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GRENELEFE ASSOCIATION OF CONDOMINIUM OWNERS NO. 1, INC. 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of Directors 

April 28, 2022 

 

 

The president called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m. on the date above noted at the location and 

time specified in the notice of meeting. 

 

John Rasmussen, President (via phone)  Earl Monari, Director   

Tom Leiser, Vice-President    Avi Rapaport, Director (via phone) 

John “Randy” Kuhl, Treasurer (via phone)  Joseph Schechter, Director (via phone) 

Yossi Edelkopf, Director (via phone)   Chris Gourdie, General Manager 

Charles Erwin, Director         Armand DiNapoli, USI Insurance (via phone) 

Andrew Levy, Director (via phone)   Carol Post, Bookkeeper (via phone) 

 

The president announced a quorum was present and that the notice for this meeting was posted  

in accordance with the bylaws and statutory requirements. 

 

The first item on the agenda was the property, liability and umbrella insurance renewal. Chris 

Gourdie began by stating that he had sent the insurance packet out to the board. He felt that he 

had not been as prepared to brace the board for what was going on in the market as what he 

possibly should have been. He stated that 25% increase is the minimum of what is currently 

happening in the market, and as of last night, the Association was looking at an increase of 23%. 

He stated that although the increase is probably the highest it has been in the history of Grenelefe, 

that is what the current market dictates. He reported that some places are seeing 50% increases, 

that it’s just a hellish market for buyers. He stated that the increase should have been worse, but 

USI did a good job of getting the best deal it could in the current market. He then turned the 

meeting over to Armand DiNapoli, of USI Insurance. 

 

John Rasmussen asked whether he had read the proposal correctly, that the Association was 

looking at a $76,000 increase over last year. Mr. Gourdie stated that the summary was on page 27, 

and Mr. DiNapoli indicated that he had just sent a revised proposal. He stated that he and Mr. 

Gourdie went through the coverages the prior day, and he worked through last night and this 

morning finetuning some of the numbers. He stated that he was able to bring the total cost down 

to $497,617, representing a $70,000 increase over the prior year. He stated that he sent the new 

proposal minutes earlier, that it was literally hot off the presses. He stated that he has been 

working in the industry since the late 1990s, and outside of 1992, which was Hurricane Andrew, 

this is by far the worst property market he has seen. Citizens took on an additional 25,000 policies 

in March, so they are going from the market of last resort to, in some cases, the primary market. 

He indicated that in any wind-driven area, tier one, the ability of finding carriers to insure large 

properties such as Grenelefe is diminishing. Florida was already in a hard market, then had the 

collapse of the Champlain Towers, which put any building older than 15 or 20 years under a 

microscope. To compound that further, carriers were previously looking at Florida and were 

willing to take on risks of all different construction types, but now are only willing to write fire 

resistant, which is concrete block and concrete roof deck structures, and the second tier is the 

masonry noncombustible, which is concrete block with a wood truss roof system. The third tier is 
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frame, which is where Grenelefe falls. Carriers look at how frame construction performs under the 

wind load of a hurricane and the propensity of frame construction when it catches fire for the fire 

to jump. He stated that the Association experienced a one-two-three punch combo leading up to 

this renewal. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli stated that the renewal comes in at roughly a 16% increase taking all of the lines 

and that he honestly feels USI delivered a really good renewal, even though it is the largest. He 

apologized that everyone was currently looking at yesterday’s proposals with those figures and 

stated that everything was the same except the premium totals at the end. He explained that he 

would go through the coverages and invited the board to interrupt with questions at any time. He 

stated that he spent ten years as a claim adjuster and therefore tried to structure the coverage such 

that if the Association had a claim, it would receive the maximum available. Randy Kuhl then 

asked if Mr. DiNapoli could explain to the board as he goes through the presentation the 

difference between the coverage last year and what is in the current proposal, stating how the 

proposal is doing everything the board wants it to do but it’s being modified to update it and make 

it more accurate as far as coverage. Mr. DiNapoli stated that he would. He explained that the 

coverage is structured so that it is compliant with both the Association bylaws and Florida Statute 

718. He stated that he wanted to make sure there is never any pushback from any Fannie Mae or 

Freddie Mac mortgages that might be supporting a unit owner.  

 

He then began with page 6, the scheduled named insureds, and stated that on all of the coverages, 

the primary named insured is Grenelefe Association of Condominium Owners, Inc., and if there 

are any other entities that need to be added, that can be amended. Mr. Gourdie then explained that  

the insurance has to be bound by the 30th, so any questions the board has have to be answered in 

this meeting. Mr. DiNapoli agreed, stating that to make sure there is no lapse in coverage, he 

would need the Association’s authorization to bind, so all the carriers can bind coverage, that USI 

will need the binders so they can start issuing certificates for all the unit owners that have lenders 

on their units as well as any other entities that have an interest in the property.  

 

He then reviewed page 7, scheduled location, which corresponds with the statement of values on 

the coming pages detailing of all of the structures and locations listed under the property policy, 

with a corresponding list that applies on the general liability and umbrella policies. He stated it 

was written in accordance with the values listed on the appraisal, which is required every three 

years per Statute 718. He indicated that page 8 is the premium driver, the property including 

windstorm, with a total insured value of $75,692,293, miscellaneous contents value throughout 

the structures of $521,000, and other insurable interest of $446,000, which includes equipment 

and outdoor property. He stated that these coverages are on a replacement cost basis, so if the 

Association has a loss, it is valued at the moment of the loss and for full replacement. The 

proposal includes a $10,000 all other perils deductible, such as lightning, fire, water damage, 

with a $100,000 flood deductible, $25,000 earth movement, and a cyber suite, which covers if 

there is hacking or someone fraudulently obtaining information or breaching the system. He 

explained that on the windstorm, “NS” stands for named storm, that once NOAA attaches a 

name to a storm, the 5% deductible applies, but all other wind events have a $25,000 deductible. 

 

Mr. Gourdie then pointed out that at last year’s renewal, any roofs more than 20 years old were 

insured at actual cash value rather than replacement value, but that isn’t the case with this 
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renewal. He indicated that the deductible for named storms was 5% last year also, and that the 

Association was told that the 2% and 3% named storm deductibles of prior years were going 

away for good. Mr. DiNapoli agreed, stating that carriers are now attaching at a higher 

deductible, and that if it weren’t for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, those deductibles would likely 

be 10%. He stated that he did look into doing a higher deductible on the Waypoint policy, with a 

deductible buydown, such as a 7.5% or 10% deductible and then buying down to the 5% to see if 

it was cheaper, but economically it didn’t work, because they have to go through the London 

syndicates to get that, and since the prices were coming in at $80,000 and $90,000, they stopped 

the quoting process. He then explained that the coinsurance on page 9 is just a calculation, which 

would come into play if the Association was insuring at less than the appraised value. He 

explained that is sometimes seen on commercial property, where the asset owner may decide 

they are okay bearing a little more risk, insuring for a lesser value and taking a coinsurance 

clause. He stated that on the vacancy provision, the 30 days listed is standard. He asked if there 

is always at least one unit in each building occupied, rather than full buildings being unoccupied, 

and Mr. Gourdie indicated that was correct, unless they’re damaged and being rebuilt. Mr. 

DiNapoli stated that in that event, the vacancy clause is waived. Tom Leiser then clarified, 

asking if a building has four units, three vacant and one with a full-time resident, would that 

qualify all four of them for coverage, and Mr. DiNapoli stated that yes, it would satisfy the 

requirement. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli then directed the board to page 10, with a listing of endorsements and exclusions, 

including the $25 million in earth movement and the flood with $10 million. He stated that one 

coverage he feels is important for condominium associations is the expediting expense. He 

explained that is usually seen in high-rise buildings, such as in the case of a flood in the elevator 

bank. If a new elevator cab had to be freighted in, the policy builds in an additional $250,000 for 

expediting expenses to get the item repaired or replaced. He stated that the fungus, mold, mildew 

and spores, is $250,000, and ordinance or law covers 20% with a maximum of $5 million per 

occurrence. He explained that ordinance or law is when there is a loss and increased cost of 

construction due to replacing at the current building code or the cost incurred for the demolition 

because the building can’t be rebuilt at that time. Mr. Edelkopf stated that ordinance or law is 

very applicable to Grenelefe because zoning has actually downgraded over the years and if 

someone wants to build a single family home, if the building has burned down, ordinance says 

you can always build a single family home, the insurance company would have to provide land 

of similar value and build it on this new land they find elsewhere if the zoning doesn’t allow, 

which is important for Grenelefe. Mr. DiNapoli agreed, stating that if the board looks at the 

buckets of coverage, this is an important bucket of coverage, of significant value to help with the 

rebuilding expenses.  

 

Mr. DiNapoli continued, explaining that the $250,000 coverage for professional fees would 

come into play if the Association had to hire an adjuster to evaluate a loss, or if there are 

architecture fees to redraw a building because the building code has changed. He stated that 

service interruption of $500,000 is more pertinent to commercial businesses for profit. He 

explained that the $1,000,000 coverage for valuable papers and records would be if there is a 

catastrophic loss to the management office and documentation would have to be recreated, such 

for a forensic audit or rebuilding books, replicating unit owner ledgers. Mr. Edelkopf strongly 
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recommended that current and future documentation be backed up electronically, and Mr. 

Gourdie stated that the system backs up electronically every night on Carbonite. 

 

Mr. Gourdie then clarified that the Association does not have coinsurance, and Mr. DiNapoli 

stated that was correct, that on page 8, it says “N/A,” or not applicable. Mr. DiNapoli moved on 

to page 11 and explained that he and Mr. Gourdie discussed the boiler machinery equipment 

breakdown coverage at length the previous night. He stated that the Association currently doesn’t 

have that coverage and it pertains more to high-rise buildings with cooling towers, expensive 

elevator banks and such. The only item that he and Mr. Gourdie came up with that would be 

relevant to Grenelefe would be the sprinkler pumps, and it would probably be cheaper, 

considering the premium, to self-insure and save the $3,000 or $4,000. He included the coverage 

in the proposal to let the board know it is available, but he and Mr. Gourdie couldn’t see any 

pressing need for it. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli then moved to page 14, the general liability. He stated that the premium is based 

on the total count of 781 units, with coverage of $1 million per occurrence, $2 million aggregate, 

which is total losses throughout the policy year. He indicated that he included medical expense, 

and the way that works is if someone falls on Association property and breaks their glasses or 

chips a tooth, to avoid the situation turning into a lawsuit, the Association has the authority to 

pay for the damages, get a full and final release from the claimant and be reimbursed under the 

policy. Mr. Gourdie stated that the general liability coverage was provided by Cincinnati before, 

that the Association had a deal where the premium was set for three years, which turned out to be 

very beneficial to the Association. He stated that they are no longer writing the multi-year 

policies. Mr. DiNapoli agreed and indicated that the companies are looking to make up for lost 

time and getting significant increases. Mr. Gourdie added that the Association’s premiums went 

from $30,000 to $35,000 with less coverage, that the $11,000 for excess umbrella is to make up 

for coverage not being offered through the general liability this time. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli continued, stating that under additional insureds, they are listing condominium 

owners, so if a unit owner is suing the Association, they are considered an additional insured, so 

coverage for defense would apply. He explained that more and more policies are excluding 

condo owners as additional insureds, and what happens in that case is the Association gets sued, 

the carrier says there’s no coverage, because it’s insured versus insured, and the Association pays 

the defense costs out of pocket. He stated that he wanted to alleviate that situation so the policy 

would respond and defend the Association accordingly in situations with unit owners suing other 

unit owners and the Association. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli then explained the employee benefits liability coverage, and Mr. Kuhl asked about 

the significant decrease in the workers’ comp premium. Mr. DiNapoli explained that the State 

and the National Council for Compensation Insurance reduced rates in Florida for the 

Association’s class codes, approximately 9.2% across the board, with each class code having a 

different reduction, primarily due to lower litigation costs, fewer losses and less severe losses. 

 

He then moved on to business auto, which has a $1 million combined liability limit per accident, 

as well as uninsured motorist coverage, personal injury protection and medical payments. As far 

as comp and collision, he and Mr. Gourdie previously discussed removing some of the older 
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vehicles and will probably look to remove more in the future, and once they are deleted from 

coverage, the carrier will issue a pro rata reimbursement. Mr. Kuhl stated that of all the vehicles 

listed, he couldn’t see any reason why the Association would want collision on any of them, 

regardless of price, and asked if Mr. DiNapoli was going to work on eliminating that coverage. 

He stated that he would, that Auto Owners has to offer and the Association has to reject the 

coverage. Everyone agreed that road trouble service was not needed. Mr. DiNapoli stated that 

these would be eliminated at binding and the Association will have a separate form to sign that it 

is rejecting those coverages. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli then moved on to the workers’ compensation coverage, explaining that the 

Association has three codes, 9012, 9015 and 5651, the last of which light carpentry, light 

construction, with a basis of zero dollars, so if there is any kind of loss while doing these 

handyman type services, there is coverage. He stated that codes 9012 and 9015 total 

approximately $919,000 of the payroll, and that is what the premiums are generated from. Mr. 

Kuhl then asked what would happen to the insurance premium if the Association gave each of its 

employees raises. Mr. DiNapoli explained that multiplying the payroll increase by the rate per 

one hundred would give the exact premium dollar of that impact. Mr. Kuhl explained that the 

Association sets the budget several months in advance, and budgeted for a 20% increase in 

property and liability insurance premiums for 2022, and is working within that scope, but needs 

to anticipate cost increases for next year during the budget preparation process in about three 

months. Mr. DiNapoli stated that throughout the year, he will share material letting the 

Association know how the market is responding, looking at similar clients and renewals they 

have coming up. Mr. Kuhl agreed that that would be important information during the budgeting 

process that starts in late July. Mr. DiNapoli promised to treat the board as if it were a Fortune 

1000 board of directors, as if the unit owners are shareholders who hold the board accountable to 

run a profitable corporation, and to let the board know what’s going on so it can act 

appropriately. 

 

Mr. Gourdie then asked, just like the auto, when the Association has shifts and changes 

throughout the year, such as fewer or more employees, if the workers’ comp policy is adjustable 

cost-wise. Mr. DiNapoli stated that it is. Mr. Gourdie asked if workers’ comp worked the same 

way as auto, where if the Association dropped vehicles, the premium would be refunded, and 

Mr. DiNapoli stated that every carrier is different, that some handle it quarterly and some 

monthly. He also pointed out that the Association’s experience modification factor is .88, which 

is 12 points below the norm of 1.0 and resulted in a $3,154 credit. He stated that that could go 

even lower, down as low as .76, the longer the Association goes without a lost time claim. Mr. 

Gourdie asked how many years the ex mods go, and Mr. DiNapoli explained that the calculation 

is based on a running three, promulgated six months prior to expiration. He added that eight 

months out, he will look at all the Association’s pending work comp claims and make sure that 

the reserves are appropriate and to also ask the adjuster if there is any way to close the file or 

have it go to settlement. He stated that a lot of times in setting up new claims, adjusters will pad 

the reserves to make sure they’re covered. Reserves also result in tax breaks since companies pay 

taxes on the premium dollars and are not taxed on premium dollars allocated to claim reserves. 

Mr. Gourdie asked Mr. DiNapoli to look at the ex mod, because the Association has not had a 

reportable accident since 2018, and Mr. DiNapoli promised to pull out the snapshot, which 

comes directly from NCCI, and send it over. 
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Mr. Kuhl then asked at what point condo associations decide to self-insure for workers’ comp. 

Mr. DiNapoli stated that they can’t because work comp is the most constrictive coverage because 

it’s for the employees. He stated that larger corporations with premiums from $750,000 up can 

start taking deductibles, but when they do that, they have to apply letters of credit or the cash 

equivalent for that deductible. Mr. Kuhl confirmed that having 20 or 30 employees is too few to 

get into self-insuring for workers’ comp, and Mr. DiNapoli stated that was correct. 

 

He then moved on to the umbrella coverage, explaining that last year Cincinnati provided a full 

$10 million in umbrella and excess coverage, which sits on top of general liability, directors and 

offers, auto and workers’ compensation. He stated that much of the industry has decided to 

reduce the capacity and limits they’re putting on umbrella. In order to provide an apples-to-

apples comparison, USI had to get $5 million on the primary through Cincinnati and the other $5 

million through Burlington. He explained that he and Mr. Gourdie discussed, given the increase 

the Association is facing, if there are cuts to be made, whether the Association should forgo the 

$10 million and just do the $5 million Cincinnati policy this year. Mr. Gourdie stated that the 

largest loss the Association has ever paid out was $250,000 to the resident that stepped through 

the stairs at the lake lofts and had to have his knee replaced. Mr. Gourdie asked the board if $5 

million is enough or if the Association needs the $10 million. Mr. Kuhl asked what was the cost 

of the Burlington coverage, and Mr. DiNapoli stated that they got the premium down to $11,000, 

which would be eliminated if the umbrella coverage is dropped from $10 million to $5 million. 

Mr. DiNapoli stated that there was a large loss of about $15 million which brought about the 

Virginia Graham Baker Act wherein Florida requires all pools to have anti-vortex drains, 

because about 20 years ago, a girl was swimming with her family, got caught in the drain and 

ended up in a vegetative state. In his experience with his own clients, he had one molestation 

claim that came in at about $3 million against an association, but it had sufficient limits to pay 

the claim. Other than that, he has seen some bad slips and falls where elderly unit owners 

walking through the parking lot hit their head on a parking stop that someone had run into it and 

it was in disrepair. Mr. Kuhl then asked if the $5 million to cover excess would cover litigation 

costs on directors and officers, and Mr. DiNapoli said it would. Mr. Kuhl then stated that he felt 

the board should drop the excess coverage to $5 million, that with Mr. Edelkopf and the other 

board members, he didn’t see a need to carry $10 million. He felt that the board was responsible 

for doing the right thing for the people it represents, and he didn’t feel the Association needed 

that excess coverage. Mr. DiNapoli agreed, stating that he and Mr. Gourdie were leaning that 

way the prior day, given the way the Association maintains the property and the fact that it has 

an active, involved board. Mr. Kuhl asked if Mr. Edelkopf agreed, and he stated that he did, that 

there was no reason to carry the excess coverage. 

 

Mr. DiNapoli then moved to the legal expense liability, wherein if an insurance carrier denies a 

claim, rather than the legal expenses being paid out of pocket, this policy steps up and covers 

unlimited defense with no deductible. Mr. Kuhl stated that the Association was eliminating this 

coverage, so Mr. DiNapoli moved on to the next coverage, directors and officers. He stated that 

the board has a fiduciary responsibility to manage the Association to the best of its ability, and if 

someone feels the board failed to meet its fiduciary responsibility and wants to come back and 

sue, this coverage comes into play. He has also seen situations where boards change, the new 

board slanders the outgoing board and this policy applies. Another scenario is where a unit 
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owner feels the estoppel wasn’t handled quickly enough and the sale fell through and the owner 

now has to sell for much less. Mr. DiNapoli explained that all other coverages are occurrence 

based, i.e., whatever coverage is in place when the loss occurred is what applies. However, with 

directors and officers, it’s a claims-made policy. He directed the board to look in column four, 

prior pending date, where the policy maintains a prior pending date of 5/1/1986. So if the statute 

of limitations hasn’t run out, someone files a lawsuit against the Association, as long as that 

lawsuit is based on something that occurred from 1986 forward, the policy will respond. He 

cautioned the board to always keep that 1986 date for the directors and officers. 

 

Mr. Kuhl then stated that John Rasmussen has a time commitment that he has to move onto. He 

said that the insurance renewal means a lot to every condo owner, and he felt that the board was 

in agreement that Mr. DiNapoli has done a great job. He stated, as budget chair last year, that the 

Association was looking at an increase of 20% to 25%, and the board put into place a 20% 

increase in the budget for insurance. He indicated that Mr. DiNapoli has, with the adjustments 

discussed, allowed the board to remain within the budget. He stated that he didn’t need to discuss 

any more about USI’s presentation, because he felt Mr. DiNapoli had done a great job and was 

proud that he was able, as insurance chairman, to suggest that USI be the Association’s broker 

for this year. He said if anyone has a difference of opinion, to voice it. He then made a motion to 

accept the USI proposal as amended. Mr. Rasmussen clarified that the amendment is to drop the 

excess $5 million on umbrella, the equipment breakdown, and the adjustments on the 

automobile.  

 

Mr. Edelkopf asked about terrorism coverage, and Mr. DiNapoli explained that there is an option 

for terrorism on the general liability. On the property, on a stand-alone, they had an indication it 

was about $40,000 or $50,000 for terrorism coverage, which had to be secured through a London 

market. Mr. Edelkopf asked if USI had gotten that in, and Mr. DiNapoli explained that London 

hadn’t given formalized terms, that they were still working it out. He stated he could keep 

pushing if the board would like. Mr. Edelkopf indicated that would be something to discuss, that 

it is something that comes up when people buy, because it is a requirement with Fannie Mae and 

Freddie Mac. He wondered why the Association didn’t have it in previous years. He felt it would 

be a very cheap and obvious decision. Mr. DiNapoli said that he could look at the latest Fannie 

Mae and Freddie Mac guidelines, but Mr. Edelkopf stated that he was 100 percent certain and 

didn’t understand why the Association didn’t include it, that 90 percent of banks require it. He 

felt that all the values of the condos would go up substantially if they were more financeable. Mr. 

DiNapoli stated that he could push through and get the option and asked if the board wanted it 

just on the property or on the general liability as well. He explained that the property will cover 

if there is a terrorist act with property damage and cost to rebuild, and the general liability would 

cover if there was no terrorist activity within the association or allegations of it, and a terrorist 

blew himself up at the pool and took out ten people and the Association had wrongful death 

claims from their estates. Mr. Edelkopf stated that he didn’t know the requirement on the 

liability, but he could ask some residential mortgage brokers that he knows.  

 

Mr. Gourdie then explained that his understanding was that nobody could qualify for a Fannie 

Mae or Freddie Mac loan because one entity owns more than 5 percent of all the units. Mr. 

Edelkopf stated that it didn’t matter whether someone is getting a Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac 

loan, that most banks don’t have their own standards and instead use Fannie Mae and Freddie 
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Mac standards. He then asked Mr. DiNapoli if the increase in the annual premium would be 

around $1,000, and Mr. DiNapoli said no, approximately $40,000 or $50,000. Randy Kuhl then 

stated that he would like to move the process ahead with the acceptance of what the board 

currently has, and although the board should be able to investigate, he doesn’t want to delay 

approving the coverage and have a gap. He asked if the board could adopt what it has and ask 

USI to come up with a proposal to include that coverage for terrorism, and the board will address 

it immediately. Mr. DiNapoli promised to do his best to get that quote by either the end of the 

day or the following day. He stated that the time is 7:00 in London, so he will try to catch some 

people via email, but they will at least have it first thing tomorrow morning and already be 

working on it. Mr. Kuhl stated that he had no problem meeting tomorrow or the following days, 

but he didn’t want to jeopardize the coverage for overall property coverage with this issue. He 

stated terrorism is not really a threat at Grenelefe, but he is happy to have it insured if the board 

wants to pay another $50,000 on the premium, but he encouraged the board to get this taken care 

of, to address the overall coverage, because if it lapses, no one knows what the premiums will do 

tomorrow. Mr. Rasmussen agreed that the board needed to act today and asked if the terrorism 

piece could be added next week. Mr. DiNapoli stated that it could. Mr. Kuhl stated that the 

proposal needed to be voted on today, that the board had a deadline. Mr. Rasmussen agreed, 

saying that the board can bind the policy as discussed today so by the end of tomorrow, the 

coverage is secured. Mr. DiNapoli added that he can then send all the certificates to the lenders. 

Earl Monari then seconded the motion that was previously stated, to accept the USI proposal as 

amended. A vote was then taken and the motion passed unanimously. Mr. Rasmussen then 

instructed Mr. DiNapoli to get everything to Mr. Gourdie as soon as possible. Mr. DiNapoli 

stated that he will send everything via DocuSign, that it will need to be signed by a member of 

the board. Mr. Kuhl stated that he would be happy to sign as treasurer. 

 

Mr. Rasmussen then moved to the next item on the agenda, stating that he would have to leave 

the meeting shortly but wanted to say that he preferred seeing a one-year contract instead of two 

and also asked if the Association sent the 15-page specs provided in the proposal to the vendors 

bidding or did they just bid it without the Association’s specs. Mr. Gourdie stated that the 

vendors did not have the specs before they bid it but have them now. Mr. Rasmussen then turned 

the meeting over to Mr. Gourdie to walk through the proposal. Mr. Gourdie stated that the 

project was much bigger than he initially thought, but, in the end, a lot of questions were 

answered. He stated that he wouldn’t go through the history and encouraged the board to read 

through it if they hadn’t already. He indicated that he would hit the bigger points instead. He 

stated the Association outsourced landscaping originally and weren’t happy with it because there 

were a lot of things the owners wanted on property that weren’t part of the outsourcing. He 

explained that the vendor, OneSource, was good at mowing, blowing and trimming and all the 

extras everybody wanted were not being provided, which equated to owners being unhappy with 

the landscaping. He explained that the big push for bringing it in-house was because it was a cost 

savings at the time and the Association was able to do a lot of installs, which pleased the owners. 

He stated that the Association has been doing the landscaping in-house since 2008. Mr. Edelkopf 

asked what the Association was installing, and Mr. Gourdie stated that Association staff installed 

more than 20,000 perennial plants, bushes and trees around the property. He stated that the 

comment was made at some of the other board meetings the possibility of looking at bringing in 

an outside landscaping group, if the Association doesn’t lose services and it doesn’t cost more. 

He explained that it is going to cost more, but the cost is a lot closer in the end than he expected 
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when starting the project, and he feels there are some benefits to bringing some of the services 

in-house. 

 

Mr. Gourdie then took the board through the report, looking at what to keep in-house versus 

what to outsource. He stated that he obtained three bids from outside landscaping services. US 

Lawns came in at $375,608, for 40 visits per year for mowing and detailing, with extra charges 

for fertilization. He referred the board to the proposals attached to the report as well as the 

spreadsheets for each of the areas. He stated that Prince and Sons was very high, and Benchmark 

Landscaping had the best pricing and most services to offer. He explained that landscape 

manager Tony Aboytes and he went through the contract and asked a lot of questions, such as 

what is a work order, the walk-throughs in the contract, lawn maintenance and many detailed 

questions so they had a clear picture of what Benchmark had to offer. He explained that in 

looking at the tasks to keep in-house, he was able to calculate the costs associated with those 

tasks and do some comparisons to outside services. The first one, pressure washing, the cost in-

house was $46,648, and bids from two local companies came in at $700,000 and $500,000. Mr. 

Edelkopf asked if the $46,000 was for a full-time employee, and Mr. Gourdie said yes, that even 

if he could get better quotes, they wouldn’t be $46,000. Mr. Edelkopf asked how often pressure 

washing was actually needed, and Mr. Gourdie indicated every six months, or twice a year. Mr. 

Edelkopf asked what that employee is doing during the rest of his time and stated that he would 

like to look into how he is being employed or handled. Mr. Rasmussen explained that the 

employee does pressure washing all day every day, that he cycles through every building and 

makes it to each building twice per year. Mr. Edelkopf stated that he has not seen anyone on 

property doing that work and would love to have seen that. Mr. Gourdie offered to introduce the 

employee to Mr. Edelkopf and show him what he does on a daily basis.  

 

Mr. Gourdie then moved to the next task to keep in-house, which was irrigation. He explained 

that these costs were close. He calculated the costs based on the actual work the staff does in a 

year and applied the prices quoted by Benchmark and did a comparison, and the Association’s 

came out less expensive at $67,000 versus Benchmark’s at $85,000. He stated that Benchmark’s 

costs were based on $55 per hour, which is the cost per hour if they have the contract and do all 

the irrigation business. The quote for repairs done based on work orders would be $75 per hour. 

Mr. Monari pointed out that there would also be a cost associated with the learning curve for an 

outside contractor, and Mr. Gourdie agreed, stating that Association staff rebuilt the system, 

changing it from hydraulic to electric, installing 57 controllers, 8-12 zones apiece, with 

approximately 11,500 sprinkler heads on property. He stated that irrigation was one employee’s 

entire job.  

 

Mr. Gourdie explained that there isn’t an outside bid for trash pickup and maintaining the trash 

disposal area since it’s not a full-time job. Total cost to perform these tasks in-house is 

approximately $20,000, which involves cleaning out furniture bins where tenants and owners put 

things that can’t go into the compactors. Also, three employees each have a designated route 

where they have to pick up trash. As far as natural area management, he took Benchmark around 

and showed them the seven areas the volunteers completed and talked about how much debris 

comes out of each of the areas, and they came back with a bid of $22,800, compared to an in-

house cost of $14,814. For parking lot and street blowing, there are 16 weeks throughout the 

year, especially on the east side of the property, where parking lots and streets get covered in 
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leaves and pollen pods, etc., which get slick when wet. He explained that Association staff 

spends about two and a half days a week blowing off the whole property during that 16 weeks. 

Benchmark had a quote for doing the whole property one time, with an annual cost of $54,000 

for them doing the task the same number of times the Association does, compared to $27,000 in-

house. 

 

As far as tree removal and tree trimming, Mr. Gourdie explained that the Association has a 

vendor that comes out for the large trees that require lifts, but Association staff has to assist with 

the removal as well as disposing of all the branches and leaves. There is also street trimming, 

where the staff uses pole saws and a dump truck to trim branches from trees that hang over the 

roads but are on condo property. The trimming is conducted four times a year and takes two 

employees an entire week to complete. Mr. Gourdie stated that in Benchmark’s contract, 

anything over ten feet tall is not included. There are 75 palms on property that fall into this 

category and have to be trimmed twice a year, which takes two employees about 65 hours each 

time. There is also storm cleanup and dead tree removal, cleaning up and picking up limbs after 

major storms, and when trees die and fall, Association staff cuts them up and disposes of them as 

well. The in-house cost is $37,000, with no competing bids. 

 

Mr. Gourdie stated that the annual pruning was very close. The cost for maintaining 70 oleander 

bushes and 130 crepe myrtles is $2,721 in-house and $3,000, or $15 per tree, to outsource. For 

plant installs, mulching and rocking, he had Benchmark provide a bid to install plants and mulch 

at one building, then did a side-by-side comparison. He stated that he knew how this would come 

out beforehand, because this was one of the main reasons the Association went away from 

outsourcing before because it could have the ability to plant and do the mulching and rocking in-

house. The cost in-house was $65,000 compared to Benchmark’s $105,000. 

 

Mr. Gourdie stated that Benchmark didn’t include the lake lofts trimming initially, because they 

did their bid prior to meeting with the Association, but Mr. Gourdie did talk to Mike, the CEO 

and explained that there are a couple of strips of grass there that need to be mowed when they do 

the rest of the property, and Mike said he would include it. However, trimming there is a big 

undertaking, stepping out into the swampy area and cutting back away from the buildings, 

requiring a lot of bushwhacking. Chuck Erwin agreed, stating that the biggest problem there is 

dead material which has to be drug off the property or it accumulates and becomes a fire hazard. 

Mr. Gourdie indicated that the cost to do the task in-house was $8,365, with no outside bids. On 

parking and street repairs, he explained that the landscaping department still manages all the 

parking stops and repairs any potholes in the parking lots, at an in-house cost of $4,500.  

 

Mr. Gourdie stated that in order to have these positions, an admin person is necessary to manage 

everything, including payroll, ordering, inventory, safety, equipment maintenance, purchasing 

gas, scheduling inspections, customer service, insuring work quality and managing productivity 

and staff. Other duties that fall on this department are vehicle and equipment repair, handling 

miscellaneous work orders, posting doors and vehicles with notices, removing furniture items 

from buildings, handling fire marshal notices, taking pictures of violations, reviewing videos 

from cameras around property, managing alternative trash disposal options when the compactors 

go down, removing dead animals from the roads and property, replacing locking hose spigots, 

cleaning cluster mailboxes, cleaning street directional signs, checking trash codes for the trash 
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disposal areas and cleaning, maintaining and chlorinating the fountain. The in-house cost for 

these admin and miscellaneous tasks is $18,904 for the year. 

 

Mr. Gourdie then stated that in analyzing the costs for outsourcing the mowing, fertilization and 

detailing, one thing that was very good about the Benchmark proposal was that it included 

fertilization six times per year, which is more than the Association is currently doing. Benchmark 

also included weekly weed control, to be done when trimming the buildings. The Association 

staff currently details buildings annually, which is why the landscaping has a rough rather than a 

tight look. Mr. Gourdie stated that every vendor he spoke with was amazed that the Association 

was maintaining the entire property with just 5 people trimming, that Benchmark plans to bring 

in 15 to 20 guys every week. He explained that the Association can’t do as good of a job with the 

mowing, trimming and weed whacking at the current staffing levels, considering all the other 

tasks the department is responsible for. Mr. Gourdie stated that, with costs for chemicals 

doubling and costs for fertilizer increasing by 31%, if this portion of the landscaping is kept in-

house, the Association is looking at increased costs because of that. He explained that another 

cost increase to take into consideration is landscaping debris disposal. For many years, a former 

employee who lived locally allowed the Association to dump its landscaping debris on his 

property at a cost of $1.50 per yard, then periodically burned it down. Recently, however, the 

county threatened legal action against him if he continued, so the Association had to find another 

vendor. The cost is now increasing to $10 per yard, which is the going cost. Although this 

increase isn’t in the current budget, the cost for removing landscaping debris will increase from 

$5,000 to approximately $30,000 and would have to be included in the next budget if this is kept 

in-house. However, as part of Benchmark’s contract, they will carry off the debris from the 

trimming they do. Mr. Gourdie discussed another consideration, the fact that the minimum wage 

in Florida is now $10 but has to be $15 per hour by 2026, so every October, the Association has 

to add a dollar to the wages of anyone who is at minimum wage. Thus, taking into account the 

increased costs for chemicals and fertilizer, debris removal and wages, the Association’s in-

house expenses are going to increase. Adjusting for the increased costs of chemicals, fertilizer 

and debris removal, the in-house costs to do what Benchmark is proposing would be $322,304 

versus Benchmark’s bid of $334,980. He felt the difference was minimal, and the results would 

be much better than Association staff can provide. 

 

Mr. Gourdie added that Benchmark offered enhanced services at a cost of $30,000 annually, or 

$2,500 per month, per building, which would include planting around the buildings. He stated 

that if the board wanted to include the enhanced services, things could be done to sharpen the 

image of the property, such as planting annuals on the islands. Mr. Monari asked if Benchmark 

would be touching any of the natural areas, and Mr. Gourdie stated that they would not, that 

maintaining the perimeter would be part of the tree trimming, which would be kept in-house. The 

question was asked what would happen to the Association’s equipment, and Mr. Gourdie 

explained that some vehicles would be removed from inventory, that a couple are dying. He 

stated that the board had approved a $20,000 pickup truck purchase for the building department, 

but they haven’t been able to find a heavy-duty pickup at that price. The department may instead 

get one of the dump trucks. He stated that another cost savings would be to get as many people 

as possible on golf cart type vehicles instead of the older trucks which tended to break down a 

lot. Mr. Gourdie suggested hanging onto the mowers for at least a year. He pointed out that 

Benchmark’s contract allows for a 4% increase every year. Although Mr. Rasmussen preferred a 
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one-year contract, Mr. Gourdie wondered if a two-year contract would be beneficial because of 

the way the economy is going, with the large increase in costs of fertilizer, debris removal, 

wages and gas. 

 

Mr. Gourdie stated that his recommendation would be to hire Benchmark for the mowing, 

trimming and fertilizing, which would involve eliminating six positions in the landscaping 

department, three of which are Association employees, one of which is through a temp agency, 

and two of which are currently open positions. Five positions would remain, in order to perform 

all the tasks the Association would be keeping in-house. He explained that the total cost would 

be more than what is budgeted for this year, but based on actual expenses due to the price 

increases previously discussed, the cost difference is minimal. Mr. Rasmussen then clarified, 

stating that approximately $322,000 in costs would be taken out and $334,000 put in, making a 

total increase of approximately $12,000. Mr. Gourdie stated that was correct, based on what the 

expenses are going to be next year. Mr. Rasmussen agreed with Mr. Gourdie that the Association 

should keep the equipment. He also reiterated that he didn’t like being locked into a two-year 

contract in case the Association isn’t happy with the service provided. He also questioned the 

additional $2,500, stating that that would only be one building per month. He didn’t see much 

benefit and questioned who would decide what building got done.  

 

Mr. Gourdie then stated that he was excited about the prospect of contracting with Benchmark, 

except for the thought of laying off employees. He indicated that one of the employees might be 

trained to fill the empty carpentry position. Also, Mike, Benchmark’s CEO, has promised to 

interview the employees. Mr. Gourdie stated that he and Tony Aboytes would meet with each of 

them and lay out the options, offering to assist in any way they can. He stated that when he 

started the project, he thought there would be too big of a difference in cost to consider 

outsourcing and was excited that the numbers came in so close. With the benefit of having the 

army of people who could come in on a weekly basis and give the Association these services, he 

feels it is the right way to go. 

 

Mr. Edelkopf then stated that, like the president, he does not like to be locked in and felt the 

Association should do a one-year rather than two-year contract. He stated that he is still upset 

that he doesn’t have the control to do what he needs to do, but he feels that this gives everyone a 

good glimpse into what is to be. He stated that everyone knows what Mr. Gourdie does for the 

community and feels that a lot of his success comes from being strong-minded, and for a strong-

minded guy like Chris to acquiesce and give up on what he initially came up with, it must have 

been something really good. He praised Mr. Gourdie for having the honor to say that outsourcing 

this part of the landscaping is better. He stated that Benchmark is going to completely transform 

the property, that now everything looks like old ’70s buildings, and they will make it look really 

fresh. He stated that if the board had him full service and he was in control, he would go to 

Benchmark and have them knock down the pricing like crazy. He stated he just doesn’t have the 

time to do that unless the board members all come to him and want him to totally revamp the 

whole condo budget, in which case he would pretty much lower the condo fees in half and make 

the place look ten times better, but he just can’t do it unless he knows he can run. He stated that 

the only reason why the whole landscaping came up was because he said the Association was 

paying so much for landscaping and it looks like crap, and he threw out one name, Benchmark. 

He stated he has a bunch of other companies that could probably compete with Benchmark, but 
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the board doesn’t have Yossi 2.0 because he is an operator, he has a management company that 

does this full time, and the board isn’t going to get the benefit of someone like him if the board 

doesn’t give him the ability to do that. He stated that this is a prime example of how the 

Association can do much more for less, but that the Association won’t get that benefit unless he 

can do what he needs to do. 

 

Mr. Gourdie stated that he is working on a comparison between rocking and mulching, which he 

wasn’t able to get done for this meeting. He indicated the rocking is expensive, but it’s a one-

time investment. He stated that he couldn’t present it at this meeting because he’s still working 

on prices to transport lava rock from Utah and New Mexico. Mr. Leiser asked if the board could 

put together a motion that captures contracting with Benchmark for one year to do these types of 

services. Mr. Gourdie stated that he needed to know the timeline also. Mr. Rasmussen agreed 

and said he would be interested in what Mr. Gourdie’s timeline looked like for conversations 

with employees, and he has a couple of things he’d like to nail down in the contract as well, such 

as edging “on a regular basis,” i.e., if they’re mowing every week, they should edge at the same 

time, and other minor points throughout the contract that he would like to nail down a little 

better. He added that maybe the Association could go back to them, like Mr. Edelkopf said, and 

get them to pull the price back a little, ask what better deal he can offer. Mr. Edelkopf felt 

confident that Benchmark would go down 20%, that if the Association threw out names of other 

companies it was talking to, the price would go down. Mr. Rasmussen stated that he had other 

names, such as Yellowstone and BrightView, which are nationwide companies he’s dealt with in 

the past. Mr. Gourdie asked if Mr. Rasmussen and Mr. Edelkopf could meet with him and Mike 

and take 30 or 40 minutes. Mr. Edelkopf stated that he is only doing those services if he has the 

ability and control or board backing. He stated he is getting control anyway, that it’s not a 

question of if, but when. He stated he’s not starting all this work until he has everyone saying, 

“Whatever you say, Yossi, we do.” He said he doesn’t have the time to do this type of work and 

go back and forth, that that is not the way he operates, that he has a portfolio to operate and can’t 

do all this work for this property and it still not be done. He said that’s the only way he’s 

available, and if the board doesn’t want that, he understands. Mr. Rasmussen instructed Mr. 

Gourdie to set up a meeting with Mike and he and Chris would sit down and talk with him. He 

asked what Mr. Gourdie’s time frame was for talking to the employees, and Mr. Gourdie 

indicated it wouldn’t take him long, but he would want to have Mike’s timeline also. Mr. 

Rasmussen asked if a meeting could be scheduled for next Wednesday, that the board could 

approve a motion to outsource this piece and get with Mike to see what the Association can get 

as far as pricing. He stated he wanted to have this done before the end of next week.  

 

Tom Leiser asked if there was a need for a motion today, and Mr. Rasmussen responded that the 

board could do a motion to outsource the services based on the pricing it has today and try to get 

the pricing down lower. That way, there wouldn’t have to be another board meeting. Tom Leiser 

then moved and Chuck Erwin seconded a motion to authorize entering into a one-year contract 

with Benchmark to do the mowing, trimming, edging and fertilizing, at a cost not to exceed 

$334,980. A vote was then taken and the motion passed unanimously. (Randy Kuhl was not 

present for this vote.) 

 

Mr. Rasmussen stated that the last item on the agenda was the volunteer areas. He at that time 

left the meeting. Mr. Edelkopf asked if the board would be voting on that item, and Mr. Gourdie 
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stated that he and Mr. Kuhl went around and picked out some areas for the natural area 

management, that the board has the packet, and the areas highlighted in purple were the ones 

they wanted to set aside for the volunteers to work on and they have to be voted on. He explained 

that the way the process works is the board has to approve the areas to be worked on before the 

volunteers can go into them. Then Mr. Gourdie and Mr. Aboytes go into the areas and have a 

discussion with Mr. Kuhl, the leader of the volunteer group, about how they’re going to manage 

them. So the vote would be to approve the areas that have been picked out. Earl Monari asked 

Mr. Edelkopf if there was any discussion in his group about these areas. Mr. Edelkopf stated that 

he fully supports when people want to get involved and maybe he will come out someday and 

help as well. Mr. Monari asked Mr. Leiser for his opinion, and Mr. Leiser stated that he was 

comfortable with the process and what the volunteers have done. Mr. Edelkopf stated that he 

hoped the volunteers were removing more than adding, and Mr. Monari indicated that was 

correct and offered to show him some areas that were done in the past. Mr. Edelkopf stated that 

he saw the areas and wanted to make sure they were continuing with the attitude of removal 

rather than adding, and if that’s the case, he’s definitely on board.  

 

Earl Monari then moved and Chuck Erwin seconded a motion to accept the areas designated for 

removal of debris after being checked by Mr. Gourdie and Mr. Aboytes and approved by Mr. 

Kuhl, and that they move forward with the work. He stated the timetable doesn’t have to be 

important, just that they have approval. A vote was then taken and the motion passed 

unanimously. (Randy Kuhl and John Rasmussen were not present for the vote.) 

 

At 3:01 p.m., Tom Leiser moved and Chuck Erwin seconded a motion to adjourn, which was 

passed unanimously. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Carol Post 
 

Carol Post 

Secretary pro tem 


