services (the “Services”) to the Premises, and the Company is willing to 
install, maintain and operate a broadband communications system for such purposes on the 
Premises in accordance with the terms and conditions below.     
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the parties, intending to be 
legally bound, agree as follows: 
 
1. The Owner Wiring.   The Owner, at the Owner’s sole cost and expense, shall install all 
cable home and cable home run wiring necessary for the Company to distribute the Services to 
the Premises (collectively, the “Owner Wiring”) in accordance with the Company’s 
specifications, as set forth in Exhibit “B” attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  
The Owner represents and warrants that the Owner Wiring shall be compatible with the 
Company Wiring (defined in Section 2 below).  The Owner Wiring shall be and shall remain the 
personal property of the Owner, subject to Applicable Law.  At no time during or after the term 
hereof shall the Company or any third party have the right to use the Owner Wiring or any 
portion thereof for any purpose not contemplated under this Agreement, subject to Applicable 
Law.   
 
2. The Company Wiring.   The Company shall install, maintain and repair its distribution 
system to one or more mutually agreed upon demarcation points on the Premises, which shall 
include all necessary equipment and wiring, other than the Owner Wiring, that in conjunction 
with the Owner Wiring is necessary to provide the Services to the Premises (collectively, the 
“Company Wiring”).  To the extent reasonably feasible, the Company shall install all Company 
Wiring on the Premises underground.  All work shall be done by the Company in a proper and 
workmanlike manner in accordance with Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) 
regulations, industry standards and local codes, unless otherwise provided in this Agreement.  
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The Company shall be responsible for all costs and expenses incurred by it in constructing the 
Company Wiring.  The Company agrees to repair and/or replace any damage to the Premises 
resulting from the installation, operation, maintenance or removal of the System.  The Company 
will be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits, licenses and approvals in connection with 
the construction, installation and operation of the System.   
 

a) Prior to the installation of the System, construction plans prepared by the 
Company may be reviewed and approved by the Owner, provided that Owner’s approval shall 
not be unreasonably withheld.  Owner shall locate on such plans all underground facilities 
existing on the Premises.  The parties shall mutually agree as to the location of above ground 
equipment.  Owner shall give the Company at least twenty (20) days notice of the opening of 
utility trenches on the Premises so that the Company may, at its option, install the System in the 
common utility trenches, and shall otherwise cooperate with the Company in the construction 
and installation of the System.  The Owner shall provide the Company with reasonable notice of 
the Owner’s construction schedule and the Company shall use reasonable efforts to construct and 
install the Company Wiring in accordance with the Owner’s schedule for construction of the 
Premises so as to not delay the Owner’s construction and to have Services available upon 
completion of the units on the Premises, provided that the Company shall not be obligated to 
commence construction until ninety (90) days after the execution of this Agreement by both 
parties.   
 

b) The ownership of all parts of the Company Wiring shall be and will remain the 
personal property of the Company  At no time during or after the term hereof shall the Owner or 
any third party have the right to use the Company Wiring or any portion thereof for any purpose. 
 The Company shall have the right to interconnect with and use any telephony inside wiring 
facilities, cross connect facilities and other telephony-related facilities which may become 
necessary or useful, for the provision of the Company’s Services to the residents, whether or not 
such facilities are owned, installed, controlled or maintained by the Company. 

 
3. The System.   The “System” shall consist of the Owner Wiring and the Company Wiring. 
 At no time during the term hereof shall the Owner or any third party have the right to use the 
System or any portion thereof for any purpose. 
 
4. Easement.    The Owner has the authority to grant and does hereby grant an easement 
in favor of the Company to place its lines across the Premises and to operate the System, and 
shall cause such easement to run with the Premises.  The easement shall last until the end of the 
term and thereafter for a period of time, not to exceed six (6) months, during which the Company 
may remove the Company Wiring, or any portion thereof.  The Owner hereby agrees to execute 
the form of easement attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
 
5. Access.    The Owner will allow Company personnel to enter all common areas of 
the Premises for the purposes of auditing, selling or disconnecting service, installing, 
maintaining, repairing, replacing or removing equipment and apparatus connected with the 
provision of the Services and will use reasonable efforts to assure the Company access to any 
parts of the Premises over which it does not have control for the same purposes.  To the extent 
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known and upon request, Owner will supply the names and unit numbers of residents at 
reasonable intervals.  Owner shall cooperate with the Company to prevent (i) the unauthorized 
possession of converters or channel selectors and (ii) the unauthorized reception of the Services.  
 
6. Delivery of Services.    The Owner has the authority to grant and does hereby grant to 
the Company during the term hereof the exclusive right to construct, install, operate and 
maintain the System on the Premises (whether by cable, satellite, microwave or otherwise) and 
to deliver the Services to the Premises, unless otherwise required by, subject to federal, state and 
local laws and regulations, and the Franchise Agreement (collectively, “Applicable Law”.) 
 
7. Fees and Charges for Services.     The terms, conditions, charges and fees for the Services 
provided to residents at the Premises shall be contained in contracts between the Company and 
individual residents.  The Owner assumes no liability or responsibility for service charges 
contracted for by residents.  All billing and collections from residents will be accomplished by 
the Company.The Services shall be those services that the Company offers to residential 
customers in the Compnay’s franchise area where the Premises is located.  The fees and chargrs 
for the Services shall not exceed the Company’s then current residential retail rate card in the 
Compnay’s franchise area where the Premises is located. 
 
 
8. Customer Service.    The Company shall provide customer service in accordance with 
the Franchise Agreement with the Franchise Authority.  The Company will maintain a local or 
toll-free telephone number which will be available to its subscribers 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week.  Company representatives will be available to respond to customer telephone inquiries 
during normal business hours.  The Company will begin working on service interruptions 
promptly and in no event later than the next business day after notification of the service 
problem, excluding conditions beyond the control of the Company. 
 
9. Interference.    Neither the Owner nor anyone operating on its behalf will tap or 
otherwise interfere with the System for any purposes.  Notwithstanding anything else in this 
Agreement to the contrary, the Company shall not interfere with the right of an individual 
resident to install or use his own private reception device, provided, however, that should any 
device or any facility belonging to a resident (or Owner) not comply with the technical 
specifications established by the FCC, including, but not limited to, signal leakage, which 
interferes with the Company’s delivery of the Services, the Company reserves the right to 
discontinue service to the Premises, or, at the Company’s discretion, the individual unit,  until 
such non-conformance is cured by the Owner or resident as the case may be.  
 
10. Term.    This Agreement, when duly executed by both parties, shall constitute a binding 
agreement between the Owner and the Company and their respective successors and assigns for 
a term of twelve (12) years.  This Agreement shall automatically renew for one (1) period of 
three (3) years unless either party shall provide the other with a minimum sixty (60) days notice 
of its intention not to renew at the end of the then current term and provided that (a) neither party 
is currently in default of a material term of this Agreement and for which all cure periods have 
passed.  
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11. Insurance.    The Company agrees to maintain public liability insurance and property 
damage liability insurance as required by the Company's Franchise Agreement with the 
Franchise Authority.   Upon request, the Company will provide the Owner with a certificate 
evidencing such insurance.  
 
12. Indemnification.    The Company shall indemnify, defend and hold the Owner harmless 
from any and all claims, damage or expense arising out of the actions or omissions of the 
Company, its agents and employees with respect to the installation, operation, maintenance or 
removal of the System and the Services provided to residents at the Premises pursuant to this 
Agreement.  The Owner shall indemnify, defend and hold the Company harmless from any and 
all claims, damage or expense arising out of the actions or omissions of the Owner, its agents and 
employees.  
 
13. Limitation of Liability.   THE COMPANY SHALL NOT BE LIABLE TO OWNER FOR 
ANY LOST PROFITS, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, PUNITIVE, EXEMPLARY OR 
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO FRUSTRATION OF 
ECONOMIC OR BUSINESS EXPECTATIONS, LOSS OF PROFITS, LOSS OF CAPITAL, 
COST OF SUBSTITUTE PRODUCT(S), FACILITIES OR SERVICES, OR DOWN TIME 
COST, EVEN IF ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES. 
 
14. Termination. 
 

a) Default.     In the event either party defaults in the performance of any of 
the material terms of this Agreement, the non-defaulting party shall give the defaulting party 
written notice specifying the nature of such default and identifying the specific provision in this 
Agreement which gives rise to the default.  The defaulting party shall have forty-five (45) days 
to either (i) notify the non-defaulting party that no default occurred, (ii) cure the default, or (iii) 
if such default is incapable of cure within such forty-five (45) day period, commence curing the 
default within such forty-five (45) day period and diligently pursue such cure to completion.  In 
the event the defaulting party fails to do so within such forty-five (45) day period, the non-
defaulting party may terminate this Agreement upon thirty (30) days written notice without 
further liability of either party. 

 
b) Loss of Franchise.    This Agreement shall terminate automatically without 

any further liability on the part of the Company or Owner in the event the Company’s Franchise 
Agreement with the Franchise Authority or any renewal thereof ceases to be in effect. 
 
15. Removal of System.    Upon termination of this Agreement for any reason, the 
Company shall have a period of six (6) months in which it shall be entitled but not required to 
remove the Company Wiring.  The Company shall promptly repair any damage to the Premises 
occasioned by such removal.  Any portion of the Company Wiring that the Company does not so 
remove within such period shall be deemed abandoned and shall become the property of the 
Owner, subject to Applicable Law. 
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16. Dispute Resolution.   All disputes under this Agreement shall be submitted to, and settled 
by arbitration in accordance with the rules of the American Arbitration Association.  The parties 
shall appoint a mutually agreeable arbitrator reasonably familiar with multi-channel video 
program distribution systems and services.  In the event the parties are unable to agree to a single 
arbitrator, the dispute shall be submitted to a panel of three (3) arbitrators, one of which shall be 
reasonably familiar with multi-channel video program distribution systems and services.  Each 
party shall appoint an arbitrator and the two arbitrators so appointed shall then select a third 
arbitrator.  The arbitrators shall apply applicable federal laws and regulations and the laws of the 
jurisdiction in which the Premises are located, without regard to its choice of law principles.  The 
decision of the arbitrators shall be binding and conclusive on all parties involved, and judgment 
upon their decision may be entered in a court of competent jurisdiction.  The prevailing party in 
any such arbitration shall be entitled to collect from the non-prevailing party, all costs of the 
arbitration, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 
 
17. Miscellaneous. 
 

a) Force Majeure.           The Company shall not be liable for failure to 
construct the Company Wiring or to continue to operate the System during the term hereof due 
to acts of God, the failure of equipment or facilities not belonging to Company (including, but 
not limited to, utility service), denial of access to facilities or rights-of-way essential to serving 
the Premises, government order or regulation or any other circumstances beyond the reasonable 
control of the Company. The Owner shall not be liable for failure to construct the Owner Wiring 
due to circumstances beyond the reasonable control of the Owner.   
 

b) Assignability; Binding Effect.   This Agreement may be assigned by either party, 
provided the assignee shall agree in writing to be bound by all the terms and conditions hereof.  
In the event the Owner sells, assigns, transfers or otherwise conveys the Premises to a third 
party, the Owner shall give the Company prior written notice of such change of ownership or 
control.  Owner shall cause any new owner or controlling party to expressly assume this 
Agreement and agree to be bound by its terms.  This Agreement shall be binding upon the parties 
and their respective successors and assigns.  
 

c) Applicable Law.  This Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance 
with Applicable Law and by the laws of the jurisdiction in which the Premises are located, 
without regard to its choice of law principles. 
 

d) Invalidity.  If any provision of this Agreement is found to be invalid or 
unenforceable, the validity and enforceability of the remaining provisions of this Agreement will 
not be affected or impaired. 
 

e) Recording. The Company may record this Agreement (or a memorandum 
summarizing the material terms) in the public records of the county in which the Premises are 
located. 
 

f) Notices. All notices, demands, requests or other communications given 
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under this Agreement shall be in writing and be given by personal delivery, certified mail, return 
receipt requested, or nationally recognized overnight courier service to the address set forth 
below or as may subsequently in writing be requested. 

 
If to Owner: 
 

North Miami Community Redevelopment Agency 
615 N.E. 124th Street 
North Miami, FL 33161 
Attn.: Nadine Pierre-Louis, Senior Vice President of Administration 

 
 With a copy to: 
 
   

GrayRobinson, PA 
401 East Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1850 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 
Attn.: Gary Resnick, Esq. 

    
If to the Company: 
 

Comcast of South Florida 
18601 NW 2nd Avenue 
Miami, FL 33169 

  Attn.: Director of Commercial Development 
 
With a copy to: 
 
 Comcast Cable Communications, LLC 
 1500 Market Street 
 Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 Attn.:  General Counsel 

 
g) Entire Agreement; Amendments. This Agreement, including all Exhibits, 

constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and supersedes all prior agreements, 
promises and understandings, whether oral or written.  This Agreement shall not be modified, 
amended, supplemented or revised, except by a written document signed by both parties.   
The recitals included above are hereby incorporated into the body of this Agreement as if set 
forth in their entirety herein.  

 
h) Authority. Each party represents to the other that the person signing on its 

behalf has the legal right and authority to execute, enter into and bind such party to the 
commitments and obligations set forth herein.   
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by their duly 
authorized representatives as of the date first written above. 
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WITNESS/ATTEST 
 
 
 
 
 
      
Name:      
 
 
 
      
Name:      
 
 
  
      
Name:      
 
 
 
 
  
      
Name:      

NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 
a public body corporate and politic 
 
 
 
By:      
 Kevin A. Burns, Chairman 
 
 
 
By:      

 Tony E. Crapp, Sr., Executive Director 
 
 
 
By:      
 Frank Wolland, City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to form and legal sufficiency: 
 
 
By:      
Gray Robinson, P.A., CRA Attorney 
 

  
 
 
ATTEST     COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC. 

 
   
 
 
__________________________  By:_________________________________ 
       Tom Autry 
       VP and General Manager, Miami Dade  
       County and the Florida Keys 
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STATE OF FLORIDA              ) 

 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE ) 
 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of ______________, 2007 
by _________________________, (print name), of NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (the “Owner”), on behalf of the Owner.  He/she is (personally 
known to me) or (has presented) ____________________ (type of identification) as 
identification and did/did not take an oath. 

 
 Witness my hand and official seal. 
       __________________ 
       __________________  Notary Public 
       (Print Name) 
 
My commission expires: ________________ 
 

 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 

 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE ) 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of ______________, 2007 
by _________________________ (print name), of COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC., 
on behalf of the corporation.  He is (personally known to me) and did/did not take an oath. 

 
 Witness my hand and official seal. 
 
 
     __________________ 
     __________________  Notary Public 
     (Print Name) 
My Commission expires: ____________ 
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EXHIBIT A 
  

GRANT OF EASEMENT 
 
This Grant of Easement (the “Easement”) dated this      day of             , 2007 by and between 
Comcast of South Florida II, Inc., its successors and assigns, hereinafter referred to as "Grantee" 
and North Miami Community Redevelopment Agency, hereinafter referred to as "Grantor".   
 
Grantor and Grantee are parties to an Installation and Services Agreement dated __________, 
2007, pursuant to which Grantee provides certain broadband communications services to the 
Property described below. 
 
In consideration of One Dollar ($1.00), Grantor(s), owner(s) of the Property described below, 
hereby grant(s) to Grantee, its successors and assigns, an easement in gross and right-of-way to 
construct, use, maintain, operate, alter, add to, repair, replace, reconstruct, inspect and remove at 
any time and from time to time a broadband communications system (hereinafter referred to as 
the "System") consisting of wires, underground conduits, cables, pedestals, vaults, and including 
but not limited to above ground enclosures, markers and concrete pads or other appurtenant 
fixtures and equipment necessary or useful for distributing broadband services and other like 
communications, in, on, over, under, across and along that certain real property (the “Property”) 
located in County of Miami-Dade, State of Florida described as follows: 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

(See Attached Exhibit) 
 
Grantor(s) agree for themselves and their heirs and assigns that the Company Wiring on the 
Property that is installed by the Grantee shall be and remain the personal property of the Grantee 
and may not be altered, obstructed or removed without the express written consent of the 
Grantee.  The Grantee, and its contractors, agents and employees, shall have the right to trim or 
cut trees and/or roots which may endanger or interfere with said System, and shall have free 
access to said System and every part thereof, at all times for the purpose of exercising the rights 
herein granted:  provided, however, that in making any excavation on said Property of the 
Grantor, the Grantee shall make the same in such manner as will cause the least injury to the 
surface of the ground around such excavation, and shall replace the earth so removed by it and 
restore the area to as near the same condition as it was prior to such excavation as is practical.   
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This easement shall run with the land for so long as Grantee, its successors or assigns provides 
broadband service to the Property. 

 
Executed this_____ day of ___________________, 2007. 
   
 
 
WITNESS/ATTEST 
 
 
 
 
 
      
Name:      
 
 
 
      
Name:      
 
 
  
      
Name:      
 
 
 
 
  
      
Name:      

NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 
a public body corporate and politic 
 
 
 
By:      
 Kevin A. Burns, Chairman 
 
 
 
By:      
 Tony E. Crapp, Sr., Executive Director 
 
 
 
By:      
 Frank Wolland, City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to form and legal sufficiency: 
 
 
By:      
Gray Robinson, P.A., CRA Attorney 
 

 
 
ATTEST: COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC.  

 
   
 
 
__________________________ By:_________________________________ 
      Tom Autry 
      VP and General Manager, Miami Dade  
      County and the Florida Keys 
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STATE OF FLORIDA ) 

 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE ) 
 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of 
_____________________, 2007 by _________________________ (print name), of NORTH 
MIAMI COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (the “Owner”), on behalf of the 
Owner. He/she is (personally known to me) or (has presented) ____________________ (type of 
identification) as identification and did/did not take an oath. 

 
 Witness my hand and official seal. 
       __________________ 
       __________________  Notary Public 
       (Print Name) 
 
My commission expires: ________________ 
 

 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 

 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE ) 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _________________, 
2007, by Tom Autry, of COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC., on behalf of the 
corporation.  He is (personally known to me and did not take an oath. 

 
 Witness my hand and official seal. 
 
 
     __________________ 
     __________________  Notary Public 
     (Print Name) 
My Commission expires: ____________ 
 
 
  



COMPENSATION AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY and COMCAST OF 
SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC. 

 
THIS COMPENSATION AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ________ day of 
_______________, 2007 by and between Comcast of South Florida II, Inc. (the 
"Company"), with offices at 18601 NW 2nd Avenue, Miami, FL 33169, and North Miami 
Community Redevelopment Agency (the "Developer”), with offices at 615 N.E. 124th 
Street, North Miami, FL 33161, who owns or has control over certain real estate and 
improvements thereon known as Ruck’s Park located between NE 4th and 5th Avenue and 
NE 137th and 139th Street, North Miami, Florida (the "Premises”) which, when fully 
constructed, will consist of approximately 136 residential units. 
 
WHEREAS, the Company and Developer desire to enter into a Installation and Services 
Agreement pursuant to which the Company will provide broadband communications 
services to the Premises, including, but not limited to, cable television service, on an 
exclusive basis; and  
 

WHEREAS, in exchange for such exclusive rights, the Company will pay Developer a per 
unit fee as set forth herein. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the parties, intending to be 
legally bound, agree as follows: 
 

1) As consideration for Developer entering into that certain twelve (12) year 
Installation and Services Agreement between North Miami Community 
Redevelopment Agency and Comcast of South Florida II, Inc. dated on or 
about the date hereof(the “Installation and Services Agreement”), with a 
renewal term of three (3) years, granting the Company, among other things, 
the exclusive right to provide its services to the Development, the Company 
agrees to pay Developer a per unit fee of $175.00 ((the “Per Unit 
Compensation)  for a total of $23,800.00)) payable on a quarterly basis within 
forty-five (45) days of receipt by the Company of an invoice identifying the 
actual number of units constructed for which a Certificate of Occupancy has 
been issued. Developer shall submit a completed W-9 form upon the 
execution of this Compensation Agreement.   
 

2) Developer’s right to receive the Per Unit Compensation described herein shall 
terminate upon termination of the Agreement.  
 

3) Developer represents, warrants and covenants to the Company that:  
 

a) Developer is validly existing and in good standing under the laws of the 
jurisdiction in which it is organized.    
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b) Developer has full authority to enter into this Compensation Agreement and to 
perform its obligations hereunder.  
 

c) Developer, its employees and agents shall at all times during the term of this 
Compensation Agreement comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, rules 
and regulations.  
 

d) There are no decrees, orders of any court or administrative agency, consent 
agreements, or pending formal or informal governmental investigations which 
would prohibit or affect Developer’s ability to perform its obligations hereunder 
or to construct the Premises.   
 

e) The Developer shall file or submit on a timely basis all documents, 
applications and papers necessary to obtain all permits, licenses and approvals 
required to construct the Premises. 

4) In the event either party defaults in the performance of this Compensation 
Agreement, the non-defaulting party shall give the defaulting party written notice 
specifying the nature of such default and identifying the specific provision in this 
Compensation Agreement which gives rise to the default.  The defaulting party 
shall have fifteen (15) days to either (i) notify the non-defaulting party that no 
default occurred, (ii) cure the default, or (iii) if such default is incapable of cure 
within such fifteen (15) day period, commence curing the default within such 
fifteen (15) day period and diligently pursue such cure to completion within 
thirty (30) days.  If the defaulting party fails to do so within the time frames 
specified in the preceding sentence, the non-defaulting party may terminate this 
Compensation Agreement.   

5) In addition to any and all other remedies available to the Company at law or in 
equity, in the event Developer, its successors, assigns, principals, subsidiaries, 
affiliates, partners, joint venturers, employees, officers or directors, permits 
another multi-channel video distributor to provide service to the Premises within 
the first six years of the effective date of the Installation and Service Agreement, 
unless required to do so by applicable law, (i) this Compensation Agreement 
shall terminate immediately, (ii) Developer’s right to receive the Per Unit 
Compensation shall terminate immediately and (iii) Developer shall refund to the 
Company a portion of the Per Unit Compensation paid by the Company up to the 
date of termination in an amount equal to (A) the total Per Unit Compensation 
paid to the date of termination, divided by (B) the number of years in the original 
twelve (12) year term of the Agreement, multiplied by (C) the number of years 
remaining in the original twelve (12) year term of the Agreement as of 
termination date of this Compensation Agreement.  
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6) This Compensation Agreement may not be assigned by Developer without the 
prior written consent of the Company, which consent shall not be 
unreasonably withheld.    
 

7) This Compensation Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance 
with the laws of the jurisdiction in which the Premises are located.  

 
8) All disputes under this Compensation Agreement shall be submitted to, and 

settled by arbitration in accordance with the rules of the American Arbitration 
Association.  The parties shall appoint a mutually agreeable arbitrator 
reasonably familiar with multi-channel video program distribution systems 
and services.  In the event the parties are unable to agree to a single arbitrator, 
the dispute shall be submitted to a panel of three (3) arbitrators, one of which 
shall be reasonably familiar with multi-channel video program distribution 
systems and services.  Each party shall appoint an arbitrator and the two 
arbitrators so appointed shall then select a third arbitrator.  The arbitrators 
shall apply applicable federal laws and regulations and the laws of the 
jurisdiction in which the Development is located, without regard to its choice 
of law principles.  The decision of the arbitrators shall be binding and 
conclusive on all parties involved, and judgment upon their decision may be 
entered in a court of competent jurisdiction.  The prevailing party in any such 
arbitration shall be entitled to collect from the non-prevailing party, all costs 
of the arbitration, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(THIS SECTION INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK)
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Compensation Agreement to be 
executed by their duly authorized representatives as of the date first written above. 
 
WITNESS/ATTEST 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name: 
 
 
 
 
Name: 
 
 
 
  
Name:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Name:  

NORTH MIAMI COMMUNITY 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 
a public body corporate and politic 
 
 
 
By:      
 Kevin A. Burns, Chairman 
 
 
 
By:      
 Tony E. Crapp, Sr., Executive Director 
 
 
 
By:      
 Frank Wolland, City Clerk 
 
 
 
Approved as to form and legal sufficiency: 
 
 
By:      

Gray Robinson, P.A., CRA Attorney 
 

  
  
 
 
 
ATTEST:     COMCAST OF SOUTH FLORIDA II, INC. 
 
 
__________________________  By:_________________________________ 
       Tom Autry 
       Vice President and General Manager 
       Miami Dade County and the Florida Keys  
       18601 NW 2nd Avenue 
       Miami, FL 33169 



Item V 



                                                                         AGENDA ITEM V 
 
 

CRA Board 
Kevin A. Burns, Chair 
Michael R. Blynn 
Jacques Despinosse  
Scott Galvin 
Marie Erlande Steril 
 
Executive Director 
Tony E. Crapp, Sr. 
 
CRA Attorney 
Steven W. Zelkowitz 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PO Box 610655 
North Miami, FL 33261-0655 
P: 305.899.0272 
F: 305.899.9376 
 
 
 
www.NorthMiamiCRA.org 

NORTH MIAMI  COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY  

Date:   January 31, 2007 
 
To:  Chairman and Members  
  CRA Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Tony E. Crapp, Sr. 
  Executive Director 
 
Subject:  First Amendment to the Interlocal Agreement between the 

City of North Miami and the North Miami CRA regarding 
the conveyance of the Pioneer Gardens (f/k/a Ruck’s Park) 
property from the City to the CRA 

 
 
 
Attached please find a proposed first amendment as referenced above for 
your consideration and recommendation to the CRA Board. The purpose 
of this amendment is to conform the property legal description as attached 
to the subject interlocal agreement to the recent survey of the property that 
has been conducted and certified by Craven Thompson & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NMCRAAC agenda item re first amendment to interlocal for conveyance 
of Pioneer Gardens property for 20507 tecsr 013007 
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Agreement 

















Item VI 











Item VII 



The North Miami Community Redevelopment Agency 

Advisory Committee Members  

  

  
  

Appointed by Kevin Burns, Chair

    

 Bill Valentine Resident 9/11/2007

 Vacant Business 9/11/2008

    

Appointed by Michael Blynn

    

 Michael McDearmaid Resident 9/11/2007

 Vacant Business 9/11/2008

    

Appointed by Jacques Despinosse

    

 Inez Couch Resident 9/11/2008

 Jean Monestime Business 9/11/2007

    

Appointed by Scott Galvin

    

 Clark Reynolds Business 9/11/2007

 Armando Vidal Resident 9/11/2008

    

Appointed by Marie Erlande Steril

    

 Duke Sorey Resident 9/11/2007

 Dr. Smith Joseph Business 9/11/2008

    

At-large

    

 Blanca Cobo Business 9/11/2007

 Judy Feldman Resident 9/11/2008

 PO Box 610655 • North Miami, FL 33261-0655 • P: 305.899.0272 • F: 305.899.9376 
www.NorthMiamiCRA.org • DISCLAIMER 

2/1/2007 http://www.northmiamicra.org/docs/advisory_committee_list.htm
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