TAB 3
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
OF
DECEMBER 13, 2002 MEETING



MEETING SUMMARY

FLORIDA SEAPORT TRANSPORTATION AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

Meeting of December 13, 2002
Knott Building
The Capital
Tdlahassee, FHorida

A meeting of the Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development (FSTED) Council was held on
Friday, December 13, 2002, at 9:00 am., in Talahassee, Florida. Chairman Towdey called the meeting to

order and Assistant Secretary, Mike Rubin, called the roll. Members present were:

Chairman Chuck Towdey, Miami

Mac McLouth, Canavera

Ken Krauter, Everglades

Va Schwec, Fernandina

Doug Anderson, Fort Pierce

Dave Kaufman for Rick Ferrin, Jacksonville
David McDonald, Manatee

Richard Wainio, Pam Beach

Wayne Stubbs, Panama City

Chuck Porter, Pensacola

Tommy Pitts, St. Joe

Michael Perez, St. Petersburg

Ram Kancharla, Tampa

Debra Corkhill, Governor’s Office of Tourism, Trade and Economic Development

Lorenzo Alexander, Florida Department of Transportation
Sonny Timmerman, Florida Department of Community Affairs

A quorum was present. Also in attendance were:

John R. LaCapra Diane Camacho Chris Novack
Nancy Leikauf Ken Scarbrough David Anderton
Mike Rubin Scott Campbell Mary Meynarez
Toy Kdler Tanner Campbell Lisa Derryberry
Jeff Brown Carlos Valdes Chris Delvecchio
Rose Santurri Chris Kauffmann Richard Lombroia
Dixie Sansom Mike Poole Bruce Grant
Jerry Simon Ken Midkiff Charlotte Hand
Rob Hebert Ron Baker David Lee
David Hebert Stephen Doss

Bert Francis Robert Vickers

Khdid Sdahuddin

Jamieson Taylor



Agenda Item 3, Approva of the Minutes, was taken up. The FSTED Council voted to approve the June
27, 2002, FSTED Council meeting minutes.

Lorenzo Alexander gave the first report under Agenda Item 4 Agency/Legislative Status Reports,
introducing Charlotte Hand with the Department of Transportation. Ms. Hand gave a briefing on the
Department’s macroeconomic analysis of the economicimpact of transportation investments. Theanalysis
was not project-specific but was done at the program level. She stated that the analysis was mandated by the
Horida Legidature in 2000 and the Department hired a consultant to look at models and studies that were
already existing. According to Ms. Hand, the analysis concluded that highway, rail and transit have a
benefit/cost ratio of 5.5. For every dollar spent, thereis a 5.5 dollar benefit. She said regarding ports, the
study looked at the benefit/cost ratios for non-Florida, individua projects, because information was not
available at the program level. For specific projects studied, benefitsranged from 1.6 to 13.1. Program level
models are not available for aviation either but on a project level, benefit cost ratios ranged from 1.4 t0 5.3.

In addition, Ms. Hand stated that the DOT Work Program resulting investments in highway, rail and transit
using the models that were available for that industry, showed a persona income increase of $44 billion over
a 25-year period and generated 88,000 jobs.

Mr. LaCapra reported that he had contacted the Maritime Administration in Washington, D.C. and they
confirm adequate models to do asimilar analysis of ports as those recognized for ground transportation do
not exist at the federal level. In Florida s case, without being apart of FDOT’ s economic model which uses
the benefit/cost ratio to prioritize Work Program funding, seaports are at a unfair disadvantage to initiate
funding requests for important seaport economic projects. Mr. LaCapra suggested that those FSTED
members who are members of the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) may want to apply
influence at the nationa level to get the Federd Highway Administration to develop a national economic
benefit model for seaports.

Chairman Towsley responded, asking FloridaPorts Council staff to draft such aletter to the Federal Highway
Administration and copy the AAPA in order to initiate those discussions. Mr. McDona d suggested thisissue
be presented to the AAPA during their spring conference.

Mr. Alexander reported that FDOT’ s Public Transportation Administrator, Marion Hart, recently had an
opportunity to participate in a Latin American freight logistics study tour along with several federd DOT
administrators. According to Mr. Hart, it was an enlightening experience that he would like to share with the
Council at some time in the near future.

Next, Sonny Timmerman with the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) reported that Secretary Steve
Seibert resigned as secretary of the Department and would be leaving January 7. He indicated that the
Governor isvery interested in “true cost accounting” and that DCA isfinishing such astudy in cooperation
with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, a fiscal impact analysis model, to deal with the
impacts of changes on local government tax revenues. He offered to brief the FSTED Council once the study
was complete.

Nancy Leikauf reported that the Auditor Genera's office is doing a study of those entities created pursuant



to Chapter 163, Part |, Interlocal Cooperation, such asthe Florida Ports Financing Commission and analyzing
their accountability, authorities, and usefulness around the state. She stated that they had solicited our
assi stance based upon their previous experience with the Florida Ports Financing Commission and the FSTED
Council. They indicated the ports provided the an excellent moded for accountability, for following through
with the intended purpose, for public disclosure, for maintaining public records and providing public
information, for public meetings and openness. Chairman Towsley thanked and congratul ated the FPC staff
for their work in this regard.

Next, Mike Rubin reported on federa security legidation. Senate Bill 1214, the Graham Hollingsbill, recently
passed and was signed by President Bush. However, as Mr. Rubin pointed out, the bill has no provision for
funding. He said that regulations will be developed through the rule-making process, and he will keep the
Council informed. Chairman Towdey mentioned that one of the itemsto be considered during the regulation
process is the issue of firearms on the port, which we have unsuccessfully tried to address on a legidative
level in Florida over the past severa years. Mr. LaCapra aso noted that the reimbursement provision
remained in the bill. He suggested the FSTED Council send a letter to Senator Bob Graham and
Congresswoman Corrine Brown, thanking them for their leadership on this issue.

Following thefederal |egidativereport, Debra Corkhill indicated that the Governor’ s Office of Tourism, Trade
and Economic Development is very supportive of the ports' efforts in security. She said they recognize the
economic importance of what the ports are doing, and they will work with them in any way possible.

Item 5, Discussion of Seaport Mission Plan/Competitive Issues Study was facilitated by Rob Hebert. Mr.
Hebert explained that his firm, Wilbur Smith Associates, had been conducting research on Florida's
competitors and what factors contribute to maintaining market share. The study is being done on behalf of
the Office of Trade, Tourism, Economic Devel opment and the FloridaL egidature. The L egidature authorized
$75,000 for the study which began in August and is about 90 percent complete. Once complete, Mr. Hebert
indicated the report would be distributed to the ports, the FSTED Council, the Trade and Transport Council,
and other stakeholdersfor comment and subsequent revision. He said they hoped to have the final document
completed and ready for distribution about mid-January and that it would be done concurrently with the
Seaport Misson Pllan. Mr. Hebert indicated that the key issues revealed during the survey and interview
process were ad valorem taxation, permitting, inflexible incentive programs, emphasis on attracting “high-
tech” rather thanlight manufacturing, lost businessopportunities, lack of “ cross-border” connections, worker’s
compensation and ligbility insurance and truckers “hoursof service.” Andfinaly, Mr. Hebert said they found
that no one entity was looking out for the state as far as the trade and transport interests.

Item 6, Report from FSTED Council Security Committee and FSTED Council Security Consultant, began
with areport by Jerry Simon, Chair, FSTED Council Security Committee. He stated that six bidders had
responded to the Request for Qudifications (RFQ) by December 4" -- ADT, Radian, Siemens, Johnson
Controls, Titan and Honeywell. The Security Committee had a subsequent teleconference to go over the bids
and to short-list four companiesfor interviews. The four were Radian, Johnson Controls, Semensand ADT.
According to Mr. Simon, after four very good presentations, the results were a tie between Siemens and
Radian. He recommended to the Council to have these two companies come back in February with an
in-depth financing proposal. He requested that the Council select areview committeeto review thefinancing
proposals from the two finalists.



Mr. LaCapraclarified, stating that part of the RFQ requirementsincluded information on the type of financing
the private sector partner could offer the FSTED Council to build and construct the system needed to provide
an al-inclusive access control systemwith a central IT data collection capability. The only issues are, how
they intend to finance these improvements statewide, and what would be the pay back and how would it be
pad back. In addition, part of the Security Committee’s recommendation was that staff will act as a
facilitator to provide afinal proposal from both entities. Then staff would be in a position to recommend to
the FSTED Council the final selection, based upon a written presentation by both.

A motion was made, seconded and passed to accept the security report and the recommendations based on
the comments of Mr. LaCapra.

Mr. Simon then discussed a memorandum of understanding for reciprocal restricted access badges between
the ports. A copy was not available during the meeting, but was to be sent by e-mail to al Council members.
Mr. Simon stated that 12 ports arein agreement with the memorandum of understanding and two ports-- Port
of Miami and Port Everglades— use more stringent restrictions. Mr. Towdley clarified, stating that the Port
of Miami-Dade must comply with aloca ordinance which is more restrictive than section 311.12, Florida
Statutes.

Next, Mr. Simon indicated that the Security Committee had recently heard a presentation by the Marine
Intelligence Group (MIG) whose product deals with vessdl intelligence. The Security Committee
recommended to the FSTED Council that the Council request Florida Department of Law Enforcement
(FDLE) consider the purchase of thistype system for use by al the portsin the state, aswell as use by sheriff
and police departments.

Mr. Scott Campbell, President and CEO of MIG, explained that there is an annual licensing fee like a
software package with abase pricefor thefull state-wide system. If M1G negotiated with Floridafor multiple
years, multiple ports, and multiple agencies, the cost would be discounted accordingly. Mr. Campbell
explained that MIG is currently providing this service on a classified basis for certain government agencies
intheU.S. and U.K. They are now making the technology available on an unclassified but confidential basis
for subscribers.

A lengthy discussion followed. Mr. Campbell summarized, stating that the system becomes a risk-
management tool. Based on the risk assigned to an incoming ship, the Coast Guard could be notified or the
port may only need to alter the way they manage the incoming ship or law enforcement may want to watch
aship and impose restrictions on its crew. He indicated that MIG had selected the Florida ports and New
York/New Jersey Port Authority asits pre-market group because Floridawanted to be anational model. He
sad that the New Y ork Governor's Office for Homeland Defenseis currently participating and has been one
of MIG’s biggest supporters.

Mr. LaCapraasked Mr. Campbell if MIG would be willing to invest in the process, as the Council has asked
its vendors seeking to provide the landside access credentialing. This would place the burden on MIG to
recommend to the FPC a way to use Florida as a proof-of-concept. The Council could then facilitate a
meeting with law enforcement agencies to educate them about the tool and its usefulness.

Mr. Campbell responded, stating that MG would be agreeableto invest time and resourcesto help movethis
along. It was moved, seconded and approved by a vote of the FSTED Council to forward this information
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to the FDLE with the qualification that the security committee continue to examine this issue as appropriate
with law enforcement, including the level of priority and the source of funding. Mr. Simon closed his report
stating that al of the ports were beginning the badge renewal process.

Mr. LaCapra stated that in the FSTED Council budget process with FDOT, $75,000 had been dlocated for
a competitive commerce study but the fee had been negotiated down to alesser amount. He suggested that
the surplus be moved to supplement the $175,000 credentialing item for security. Such a motion was made,
seconded, and approved by a vote of the Council.

Next, Mr. LaCapra presented a report on risk assessments, stating that invoices would not be paid to
SeaSecure until each port had received a copy of its risk assessment report.

Item 7, Report from FSTED Council Project Review Group, was given by Ms. Nancy Leikauf. Ms. Leikauf
directed the membersto asummary of the October 16" Project Review Group (PRG) meeting. There were
four projects presented at the meeting by Fort Pierce, Fernandina, Manatee and St. Petersburg. The PRG
voted to send these projects to the agencies for review. In addition, the Port of Miami-Dade and Port
Everglades had requested a re-allocation of the proceeds of 99 intermodal bond funds to approved security
projects. These actions were supported by the FDOT.

The FSTED Council voted to approve the reallocation of 99 bond funds from intermoda projects to security
projectsfor the Miami projects discussed. The FSTED Council had previously approved the transfer of those
funds for Port Everglades.

The PRG Report was accepted by avote of the FSTED Council. The Council also voted to approvethe PRG
as the appropriate body for a fina consistency determination on new projects presented if funding
opportunities should become available.

Item 8, Agency Reports on Reviews of Security Measures and Infrastructure Projects, was next on the
agenda. Nancy Leikauf distributed the FDLE priority list for state and federal funding which was devel oped
based upon input from the portsand the minimum standardsin section 311.12, Florida Statutes. The projects
were ranked for state funding totaing $6 million and for federa funds totaing $52 million. The state list
addresses the Tier Il smaller ports, and the federal funding list addressesthe Tier | larger ports. Mr. Wainio
reminded the Council that Port of Palm Beach’s projects had been resubmitted to FDLE as one combined
project totaling approximately $1.7 million and the Florida Ports Financing Commission (FPFC) endorsed this
at its 12/12/03 meeting. The FDLE priority funding list was moved, seconded, and approved by a vote of
the FSTED Council.

Mr. Timmerman reported for DCA on project applications recently reviewed from Fernandina, Manatee and
St. Petersburg.  He indicated that the Department found all three projects to be consistent with the
comprehensive plans and with state law.

Mr. Alexander reported for FDOT on the project applications, stating that the Department found these
projects to be consistent with Florida Statute and eligible for funding as requested.

Ms. Corkhill reported for the Office of Tourism Trade and Economics, stating her office conducted the



review for economic benefit and consistency with the Seaport Mission plan and found them to be both
consistent and of economic benefit.

The Council voted to approve the agency reports as presented.

Item 9, Consideration of FY 03/04 FSTED Program Project Applicationsfor Agency Review was presented
by Mr. LaCapra. He encouraged the ports to continue working with FPC staff and the SeaCl P consultants
to review project applications online. Mr. Alexander indicated that the FDOT seesthisasavery useful tool
and, in fact, was able to provide $8,000 in additional funds to cover user requests for modifications to the
system. Mr. LaCapraexplained that a JPA would be issued on a 50/50 cost share basis. He said the FPFC
had approved the match from its budgeted funds at its 12/12/03 meeting. The FSTED Council voted to
approve the use of matching funds for this item.

A report was given by Lisa Derryberry from SunTrust Bank on |tem 10, Report on the 320.20(3) Bond
Program. She presented a summary of each port's construction fund activities in the 1996 bond program.
The balances presented werethrough November 30th, and included accrued interest earned during the month.
The report was approved by a vote of the FSTED Council.

Mr. Alexander reported that FDOT’ s funding for monitoring the 1996 bond projects had run out and thanked
the FPFC for finding additional funds to continue the statutory requirements for monitoring. He further
advocated to the Council for 1996 bond spend-down by next summer.

Mr. LaCapra reported that Port Everglades has approximately $10.4 million in non-contracted 1996 bond
funds. He said they have requested before the PRG, and it was approved, to fund security projects in the
amount of $2.9 million from these funds. The request now must be approved by the FSTED Council. In
addition, the projects are consistent with the FDLE recommendations. The Council voted to approve $2.9
million being applied to the Port Everglades security project.

Mr. Rob Hebert, Project Review Consultant, directed members to areport in their notebooks, stating that
his firm had looked at the three major ports with outstanding balancesin the 1996 bond issue. Everglades has
abaance of approximately $13,310,000, of which about $10.4 million isnon-contracted. Mr. Hebert’ sreport
was gpproved by avote of the Council.

A report was given by LisaDerryberry from SunTrust Bank on 1 tem 11, Report on the 320.20(4) Intermodal
Bond Program. She summarized the activity of al the ports who participate in the 1999 bond program,
indicating that the report shows construction fund activity through November 30th and includes accrued
interest earnings through that period. Ms. Derryberry’ s report was approved by a vote of the Council.

Next, Mr. John Wright, Project Monitor for the 1999 Intermodal Bond Program gave areport. Mr. Wright
directed membersto acopy of the report, indicating the status on each projects. He stated that projectswere
moving along smoothly, and there were no problems to address at this time. Mr. Wright's report was
approved by avote of the Council. Mr. Hebert directed membersto the Project Consultant’ s report in their
notebooks, addressing the status of projectsin the 1999 bond program. Mr. Hebert’s report was approved
by avote of the Council.



Next, Mr. LaCapraintroduced the South FloridaRegiona Study, which emanated from the work of the South
Florida Rail Committee, created by the FSTED Council two yearsago. An interim report, sponsored by the
FDOT and the Port of Palm Beach through FSTED Program funding, was distributed to Council members.
Mr. LaCapra pointed out that initiation of the report had been approved at a previous meeting in Key West.
He explained that the report ties to the Macroeconomic Anaysisand the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
study issues, becauseit involvesacorridor to move freight and passengers. 1t will require major funding from
locd, state and federal government sources to accomplish. Mr. LaCapra pointed out that two million
containers are represented by these three ports, as well as the vast magjority of cruise passengers and a
commerce corridor representing 6 million people. Mr. LaCapraindicated that in order to be successful with
funding, freight must be seen as amajor issue in Washington.

ChairmanTowsley asked Mr. CarlosValdes, President of the Trade and Transport Council (TTC), to address
the Council regarding this report. Mr. Vades stated that the TTC had been working hard to deliver the
message to the state and that the private sector feels very frustrated. Mr. LaCapra suggested that the
FSTED Council and the TTC try to establish atime frame for a meeting prior to the Legidative session, to
bring al the private sector partners together to discuss thisissue. The FSTED Council voted to accept the
South Florida Regiona Report with comments as provided.

Next, Colone McDonough with the Governor’ s Office of Drug Control (ODC), addressed the Council as part
of the Item 8, Agency Reports. Col. McDonough asked Chairman Towsley and Mr. LaCapra to briefly
summarize Council issueswhich Mr.LaCaprahad discussed with him previoudy. Mr. LaCapraobliged, saying
that as a result of a good working relationships with Colonel McDonough's office and with the FDLE, a
practical approach to some of the minimum security standards outlined in statute was being discussed. In
addition, Mr. LaCapra said they discussed broadening the waiver process to consider security priorities
relative to resources available. Mr. LaCapra explained that this isnot an attempt to lower the standards but
to apply greater technologica capabilities where changing circumstances allow. The standards and waiver
process then become a tool to accomplish the objectives of the ODC and the FDLE.

Colond McDonough concurred with the summary and responded by saying that his origind involvement in
seaport security was motivated by adesireto reduce drugsin the state of Florida. That mission has expanded
withthe FDLE joining inspections because of post 9-11 security standards. He agreed that the major objective
remains to keep commerce flowing, but acknowledged the need for being secure. He stated that with two
exceptions, the ports are bel ow standard and must become compliant. Col. McDonough recognized the ports
estimation of over $100 million and FDLE' s estimate of about $60 million needed to secure the ports. Hesaid
there isawaiver process to alow for overall security objectivesto be met. He said the sateislooking to the
ports, as leaders, to determine what is necessary to meet theintent of thelaw, given the resourcesavailable.
Col. McDonough stated that it is his perception that the failings of the ports are not for infrastructure issues
but they are process failings. According to the Colonel, the processis aleadership issue. He explained that
he could be counted on for support if he sees the leadership is there.

Chairman Towdl ey thanked Col. McDonough and offered assurance that the portswill continue to work both
on the operation and the procedure side. Mr. McDonald brought up an issue for discussion of apublic street
running through the port. He indicated that Manatee and perhaps some of the other ports may need some
help from the Governor's Office to support their case for securing port parameters and not allowing
unauthorized access. Michael Perez pointed out that a very delicate balance exists between funding port
security improvements and funding capita improvements, which are needed to provide jobs and increase the
economic development of the State.



Mr. LaCapra commented that the ODC was in the process of reviewing the security projects that needed
approval and they will provide that at a later time. The Council voted to accept a preliminary approva of
ODC’ sreport.

David McDonald asked that the FSTED Council consider approving his letter of December 13, 2002,
requesting that 97-1RP - Channel Dredging be moved from Schedule B to Schedule A in the 1999 FPFC
Bond Program. He said the project was approved in 1996, and again in 1999, for 320.20(4) funding. It was
also approved by the FPFC. Moving Port Manatee' s Project was approved by a vote of the Council.

Item 12, Status Report on FY 00/01, FY01/02, and FY 02/03 FSTED Program Approved for Funding
Projects, was taken up. Mr. LaCapra explained that the materia distributed to Council members was a
current report on how Chapter 311 grant monies were being used for FY 02/03. With a clarification from
Ram Kancharla that the Port of Tampa, like others, was using monies for 02/03 security law enforcement
reimbursement, the report was approved by a vote of the Council.

Item13, Review of Allocation of FSTED Program Chapter 311 Fundsfor FY 02/03 and FY 03/04, was next
ontheagenda. Mr. LaCaprareminded membersof the FSTED Council of the criteriaadopted by the Council
for prioritization and dlocation purposes for FSTED projects funding. The FPFC recommended adding a
provison number 10, which would apply to security issues, both infrastructure and operating capital. Mr.
LaCapra said the Administrator will draft a new set of criteriato include this item and present it at the next
meeting. Revising the allocation criteria was approved by avote of the Council.

Mr. LaCapra made a recommendation relative to three ports for FY 03/04 311 funding. He stated that
Canaveral iswilling to transfer $600,000 to the FSTED Program from funds they received in FY 98. FDOT
representative, Lorenzo Alexander, said these funds would be available in December of 2003 for the FY
03/04 funding process. Mr. LaCapraexplained that Key West had requested additional security operational
funds in the amount of $128,000. |f approved by the Council, $128,000 would be transferred from Canavera
to Key West, aswell as a $472,000 alocation to Fort Pierce for a project recently approved by the Project
Review Group relating to planning and engineering costs for development of port property. In addition, Port
. Joe has previoudy been dlocation $575,000, and they have agreed to forego the use of those fundsin this
year. Mr. LaCapra stated that St. Petersburg had requested the use of $575,000 in this year, for repairing
itswharf. He said they also have security needs and some dredging issues. The allocation of fundsfor fiscal
years 03/04 and 04/05, as presented, was approved by a vote of the Council.

Agendaltem 14, Consideration of Report from FPFC on Project Funding Issuesfor 320.20(3) and 320.20(4)
Bond Programs, was taken up. Mr. LaCapra gave a verbal report on the actions of the Financing
Commission from the previous day’ s meeting, stating that under the instructions of the FSTED Council, they
conducted a workshop on transportation and security projects. There was a review of the prioritization for
policy issues and a prioritization of security projects. The first two priorities were the spend-down of the '96
bond program funds and the spend-down of the *99 bond program funds. The Trustees provided information
relating to the current status of non-contracted bond fund balances by three mgjor ports, Miami, Tampa and
Port Everglades, for both bond programs. They also reported on excess interest earning balances currently
in the '99 bond program. Mr. LaCapra distributed a worksheet reflecting this information. Mr. LaCapra's
verbal report, as presented, was approved by a vote of the Council.



Next on the agenda, a worksheet was distributed regarding Item 15, Consideration of Redlocation of
320.20(3) Bond Program Funds. Mr. LaCapra explained that the worksheet reflected non-contracted
balances for Miami, Tampa and Port Everglades as of December 1, 2002, for both bond program funds. In
the 1996 bond fund, Port Everglades has gpproximately $10.4 million, of which the Council approved $2.9
million for Everglades security projects and $5 million for Jacksonville. Mr. LaCapra reminded the Council
of the FDLE's earlier recommendations for state priority security projects and for federa projects, neither
of which included Jacksonville.

A discussion followed; Mr. Krauter stating that there is no guarantee that these funds are going to be spent
any more quickly by other ports than by Port Everglades. Mr. LaCapra responded saying there is a public
policy issue to spend down the '96 bonds, and thereisa legd requirement, aswell as, atax requirement. Mr.
Kaufman noted that the Financing Commission approved Jacksonville being ableto alocate some of thefunds
for other approved projects. The recommended reallocation of 1996 bond program funds as presented, was
gpproved by amgjority vote of the Council, with one dissenting vote by Port Everglades.

Also approved by a vote of the Council was a request for a report from the FDOT Project Monitor to the
third- party administrator on the status of spend-downs by the first part of February.

Mr. LaCapra next directed the Council membersto a letter sent by the Port of Palm Beach, indicating they
had approximately $575,000 in savings they wished to apply to an approved project which has been
“TEFRAed” by their local government. Such action was approved by a vote of the Council.

Agenda Item 16, Consideration of Reallocation of 320.20(4) Bond Program Funds, was discussed. Mr.
LaCapra presented a report by the consultants on non-contracted balances in the accounts of Miami,
Everglades and Tampa, as of December 1, 2002. The report was approved earlier in the meeting. Regarding
re-allocations, Mr. Ram Kancharla explained that the Port of Tampa wished to reallocate a portion of their
non-contracted balances for security projects. In an effort to spend down the '99 bond proceeds within the
next 12 to 18 months, they requested areallocation of approximately $2.8 million from two projects Portwide
Infrastructure Improvements ($847,218) and Navigation Improvements - Spoil Idand ($2M) to security
infrastructure improvements, which had been approved by the FDLE. Such action was approved by avote
of the Council.

Next on the agenda, 1tem 17, Consideration of Allocation of Excess Earning of 320.20(4) Intermodal Bond
Program Funds, was discussed. Mr. LaCapra directed the Council members to a worksheet devel oped by
the FPFC based upon the Trustee’ sreport of excess earnings as of November 30, 2002. He said the excess
earnings had been extrapolated out to 11/30/03, based on a discussion with each port of their anticipated
spend-downs. Approva of the projected total, $11,040,000, being placed with the Trustee on behaf of the
FSTED Council, was passed by avote of the Council based upon the spend down provisions of the * 99 bond
program.

Mr. LaCapra explained that the application of these funds, to either security or transportation projects, was
reflective of the priority discussion with FDLE regarding the likelihood of some portsto receive federa funds
for security. The FPFC recommendationsfor all ocating excessinterest earningswere based on consideration
for ports who had security projects on the state priority list, but had no funds. Mr. LaCapra stated that the
proposal before the Council recommended utilizing excess interest earnings in the 99 bond program funds
for security infrastructure projects as follows:



Manatee: $ 640,000 Pensacola: $ 345,000
Fernandina: $ 335,000 Canaverd: $ 350,000
Pam Beach: $ 750,000 Tampa: $2,500,000
PanamaCity: $ 125,000

Mr. Wayne Stubbs requested clarification; these figuresare only for security projects and another worksheet
describes recommended funding for transportation infrastructure projects. Mr. LaCapra pointed out that the
$2.5million recommended for Tampawas an effort to achieve equity among the three major ports regarding
spend-downs, and also meet the intent of the FDLE in trying to take care of minimum standards for our Tier
Il ports.

Approva of the proposal, as presented, was passed by avote of the Council. Mr. Kancharla pointed out that
the Port of Tampa was taking $2.9 million from existing projects and reallocating it to security projects. He
expressed appreciation for the $2.5 million in excess interet, indicating that Tampa had over $4 million in
FDLE approved security infrastructure projects that are unfunded. He objected to infrastructure projects
being funded prior to funding security infrastructure needs. Chairman Towsley responded, saying there are
portsin a position similar to Tampa' s who did not receive excess interest allocations. Mr. LaCapra stated
that each port must determine how to manage its security issues which involves public policy considerations.

Next, Mr. LaCapra presented the FPFC’ s recommendations for transportation infrastructure projects.

Port Manatee: $3,000,000 for a dredging project a a 75/25 match
PanamaCity: $ 900,000 for a bulkhead project a a 75-25 match.
Pensacola: $ 200,000 for an intermodal project at a 50-50 match.
Canaverd: $1,150,000 for an intermoda project a a 75-25 match.

The totd is$5,250,000. Approval of the proposal as presented was passed by avote of the Council, with one
dissenting vote by Port of Tampa.

Mr. LaCapra summarized the actions of the Council, stating that from the $11,040,000 in excess earnings
from the 320.20(4) Intermodal Bond Program Funds projected for the next two fiscal years, $5,250,000 and
$5,040,000 have gone into two separate areas, leaving $750,000 on the table for additional consideration. He
indicated that these amounts could change subject to matching requirements.

Mike Rubin explained that the Financing Commission adopted a 3-part motion at its December 12, 2002
meeting regarding matching funds. Their recommendation to the Council follows:

1. Seaports with operating revenues of lessthan $5 million asof September 30, 2002, would be
required to have a minimum match of 10 percent, coming from their local funds.

2. Seaports with operating revenues in excess of $5 million as of September 30, 2002, would
be required to have a minimum of 25 percent match with a minimum of 10 percent coming
from local funds. The other 15 percent could come from federal funds or any other funds
that were available.

3. Seaports with operating revenues in excess of $5 million as of September 30, 2002, and
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eligible for federa security funds, but not receiving federal security funds, could request that
the FSTED Council authorize them to have a minimum match of 10 percent with the 10
percent coming from local funds.

Recognizing that the application of this new policy may reduce some of the alocations, a motion was made
to approve the recommended match and to instruct the administrator to work with each port having security
projects, to establish thefinal cost figures, and to advise the Trustee to apply these figuresin accordance with

the policy.

Approva of the recommendation as presented, was passed by a vote of the Council. Mr. Rubin agreed to
distribute a memo to the ports with the new cost figures.

Chairman Towdley asked to step out of hisrole as FSTED Council Chair to point out that the Port of Miami-
Dade has substantial security needs, and has not received any of the excess earnings for unfunded FDLE
priority projects. He requested the remaining excess funds ($750,000) be dlocated to Miami for priority
security projects.

Approva of the request as presented, was passed by a vote of the Council.

David Kaufman requested, in the interest of spending down these reallocated funds as expeditioudy as
possible, that the affected ports, the Trustee, and bond counsel be directed to take all actions necessary to
transfer funds as quickly as possible.

Mr. LaCapra presented severd letters from the Port of Palm Beach, stating that they have saved funds of
approximately $430,000 from ‘99 bond proceeds originaly assigned to arail study, $120,000 from excess
escrow funds and $80,000 from TOP funds, for atotal of $630,000. They would liketo redirect these funds
to security projects. $750,000 was approved by the FPFC, but Palm Beach’s security needs actually total
$1,775,000. Mr. LaCapra pointed out that there will be some potential savings once the new match policy
is applied but PAm Beach will have a shortfal of gpproximately $350,000.

Wayne Stubbs asked for clarification regarding Panama City’s security allocation, stating that his
understanding of the previous day’s FPFC recommended allocation was that Panama City retained the
balance of $265,000 from its excess earnings, plus received an additional $120,000, in order to implement
Security projects meeting minimum standards, projected to be $378,000.

After much discussion, and based on the newly adopted match policy, Mr. LaCapra summarized each port’s
1999 bond fund security alocation, including projected excessinterest earnings through 11/30/03 as follows:

Manatee: $ 640,000 Pensacola: $ 310,000
Fernandina: $ 300,000 Canavera: $ 275,000
PamBeach: $ 945,000 Tampa $2,500,000

PanamaCity: $ 340,000

The total is $5,310,000, or $270,000 more than the $5,040,000 originaly perceived to be needed for security
projects from excess earnings in the 320.20(4) Intermodal Bond Program Funds. Asaresult, Mr. LaCapra
advised the Council that the balance of $750,000 reported and allocated to the Port of Miami-Dade earlier
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in this meeting was, in reality, only $480,000.

Chairman Towsley reiterated that the Port of Miami-Dade has over $24 million in priority projects on the
FDLE ligt that are unfunded, and voiced objection to having the $750,000 reduced. A lengthy discussion
followed. Mr. LaCapra asked Mr. Wright as the Project Monitor for the 99 Bond Program, to again review
the spend-down features of the excess earning projectionsfor the three largest portsin case the amounts had
been underestimated. He also explained that the re-allocations taking place at this meeting represented a
capped amount, and it was the recommendation of the Financing Commission that after November 30, 2003,
any excess earnings on 1999 bond program fundswould go to the portswithout having to return to the FSTED
Council for approval.

Diane Camacho reported that the Port of Miami-Dade requested reallocation of some funds to security
projects which are under contract at this time. The balance, which they have asked to reallocate to traffic
circulation enhancements, is also under contract and underway. With regards to money for dredging, Ms.
Camacho indicated they anticipate having to fund an escrow of gpproximately $10 million, by June of 2003.

Mr. LaCaprasuggested funding the $270,000 for Miami-Dadefrom the FY 2004 Chapter 311 funding program
or recdculate interest and see if it can be stretched out. Approva of $270,000 from Chapter 311 funds in
2004 was passed by a vote of the Council.

Mr. LaCapraindicated that the Council would need to formaly approve the recommended funding for the
1999 excess interest earnings for security projects, ensuring that the amounts reflect a 10 percent match or
25 percent match as required by the resolution. Approva of the following allocations, was passed by avote
of the Council:

Manatee: $ 640,000 Pensacol a: $ 310,000
Fernandina: $ 300,000 Canaverd: $ 275,000
Pam Beach: $ 945,000 Tampa $2,500,000

PanamaCity: $ 340,000
$480,000 remains with Miami-Dade.

Mr. LaCapra also asked for approval that these amounts be capped and transferred to the Trustee, and that
the FSTED Council consider any future interest earned over and above these caps accrue to the ports. Such
approval was passed by avote of the Council.

Mr. David Kaufman proposed a motion that the ports with reallocated dollars and bond counsel and the
Trustee take whatever actions necessary to expedite the transfers and that the money be spent as quickly
as expeditioudy as possible. The motion was passed by a vote of the Council.

Item 18, Consderation of Allocations of Chapter 311 Funds for FY 04/05 and FY 05/06, wastaken up. Mr.
L aCapra presented the Chapter 311 all ocations proposed by the FPFC, stating that Port St. Joe had given up
fundsin the '03-'04 year to St. Petersburg and those funds are recommended to be replaced in the '04-'05
year. He said that St. Petersburg needs an additional $600,000 to finish its projects in the '04-'05 year. In
addition, Ft. Pierce’ s Taylor Creek Project would be funded in the '04-'05 based upon their readinessto spend
the funds. Mr. LaCapra also reminded the Council that based on a previous vote of the FSTED Council,
$270,000 was approved for the Port of Miami-Dade.
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Approval of the allocation of the 04/05 Chapter 311 funds as presented, was passed by avote of the Council.

Next, Mr. Ken Krauter requested $5 million in 311 money from FY '04-'05 funds, reminding the Council that
Port Everglades agreed to redll ocate $10 million to othersin September of 2000 from the 1996 bond program.
He said it included an agreement that those funds would be made up from 311 funds over atwo-year period,
which the Council subsequently amended to a three-year period. Mr. Krauter stated that the port has not
received reimbursement on that $10 million, and they are now are faced with another $5 million being
reall ocated to other ports.

Mr. McDonald objected, challenging those portsthat still have uncommitted excessfundsto spend them down
before they come back to this Council with additiona requests.

Mr. Stubbs stated that a precedent exists whereby all ports have given up money which was never
reimbursed, because they were unable to spend it in atimely way. He said it was because they know they
cannot stand in the way of other ports who need to move more quickly. Mr. Stubbsindicated that he would
support Everglades getting amulti-year reallocation such as $1 million or $1 %2 million over atwo or three year
period because that would not devastate the Chapter 311 program, but he would not support $5 million.

Mr. Kaufman opined that after the sale of 1996 bonds, the portslearned that they needed to hold themselves
accountable to spend-down provisions on the excess interest earned from the sale of 1999 bonds.

Mr. LaCapra was asked by Chairman Towsley to elaborate on a future bond issue. He expressed that it
should be regiona in nature, project-specific and approved by the Legidature, carry out the corridor issues
being studied by the Council and others, and improve efficienciesin moving freight. Mr. LaCapra stated that
the ports have developed good infrastructure, but the next level of development is the intrastate highway
systems and rail systems that carry goods to populations centers. The ports aso face major security issues.

An dlocation of $5 million to Port Everglades through funding in future years from Chapter 311 funds was
proposed and amended to $1 million per year over athree year period with the provision that Port Everglades
may offer the money back if they are able to achieve funding through other efforts of the Council. The
proposal failed by avote of the Council.

Next, Mr. LaCapra asked for avote of confidence to proceed with a new bond issue, with review and input
by the Council. Such action was approved by a vote of the Council.

Finaly, Mr. LaCapra presented an audit of the FSTED Council. Approva of the audit as presented was
passed by avote of the Council.

The FSTED Council meeting adjourned at 12:45 p.m.

TTK/NJL
Attachments

\\Mainserver\nancy\MyFiles\FSTED Council Meetings\FSTED Council Meetings\FSTED Council Meeting 2-25-03
Tallahassee\fsted12-13mtgsummary.wpd

13



FLORIDA SEAPORT TRANSPORTATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
CHAPTER 311, F.S.
APPROVED ALLOCATIONS
FYO03/04 AND FY04/05

ALLOCATED FOR APPROVED
ALLOCATED FOR STATE-MANDATED ALLOCATIONS FOR
STATE-MANDATED SECURITY COMMERCE
SECURITY LAW INFRASTRUCTURE ALLOCATED FOR CAPITAL
ENFORCEMENT CAPITAL COMMERCE CAPITAL TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE
OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE CHAPTER 311 PROJECTS
COSTS PROJECTS PROJECTS ALLOCATION TO DATE
PORT FY03/04 FY03/04 FY03/04 FY03/04 FY04/05*
CANAVERAL $ 450,000 450,000
EVERGLADES $ 1,550,000 1,550,000
FERNANDINA $ 250,000 250,000
FT. PIERCE $ 472,000 472,000 $ 1,750,000
JACKSONVILLE $ 1,400,000 1,400,000
KEY WEST $ 128,000 | $ 1,100,000 1,228,000
MANATEE -
MIAMI $ 1,750,000 1,750,000 $ 270,000
PALM BEACH $ 300,000 300,000
PANAMA CITY -
PENSACOLA -
PORT ST. JOE - $ 575,000
ST. PETERSBURG $ 65,000 | $ 510,000 575,000 $ 600,000
TAMPA $ 2,300,000 2,300,000
ALLOCATED $ 7,750,000 | $ 193,000 | $ 2,332,000 10,275,000
ACQUISITION OF
TRADE DATA
INFORMATION 325,000
TOTAL
ALLOCATED 10,600,000

Note: Assuming Canaveral FY98 funds of
$600,000 are forwarded into this FY and
reallocated to Ft. Pierce and Key West.

*Authorization to use
Chapter 311 funds for
security to expire July
1, 2004.

nil

Considered by the FSTED Council on June 27, 2002; reviewed by the FSTED Council Project Review Group on October 16, 2002 for any revisions to
contract numbers; and approved by the FSTED Council on December 13, 2002.




FLORIDA PORTSFINANCING COMMISSION
1996 BOND ISSUE ALLOCATIONS

PORT EVERGLADES: + $10,400,000 Balance as of December 1, 2002
Allocated to Port Everglades: $2,900,000 (for approved security projects)
Allocated to Jaxport: $5,000,000 (for approved security projects/under
contract projects) + $8,000,000

Baance to Port Everglades. $2,500,000 (for security enhancements or
trangportation projects previoudy approved by the
FSTED Council)

/njl
Approved by the FPFC and FSTED Council on December 12, 2002 and December 13, 2002, respectively

\\Mainserver\nancy\MyFiles\FPFC Administration - FY 02-03\1996 Bond reallocations - December 2002.wpd



FLORIDA PORTS FINANCING COMMISSION PROGRAM
Matching Requirements and Transfer Information

12/13/02
1999 BOND 1999 BOND
PROGRAM EXCESS PROGRAM EXCESS
INTEREST INTEREST EARNINGS
PROJECTED EARNINGS ALLOCATIONS FOR
EXCESS INTEREST [ALLOCATIONS FOR| ~ PORT TRANSPORTATION |  PORT
PORT EARNINGS 11/30/03 [ SECURITY 12/13/02| MATCH AMOUNT 12/13/02 MATCH AMOUNT PROJECT TRANSFERS TO OR FROM BALANCE
CANAVERAL $ 1,500,000 | $ 275,000 10%| $ 27,500 | $ 1,150,000 25%]| $ 287,500 Intermodal $ (75,000){To Panama City $ -
EVERGLADES $ 1,350,000 $ $ (1,350,000){To Manatee $ -
FERNANDINA $ 35,000 | $ 300,000 10%| $ 30,000 | $ $ 265,000 |From Miami $ -
FT. PIERCE N/A N/A 0%]| $ $ N/A
JACKSONVILLE [$ N/A $ $ N/A
KEY WEST N/A N/A 0%]| $ $ N/A
25% At least
10% local
MANATEE $ 640,000 | $ 640,000 |funds $ 160,000 | $ 3,000,000 25%( $ 750,000 Dredging $ 1,350,000 |From Everglades
$ 1,650,000 From Miami
$ 3,000,000 |TOTAL $ -
25% At least
10% local
MIAMI $ 4,200,000 | $ 480,000 |funds $ 120,000 | $ $ (265,000)|To Fernandina
$ (510,000)| To Pensacola
$ (900,000)| To Panama City
$ (395,000)| To Palm Beach
$ (1,650,000)| To Manatee
$ (3,720,000)[TOTAL $ -
PALM BEACH $ 550,000 | $ 945,000 10%| $ 94,500 | $ - $ 395,000 |From Miami $ -
PANAMA CITY $ 265,000 | $ 340,000 10%| $ 34,000 | $ 900,000 25%]| $ 225,000 | Bulkheading |$ 75,000 |[From Canaveral
$ 900,000 |From Miami
$ 975,000 |TOTAL $ -
PENSACOLA $ $ 310,000 10%| $ 31,000 | $ 200,000 50%]| $ 100,000 Intermodal $ 510,000 |From Miami
PORT ST. JOE N/A N/A 0%]| $ $ N/A
ST. PETERSBURG N/A N/A 0%]| $ $ N/A
25% At least
10% local
TAMPA $ 2,500,000 | $ 2,500,000 |funds $ 625,000 | $ $ -
TOTAL $ 11,040,000 | $ 5,790,000 $ 5,250,000

/njl TRANSFERS




/njl FSTED Program Security Spending Report for FDLE 12-19-02 Format for Presentation Summary of Funding 12-20-02

FLORIDA SEAPORT TRANSPORTATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

SECURITY FUNDING

PORT FY01/02 TOP AMOUNT OF ALLOCATION OF | ALLOCATION OF | ALLOCATION OF ALLOCATION OF ALLOCATION OF 320.20(3) BOND 320.20(4) INTERMODAL
FUNDING FEDERAL FUNDS CHAPTER 311 CHAPTER 311 CHAPTER 311 CHAPTER 311 CHAPTER 311 PROGRAM FUNDS BOND PROGRAM
SECURITY - RECEIVED FY01/02 FUNDS FY02/03 FUNDS FY02/03 FUNDS | FY03/04 FUNDS (Law| FY03/04 FUNDS COMMITTED FOR | FUNDS AND INTEREST
(Infrastructure | 93.3 M SECURITY (FLORIDA (Law Enforcement (Security Enforcement (Security SECURITY EARNINGS COMMITTED|
Capital GRANT NATIONAL GUARD)| Operational Costs) | Infrastructure Capital| Operational Costs) |Infrastructure Capital| (Infrastructure Capital FOR SECURITY
Improvements) JUNE 2002 Improvements) * Improvements) 12/02| Improvements) 12/02 | (Infrastructure Capital
(Infrastructure Improvements) 12/02
Capital
Improvements)
CANAVERAL $ 90,000 | $ 1,650,000 $ 500,000 $ 450,000 $ 275,000
EVERGLADES $ 1,600,000 | $ 6,844,800 | $ 1,200,000 | $ 2,675,000 $ 1,550,000 $ 2,900,000 | $ 16,000,000
FERNANDINA $ - |8 - $ 100,000 $ 300,000
FT. PIERCE $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
JACKSONVILLE $ 600,000 | $ 297,000 $ 1,100,000 $ 1,400,000 $ 5,000,000
KEY WEST $ - $ 510,500 | $ 1,100,000 | $ 195,469 | $ 54,531 1% - $ 128,500
MANATEE $ 100,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ 640,000
MIAMI $ 1,600,000 | $ 6,370,801 $ 1,993,000 | $ 100,000 | $ 1,750,000 $ 9,580,000
PALM BEACH $ 300,000 | $ - $ 175,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 300,000 $ 120,000 | $ 1,375,000
PANAMA CITY $ B - $ 200,000 | $ - $ 340,000
PENSACOLA $ 63,094 | $ - $ - $ - $ 310,000
PORT ST. JOE $ - $ - $ - $ -
ST. PETERSBURG $ - |8 - $ - |8 200,000 | $ - |8 65,000
TAMPA $ 800,000 | $ 3,500,000 $ 2,125,000 $ 2,300,000 $ 5,350,000
TOTAL: $ 5,153,094 | $ 19,173,101 | $ 2,300,000 | $ 8,863,469 | $ 754,531  $ 7,750,000 | $ 193,500 | $ 8,020,000 | $ 34,170,000
FSTED COUNCIL:
BADGING AND RISK
ASSESSMENTS $ 375,000
SECURITY
CREDENTIALING $ 175,000
TSA ASSESSMENT $ 70,000
TOTAL TO FSTED
COUNCIL $ 245,000
TOTAL TO PORTS $ 5,528,094 $ 9,108,469
TOTAL TO FDLE $ 1,471,906
TOTAL TOP FUNDS $ 7,000,000
Note: Stolen Auto Recovery
System (STAR) Program *Includes STAR funds

funds of approximately
$3,240,000 are not included
in these amounts, but are for
security.

transferred to security
infrastructure. Funds
include rolled forward
FSTED Program funds.

Source: Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development Council

12-20-02




PRIORITY ORDER FOR FLORIDA PORTS' SECURITY FUNDING PROJECTS

Priority for Federal Funding

Total
Project Amount
1|Tampa: Hookers Point Gate Complex $6,669,501
2[Miami: Cruise Provision Inspection Facilities $10,000,000
3[Miami: Cargo Gateway Complex $8,260,000
4|Miami: Cruise Terminal Access Control System $212,130
5(Tampa: Pendola Point Gate Complex $741,302
6/Tampa: Remote Gates Security System $2,709,222
Jacksonville: Blount Island Marine Terminal Project Components: Access control, tracking, vehicle and visitor control

7|system $533,300
8|Jacksonville: Talleyrand Marine Terminal Project Components: Gates $2,143,200
9[CANAVERAL Entry Control - Various Buildings $300,000
10|Jacksonville: Talleyrand Marine Terminal Project Components: Access Control $597,930
11|Tampa: Fencing $1,977,523
12|Jacksonville: Blount Island Marine Terminal Project Components: Fencing $147,334
13|Jacksonville: Talleyrand Marine Terminal Project Components: Fencing $345,625
14|CANAVERAL Scallop Drive Fencing $85,000
15|Miami: Perimeter Fencing $2,366,800
16|Miami: Cruise Terminal Commercial Vehicle Pre-Inspection Program Stations $200,000
17|Everglades LAN and Infrastructure $1,663,291
18|Everglades Automated Access Control Systems - $443,983
19]Miami WOA Perimeter Barrier $120,000
20|(Tampa: Security Lighting Improvements $2,206,563
21[Jacksonville: Blount Island Marine Terminal Project Components: Lighting $5,700,000
22|Jacksonville: Talleyrand Marine Terminal Project Components: Lighting $1,050,000
23|Miami: CCTV $919,359
24|Jacksonville: Talleyrand Marine Terminal Project Components: Video Surveillance $366,336
25|Tampa: CCTV $233,666
26[Jacksonville: Dames Point Marine Terminal Project Components: Access Control $360,900
27(Jacksonville: Dames Point Marine Terminal Project Components: Video Surveillance $107,089
28[Jacksonville: Dames Point Marine Terminal Project Components: Gates $1,532,160
29(Miami: Security Master Plan $525,000
Total cost to bring physical infrastructure at Florida's Tier One ports into substantial compliance | $52,517,214

David R Reeves Il 12/11/2002




PRIORITY ORDER FOR FLORIDA PORTS' SECURITY FUNDING PROJECTS

Priority for State Funding

Total
Project Amount

1|Palm Beach: Main Gate and Site Improvements $1,286,059
2[Manatee: Perimeter Fencing Improvements $205,616
3|Fernandina Beach: Relocate Guard House $41,000
4|Panama City: Gates and Guard House renamed "Redesign of Entrance" $235,689
5[Pensacola: Automated Access Upgrades $226,743
6|Pensacola: Fiber Optic Devices $61,000
7|Fernandina Beach: Upgrade Fencing $58,820
8|Panama City: Fencing $142,712
9[Key West: Security Signage - Truman $3,000
10|Key West: Movable Barriers - Mallory $3,000
11|Key West: Security Signage - Mallory $3,000
12|Manatee: Access Control/Security Command and Control Improvements $49,812
13|Fernandina Beach: Designated Visitor Parking $130,000
14|Pensacola: Interior and Exterior Lighting Improvements $1,908,430
15|Palm Beach: Additional High Mast Lighting Installation $486,724
16|Fernandina Beach: Upgrade Lighting $100,425
17|Manatee: Additional High Mast Lighting Installation $996,520
18|St. Petersburg: Proximity Reader $42,000
19|St. Petersburg: Controlled Access Software $30,000
Total cost to bring physical infrastructure at Florida's Tier Two port into substantial compliance | $6,010,550

David R Reeves Il 12/11/2002




ACTIONITEMS



1271772882 1@:18 9417291463 . PORT MANATEE PagE B2

FLORIDA PORTS COUNCIL

2655 T JEUNE ROAD E u
SEITE 500 BARNETT BANK BUILDING

BUTTE. 12
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TELEPHONE: (305) 5609920

! PO, BOX 10337
FAX: (302) 461-0800 . . TALLAMASSEE, FL. 32302

TELEFHONE: (90) 272-B028
FAX: (904) 222-7652

December 17, 2002

Ms. Charlotte Hand

Office of Policy Planning

Florida Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32392-0450

Dear Ms. Hand:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Flotida Department of Transportation’s Macroeconomic
Analysis, Impact of Transportation Investments on Economic Performance, and we offer the
following observations and comments. -

The report applies performance measures to highways, rail and transit, and analyzes economic
impacts utilizing an economic modeling framework (the Highway Economic Requirements System
(HERS) and the Regionat Economic Model, Inc, (REMI)). The FDOT does not have a model to
similarly analyze the economic tmpacts of seaports and airports. However, one of the prevailing
principles of the Department’s mission to develop a macroeconomic analysis as cutlined in 5.334.046,
Florida Statutes is to enhance Florida’s economic competitiveness, ensuring that the state has a gleat
understanding of the economic consequences of transportation vestments,

While the Florida Ports Council provided the Department with an abundance of economic data and
analyses, scaports are not a part of your economic model. In fact, our discussions with principles at
the Maritime Administration in Washington, D.C. confirm that adequate models to do a similar
anaiysis of ports as those recognized for ground transportation do not exist at the federal level either.
Without being a part of FDOT’s economic model which solidifies the economic benefit/cost ratio
used to prioritize Work Program funding, seaports are at a unfair disadvantage.

Qur question is, how will the economic benefits derived by Florida’s seaports (for which we have
provided documentation) be assimilated by the FDOT as you set Work Program priorities? The
report accurately recognizes that in spite of the small percent of the Work Program investments (1%5)
allocated to the seaports, it 15 clear that these facilities generate significant economic benefits.

Cavaveral Part Aithority  Pait Everglades  Port of Fermumdion  Port of FL Flerce
Juckagnville Port Authorley  Portaf ey Wees  Manatoc Cotnty Pork duthorlty  Forl of Mimmt  Paryaf Falm Beach
Fanemuo Clty Pord Antharity Portof Pepeseola  Port St Jog Port Anthority  Port of Se, Petersburg Tompa Port Authority
Johin R. LeCapta, Prosident
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~ Ms. Charlotte Hand
December 17, 2002
Page Two

Ifthere is any way the Florida Ports Council can assist you w1th this conundrum, we stand ready. ‘We
appreciate being included and hope we have added value to your macroeconomic analysis process.

Sincerely,

PR

Dravid McDonald, Chairman
Florida Ports Councxl ‘

croy/mytiles/macolettertodot
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December 31, 2002

Mr. Agustin Diaz, Chairman of the Board
American Association of Port Authorities
1010 Duke Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Chairman Diaz:

The Florida Ports Council has encounterad an issue we would like to share with you and members of
the American Association of Port Authorities. Florida’s Department of Transportation recently
completed a Macroeconomic Analysis, Impact of Transportation Investments on Economic
Performance. The analysis and subsequent report applies performance measures to highways, rail and
transit, and analyzes economic impacts utilizing an economic modeling framework (the Highway
Economic Requiremsents System (HERS) and the Regional Economic Model, Inc. (REMI)).
However, what became clear during develepment of the Macroeconomic Analysis report, is that the
FDOT does not have a model to similarly analyze the economic impacts of seaports.

‘While the Florida Ports Council provided the Department with an abundance of economic data and
analyges, seaports are not a part of any standard economic model. In fact, our discussions with
principals at the Maritime Administration in Washington, D.C. confirm that adequate modelsto doa
similar analysis of ports as those recognized for ground transportation do not exist at the federal level.

As our nation’s ports struggle with the funding issues associated with connectivity, intermodal
projects and the use of T-21 funds, perhaps we should seek to develop a national economic benefit
maodel for seaports.

In Florida’s case, without being 2 part of FDOT’s economic model which solidifies the benefit/cost

ratio used to prioritize Work Program finding, seaports are at a unfhir disadvantage to initiate

funding requests for important sezport economic projects. We suspect this may be the case in other
~ states as well. :

Cramreal Pori Autbosfty  Bort Brwmghidos  Fort of Fomamditm  Fort of Fort Flersa




Chairmuan Agnstin Diaz
December 31, 2002
Page 2

Toy Keller, staff to the Florida Ports Council, participated in the development of FDOT’s
Macroeconomic Analysis over the past several years and is familiar with this issue. If you are
interested in a discussion, please contact her at 850-222-3028.

Sincerely,

avid McDonald, Chairiman "~

Florida Ports Council

co: Kurt T. Nagle, President, AAPA
George Williamson, Viee Chairman, FPC

wtoy/myiles/mansletierivanpa wed
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Schedule A
Eligible Projects
(Approved for Funding)

Section 320.20 (4) Bond Program

Total Amount Approved for

Loan Amount Allocated to
Construction Fund as
Approved by FSTED Council

Estimated Interest Earnings

Port/Project # Project Description Total Project Costs* Match % | Section 320.20 (4) Funding on 9/22/99 at 5.680% as of 9/22/99 Estimated Total Total
Manatee
Intermodal access improvements (Hendry
00-1 property) $ 6,000,000.00 5050 |$ 2,000,000.00
97-1RP Access Channel Dredging (Phase II) ** $ 32,000,000.00 75-25 $ -
97-2RP  |Berth 12 (Phase 1 Dredging)* $ 2,800,000.00 | 7525 |$ 1,100,000.00
97-2RP Berth 5 (Construction) $ 4,400,000.00 5050 |$ 2,200,000.00
97-2RP  |Berth 5 (Dredging ) $ 2,300,000.00 | 7525 | $ 1,700,000.00
01-03 Berth 8 Rehabilitation* $ 2,000,000.00 7525 |$ 1,000,000.00
$ 49,500,000.00 $ 8,000,000.00 | $ 7,370,000.00 | $ 630,000.00 | $ 8,000,000.00 | $ 8,000,000.00
Revised below
Intermodal access improvements (Hendry
00-1 property) $ 6,000,000.00 5050 |$ 1,493,975.75
97-1RP Access Channel Dredging (Phase II) ** $ 32,000,000.00 75-25 $ -
97-2RP  |Berth 12 (Phase 1 Dredging)* $ 2,800,00000 | 7525 |$
97-2RP  |Berth 5 (Construction) $ 4,400,000.00 | 5050 |$ -
97-2RP  |Berth 5 (Dredging ) $ 2,300,000.00 | 7525 |$ 5,506,024.25
01-03 Berth 8 Rehabilitation* $ 2,000,000.00 7525 |$ 1,000,000.00
$ 49,500,000.00 $ 8,000,000.00
*01-03 Berth 8 Rehabailitation was added to Schedule A on 8/30/01. Up to $1 million was approved for this project and transferred from 97-
2RP - Berth 12 (Phase | Dredging) at a 75/25 match. Manatee received approval to consolidate funds into 97-2RP Berth 5 Dredging.
** 97-1RP Access Channel Dredging (Phase I1) was moved from Schedule B to Schedule A by approval of the FPFC and the FSTED
Council on 12/12/02 and 12/13/02, respectively. The project has already been previously approved by the FDOT for inclusion on Schedule
A. Once transfers of excess interest earnings are completed, amount authorized for this project will be $3M.
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Schedule A

Eligible Projects
(Approved for Funding)
Section 320.20 (4) Bond Program

Loan Amount Allocated to
Construction Fund as
Total Amount Approved for |Approved by FSTED Council|[Estimated Interest Earnings
Port/Project # Project Description Total Project Costs* Match % | Section 320.20 (4) Funding on 9/22/99 at 5.680% as of 9/22/99 Estimated Total Total
Everglades
00-14R Eller-Brive-overpass 50-50
Channel widening and navigational
97-3R improvements $ 4,000,000.00 7525 |$ 3,000,000.00
00-19R New-bridge-everFPL-Canal 50-50
EVE -02-A  [Security Infrastructure - Roadway Gating: 70-30
Spangler Boulevard $ 1,811,409.00 $ 1,267,986.00
Mclntosh Boulevard $ 1,811,409.00 $ 1,267,986.00
Eller Drive overpass $ 1,811,409.00 $ 882,986.00
Eisenhower Drive $ 724,597.00 $ 507,218.00
Vehicular Gates and 14th Avenue Fit Out | $ 3,622,649.00 $ 1,415,854.00
EVE -02-B  [Smart Fence (part of 02-E) 7030 | $ .
EVE-02-D  [LAN and Infrastructure $ 6,299,657.00 7030 |$ 2,048,770.00
Automated Access Control Systems and
EVE-02-E  |Smart Fence (part of 02-B) $ 8,705,500.00 | 7030 |$ 5,394,700.00
EVE-02-F |CCTV 7030 |$ 3,211,000.00
Unallocated to a project $ 3,500.00
$ 28,786,630.00 $ 19,000,000.00 | $ 17,080,000.00 | $ 1,920,000.00 | $ 19,000,000.00 | $ 19,000,000.00
In May 2002 and June 2002, the FPFC and FSTED Council approved the use of 00-15R ($7.5M); 0014R ($7.5M); and 00-19R ($1M)
totalling $16 million to be used for security. FDOT approved the use of these funds for security. Port Everglades has apportioned costs on a
70-30 basis (not 75-25).
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Schedule A

Eligible Projects
(Approved for Funding)
Section 320.20 (4) Bond Program

Total Amount Approved for

Loan Amount Allocated to
Construction Fund as
Approved by FSTED Council

Estimated Interest Earnings

Port/Project # Project Description Total Project Costs* Match % | Section 320.20 (4) Funding on 9/22/99 at 5.680% as of 9/22/99 Estimated Total Total
Miami
00-6RP |Harhor dredging (Phase I1)* $ 18,000,00000 | 7525 |$ 10,000,000.00
00-3RP Container storage facility enhancements* | $ 6,000,000.00 5050 |$ 3,000,000.00
00-8RP Traffic Circulation Enhancements*** $ 13,400,000.00 50-50 |$ 9,500,000.13
Security Infrastructure (for FDLE approved
projects --specific project to be determined
and must be approved by FDOT. 75-25 $ 4,500,000.00
Security Infrastructure (for FDLE approved
projects --specific project to be determined
and must be approved by FDOT. 75-25 $ 4,562,678.00
$ 79,400,000.00 $ 31,562,678.13 | $ 30,144,084.40 | $ 1,418,593.73 | $ 31,562,678.13 | $ 31,562,678.13

*FSTED Council motion on 9/27/00 approved the reallocation of $12 million from ICTF (01-7P) to Container Storage Facilty (01-3RP) pending FDOT approval. FPFC did not approve motion on 10/26/00
or to date due to conflict with Intermodal Program Bond Documents -- need FSTED Council South Florida Rail Committee approval then others. In December 2002, approval was given to reallocate
these funds as noted -- approximately $7.4 M to 00-8RP Traffic Circulation Enhancements and approiximately $4.5 M to a to be determined security infrastructure project (must be FDLE approved project
and needs approval of FDOT).
Also, FSTED Council approved transfer of $200,000 from a Miami project of choice (00-6RP - Harbor Deepening) to Pensacola (00-5 - Bulkheading and Dredging) on 9/27/00 and FPFC approved on
10/26/00. Pensacola has decided not to accept funding at this time and is requesting the return of the $200,000 to Miami. Total above reflects these funds remaining with Miami.

*x

*** Rail Improvements (00-8RP) modified and renamed: Traffic Circulation Enhancements June 2002. Approved by FDOT for funding as modified. LAS1 Off port access road was deleted and funds
transferred to security infrastructure funding 12/02.
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Criteria Adopted by Florida Seaport Trangportation and Economic Development Council June

10, 1998 and Proposed Revision to Include Security Measures

During the period from November, 1997 to June, 1998, the Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic
Deveopment Council appointed the F orida Seaport Trangportation and Economic Development Council
Allocation Policy Committee to review policies and criteria used by the Council in alocating funds to
member seaports.

In determining funding leves, the Committee recommended the following criteria which was adopted by
the Florida Segport Trangportation Economic Development Council at its June 10, 1998 meeting:

1.

10.

Cong stency reviews performed by the Departments of Transportation and Community Affairsand
the Governor’'s Office of Tourism, Trade, and Economic Development (OTTED) and the
economic benefit analyss performed by OTTED.

The goals and objectives of the Florida Segport Mission Plan.

Compstition for cargo or trade between an applicant port and port located outside the State of
Florida

Importance of a project to support or maintain existing cargo, trade or passenger movements at
the gpplicant port.

Revenues or funds available at the gpplicant port to ensure that the port meets its matching fund
requirement and to ensure that the project is initiated within the funding year in which the project
is approved.

The overal 5-year capital improvement needs of each applicant port.

The ability of the port to finance port improvements through other sources.

Farness in achieving balanced support for each port’ s priorities, objectivesand godsin a5-year
capital improvement program.

Each port’ s recommendations concerning its funding needs.

The prioritized list of FDLE/ODC approved security infrastructure projects and sworn law
enforcement operating level srequired to meet the statewi de minimum security sandardsestablished

pursuant to Chapter 311.12, F.S., and the ability of the port to finance security measures through
other sources.
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