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   Plaza de Flores Condominium Association, Inc. 
       Special Meeting of the Board of Directors 

Plaza de Flores Clubhouse, 4202 Central Sarasota Pkwy 
May 14, 2020, 7:00 pm 

 
 

 
1.  Call Meeting to Order:  Robert Ingraham called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 
 
2.  Determination of a Quorum:  All board members were present:  Robert 
Ingraham, Frank Whitsura, Mark Habermann present in person; Deborah Newman 
and Scott Kasler by conference call. 
 
3.  Proof of Notice:  Notice was posted per FL Statute and Bylaws. 
 
4.  Adoption of Agenda:  Robert Ingraham noted that this special meeting of the 
Board has a single agenda item – the Plaza de Flores roofs.  All PDF owners were 
invited to call into the meeting and a presentation entitled “Roof Discussion”; bids 
received for roof replacement; and explanatory bid notes, were distributed to them 
in advance.   
 
It was noted that the objectives of the meeting are to inform owners by providing 
the presentation on the roofs; identify roof replacement options and seek 
comments, questions and input from owners.   
 
Bill Clark, Karins Engineering, was also present by telephone as a resource person. 
 
5.   Roof Presentation:  Frank Whitsura went through the presentation deck, noting 
that our roofs are 20 years old and the membrane is nearing the end of its useful life. 
When it fails, water can cause a lot of damage to sheathing, trusses, ceilings and wall 
drywall.  We have been providing both preventive maintenance and emergency 
repairs to the roofs and between 2016 and 2020 (year-to-date), the cost of 
emergency repairs has been increasing.  Given the number of repairs necessary thus 
far in 2020, the roof repair budget for this year has already been over-spent.  It was 
highlighted that some roofs have required significantly more repairs (eg. buildings 
5, 13, 14) while others have required few or no emergency repairs (eg. buildings 4, 
9, 10, 15, clubhouse). 
 
At this time, the remaining useful life of the roofs overall is estimated by Karins 
Engineering to be 3 years and by Crown Roofing to be 5 years.   
 
The Board agrees that we need a roof replacement strategy and proposes to begin 
roof replacement effective January 1, 2022.  Two options have been provided within 
the time frame (3-5 years) for the remaining useful life of the roofs.  In both cases, 
the accumulated roof reserves of approximately $500,000 would be used to offset 
the special assessment levied against owners. The Board also indicated a willingness 
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to consider a third option, consistent with the expert advice provided, if proposed 
by an owner(s). 
 
Option A would undertake a total roof replacement within one year and it is 
estimated that a special assessment would be required of $8,000 per owner to be 
paid in 2021.  Option B is a phased strategy, with roof replacement occurring 
gradually over three years (2022; 2023; 2024) and it is estimated that a special 
assessment would be required of $9,000 per owner to be paid over the three years 
of the strategy.  In both cases, a number of optional items (eg. gutter replacement; 
dryer vent cleaning) were also outlined for consideration. 
 
6.  Owner Feedback: 
 
The Board noted that, while the roof replacement strategy is legally a Board 
decision, given the magnitude of this project (approximately $2M) an advisory 
owner vote will be undertaken in the coming weeks to inform the Board’s decision. 
 
Owners who were present on the call were asked to provide any feedback they 
might have, and several provided comments.   Many owners noted the complexity of 
the issue and thanked the Board for their hard work on this strategy.  Numerous 
thoughtful comments were provided.   
 
The following are the key themes that emerged from those present on the call: 
 
Option A or Option B: 
 
A number of owners indicated that they have not yet formed an opinion as to 
whether Option A or Option B meets their needs better.  Other owners indicated 
that they either favoured Option A or Option B and offered a number of reasons to 
support their choice. 
 
Those who indicated that they preferred Option A (one year replacement), cited 
reasons such as getting it all behind them in one year; it costs less money – the 
special assessment is lower; keeps the disruption to one year; may be more efficient; 
quality might be better as there are not different crews from year to year; if we wait 
longer, repair costs could go up.   
 
Those who indicated that they preferred Option B (three year phased replacement) 
cited reasons such as reducing financial hardship and making it more affordable as 
the costs are spread over 3 years; getting maximum life out of roofs, especially those 
that have had no or few leaks; a perception that a one year strategy would be more 
disruptive and chaotic; a concern that quality of workmanship might be less in a one 
year strategy (if crews are pushed to do it in one year); a concern that it’s not do-
able within one year; Palmer Ranch Master Association has indicated other condo 
associations are not completing such large capital projects in one year; skepticism 
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that it can be done on time and within budget; can’t assume 3 year project will cost 
more – “negative interest rates; money will be cheap.”   
 
Third Option: 
 
No owner on the call brought forward a third option for consideration.  
 
Optional Items: 
 
Comments were made in favour of getting bigger gutters. 
 
Order of Project: 
 
A number of comments were made, recommending that, in either option, we should 
start with the worst buildings, those with the most leaks and highest repair records. 
 
Materials: 
 
Several owners urged the Board to think about the best quality materials, including 
premium underlayment; better products that are lighter weight and more durable, 
having a longer life span; better flashing.   
 
In particular, there was interest expressed in exploring stone coated steel or metal.  
Some owners believe that this product is lighter weight, creates less load on the 
trusses, is more durable, costs significantly less than Spanish tile, extends the life of 
the roofs and has a similar appearance to Spanish tile.  On the other hand, some 
concern was expressed that this product might be noisy and would require noise 
mitigation. 
 
Bill Clark, Karins Engineering, indicated that he would undertake to get more 
information about the stone coated steel product. 
 
Financing: 
 
Some owners asked that the Board examine financing options for owners who may 
be unable to come up with the funds required.  One idea was to spread out the costs 
by having the Association take out the loan and have it paid back in 5 years rather 
than 3 years. 
 
Warranty: 
 
While the bid requirement was for a 5 year warranty on installation, the Board was 
asked to advise what length of warranty is provided by each bidder.  It was noted 
that at least one of the bidders offers a 10 year warranty and we should undertake 
to get the best warranty we can.  It was further noted that the cost of the project, at 
$2M, should provide the leverage required to get a good warranty. 
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Bill Clark, Karins Engineering, indicated that he would look into the 
warranties provided by each bidder and advise.  
 
Project Management: 
 
Comments were made in support of having a good project manager to represent the 
owners’ interests, inspect the work and sign off on it.   
 
The possibility that our new Property Manager could be the project manager for this 
was raised and Robert Ingraham advised that a decision had not yet been made on 
who would undertake this responsibility. 
 
Contingency Plan: 
 
Given the coronavirus pandemic and possibilities of a “new normal” or subsequent 
waves of the virus in the future, the Board was asked to consider a contingency plan 
for the roofing project. 
 
 
 
 


