Infrastructure Task Force Advisory Committee
Monday, June 5, 2023, 2:00pm to 4:30pm

FXE- Red Tails Conference Room
6000 NW 21st Ave Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33309

Please note this meeting is hybrid.
Attendance in person is required to speak on an item. To
view the meeting, click FLTV or YouTube.

Agenda
1. Callto Order:

i. RollCall
ii. Approval of Agenda
iii. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes - May 1, 2023
2. 0Old Business
i. Water Plant Financing and Rate Scenarios
ii. City Hall Update

iii. Lessons from the Flood

Committee Members:
Marilyn Mammano
Chair

Peter Partington Vice
Chair
Ralph Zeltman

Roosevelt Walters
Gerald Angeli
Michael Marshall
Shane Grabski
James LaBrie
Mike Lambrechts

3.

iv. Alternate Date for September Meeting

Public Works Update

i. CIP Financial Report
ii. Water & Sewer Breaks Report w/Mapping

4, General Discussion and Comments

5.

i. Committee Members
ii. Public Comments

Adjournment- NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: Monday, August 7, 2023

Purpose: The purpose of the Infrastructure Task Force Advisory Committee is to review existing City infrastructure including, but
not limited to: roads, sidewalks, airports, seawalls, water and wastewater distribution and collection systems, treatment plants,
well fields, parks and all City facilities and structures and examine their current condition, review and identify the repair or
replacement as well as funding sources and financing alternatives for those infrastructure, to receive input from members of the
public interested in infrastructure, and to provide a report with recommendations to the City Commission as spelled out in
Resolution 17-46.

NOTE: Two or more City Commissioners and/or Advisory Board may be present at this meeting. If any person decides to appeal
any decision made with respect to any matter considered at this public meeting or hearing, he/she will need to ensure that
a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be
based. If you desire auxiliary services to assist in viewing or hearing the meetings, or reading meeting agendas and minutes, please
contact the City Clerk’s Office at 954-828-5002 at least two days prior to the meeting and arrangements will be made to provide
those services for you.


https://www.youtube.com/c/CityofFortLauderdale/featured
https://www.fortlauderdale.gov/government/departments-a-h/city-manager-s-office/strategic-communications/fltv
https://www.youtube.com/@CityofFortLauderdale/featured
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January-December 2023 Attendance
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As of this date, there are 9 appointed members to the Committee, which means 5 would
constitute a quorum.

Staff

Alan Dodd, Director of Public Works

Omar Castellon, Assistant Director of Public Works — Engineering

Dr. Nancy Gassman, Assistant Director of Public Works — Sustainability
Vickie Beauvais, Senior Administrative Assistant

Jill Prizlee, Chief Engineer

Greg Chavarria, City Manager

Jamie Opperlee, Recording Secretary, Prototype, Inc.

Communication to the City Commission

None.
1. Call to Order
i Roll Call

Chair Mammano called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. Roll was called and it was
noted a quorum was present.

Motion made by Vice Chair Partington, seconded by Mr. Zeltman, to allow Mr. Michael
[Marshall] to participate via Zoom. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.
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ii. Approval of Agenda

Motion made by Mr. Walters, seconded by Vice Chair Partington, to approve. In a voice
vote, the motion passed unanimously.

iii. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes — April 3, 2023

Motion made by Vice Chair Partington, seconded by Mr. Walters, to approve. In a voice
vote, the motion passed unanimously.

2, Old Business
i. Presentation on the LauderTrail project and its various phases
This Item was deferred to the next meeting.
3. New Business
i. PostFlood Discussion

Alan Dodd, Director of Public Works, gave a presentation on the recent extreme rainfall
event in Fort Lauderdale, which occurred on April 12-13, 2023, and its resulting flooding
. He also addressed aspects of the City’s recovery operations, including dewatering,
which refers to removing water from the ground in a location where it is expected, and
unwatering, which refers to removing water from a location where it was not intended to
be. The presentation will also address the City’s Stormwater Master Plan and what it
should have been able to do had it been fully implemented, in comparison with what
actually occurred. Other items will include debris removal, lessons learned, and short-
and long-term plans thus far.

On the afternoon of April 12, 2023, the National Weather Service predicted slightly more
than 3 in. of rainfall in Fort Lauderdale for the night. With this level of rainfall, the City
typically experiences issues with water building up in certain communities, such as
Melrose Manors. Two pump trucks were deployed to that neighborhood in an attempt to
keep roads dry just south of Broward Boulevard.

Shortly after the weather forecast mentioned above, the City received reports of
extremely heavy rain in the Edgewood community, and determined that the rain event
would be much heavier than anticipated.

By 5 p.m., the City withdrew its stormwater trucks due to the rainfall, as they were
ineffective at removing water and their continued operation presented a safety concern.
By 5:30 p.m., Croissant Park had reported 10 in. of rain within the previous 24 hours.
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The City activated its Emergency Operations Center (EOC) at 9 p.m. This included
members of Public Works and Emergency Management Staff, who oversaw emergency
rescue operations. The Mayor signed an Emergency Proclamation at 11:57 p.m., by
which time the City was in full emergency response mode.

The City received an unprecedented rainfall within approximately 12 hours, including 3
in .of rain in a single one-hour period. By the morning of April 13, Staff was conducting
preliminary assessments of all Fort Lauderdale neighborhoods. The most severe
flooding occurred in Edgewood, Melrose Park, and Melrose Manors, with additional
significant flooding in numerous other neighborhoods. Some degree of flooding
occurred in every City neighborhood.

Due to damage to City Hall, the City lost all external communications, which made
outreach to anyone other than internal City Staff a challenge. The flood event also
affected the George T. Lohmeyer Wastewater Treatment Plant (GTL), which received
over 100 million gallons per day (MGD). This necessitated the use of emergency
outfalls to discharge water. 30 wastewater stations were offline, and more than 120 lift
stations were surcharged, which meant the inflow of water exceeded their pumping
capacity.

All Public Works Staff was charged with either responding to flooding or attempting to
manage wastewater systems. By 10 a.m. on April 13, Staff began removing water from
City Hall in an effort to resume communications. By 10:30 a.m. it was clear that the
response was beyond the capacity of the City’s trucks, and they engaged multiple
vendors to provide extra vehicles, using contracts that were already in place. By 2 p.m.,
many of these trucks were in neighborhoods.

The rainfall resumed at 3 p.m. During this time, the EOC submitted a request through
the County to the state for more trucks to remove water. The EOC established a task
force for unwatering, which included a call center receiving calls from residents, a
planning cell with stormwater models to determine the system’s capacity to move water,
geographic information systems (GIS) mapping for all calls, and reconnaissance of
flooded areas to determine prioritization of resources.

In order to manage neighborhood efforts, a pump master was appointed to each of the
major areas of focus. This position consisted of a member of the City’s Stormwater
Section who could manage the deployment of pump trucks and where they could go to
offload pumped water. Engineers were also assigned to evaluate areas on a
neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis.

Chair Mammano requested clarification of how pump trucks worked. Mr. Dodd
explained that these vehicles pump water into the truck and take it to another location.
In some cases, this meant moving the water up to three or four miles away for
discharge in order to prevent it flowing back into the area from which it was pumped.
Pump trucks are also known as tanker trucks.
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The EOC also assembled a logistics cell, which was responsible for the coordination of
all mutual aid vehicles coming into the City, as well as debris management. They also
worked with the City’s Public Affairs Department for communications and messaging,
and oversaw the fueling and management of the City’s own fleet of trucks. This
structure allowed Staff to operate simultaneously in multiple incident areas.

Mr. Dodd reviewed the number of assets available on a day-by-day basis, including
both internal assets and external assets provided by contract or through mutual support
from other municipalities. The City Manager established three priorities:

e  Critical facilities, including Florida Power and Light (FPL) power banks

e Roads and arterials

e Neighborhoods

Beginning on the first day of the event, the EOC began working to determine which
roads were and were not passable, and focused on clearing roadways so aid could be
provided to residents and neighborhoods. They also tracked breaks in the water and
wastewater systems.

Chair Mammano asked if the water system itself was affected by the storm. Mr. Dodd
replied that while this system was not impacted, a number of breaks occurred due to the
shock of the storm to the overall system, as the volume of water in the ground and in
pipes resulted in damage. He estimated that roughly a dozen water pipe breaks
occurred in the first week following the storm due to this shock. The water plants were
not harmed, although precautionary notices to boil water were issued for some areas.
Mr. Dodd characterized this as part of normal operations during an emergency event.

Dr. Nancy Gassman, Assistant Director of Public Works (Sustainability), also noted that
not all roadways from which water had to be removed were under the City’s jurisdiction.
She cited the examples of SW 27" Avenue and SW 31st Avenue, which are Broward
County roads. The City also worked closely with the County and the Florida Department
of Transportation (FDOT) to address State Road (SR) 84/Broward Boulevard and other
state-owned roadways to try to restore movements. The stormwater drainage systems
attached to non-City roadways are not within the City’s jurisdiction, although Staff
worked closely with the responsible parties to find out how these systems were being
managed throughout the crisis.

Vice Chair Partington asked if this meant the City would not deploy a pump truck onto a
state roadway. Mr. Dodd explained that the City is not allowed to discharge water from
Fort Lauderdale neighborhoods into the drainage system on state roadways without
state authorization. They were required to contact the appropriate jurisdiction, inform
them of the flooding, and request that the owners of the system assist the City with
removal of water.
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Mr. Dodd continued that over 4400 calls for service were received within just over 24
hours. The City began addressing neighborhoods on an individual basis to determine
their levels of water, as well as identifying any limitations for the removal of water. He
noted that the Edgewood and River Oaks neighborhoods, both of which are undergoing
construction of new stormwater systems, had 2 to 3 ft. of water. There was no place to
which water removed from Edgewood could be pumped, as there were no nearby
canals. At 9:49 a.m. on April 14, the state received permission from FDOT to allow the
City to use the state’s stormwater drainage system to remove water from Edgewood.

Chair Mammano asked if there was a way the City could have received this permission
earlier following the storm. Mr. Dodd advised that FDOT first had to determine where
there was sufficient capacity in FDOT’s stormwater system to allow water to be pumped
into that system. Similar capacity analysis was required of Broward County before they
could permit their stormwater system to be used as well. FDOT’s and Broward County’s
systems are designed to accommodate up to 3 in. of rainfall in a 24-hour period. They
were already discharging a much greater amount of water through those systems, as
well as drying out their own roadways.

Mr. LaBrie requested clarification of how water was removed from neighborhoods such
as Edgewood and transported elsewhere for discharge. Mr. Dodd explained that once
the City received permission for discharge into FDOT systems, they could discharge the
water into those systems adjacent to state roadways, such as SR 84. Pumps were also
used, as these are more efficient than pump trucks.

Mr. Dodd explained that the drainage system on SR 84, for example, is designed only to
drain water from that roadway. Before the City can also put water into that system, they
must ensure that it is safe to do so. A similar requirement is in place for water that is
pumped into canals: if the canals’ water levels are too high, water will not flow into them.

Mr. Dodd continued that the stormwater system in the River Oaks neighborhood is
approximately 70% complete. The contractor deployed pumps to use the pipes already
in the ground to drain water from this neighborhood, which was quickly effective. Water
was removed by tankers from Melrose Manors, which had 2 to 3 ft. of flooding. While
the state and County encouraged the City to find a way to use pumps in this
neighborhood, it was not possible to do so at this time.

Mr. Dodd continued that the Melrose Park neighborhood includes a large ditch, which is
the primary conveyance for stormwater. This water flows through Lauderhill to the north
fork of the New River. Because a sluice gate was closed on this waterway, the water
was not flowing from Melrose Park, which required the City to coordinate with Lauderhill
to ensure the gate was raised so the water could flow. He estimated that water did not
flow properly from Melrose Park for at least 24 hours for this reason.

Mr. Dodd also pointed out that the opening and closure of sluice gates depends in part
on water conditions on the canals. Because Fort Lauderdale is near the end of this
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system, they must take the level of water already flowing through the canals into
consideration. Water levels on the north fork of the New River were too high on April 14
for the sluice gate to open.

Vice Chair Partington asked if the South Florida Water Management District was also
involved in this decision. Dr. Gassman advised that the sluice gates from Lauderhill are
to the east of the water management district and its control structure. If the sluice gates
do not discharge, the water will find its own elevation; if the gates discharge, they can
add to the existing water level in the river. She emphasized that groundwater and
surface water intermingle in saturated conditions, and this saturation is reflected in the
canal systems’ water levels.

Dr. Gassman reviewed slides showing saturation levels with the Committee members,
pointing out that because rainfall continued sporadically, some of the advances made
by the City through pumping of water were erased. She added that because Melrose
Park and St. George Estates were originally located in an unincorporated portion of
Broward County, a portion of their drainage systems was annexed to Fort Lauderdale
along with those neighborhoods as well as to Lauderhill. This connection was not
discovered until Tropical Storm Eta, at which time it was determined that because one
of these systems does not work effectively without the other, they must be operated as
a single system.

Mr. Dodd advised that these are various aspects of multiple challenges that interacted
with one another as the City tried to remove water from its neighborhoods after the
storm. Dr. Gassman pointed out that in addition to the storm, the tidal state was much
higher than predicted, which also influenced the City’s ability to discharge through its
gravity system.

Mr. Dodd continued that the Durrs and Dorsey Riverbend neighborhoods also lacked
connections which would have allowed them to drain without the use of tankers. A
number of other neighborhoods also experienced serious flooding of up to 1 ft. of water.

By April 15, up to 36 pump trucks from 10 different cities and counties were assisting
Fort Lauderdale, and roadways were reopening. The City used a color-coded system to
track flooded areas of the City in order to provide an overview. Mr. Dodd noted that
these areas were significantly reduced by April 15. GTL was still discharging effluent
through the outfall, although it was reduced to 83 MGD by this time, 48 hours after the
rain event. A number of lift stations remained surcharged.

The City installed two pumps in the Edgewood neighborhood by April 15 for discharge
of water into the eastern side of the FDOT system. This lowered the water in that area
to approximately 1 ft. Two pumps in River Oaks also reduced the water to 1 ft. by
pumping into the FDOT system. Melrose Manors was still served only by tankers, as no
discharge point had been identified by that time. Water levels in Melrose Park dropped
by roughly 1 ft. once the sluice gate was opened. The Durrs and Dorsey Riverbend
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neighborhoods experienced significant decreases in water as well, with Dorsey
Riverbend served by tankers only as well.

The City began to see significant debris had built up in the water conveyance system,
which meant this debris must be cleaned from grates so it would not impede water. This
was repeated within a few days.

The 36 trucks remained operational through April 16, and a secondary operation was
begun to clear dirt and debris from roads and assess damage to the roadways. A crew
surveyed every roadway in the areas from which water had been removed, identifying
damage including potholes, sinkholes, and debris and muck to be cleared away. This
helped determine follow-up operations. When the GTL plant fell below 80 MGD, outfall
discharge was stopped; however, another rain event raised the MGD once more and
outfall discharge was resumed.

By this time, the Edgewood neighborhood was pumping water into a 72 in. pipe, which
cut across SR 84 into the River Oaks area and combined with that neighborhood’s
system. The pumps were able to accommodate Edgewood within 24 hours. Dr.
Gassman noted that the City had also received direct permission from the South Florida
Water Management District to allow direct discharge into the river.

The use of tankers continued in Melrose Manors, which reduced the water in that
neighborhood to roughly 6 in. until another rainfall began. When this occurred, it raised
water levels in that area to levels observed roughly two days earlier. Melrose Park was
also reduced, and the Durrs and Dorsey Riverbend neighborhoods were passable.

Mr. Walters asked what impact the City’s future plans would have made on stormwater
mitigation if they had already been in place before the rain event. Mr. Dodd replied that
the system currently being designed is intended to accommodate a 10-year storm,
which would be approximately 7 in. of rainfall. This storm was well above the capacity of
any normal stormwater system design. While the flooding would still have occurred,
however, the future plans would have improved the duration of water on the streets, as
the pumps and other expedient measures could have removed the water much faster.
Neighborhoods without discharge points would still take significantly longer for removal.

Mr. Dodd emphasized that even when the new systems are operational, the City would
not be able to manage 25 in. of rainfall in one 24-hour period. City Manager Greg
Chavarria further clarified that the best-designed system cannot account for the type of
rainfall the City experienced. He described the weather system as a “rain bomb,” which
would result in water intrusion inside homes no matter what systems are in place to
mitigate its effects.

Mr. Walters asked if there was anything that could be done with existing funds to allow
the City to address more water, if not the full amount generated by the recent rain event.
Chair Mammano agreed, noting that the current standard to which the City’s systems
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are designed is 0.75 in. on personal property and 3 in. on City roadway storm systems.
Dr. Gassman stated that when the City engaged a consultant for its Stormwater Master
Plan, the aspirational goal of that design was for a 10-year rain event, which is typically
in the range of 6 to 7 in. The Plan was designed to this level of service wherever
possible, but it was acknowledged that it was not feasible in some City neighborhoods.

Dr. Gassman continued that the modern design for a five-year storm was informed by
scenarios including more extreme rain events and sea level rise. The intent was for this
five-year level of service, which is 3 in., to be available for the next 50 years.

Chair Mammano asserted that the current system is not delivering a five-year level of
service. Dr. Gassman explained that the additional increments for this level of service
have only been designed for seven of the City’s neighborhoods. The City is exploring
the aspirational goal of 6 to 7 in. and is designing based on what is feasible. In some
locations, it is feasible to design to 3 in., while in other locations it is feasible to design to
10 in. She pointed out that it is not always feasible to design to the aspirational goal due
to hydrologic and hydraulic reasons. “More system” can be implemented in some
locations, but not in others.

Dr. Gassman continued that at present, there are four stormwater pump stations
operating within the City. By the time the Stormwater Master Plan has been completed,
there will be 12 stormwater pump stations, the newer eight of which will have greater
capacity than the current four stations. The City is designing to move from gravity
systems to pump systems. The Stormwater Master Plan recognizes the challenges
posed by some neighborhoods, and is intended to reduce the frequency, duration, and
intensity of flooding moving forward.

Vice Chair Partington commented that he would like to move away from language
referring to “10-year” or “thousand-year” storms, as extreme rain events appear to be
occurring with increasing frequency. He agreed that no one could not have envisioned,
nor designed for, a scenario in which 26 in. of rain fell in such a short time period.

Mr. Dodd advised that progress continued on April 17, with water still being discharged
through the outfall. Most ponding had been reduced, with exceptions occurring in
Melrose Manors and Melrose Park, which both had more than 6 in. of water remaining.
Groundwater levels were also dropping by this time, and there had been no additional
rain in approximately two days. High tides continued to occur, although they were on a
downward trend by this point.

Mr. Dodd continued that by April 17, the City set up pumps in Melrose Manors to draw
down on the water in that neighborhood. Water was pumped into the FDOT system on
Broward Boulevard. He noted that once 6 in. hoses were unable to be completely
submerged, the pumps are no longer effective, which meant issues arose when the
water level dropped to below 6 in.
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By April 18, the City was having success in addressing the Edgewood and River Oaks
neighborhoods as well, with Melrose Manors down to small pockets of 4 in. of water or
less in low-lying areas. While water remained in the roads in Melrose Manors and
Melrose Park, people were able to drive on those roads without endangering their cars.

Mr. Dodd stated that April 19 constituted the last day of water cleanup, with the GTL
plant no longer discharging through outfall and all roads clear of water with the
exception of ponding. By this time, much of the recovery effort turned to muck removal
and roadway cleanup. He concluded that it took six days to reach this point in the City’s
recovery.

By April 19, crews were addressing cleanup of material that had gotten into the system
to prevent drainage. Mr. Dodd showed photos of these materials that clogged or caught
on the system, including debris and muck in the outfalls as well as materials in ditches.
He added that the Melrose Park ditch is cleaned on a maintenance schedule, and all of
its maintenance activities were completed at the end of March, leaving it in good shape
just before the rain event occurred. By April 20, the call center had received 9690 calls
over a one-week period.

The Stormwater Master Plan, which was completed in 2017, identified the Edgewood
and River Oaks neighborhoods as the top two locations where flooding was expected to
occur. Construction is expected to be complete in Edgewood by July 2023, with all
pipes in the ground. The pipe portion of the River Oaks neighborhood is expected to be
done by December 2023, with pump stations to be complete by the next year. Although
these systems were not fully functioning at the time of the event, they did help the
temporary measures the City put in place.

Vice Chair Partington requested clarification of how the River Oaks Preserve is used.
Dr. Gassman replied that the River Oaks system relies on three components: the piping
system, the pump system, and the preserve. These components work together to drain
the River Oaks neighborhood. Its smaller pump station is designed to bring water into
the River Oaks Preserve, while the larger pump station is located on the south fork of
the New River and will pump water from the preserve into that river.

Work in the Durrs and Dorsey Riverbend neighborhood projects is scheduled to go out
for bid in the month of April, although there may be a slight delay due to the challenges
following the storm. Mr. Dodd advised that the next set of seven neighborhoods for
which planning and design will begin by 2025 includes “the bottom two-thirds of the
City,” for which significant stormwater improvements are planned.

Dr. Gassman explained that following Tropical Storm Eta, the Melrose Park stormwater
system, including the drain and conveyance to the north fork of the New River, was
completely rehabilitated. That system was originally designed by Broward County and
annexed in approximately 2000. It is roughly 20 years old at present and includes
exfiltration trenches as well as the ditch connected to other catch basins throughout the
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system. By contrast, the Melrose Manors neighborhood has no infrastructure, other than
swales, to convey drainage.

Mr. Dodd explained that when considering pumps v. pump trucks, the City considered a
100-acre watershed with 4 in. of rain to determine how quickly they would be able to
drain a significant amount of water. This would take 16 days for 15 trucks to clear away
the water. If 12 in. pumps are used instead, two 12 in. pumps can clear the same
amount of water in roughly 18 hours. He noted that the eight new pump stations which
will be built will use at least 8 in. pumps or greater capacity.

The City’s contractors also collected a significant amount of debris, including destroyed
furniture and drywall removed from damaged homes. Mr. Chavarria added that
residents have been asked not to place debris in black trash bags in the future, as this
can slow the collection process. The debris management associated with the storm was
intended to be limited to pickup of debris damaged by the storm, such as flooded
materials.

Dr. Gassman further clarified that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
will reimburse the City for storm debris removal. This includes broken tree limbs which
were placed by the edge of the road along with other storm debris.

Mr. Dodd continued that the City’s Stormwater Operations Department has fewer than
30 members, all of whom normally work a single daytime shift. They are not staffed for
24-hour operations. When the City recognized the magnitude of the event, they
determined that there was a need to split these crews so there would be expertise on
hand at all times. These types of operations need to be managed differently in order to
avoid periods of no coverage.

The City’s canals and groundwater levels have a significant impact on how much can be
drained through the system and how water can be pumped out. Monitoring these levels,
including knowing where ground water is too high, greatly influences what can be done
and where work should be prioritized. Inter-local agreements with Broward County, as
well as with adjacent municipalities such as Lauderhill, affect the operation and
maintenance of the collective system.

Mr. Dodd continued that the City received emergency permissions to use the Broward
County and FDOT drainage systems, which typically cannot be accessed by the City.
He emphasized the need for agreements that would identify thresholds which would
allow the City to use these systems once it has been clarified that they can provide
sufficient capacity. The City used three different emergency contracts, which will need
to be maintained and possibly expanded in the future.

Mr. Dodd noted that drone and helicopter footage help identify areas of inundation and
where efforts should be focused. It may be necessary to clear debris from the same
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area of a neighborhood multiple times, as debris can continue to build up in low-lying
areas and prevent water from draining.

Mr. Dodd advised that integration of the City’s Q-alert system into GIS mapping can be
used to track progress. This helps to improve situational awareness and determine
where teams need to be and which areas must be prioritized. The City plans to consider
creating new mobile apps which would allow reconnaissance teams to provide
information through tablets or iPads rather than returning to the EOC and entering it
manually into the system. As water is drained away, it is important to follow up
immediately with muck removal and debris management.

Mr. Dodd stated that all City employees receive some level of training from the National
Incident Management System (NIMS). This basic framework can be applied to different
types of emergencies, as it includes planning, situational awareness, on-site command
and reaction teams, and management of people, equipment, and resources to address
the problem. This is the same type of framework followed by Police and Fire
Departments. He emphasized that these systems and procedures can be applied to
nearly every situation.

Dr. Gassman further clarified that Staff spent roughly four hours on Friday, April 14, to
plan how the Unwatering Task Force would respond to the event. This made a
significant difference in how the City could respond to the emergency, as it allowed
them to prioritize the use of assets and determine who was in charge of specific aspects
of the response. She characterized this planning time as some of the most critical hours
of the response. Omar Castellon, Assistant Director of Public Works (Engineering),
added that the EOC goes through periodic simulation training which addresses different
emergency scenarios.

Mr. Dodd also addressed long-term impacts of the event in specific neighborhoods,
stating that in Melrose Manors, the City would develop a temporary plan to identify
exactly where pumps would be located and create a catch basin or pit into which these
pipes could be placed to drain the water. The lack of a catch basin presented a
challenge when trying to drain water from a flat area. A permanent inter-local agreement
(ILA) would also need to be created with Broward County and FDOT for permissions to
begin pumping the water. This neighborhood would need to be elevated to the same
timeline as the other seven neighborhoods so construction may begin as soon as
possible.

Chair Mammano requested additional information on how current systems work in
Melrose Manors. Mr. Dodd replied that this would need to be addressed through design,
reiterating that Melrose Manors was not included in the original group of neighborhoods
for which design has been done. The City will need to determine how to collect water in
the neighborhood’s low points, as well as where that water would be delivered. He
noted that this may require the addition of a pump station in the future.
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Mr. Chavarria added that he and Mr. Dodd attended the previous week’s meeting of the
Melrose Manors Homeowners Association, where they heard significant feedback. The
City will bring in consultant HDR to meet with members of the community so they can
hear concerns firsthand and brainstorm with residents to determine what could be
implemented quickly. He suggested that a member of the Committee attend this future
meeting to hear the discussion as well.

Mr. Dodd continued that the City was already planning to purchase a new pump truck in
2024, and is now trying to accelerate the procurement process so it can be purchased
in 2023. They will also review the pumps and hoses currently on hand and build up the
City’s inventory based on pumping plans. They will work with the Information
Technology (IT) Department on GIS tracking programs to help improve situational
awareness.

Long-term plans include keeping the first seven neighborhoods to be addressed on their
timelines, or to speed up these timelines if possible. They can then begin to prepare for
the second tranche of neighborhoods, which may require adjustment of Engineering
Staff levels.

Vice Chair Partington asked if available funding will be sufficient to meet these needs.
Mr. Dodd replied that the $200 million bond was for the first tranche of neighborhoods:
the second tranche will require a future bond, which he could not yet estimate. Of the
neighborhoods in the first tranche, Edgewood and River Oaks are under construction for
roughly $60 million.

Dr. Gassman further clarified that documents for the first tranche are in process. The
River Oaks and Edgewood neighborhoods were addressed through a line of credit
which anticipated the bond. The City went through a bond validation hearing earlier in
calendar year 2023, and bond documents have been in development for the last few
months. She estimated that the bond for the first tranche of neighborhoods will be
issued in the next one to two months.

Dr. Gassman also recalled that the City recently changed the manner in which its
stormwater fee is charged, which was validated through a hearing. City management
recognized the need to begin work on the system, and allowed the $70 million line of
credit.

Mr. LaBrie also addressed the stormwater management fee, asking what this pays for.
Dr. Gassman replied that this fee covers operation and maintenance of the system, as
well as debt service on significant improvements. There are four levels of work involved
in maintaining this system:
e Basic repairs: these are made on a daily basis
e  Operational repairs: these typically cost less than $100,000 and include items
such as replacement of existing infrastructure, such as pipes or catch basins
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e Capital Improvement Program (CIP) repairs: these are related to larger street-
level projects

e Neighborhood-level projects: these include the first tranche of neighborhoods to
be addressed by the Stormwater Master Plan

Dr. Gassman concluded that the stormwater fee addresses all four types of repairs, and
establishes the groundwork for larger-scale projects.

Chair Mammano echoed Vice Chair Partington’s earlier comment regarding the
outdated concept of “100-year” storms and similar measurements, pointing out that
there should be acknowledgement that 3 in. of rainfall is no longer an adequate
standard, and that there should be consideration of an increase in this standard.

Vice Chair Partington observed that a sensitivity analysis could be performed, which
would determine a base design for a five-year storm and then consider how
preparations for a less likely event, such as a 20-year storm, would affect the costs of
this design. Dr. Gassman advised that one key aspect of this discussion is the need to
consider water quantity as well as water quality: when a pump station is designed, it is
permitted for a specific restricted amount of use. The City is only allowed by regulatory
entities to discharge a set amount of material through that station.

Dr. Gassman continued that regulatory agencies are geared toward addressing high-
frequency, low-intensity storms. The event the City recently experienced was of very
high intensity and low frequency. Chair Mammano asserted that the City should work to
change the outlook of these regulatory agencies. Mr. Dodd pointed out that the only
reason the City was allowed to perform the level of pumping necessary for the recent
rain event was due to its emergency nature, which provided the City with a waiver from
water quality standards.

Vice Chair Partington stated again that it may be necessary to consider a range of
designs, and their costs, to address future events. Dr. Gassman replied that this is how
the first Stormwater Master Plan was developed: by running scenarios and discussing
what different systems could potentially do. Scenario testing, sea level rise, and
extreme rainfall events were all considered as part of this Plan’s modeling activity, and
decisions were made regarding the level of service that could be reasonably provided.

Mr. LaBrie asked if there have been lessons learned regarding communications among
the Public Works Department, as well as with City Hall communications, which would
lead to the implementation of a communication aspect to the City’s disaster plans going
forward. Mr. Dodd replied that the City’s communications hub was located on the sixth
floor of City Hall, which had a separate backup generator from the rest of the building.
There were no plans that both the regular system and the backup generator would be
affected by the same event. When this occurred, Public Works Staff at the Fiveash and
GTL plants were on a separate system, and could communicate with one another using
radios and cell phones, although their contact with the public was affected.
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Mr. Dodd continued that the City’s IT Department will also be reviewing their lessons
learned from the recent extreme rain event, including the need for a redundant backup
system for communications. He pointed out that public notifications were posted on the
City’s website in an attempt to share information with the community. He also noted that
the call center for Police and Fire services never lost communications.

Mr. LaBrie noted that the Mayor attended his neighborhood’s most recent civic
association meeting, which was held one week after the rain event. One of the
questions asked at this meeting addressed the availability of a pump truck to come to
parts of the neighborhood. Dr. Gassman explained that the Stormwater Operations
Department has four pump trucks and fewer than 30 Staff members, which means there
are neither enough trucks nor Staff to respond to every location where a pump truck
might be requested.

Dr. Gassman continued that another challenge which affected the extreme rain event
was the height of the Middle River, which presented an impediment for drainage. Until
there is somewhere for water to go, there is no effective response the City can make.
She concluded that expectations often pose a challenge.

Mr. Grabski asked if the height of the Middle River was due only to upland flow, or if the
South Florida Water Management District opened its gates. Dr. Gassman confirmed
that the District opened these gates, which elevated the water level along with the
volume of rainfall, which also contributed to elevation of the water level in the river.
Water levels did not return to normal until April 20.

Vice Chair Partington asked if there was any additional action the South Florida Water
Management District could have taken. Dr. Gassman replied that there will likely be
further discussion between the District and the City, particularly regarding the sluice
gates at Lauderhill; however, she noted that the south fork of the Middle River is
substantially downstream from the District’'s control structure, and is subject to other
influences, such as tides.

Chair Mammano noted that groundwater saturation contributed significantly to
infiltration, and asked if the City should be doubling or tripling its infiltration budget to
deal with these pipes so additional water does not enter the sewage treatment plant and
then the Intracoastal Waterway. It was clarified that groundwater was coming from
aboveground, including seeping through manhole covers or other openings directly into
lift stations, which meant the issue was as much inflow as infiltration.

Mr. Dodd reiterated that many of the City’s pump stations were surcharged, which
meant the inflow exceeded their capacity. This meant the pipes are full, so when
residents flush toilets or turn on water, it is more difficult for the water to flow through the
pipes into the lift station and for the lift station to move that water out. Investing more in
& would help the City; the issue is how much they can afford to invest in comparison
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with how much is being spent on the Consent Order project and other water/wastewater
projects. Public Works hopes to further prioritize 1&! in the next fiscal year’s budget.

Vice Chair Partington asked if there were any sewage spills associated with the
surcharged lift stations which had to be reported to DEP. Mr. Dodd estimated there
were two to three such spills during the extreme rain event, including backups in the
Bayview and Galt Mile areas.

Vice Chair Partington also requested an update on the function of City government
while City Hall is inaccessible. Mr. Dodd explained that Public Works leadership is
maintaining offices in a separate building on the east side of the parking garage. He
estimated that 10% of Staff who worked in City Hall are at those locations, while other
employees are working remotely. Dr. Gassman added that Public Works has multiple
facilities across Fort Lauderdale at which most operational staff is based at present.

Mr. Dodd continued that the City is still working to determine where Staff will be moved
for short- and long-term needs. Chair Mammano suggested that the Committee may
wish to schedule a discussion of City Hall at its next meeting, followed by a joint
meeting with the City Commission.
Mr. Dodd concluded that Staff is still working to determine whether future Committee
meetings will be held at the Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport, or at the Department of
Sustainable Development. He recommended that the members consider where they
would prefer to hold these meetings.
4. Public Works Update
i. Water & Sewer Breaks Report w/Mapping
ii. CIP Financial Report
These Items were deferred to the next meeting.
5. General Discussion and Comments
i. Committee Members
Chair Mammano noted that the September 4, 2023 meeting is currently scheduled to
fall on a holiday and will require rescheduling. Senior Administrative Assistant Vickie
Beauvais stated that she would reach out to the City Clerk’s Office to determine if the

alternate date of September 11, 2023 is available.

Chair Mammano also recalled that the Committee traditionally does not meet during the
month of July in order to be consistent with the City Commission’s schedule.
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Motion made by Vice Chair Partington, seconded by Mr. Walters, to cancel [the] July
meeting. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Grabski recalled that at the April 2023 meeting, the Committee had discussed an
update on cost sharing for capital improvements, and requested that this update be
added to the June Agenda.

ii. Public Comments
None.

6. Adjournment — NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: Monday, June 5,
2023

There being no further business to come before the Committee at this time, the meeting
was adjourned at 4:16 p.m.

Any written public comments made 48 hours prior to the meeting regarding items
discussed during the proceedings have been attached hereto.

[Minutes prepared by K. McGuire, Prototype, Inc.]
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Executive Summary

¢ Objectives:
« Fully fund the City’'s capital obligations for Prospect Lake
= Structure the financing in a cost-effective manner
+ Mitigate the impact to rate payers
® |Includes:
= Key Terminology
« Various financing scenarios for consideration

+ Discussion of scenario results and impact
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Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds (Existing)

Annual Debt Service

Debt Summary o 35
Total Outstanding Debt 2 2 mim
Principal Outstanding 483,980,000 = I I I I
Final Maturity 9/1/2048| <25
Maximum Annual Debt Senice 31,720,906 20 TR T T Y T
Refunding Breakdown 15 =[]
Callable Debt 438,730,000
Non-Callable Debt 45,250,000 10 L HiR|Ea
Bond Ratings S
S&P Moody's Fitch RIS : INENIN] INENS
AAS Aal ﬂﬂl %W:m"ﬁm iﬁrﬁkﬁ @?5) ?p :ﬁ" :@%%ﬁ@ @?,;g:?’% P ,bm 0"" 0‘“" Qb?‘ ,p"’;b@‘%
ESeries 2018 DOSeries 2016 W Series 2014 @ Series 2012
Series Issue Type Tax Status Purpose Issue Size Final Maturity Outstanding Par Next Call Date Refunding Status
As of 9/30/2020 Forward Current  Mon-Callable
Series 2012 Bond Offering Tax-Exempt Refunding 64,585,000 Q172031 44,795,000 a/1/2021 41,585,000 - 3,200,000
Series 2014 Bond Offering  Tax-Exempt Refunding 121,520,000 Q1/2035 117,485,000 aM/2024 80,410,000 - 27,075,000
Series 2016 Bond Offering Tax-Exempt Refunding 158,930,000 Q172038 125,665,000 a/1/2024 110,690,000 - 14,975,000
Series 2018 Bond Offering  Tax-Exempt  MNew Money 196,035,000 Q172048 196,035,000 2027 196,035,000 - -
Total 483,980,000 438,730,000 - 45,250,000
5
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Key Terminology

Level Debt Service: Principal is amortized to create level debt service
payments over the life of a series of bonds

Wrapped Debt Service: Principal is amortized to “wrap” around existing
debt service (or other anticipated debt service) in order to create level debt
service on an aggregate basis

Gross-Funded: Bonds are sized to fund the full amount needed to cover
project costs, without any interest earnings

Met-Funded: Bonds are sized to account for anticipated interest earnings in
the construction fund

Rate Covenant: Covenant of the Issuer to the bondholder that rates and
charges will be set at the level sufficient such that net revenues meet or
exceed the Principal and Interest payment each year. Usually expressed
as a percentage.

Maximum Annual Debt Service: The maximum principal and interest
payment due in a given year over the life of a bond issuance

Additional Bonds Test: A required test of the issuer, prior to the issuance of
Additional Bonds, satisfying that either the prior year's revenue or
projected revenue will be sufficient to meet or exceed MADS. Usually
expressed as a percentage

© PFM
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II. Plan of Finance Discussion



Project Funding Summary

Enabling Works & Owner’s Rep*
$189,000,000 in Total Project Costs

Less: $12,000,000 Available in the
Capital Reserve Fund

|_ $177,000,000 in Net Project Costs
(City-Funded)

$363,750,000 City-Funded

$121,250,000 Project Company-Funded

*All references to Enabling Works include $8 million for Owner's Rep

© PFM
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Included Financing Scenarios

® For the City's portion of the total project costs, PFM prepared preliminary analysis based on different scenarios

« Each scenario assumes the City issues 2023A Bonds to fund $177 million in net project costs for the Enabling Works
and Owner’s Rep portions!")

» To fund the $364 million in project costs for the Water Plant portion?!, the City can issue a single standalone series,
or use a phased approach funding the project over multiple issuances

1 Level 30 Years  Series 2023A Series 2023B  Single issuance to fund 100% of Water Plant project costs
2 Level 40 Years  Series 2023A Series 2023B  Single issuance to fund 100% of Water Plant project costs
3 Wrapped 30 Years  Series 2023A Series 2023B  Single issuance to fund 100% of Water Plant project costs
Series 20238 Phased issuances to initially fund ~50% of Water Plan project costs,
4 Wrapped 30 Years  Series 2023A Series 2024 followed by a second tranche in 2024 (assuming current market

rates)

(1) Assumes nel-funded project fund based on equal draws over 10 months al 2% earnings rale
(2)  Assumes nel-funded project fund based on draw schedule at 3% eamings rate

© PFM



Preliminary Financing Scenario #1: Level Debt Service, 30 Years
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

® Summary Statistics: Estimated Annual Debt Service

70
* All-InTIC: 4.22%

% Millions

. Par Amount: $482.840,000 o0
- Total Interest: $465,181,700 S0
« Total Debt Service: $948,021,700 40
« Avg. Annual Debt Service: $32,107,758 30 mAmartmeEmetm e me
® Aggregate MADS: $63,032,213 oo HUHIEIEIEIEIEL LT IR B AEREEEREE
10
Imlﬂ-lmlmIhlmlmlcl‘_lwlmlﬂlmlmlr\hlmlmlal‘_lmlmlﬁ-lmlmIr‘hlmlmlt:.l‘_lNlml
I AN NN AMOOOOOOO0O0O s o= s == = 0w w
s s e T e e e e e e O e e v e e e T e e e e e e O e O s e (i e e
[T I I Y I o I st o (o (et I s IR I I o Y s s s s o o e O ¥ s W Y Y I |
Fiscal Year End

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20238 - Water Plant
O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20234 - Enabling Works
O Existing W&S Debt Service
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Preliminary Financing Scenario #2: Level Debt Service, 40 Years

(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

® Combined Summary Statistics
« All-InTIC: 4.43%
« Par Amount: $488,725,000

Total Interest: $645,128,333

Total Debt Service: $1,133,853,333
« Avg. Annual Debt Service: $28,441,137

® Aggregate MADS: $60,103,053

© PFM
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Fiscal Year End

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20238 - Water Plant
O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20234 - Enabling Works
@ Existing W&S Debt Service
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Preliminary Financing Scenario #3: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

Estimated Annual Debt Service
® Combined Summary Statistics 70

All-In TIC: 4.39%
60

« Par Amount: $486,985,000
50
Total Interest: $565,538,683
40
Total Debt Service: $1,052,523,683

« Avg. Annual Debt Service: $35,240,748 S 1 A AR

$ Millions

® Aggregate MADS: $57,032,300 20

10

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20238 - Water Plant
O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023A - Enabling Works
O Existing W&S Debt Service
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Preliminary Financing Scenario #4: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years
(Phased Issuances for Water Plant, Assuming Current Rates for 2024 Bonds)

¢ Combined Sur‘nmary Statistics Estimated Annual Debt Service

70
« All-In TIC: 4.42% 2
« Par Amount: $492,650,000 S 60

o

30 FETHEEE
® Aggregate MADS: $56,625,053
20

10

Total Interest: $596,358,867 5 IIIIIIIIIII
Total Debt Service: $1,089,008,867 40 I
« Avg. Annual Debt Service: $35,281,065 L] L
B
i
[ ]

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2024 - Water Plant

@ Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023B - Water Plant

O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023A - Enabling Works
O Existing W&S Debt Service

© PFM
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Summary Comparison of Preliminary Financing Scenarios #1-4

© PFM

Scenario #1 Scenario #2 Scenario #3 Scenario #4
30 Years, Wrapped
i il el o cbisence
All-In TIC 4.22% 4.43% 4.39% 4.42%
Par Amount $482,840,000]  $488,725,000]  $486,985,000]  $492,650,000
Total Interest $465,181,700|  $645,128,333|  $565,538,683|  $596,358,867
Total Debt Service $948,021,700| $1,133,853,333| $1,052,523,683| $1,089,008,867
;‘: erage Annual Debt $32,107,758|  $28441,137|  $35240,748|  $35,281,065
Aggregate Maximum Debt $63,032,213|  $60,103,053|  $57.032,300|  $56,625,053

Service (MADS)

14



Q

Annual Debt Service Comparison

® Chart below indicates the total annual debt service
for each scenario, upon fully funding the project.

® The table and chart to the right indicate the
Maximum Annual Debt Service ("MADS") for the
first three years of each scenario

Scenarios 1-3 lock-in the cost of funds

« Scenario 4 would issue bonds in two phases,
stepping-up MADS over two years

© PFM
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Preliminary Debt Service Impact

® The City will be required to increase rates under all scenarios

® The existing bond resolution requires the City to set rates necessary to provide annual revenues equal to or greater
than 125% of Annual Debt Service, the “Rate Covenant”

= In addition, the “Additional Bonds Test” requires that the City set rates sufficient to produce revenues equal to or
greater than the maximum principal and interest on the existing and the proposed additional bonds

Maximum Annual Debt Service (MADS), by Year

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
FY 2024 63,032,213 60,103,053 57,032,300 48,655,625
FY 2025 63,032,213 60,103,053 57,032,300 57,010,800
FY 2026 63,032,213 60,103,053 57,032,300 57,010,800

Net Revenue Requirement (1.25x MADS)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
FY 2024 78,790,266 75,128,816 71,290,375 60,819,531
FY 2025 78,790,266 75,128,816 71,290,375 71,263,500
FY 2026 78,790,266 75,128,816 71,290,375 71,263,500

Net Revenue Required % Change (compared to FY 2021 Net Revenue of $68.850MM)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
FY 2024 14% 9% 4% -
FY 2025 14% 9% 4%, 4%
FY 2026 14% 9% 4%, 4%

© PFM



lll. Current Market Conditions
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Municipal Interest Rate Movements

MMD AAA G.O. Curve

PFM Pricing Group

MMD AAA G.O. Yield Curve Changes

3/3/2023
. 191
— -
- - 157
. - E 134
-_— = = 111 102
(=18
w e G4
5 51 45 43
4 7 I 6 I a I 4 .
5 7 9 11 13 15 17 1% 21 23 25 27 29
Maturity 2yr Coyr Tyr 10yr A0 yr
— —1WkAgo = = 1MoAgo 1¥r Ago miwkaAzo m1MoAgo 1¥T Ago
BVAL AAA G.O. Curve Rate and Spread Movement (10-Year
Maturity)
4.00% 8lbps
i m == 350% 71 bps
- 3.00% i1 hips
- ‘.,..--to LEE LT L
S 2,508 P Lo Thid B = NogE stbes
l
2.00% L 41 bps
1-5% 1 ops
1005 1 DS
0.50% 11bps
0.00% 1 bps
5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 ‘\j'L-ﬁ"’ ‘\:-I':y 4;.'} -;\:ﬂ n, %{L A .{I.- .{I.- .-CI.- "‘: i) .»f::
Maturity N S w "g & -e-“ <;| & ({31‘
— = Wk AgD == =1 Mo AgO 1¥r Ago s 1 0y AR, 10yr AG.O. To AAA Spread
Source: Bloomberg, Refinitiv 18



Treasury Interest Rate Movements

U.S. Treasury Yield Curve U.S. Treasury Yield Curve Changes
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Treasury & Municipal Interest Rate Movements

AAA Municipal Curve U.S. Treasury Curve
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Preliminary Financing Scenario #4A: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years
(Phased Issuances for Water Plant, Assuming Current Rates + 50 bps for 2024 Bonds)

® Combined Summary Statistics:
* All-In TIC: 4.51%

+ Par Amount: $498,610,000

Total Interest: $601,987,283

Total Debt Service: $1,100,597,283
+ Avg. Annual Debt Service: $35,656,499
® Aggregate MADS: $57,010,800
® Scenario 4 vs. Scenario 4B
« Ain Avg. Annual Debt Service: $375,435
« Ain Total Interest: $5,628,417

« Ain Total Debt Service: $11,588,417

© PFM
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Estimated Annual Debt Service

B
&

Fiscal Year End

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2024 - Water Plant

@ Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023B - Water Plant

O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023A - Enabling Works
O Existing W&S Debt Service
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Preliminary Financing Scenario #4B: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years
(Phased Issuances for Water Plant, Assuming Current Rates + 100 bps for 2024 Bonds)

® Combined Summary Statistics:
* All-In TIC: 4.59%

« Par Amount: $504,7250,00

Total Interest: $607,761,804

Total Debt Service: $1,112,486,804
+ Avg. Annual Debt Service: $36,041,689
® Aggregate MADS: $57,407,766
® Scenario 4 vs. Scenario 4B
« Ain Avg. Annual Debt Service: $760,624
« Ain Total Interest: $11,402,938

+ Ain Total Debt Service: $23,477,938

© PFM
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Fiscal Year End

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2024 - Water Plant

B Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 20238 - Waler Plant

O Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2023A - Enabling Works
@ Existing W&S Debt Service
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Preliminary Draft FY 2023 — FY 2033 Water Rate Increases

Baseline: No Water Plant Scenario*

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY2032 FY 2033
Annual % Change 8.6% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Cumulative % Change N/A 3.0% 6.0% 9.1% 12.4% 15.7% 19.2% 22.9% 26.5% 30.3% 34.2%
Financing Scenario #1: Level Debt Service, 30 Years*
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)
FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY2032 FY 2033
Annual % Change 8.6% 21.5% 21.5% 7.0% 7.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Cumulative % Change N/A 21.5% 47.7% 58.1% 69.3% 77.7% 86.7% 96.0% 105.9% | 116.1% 126.9%

Financing Scenario #2: Level Debt Service, 40 Years*

(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031

FY 2032

FY 2033

Annual % Change

8.6%

19.0%

19.0%

9.0%

9.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

Cumulative % Change

N/A

19.0%

41.7%

54.5%

68.4%

76.8%

85.6%

94.9%

104.6%

114.8%

125.6%

Financing Scenario #3: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years*

(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031

FY 2032

FY 2033

Annual % Change 8.6% 17.0% 17.0% 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Cumulative % Change N/A 17.0% 36.9% 50.6% 65.6% 73.9% 82.6% 91.8% 101.3% | 111.3% 121.9%
Financing Scenario #4: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years*
(Phased Issuances for Water Plant, Assuming Current Rates for 2024 Bonds)
FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY2031 FY 2032 FY 2033
Annual % Change 8.6% 15.0% 15.0% 11.0% 11.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Cumulative % Change N/A 15.0% 32.2% 46.8% 62.9% 71.1% 79.7% 88.7% 98.2% 108.0% 118.5%

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.




Baseline: No Water Plant Scenario*

@ Stantec

FAMS |FT. LAUDERDALE - WATER & SEWER

Financial Analysis & Management System | By Stantec
FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 FY 2028 FY 2033
Water Rate Plan [EO0[05/ 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 15.72% 34.19%
Sewer Rate Plan [SO§00F/3 20.00% 10.00% 10.00% 5.00% 5.00% 60.20% 104.46%

2.70 . Scenario Manager

Senior-Lien DSC
Subordinate DSC 9.15

Net Cash Flow  -$2.77 -$4.35 $0.75 $33.55 $18.11 $21.24 $10.53 $11.18 $13.41 $14.45 -$7.27

Monthly Water Bill (5 Kgal)

Monthly Sewer Bill (5 Kgal) $100.58

AMI Yes

Monthly Combined Bill (5 Kgal) $123.24 $134.37  $140.30 Use Growth FY 26 4.00%
Monthly Bill Increase N/A $11.25 $7.13 $7.80 $4.77 $4.96 $5.19 $5.46 $5.67 $5.93 $6.25
End of Year Fund Balance Revenues vs. Expenses Capital Reserve
== Current Plan —Target — = O&M Cash In Cash Out = Current Plan
$180M $250M $30M
$160M [
$140M $200M = $25M
$120M _— ————— $20M
$100M $150M - p—— o
oo $toom
$60M $10M
$40M 50M
$20M $ $5M
VS T TN N __ti W M i s $OM ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ‘ $OM —ttt—t—t—t+—+—
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
CIP Spending CIP Funding New Borrowing
mCurrent Plan mDebt mCapital Reserve m Capital Charges = Operating/Cash u Current Plan
$300M
$300M $300M
$250M $250M $250M
$200M $200M $200M
$150M $150M $150M
$100M $100M $100M
$50M $50M $50M
$0M $0M som . 1R D
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.



Financing Scenario #1: Level Debt Service, 30 Years*
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

=FAMS |FT. LAUDERDALE - WATER & SEWER

SAVE CITRL LAST

Financial Analysis & Management System | By Stantec

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 FY 2028 FY 2033
Water Rate Plan [ROX0[0/ 21.50% 21.50% 7.00% 7.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 77.70% 126.87%

Sewer Rate Plan [oNe[0F7) 20.00% 10.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 60.20% 104.46%
Senior-Lien DSC 1.60 1.69 1.45 1.54 1.61 Scenario Manager
Subordinate DSC 22.53 17.75 40.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Net Cash Flow -$2.77 -$16.11 $9.47 $51.24 -$1.97 $3.41 -$4.81 -$1.42 $3.80 $8.12 -$9.03
Monthly Water Bill (5 Kgal) | &[0 $37.03 $44.97 $48.12 $51.49 $54.06 $56.79 $59.64 $62.62 $65.76 $69.03 WAV Yes
Monthly Sewer Bill (5 Kgal) [ $62.02 $68.22 $75.04 $78.80 $82.75 $86.89 $91.24 $95.80  $100.58  $105.63 MWwater Plant R SIS
Monthly Combined Bill (5 Kgal) | 2 $99.05 $113.19  $123.16  $130.29  $136.81 $143.68  $150.88  $158.42  $166.34  $174.66 MUV WINaE] 4.00%
Monthly Bill Increase N/A $16.91 $14.14 $9.97 $7.13 $6.52 $6.87 $7.20 $7.54 $7.92 $8.32
End of Year Fund Balance Revenues vs. Expenses Capital Reserve
== Current Plan —Target — — O&M Cash In Cash Out = Current Plan
$160M $350M $30M
:1 200 $300M e $25M
$100M :zggm p———— $20M
$80M P $15M
$60M $150M == =
—_— $10M
$40M $100M
$20M $50M $5M
L e e e e e e . $OM . : : : : : : : : : : s $0M ——t ——t—t—+ ——t+——1
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
CIP Spending CIP Funding New Borrowing
= Current Plan mDebt = Capital Reserve = Capital Charges = Operating/Cash u Current Plan
$300M
$300M $300M
$250M $250M $250M
$200M $200M $200M
$150M $150M $150M
$100M $100M $100M
$50M $50M $50M
$OM $0M $OM “ r r T T T T T
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.



Financing Scenario #2: Level Debt Service, 40 Years*
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

-FAMS ‘FT. LAUDERDALE - WATER & SEWER () stantec

Financial Analysis & Management System | By Stantec
FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 FY 2028 FY 2033
Water Rate Plan SO0/} 19.00% 9.00% 9.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 76.78% 125.59%

Sewer Rate Plan [S{O{[0F/s 20.00% 10.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 60.20% 104.46%

Senior-Lien DSC 1.50 1.58 1.66 1.73 Scenario Manager
Subordinate DSC 9.62 22.30 18.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Net Cash Flow  -$2.77 -$15.76 $6.55 $50.49 $0.14 $5.53 -$2.69 $0.70 $5.92 $10.24 -$6.92
Monthly Water Bill (5 Kgal) [ %1014¢) $36.24 $43.13 $47.01 $51.26 $53.83 $56.53 $59.36 $62.31 $65.43 $68.70 WAV Yes

VA CHEINGIGE)]  $51.68  $62.02 $68.22  $75.04  $78.80  $82.75  $86.89  $91.24  $95.80  $100.58  $105.63

Lvl

Monthly Combined Bill (5 Kgal) [ 2 $98.26 $111.35  $122.05  $130.06  $136.58  $143.42  $150.60  $158.11  $166.01  $174.33 MUNNeuIa$:s 4.00%
Monthly Bill Increase N/A $16.12 $13.09 $10.70 $8.01 $6.52 $6.84 $7.18 $7.51 $7.90 $8.32

End of Year Fund Balance Revenues vs. Expenses Capital Reserve
mmm Current Plan —Target — = O&M Cash In Cash Out = Current Plan
$160M $350M $30M
i ——  aw
$100M gggm —_————— $20M
Cad
$80M P $15M
$150M = =

$60M ————- $10M

$40M $100M

$20M $50M $5M

$OM $OM T T T T T T T T T T ] $OM t t t t t t t t |

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
CIP Spending CIP Funding New Borrowing
= Current Plan mDebt = Capital Reserve = Capital Charges m Operating/Cash u Current Plan

$300M $300M $300M

$250M $250M $250M

$200M $200M $200M

$150M $150M $150M

$100M $100M $100M

$50M '—.—. $50M $50M

jovg B B N N N B N N N B | $OM v N

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.



Financing Scenario #3: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years*
(Single Issuance for Water Plant)

=FAMS |FT. LAUDERDALE - WATER & SEWER

Financial Analysis & Management System | By Stantec
FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 FY 2028 FY 2033
Water Rate Plan 0§00V 17.00% 17.00% 10.00% 10.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 73.86% 121.94%

Sewer Rate Plan [O§00F/3 20.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 60.20% 104.46%

Senior-Lien DSC 2.10 1.78 1.51 1.60 1.68 1.76 Scenario Manager
Subordinate DSC RS 10.26 18.63 42.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Net Cash Flow -$2.77  -$13.63 $4.55 $49.24 $0.05 $5.30 -$3.07 $0.17 $5.24 $9.91 $7.41
AT RTRGINGEN  $30.46 $35.63  $41.69  $45.85  $50.42  $52.95  $55.59  $58.35  $61.27  $64.32  $67.55 WV Yes
Monthly Sewer Bill (5 Kgal) [ Fk L] $62.02 $68.22 $75.04 $78.80 $82.75 $86.89 $91.24 $95.80  $100.58  $105.63 Mwater plant = m’vf'r;pﬂ”'”

Monthly Combined Bill (5 Kgal) [ 2 $97.65 $109.91  $120.89  $129.22  $135.70  $142.48  $149.59  $157.07  $164.90  $173.18 WUNeMuuIa8:s 4.00%
Monthly Bill Increase N/A $15.51 $12.26 $10.98 $8.33 $6.48 $6.78 $7.11 $7.48 $7.83 $8.28

End of Year Fund Balance Revenues vs. Expenses Capital Reserve
== Current Plan —Target — — O&M Cash In Cash Out = Current Plan
$160M $350M $30M
$140M $300M — $25M
$120M $250M e s20M
$100M p— = e ———
$80M e Pieln $15M
$60M $150M — o~ ——— =
Cp— $10M
$40M $100M
$20M $50M $5M
$OM $OM ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; : ) $0M j j et j j j j |
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
CIP Spending CIP Funding New Borrowing
= Current Plan mDebt = Capital Reserve = Capital Charges = Operating/Cash u Current Plan
$300M
$300M $300M
$250M $250M $250M
$200M $200M $200M
$150M $150M $150M
$100M $100M $100M
$50M $50M $50M
$oM $oM sy M W=
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.



Financing Scenario #4: Wrapped Debt Service, 30 Years*
(Phased Issuances for Water Plant, Assuming Current Rates for 2024 Bonds)

=FAMS |FT. LAUDERDALE - WATER & SEWER

@ tantec

S

Financial Analysis & Management System | By Stantec

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2033 FY 2028 FY 2033
Water Rate Plan SO0/} 15.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 71.12% 118.46%

Sewer Rate Plan [S{O§[0y/3 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 60.20% 104.46%

Senior-Lien DSC 1.56 1.64 1.72 Scenario Manager
Subordinate DSC 0.00 0.00 0.00
Net Cash Flow  -$2.77 -$7.42 $0.71 $45.86 -$2.29 $2.78 -$5.78 -$2.74 $2.11 $6.55 -$11.01
Monthly Water Bill (5 Kgal) | 01205 $35.03 $40.29 $44.74 $49.68 $52.19 $54.82 $57.55 $60.41 $63.43 $66.60 WAV Yes
Monthly Sewer Bill (5 Kgal) | ek ek $62.02 $68.22 $75.04 $78.80 $82.75 $86.89 $91.24 $95.80 $100.58  $105.63 M water Plant 4-;;2_3;"0"&::;*

Monthly Combined Bill (5 Kgal) [ 20 $97.05 $108.51 $119.78  $128.48  $134.94  $141.71 $148.79  $156.21 $164.01 SHIAPEL Use Growth FY 26 4.00%
Monthly Bill Increase N/A $14.91 $11.46 $11.27 $8.70 $6.46 $6.77 $7.08 $7.42 $7.80 $8.22

End of Year Fund Balance Revenues vs. Expenses Capital Reserve
== Current Plan ——Target — — O&M Cash In Cash Out = Current Plan

$160M $350M $30M
2 i
$100M S250M _———— AU

$80M S200M = $15M

$60M $150M —=="— = ho—

$40M $100M

$20M $50M $5M

$OM oM $0M —

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
CIP Spending CIP Funding New Borrowing
m Current Plan mDebt mCapital Reserve mCapital Charges m Operating/Cash u Current Plan
$300M

$300M $300M
$250M $250M $250M
$200M $200M $200M
$150M $150M $150M
$100M $100M $100M

$50M $50M $50M

$0M $0M som AR 0 N

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

* Rate plans are subject to change as the City of Ft. Lauderdale is still in the process of finalizing their FY 2024 Budget and assumptions.



City Hall -
Current Status

Public Works Department
May 16, 2023



Presentation Overview

Current Status

Purpose of Building Upkeep

Impacted Infrastructure
Restoration Realities
Cost Estimates

Challenges

Objective: Provide City Commission with an understanding of |8

the challenges to return City Hall to a habitable building




Current Status - Day 33

= City Hall is on life support
" Large mobile chiller unit
» Massive generators

= Workers required to monitor,

maintain, and fuel equipment

= Security for building, also on fire

watch Chillers P & Generatorsara

. ”“‘*x,,page 30f19 -



" Preserve content and equipment until a

decision is made regarding City Hall

= Maintain IT functions

" [nsurance obligation to maintain

S = N i ) Ia2y
* Phase 1 — Move out of staff (complete) | || l't\; [P KR

lfl fm\

l\‘ \'

= Phase 2 and Phase 3 pending




Impacted Infrastructure:
FPL Vault




Impacted Infrastructure:
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Impacted Infrastructure:
Electrical Systems

N SECTION \

CAM 23-0512
Exhibit 1
Page 8 of 19




Impacted Infrastructure:
Pumping and Circuitry Controls

APCO-MATIC

=———— AURORA ==
SPEED PUMPING SYSTEM

FIRE PUMP CONTROLLER




Impacted Infrastructure:
Fire System




Impacted Infrastructure:
HVAC System

(T

HAZARD OF
ELECTRICAL SHOCK
BISCOMNECT INCO

BeAER BEFEAE S

om 5

ELECTAIC

SHOCK HAZARD

I‘h-'
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| 23-05) ,
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Impacted Inf
rastructure:
HVAC System .
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Impacted Infrastructure:
Emergency Generator

| Flood water height-
' blue line

CAM 23-0512
Exhibit 1
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Impacted Infrastructure:
Elevators

Environmental Protection and Growth Mana,

B ARD BUILDING CODE SERVICES D
' Elevator Section

COUNW 2307 West Broward Boulevard, Suite 300 - Fort |

P
e O R 1D A FOR EMERGENCIES CAL

Elevator Type: Traction Passenger
BCID#: 07273 Landings: 8 Capacity: 2500
This is to certify that the elevator located at the following address:

FT LAUDERDALE CITY HALL
100 N ANDREWS AV,
FORT L~ _ERDALE, FL.33301

has complied with Florida Statute 399 and is authorized &
elevator bearing the above BCID number.

Per F$399.02(5)(b), the elevator owner is responsible for the safe:

maintenance, and inspectic 1 and correction of code deficiencies

Notify the building owner or property management ¢
if the device is not functioning properly.

CERTIFICAYE OF OPERATION

This certificate shall be framed in metal'with a clear plastic cover a
inside the elevator or plainly visible from the dumbwaiter ol

CITY OF FORT LAUDERDAL
ATTN: FACILITIES MAINTENANCE
701 S ANDREWS AVE

FT LAUDERDALE FL 33316



IT Infrastructure

O,
—
D
4
O
D
—
4+
0p)
(O
—
——
=
O
O,
4
O
(O
Q.

] o s
B aasan ul.i/y‘e Sun. wl

& " LT - A e /
A ¥ - : ”_"_ B 1) B e £




Restoration Realities

= Extensive electrical work required even with FPL
transformer online

= Decision to restore key systems in flood-vulnerable
basement or redesign for a higher floor/alternative

= Re-establishing automated fire suppression

= Keeping aging elevators operational e

APCO-MATIC
= Working with original components now considered i AURORA

VARIABLE SPEED PUMPING SYSTEM ,

obsolete or hazardous

= Potential structural repairs



Impacted Infrastructure
Cost Estimates

FPL Vault- restored
Electrical Systems

= Estimated repairs $7.3MM
HVAC System

= Estimated repairs $7.5MM
Fire System

= S$250k

Elevators
= S450k
Shoring/Structure
= TBD

IT Infrastructure
= Current expenses $500k and T .
growing to restore/relocate % ‘ G CAM 23-0512

Exhibit 1
Page 17 of 19




Challenges

= Clearing City Hall contents for storage, liquidation, or transfer to an

alternative work site

= |dentification of temporary space for staff relocation (lease negotiation)
= Long-term remediation and return of City Hall functionality
= Age of systems
= Asbestos remediation
= Replacement equipment - upgrades and timeline to source and install

= Potential relocation of mechanicals out of basement (Still doesn’t

resolve elevators)

CAM 23-0512
Exhibit 1
Page 18 of 19



Conclusion

= Many challenges to restore impacted systems in City Hall
® Timeline could be 2 years or more to re-occupy
= Restoration won't address elevators

= May result in loss of office space to relocate mechanical

and electrical systems to a higher floor

@ CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE

CITY HALL
IS CLOSED

For more information,
call 954-828-8000.

Utility Billing has moved o |
| the Development Services |



L essons Learned

Effectiveness of Portable Pumps vs Vactor®/Pumping Trucks

Stormwater Operations not staffed for 24/7 operations; organizational changes

needed during emergencies for operations greater than 48 hours to maintain continuous
coverage

Impact of canal levels and groundwater levels on drainage capacity and unwatering
operations

Importance of ILAs with Broward County, Lauderhill and adjacent communities to
operate & maintain systems

Emergency use of Broward County [ FDOT drainage systems necessary when flood
thresholds reached

Use of emergency contracts to augment Vactor®/pump truck capacity

Value of leveraging partnerships with key vendors



L essons Learned

« Area commanders & pump masters to manage operations in each neighborhood
* Coordination of mutual aid support

* Implement tracking system on vendors/mutual support vehicles to augment GPS tracking
of City vehicles

* Use of drones and helicopters for rapid assessments

* More frequent debris clearing of stormwater systems to aid in water flow (Melrose Park
ditch)

* Integration of QAlert™, GIS mapping, and recon teams for situational awareness
(assessment and prioritization)

* Muck removal and debris management scheduled immediately following unwatering
operations


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Nearly 42,000cy of debris removed in 27 collection days


Water & Sewer Bond Expenditures Summary

asof 5/25/2023
Bond Funded Projects by Category Total BUMGEt oy o of 05,25.23 %0 SPEIEE0 Dateas Encumbrances asof - Commitmentsasof oL UCT
05.25.23
Finance 23,595,311 21,251,873 90% 1,497,819 845,619
Fiveash Upgrades 24,696,858 8,305,454 34% 2,303,477 2,620,000 11,467,927
GTL Upgrades 15,527,725 242,045 2% 286,143 13,471,812 1,527,725
I&I 17,303,547 15,011,024 87% 47 292,951 1,999,525
Master Plan/Report 2,109,625 1,158,128 55% 466,417 - 485,080
Peele Dixie Upgrades 163,133 97,125 60% - - 66,008
Sewer Basin 1,821,149 1,311,592 72% 29 - 509,529
Sewer Force main 98,674,636 79,859,234 81% 5,465,247 6,564,634 6,785,520
Watermain 20,546,519 20,108,042 98% 16,877 - 421,600
Grand Total 204,438,503 147,344,517 72% 10,036,056 22,949,397 24,108,533

Index Code / Project Title

Category

Project Status

Actuals as of
05.25.23

% Spent to Date as
of 05.25.23

Encumbrances as
of 05.25.23

Commitments as
of 05.25.23

Remaining
Balance as of
05.25.23

FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 Finance Implementation 21,611,457 19,396,878 90% 1,456,550 758,029
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 Finance Implementation 1,983,854 1,854,995 94% 41,269 87,590
P10814.495 CENTRAL NEW RIVER W/MAIN RIVER CROSSING Watermain Construction 1,364,926 951,318 70% 0 0 413,607
P10850.495 VICTORIA PARK A NORTH-SMALL WATERMAINS Watermain Warranty 4,435,773 4,434,668 100% 0 0 1,105
P11080.495 PORT CONDO SMALL WATER MAIN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Close-Out 932,320 915,442 98% 16,877 0 1
P11563.495 VICTORIA PARK SEWER BASIN A-19 REHAB I&I Construction 5,832,153 5,764,930 99% 6 0 67,216
P11566.495 RIO VISTA SEWER BASIN D-43 REHAB I&I Construction 4,268,936 4,256,443 100% 15 0 12,479
P11589.495 FIVEASH WTP DISINFECTION IMPROVEMENTS Fiveash Upgrades Construction 16,417,546 2,330,537 14% 444,209 2,620,000 11,022,800
P11887.495 NW SECOND AVE TANK RESTORATION Fiveash Upgrades Construction 40,000 40,000
P11901.495 VICTORIA PK STH SM WATERMAINS IMPROVEMNT Watermain Warranty 5,149,658 5,142,772 100% 0 0 6,886
P11991.495 DOWNTOWN SEWER BASIN PS A-7 REHABILITION I&I Construction 2,000,000 244,414 12% 0 91,508 1,664,078
P12049.495 FLAGLER HEIGHTS SWR BASIN A-21 LATERALS I&I Construction 1,318,983 861,774 65% 14 201,443 255,752
P12055.495 BASIN A-18 SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTM REHAB I&I Construction 3,883,475 3,883,462 100% 13 0 0
P12133.495 PUMP STN A-13 REDIRECTION E OF FEDERAL Sewer Force main Complete 478,014 478,014 100% 0 0 0
P12180.495 CROISSANT PARK SMALL WATER MAINS Watermain Complete 2,822,718 2,822,718 100% 0 0 0
P12184.495 DAVIE BLVD 18" WM ABAN I-95 TO SW 9 AVE Watermain Hold 297,692 297,692 100% 0 0 0
P12202.495 LIFT STATN D-11 FLOW ANALYSIS & REDESIGN Sewer Basin Complete 1,224,358 1,224,358 100% 0 0 0
P12319.495 EMERG REPAIR 30" FM - REPUMP TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Complete 2,697,299 2,697,299 100% 0 0
P12352.495 S MIDDLE RIVER FORCE MAIN RIVER CROSSING Sewer Force main Finance 609,000 609,000 100% 0 0
P12367.495 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS Master Plan/Report  [Project Initiation Planning - - - 0 0
P12367.496 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS Master Plan/Report  [Project Initiation Planning - - - 0 0
P12368.495 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM Master Plan/Report  |Project Initiation Planning - - - 0 0
P12368.496 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM Master Plan/Report  |Project Initiation Planning - - - 0 0
P12375.495 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS Master Plan/Report  [Project Initiation Planning 1,462,500 996,882 68% 463,825 0 1,793
P12375.496 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS Master Plan/Report  [Project Initiation Planning 115,000 112,408 98% 2,592 0 0
P12383.496 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Project Initiation Planning 4,784,890 550,888 12% 400,658 3,730,343 103,000
P12384.496 NE 38TH ST 42" FM & NE 19TH AV 24" FM Sewer Force main Project Initiation Planning 2,096,690 679,626 32% 636,582 680,482 100,000
P12385.496 SE 10TH AV 48" FM REPL & 36" BYPASS Sewer Force main Cancelled 18,326 18,326 100% 0 0
P12386.496 54" FM RPL SE 9TH/10TH AV & NEW PARALLEL Sewer Force main Cancelled 6,072 6,072 100% 0 0
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P12387.496 EFFLUENT MAIN REHABILITATION Sewer Force main Bidding 3,184,000 624,082 20% 306,109 2,153,809 100,000
P12388.495 NE 13TH ST 24" FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Warranty 3,313,090 3,020,290 91% 289,396 0 3,404
P12389.495 18" FM RPL ACROSS NEW RVR FRM 9TH/ BIRCH Sewer Force main Complete 2,112,550 2,105,749 100% 0 0 6,801
P12390.495 16" FM ALONG LAS OLAS BLVD PHASE 2 Sewer Force main Complete 2,410,943 2,410,943 100% 0 0 0
P12391.495 BERMUDA RIVIERA SML WTRMN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Complete 4,424,433 4,424,433 100% 0 0 0
P12393.495 FIVEASH ELEC SYSTM REPLACEMENT (2015-20) Fiveash Upgrades Design 256,828 28,188 11% 0 0 228,640
P12395.495 PEELE DIXIE ELECTRICAL STUDIES Peele Dixie Upgrades |Master Plan & Report 63,133 63,133 100% 0 0 0
P12396.495 PEELE DIXIE SURGE PROTECTION UPGRADES Peele Dixie Upgrades |Construction 100,000 33,992 34% 0 0 66,008
P12399.495 FIVEASH WTP PCCP REPLACEMENT Fiveash Upgrades Complete 33,511 30,379 91% 0 0 3,132
P12400.495 PROSPECT WELLFIELD ELC STUDIES & TESTING Master Plan/Report  |Project Initiation Planning 185,000 1,168 1% 0 0 183,832
P12402.495 PEELE DIXIE WELLFIELD ELC STUD & TESTING Master Plan/Report  [Complete 47,670 47,670 100% 0 0 0
P12404.495 EXCAVATE & DISPOSE OF DRY LIME SLUDGE Fiveash Upgrades Warranty 4,228,973 4,228,973 100% 0 0 0
P12406.496 REDUNDANT FORCE MAIN FROM B-REPUMP Sewer Force main Cancelled 10,377 10,377 100% 0 0
P12407.495 SUBACQUEOQOUS FM CROSSING REINSTATEMENT Sewer Force main Cancelled - - - 0 0
P12410.495 PUMP STATION C-1 REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Hold 620,000 39,935 6% 0 580,065
P12412.495 PUMP STATIONS A-16 UPGRADE Sewer Force main Construction 3,000,000 87,771 3% 2,672,170 240,059
P12413.495 FM FROM PUMP STN D-35 TO D-36 UPSIZE Sewer Force main Complete 517,445 517,445 100% 0 0
P12414.495 GRAVITY PIPE IMPV TO DWNTWN COL SYSTM Sewer Force main Hold 3,335,370 193,227 6% 0 3,142,143
P12415.495 PUMP STATION A-7 UPGRADE Sewer Force main Construction 2,582,889 2,394,757 93% 125,048 63,083
P12418.495 WTR & W/WTR D & C SYSTEM MAPPING Master Plan/Report  |Project Initiation Planning - - - 0 0
P12419.495 FORCE MAIN ASSESSMENT Master Plan/Report  [Complete - - - 0 0
P12419.496 FORCE MAIN ASSESSMENT Master Plan/Report  [Complete - - - 0 0
P12456.495 SEWER BASIN D-40 REHAB Sewer Basin Construction 169,237 53,547 32% 29 115,662
P12463.495 CORAL SHORES SML WATERMAIN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Warranty 1,118,998 1,118,998 100% 0 0
P12485.495 FIVEASH WTP FILTERS REHABILIATION Fiveash Upgrades Construction 3,720,000 1,687,377 45% 1,859,268 173,355
P12528.496 GTL CHLORINE FLASH MIX REMODEL GTL Upgrades Bidding 1,527,725 - 0% 0 0 1,527,725
P12529.496 EFFLUENT PMP STNBY GENERATOR & ADMIN BLD GTL Upgrades Design 14,000,000 242,045 2% 286,143 13,471,812 0
P12566.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM NORTH TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Complete 25,225,638 25,203,118 100% 0 0 22,520
P12567.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM SOUTH TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Close-Out 33,722,015 33,722,015 100% 0 0 0
P12569.495 NE 5TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT Sewer Force main Complete 1,928,910 1,928,910 100% 0 0
P12570.495 36TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT Watermain Complete - - - 0 0
P12605.495 NEW PUMPING STATION FLAGLER VILLAGE A-24 Sewer Force main Construction 681,244 384,318 225,373 0 71,553
P12618.495 DOLPHIN ISLES B-14 SEWER BASIN REHAB Sewer Basin Project Initiation Planning 427,555 33,688 8% 0 0 393,867
P12619.495 BAYVIEW DR 16" FM TO PUMP STATION B-14 Sewer Force main Hold 2,530,000 95,579 4% 81,528 0 2,352,892
P12620.495 LAS OLAS MARINA PUMP STATION D-31 Sewer Force main Project Initiation Planning 2,500,000 1,771,617 71% 728,383 0 0
P12628.495 INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH POMPANO BEACH Master Plan/Report  |Project Initiation Planning 299,455 0% 299,455

P12731.495 GRAVITY SWR RPR BAYVIEW FRM 36 TO 40 ST Sewer Force main Warran 309,875 309,875 100% 0 0 0
Totals 204,438,503 147,344,517 72% 10,036,056 22,949,397 24,108,533

The commitment column is a new field in the City's Financial system and is used for the be bid purchase orders that are necessary for our consultants and construction contracts as well as Purchase Orders that are currently in process of being executed
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Consent Order Projects Financial Report Summary

as of 5/25/2023
. . Remaining
Consent Order Projects Total Budget Actuals as of % Spent to Date as of Encumbrances as of Commitments as of Balance as of
by Category Amount 05.25.23 05.25.23 05.25.23 05.25.23 05.25.23

GTL Upgrades 28,295,566 407,408 1% 7,969,955 18,000,000 1,918,203
I&I 37,841,397 27,985,625 74% 3,535,793 1,541,376 4,778,604
Master Plan/Report 12,877,393 8,827,150 69% 1,269,556 2,780,687
Sewer Basin 2,164,992 2,164,992 100% 0 (0)
Sewer Force Main 119,134,392 105,103,414 88% 1,632,746 11,934,206 464,026
Stormwater 50,297,897 28,431,732 57% 20,433,778 1,432,386
Grand Total 250,611,638 172,920,322 69% 34,841,828 31,475,582 11,373,906




Consent Order Projects Financial Report

as of 5/25/2023
. . . Total Budget Actuals as of % Spent to Date Encumbrances as of Commitments as of Remaining Balance
o LG oS Category Project Status Amount 05.25.23 as of 05.25.23 05.25.23 05.25.23 as of 05.25.23
P11563.454 VICTORIA PARK SEWER BASIN A-19 REHAB 1,606,619 1,525,725 - 80,894
P11563.482 VICTORIA PARK SEWER BASIN A-19 REHAB - 0 -
P11563.495 VICTORIA PARK SEWER BASIN A-19 REHAB 5,832,153 5,764,930 6 67,216
P11563 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS I&I Construction 7,438,772 7,290,656 98% 6 148,110
P11566.454 RIO VISTA SEWER BASIN D-43 REHAB 3,523,431 2,400,331 233,406 889,694
P11566.482 RIO VISTA SEWER BASIN D-43 REHAB 381 381 - -
P11566.495 RIO VISTA SEWER BASIN D-43 REHAB 4,268,936 4,256,443 15 12,479
P11566 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS I&I Construction 7,792,748 6,657,155 85% 233,420 902,173
P11842.470 EDGEWOOD STORMWATER PRELIMINARY DATA & REPORT 1,928,448 1,916,294 - 12,154
P11842.473 EDGEWOOD STORMWATER PRELIMINARY DATA & REPORT 16,846,632 10,720,920 6,125,720 (9)
P11842 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Stormwater Construction 18,775,080 12,637,214 67% 6,125,720 12,145
P11868.470 RIVER OAKS STORMWATER ANALYSIS 957,578 923,360 - 34,218
P11868.473 RIVER OAKS STORMWATER ANALYSIS 29,035,000 14,595,885 14,297,579 141,537
P11868 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Stormwater Construction 29,992,578 15,519,245 52% 14,297,579 175,755
P11879.454 PUMP STATION B-10 REHAB 1,908,427 1,908,427 - -
P11879 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 1,908,427 1,908,427 100% - -
P11881.454 PUMP STATION D-45 REHABILITATION 509,868 509,868 - -
P11881 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 509,868 509,868 100% - =
P11991.454 DOWNTOWN SEWER BASIN PS A-7 REHABILITION 9,664,894 4,931,895 3,302,340 1,430,659
P11991.495 DOWNTOWN SEWER BASIN PS A-7 REHABILITION 2,000,000 244,414 - 91,508 1,664,078
P11991 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS I&I Construction 11,664,894 5,176,309 44% 3,302,340 91,508 3,094,737
P12001.454 SEWER BASIN D-40 REHAB 731,713 731,713 - -
P12001.482 SEWER BASIN D-40 REHAB 3,766 3,766 - -
P12001 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Basin Complete 735,479 735,479 100% - -
P12049.454 FLAGLER HEIGHTS SWR BASIN A-21 LATERALS 2,457,469 1,209,044 - 1,248,425 -
P12049.482 FLAGLER HEIGHTS SWR BASIN A-21 LATERALS 8,255 8,255 - -
P12049.495 FLAGLER HEIGHTS SWR BASIN A-21 LATERALS 1,318,983 861,774 14 201,443 255,752
P12049 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS I&I Construction 3,784,707 2,079,073 55% 14 1,449,868 255,752
P12055.454 BASIN A-18 SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTM REHAB 3,276,801 2,898,969 - 377,832
P12055.482 BASIN A-18 SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTM REHAB - - -
P12055.495 BASIN A-18 SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTM REHAB 3,883,475 3,883,462 13 0
P12055 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS I&I Construction 7,160,276 6,782,432 95% 13 377,832
P12124.454 CNTRL BCH ALLIANCE PUMP STN REPLAC D-41 2,132,448 2,132,448 - 0
P12124 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 2,132,448 2,132,448 100% - -
P12133.454 PUMP STN A-13 REDIRECTION E OF FEDERAL 4,147,596 4,147,596 - -
P12133.495 PUMP STN A-13 REDIRECTION E OF FEDERAL 478,014 478,014 - -
P12133 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 4,625,610 4,625,610 100% - -
P12177.454 E LAS OLAS 12" FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 1,689,730 1,689,730 - -
P12177 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 1,689,730 1,689,730 100% - =
P12202.454 LIFT STATN D-11 FLOW ANALYSIS & REDESIGN 205,156 205,156 0 (0)
P12202.495 LIFT STATN D-11 FLOW ANALYSIS & REDESIGN 1,224,358 1,224,358 -
P12202 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Basin Complete 1,429,513 1,429,513 100% 0 (0)
P12264.470 CITYWIDE CANAL DREDGING PLAN - CYCLE 1 1,530,239 275,273 10,479 1,244,487
P12264 CITYWIDE CANAL DREDGING PLAN - CYCLE 1 Stormwater Project Initiation & Planning 1,530,239 275,273 18% 10,479 - 1,244,487
P12319.454 EMERG REPAIR 30" FM - REPUMP TO GTL WWTP 13,182,064 13,182,064 - -
P12319.495 EMERG REPAIR 30" FM - REPUMP TO GTL WWTP 2,697,299 2,697,299 - -
P12319 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 15,879,363 15,879,363 100% - -
P12352.454 S MIDDLE RIVER FORCE MAIN RIVER CROSSING 874,016 874,015 0 (0)
P12352.495 S MIDDLE RIVER FORCE MAIN RIVER CROSSING 609,000 609,000 - -
P12352 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Finance 1,483,015 1,483,015 100% 0 0
P12367.495 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS - -
P12367.496 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS - -
FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 871,387 533,008 338,380 (1)
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 204,430 125,057 79,373 -
P12367 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation & Planning 1,075,817 658,065 61% 417,753 (1)
P12368.495 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM - -
P12368.496 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM - -
FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 725,896 725,759 137
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 35,560 35,553 7
10-451-7422-536-30-3199 LOHMEYER REGIONAL PLANT SUPPORT 9,811 9,799 12
10-450-7101-536-30-3199 UTLITIES ENGINEERING OPERATIONS 200,279 200,025 254
P12368 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation & Planning 971,546 971,136 100% 410 -
P12375.451 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS 2,666,928 860,479 345,975 1,460,474
P12375.454 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS 1,959,660 817,265 39,000 1,103,395




Total Budget
Amount 05.25.23

Actuals as of % Spent to Date Encumbrances as of Commitments as of Remaining Balance
as of 05.25.23 05.25.23 05.25.23 as of 05.25.23

Index Code / Project Title

Category Project Status

P12375.495 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS 1,462,500 996,882 463,825 1,793
P12375.496 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS 115,000 112,408 2,592 -
P12375 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation & Planning 6,204,088 2,787,033 45% 851,393 2,565,662
P12383.451 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 3,393 3,393 100% - -
P12383.454 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 1,297,110 1,297,110 -
P12383.496 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 4,784,890 550,888 400,658 3,730,343 103,001
P12383 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Project Initiation & Planning 6,085,393 554,281 9% 400,658 5,027,453 103,001
P12384.496 NE 38TH ST 42" FM & NE 19TH AV 24" FM 2,096,690 679,626 636,582 680,482 100,000
P12384 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Project Initiation & Planning 2,096,690 679,626 32% 636,582 680,482 100,000
P12387.455 EFFLUENT MAIN REHABILITATION 4,072,462 4,072,462 -
P12387.496 EFFLUENT MAIN REHABILITATION 3,184,000 624,082 306,109 2,153,809 100,000
P12387 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Bidding 7,256,462 624,082 9% 306,109 6,226,271 100,000
P12388.454 NE 13TH ST 24" FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 256,517 190,584 - 65,934
P12388.495 NE 13TH ST 24" FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT 3,313,090 3,020,290 289,396 3,404
P12388 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Warranty 3,569,607 3,210,874 90% 289,396 69,337
P12389.454 18" FM RPL ACROSS NEW RVR FRM 9TH/ BIRCH 126,325 126,325 -
P12389.495 18" FM RPL ACROSS NEW RVR FRM 9TH/ BIRCH 2,112,550 2,105,749 6,801
P12389 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 2,238,875 2,232,074 100% - 6,801
P12390.454 16" FM ALONG LAS OLAS BLVD PHASE 2 637,577 637,577 - -
P12390.495 16" FM ALONG LAS OLAS BLVD PHASE 2 2,410,943 2,410,943 0 (0)
P12390 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 3,048,520 3,048,520 100% 0 (0)
P12413.454 FM FROM PUMP STN D-35 TO D-36 UPSIZE 615,099 615,099 - -
P12413.495 FM FROM PUMP STN D-35 TO D-36 UPSIZE 517,445 517,445 -
P12413 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 1,132,545 1,132,545 100% - -
FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 3,441,353 3,441,353
P12418 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation & Planning 3,441,353 3,441,353 100% - -
FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 924,284 924,284 - -
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 45,279 45,279 - -
P12419 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Complete 969,563 969,563 100% - -
P12529.451 EFFLUENT PUMPS STANDBY GENERATOR & ADMIN BLDG IMPROVEMENTS 14,295,566 165,363 7,683,812 4,528,188 1,918,203
P12529.496 EFFLUENT PUMPS STANDBY GENERATOR & ADMIN BLDG IMPROVEMENTS 14,000,000 242,045 286,143 13,471,812 -
P12529 EFFLUENT PUMPS STANDBY GENERATOR & ADMIN BLDG IMPROVEMENTY GTL Upgrades Design 28,295,566 407,408 1% 7,969,955 18,000,000 1,918,203
P12566.451 REDUNDANT SEWER FM NORTH TO GTL WWTP 4,524,621 4,462,253 - 62,368
P12566.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM NORTH TO GTL WWTP 25,225,638 25,203,118 0 22,520
P12566 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 29,750,259 29,665,371 100% 0 84,888
P12567.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM SOUTH TO GTL WWTP 33,722,015 33,722,015 - (0)
P12567 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Closeout 33,722,015 33,722,015 100% - (0)
P12569.495 NE 5TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT 1,928,910 1,928,910 - -
P12569 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 1,928,910 1,928,910 100% - -
P12570.495 36TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT 76,655 76,655 - -
P12570 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Sewer Force Main Complete 76,655 76,655 100% - =
FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 212,876 - 212,876
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 2,150 - 2,150
P12720 TOTAL PROJECT COSTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation & Planning 215,026 - 0% - 215,026
Grand Total 250,611,638 172,920,322 34,841,828 31,475,582 11,373,906

The following information pertains to the Stormwater Projects listed on the Consent Order Project Report. Paragraph 18 of the Amended Consent Order (CO) requires that the City pay 52,116,500 in cash as civil penalties or implement In-Kind projects with a value of at least 53,167,250 in lieu of
making cash payment. This CO mandated that the project be either an environmental enhancement or an environmental restoration project. The City proposed to construct a new stormwater drainage system within the low lying areas of River Oaks Stormwater Analysis (P11868), Edgewood
Area Stormwater Improvements (P11842) and the Osceola Canal as part of the Citywide Canal Dredging Plan - Cycle 1 (P12264) to offset the penalties. The proposal included multiple water quality improvements, such as several pollution control measures to treat stormwater runoff before it is
discharged in the river, exfiltration trenches, dredging and bank stabilization, and a new wetlands area, in addition to typical stormwater best management practices. The proposal was approved by FDEP on January 20, 2021 and must be constructed by March 2024.

The commitment column is a new field in the City's Financial system and is used for the be bid purchase orders that are necessary for our consultants and construction contracts as well as Purchase Orders that are currently in process of being executed



FY 2023 (Revenue (Posted as of 5.25.2023)

FD452.01 WATER EXPANSION/ IMPACT FEE CONSTRUCTION

Fiscal Month 1
(Oct. 2022)

16,009

Fiscal Month 2
(Nov. 2022)

Fiscal Month 3
(Dec. 2022)

FY 2023 Water & Sewer Expansion Impact Fees
May 25, 2023

Fiscal Month 4
(Jan. 2023)

Fiscal Month 5
(Feb. 2023)

Fiscal Month 6
(Mar. 2023)

Fiscal Month 7
(Apr. 2023)

Fiscal Month 8
(May 2023)

Fiscal Month 9 Fiscal Month 10 Fiscal Month 11

(June 2023)

(July 2023)

(August 2023)

Fiscal Month 12
(September
2023)

Year-to-Date Total

7,572 24,218 1,082,546 69,907 1,278,961 54,230 656,087 3,189,529
324-210 (B251) W&S IMPACT FEES - RESIDENTIAL 8,084 5,931 15,816 82,322 51,738 37,563 40,865 15,816 258,135
324-220 (B252) W&S IMPACT FEES - COMMERCIAL 7,925 1,641 8,402 1,000,224 18,169 1,241,398 13,365 640,271 2,931,395
|FD453.01 SEWER EXPANSION/ IMPACT FEE CONSTRUCTION 14,953 7,231 21,240 1,033,812 66,760 1,221,385 51,788 626,552 = = = 3,043,721
324-210 (B251) W&S IMPACT FEES - RESIDENTIAL 7,552 5,664 13,216 78,616 49,409 35,872 39,025 15,104 244,458
324-220 (B252) W&S IMPACT FEES - COMMERCIAL 7,401 1,567 8,024 955,196 17,351 1,185,513 12,763 611,448 2,799,263
324-220 (N963) IMPACT FEES - SEWER - - - - -
TOTAL 30,962 14,803 45,458.25 2,116,357 136,666 2,500,346 106,018 1,282,639 - - - - 6,233,250




Water Distribution And Force Main Breaks For May 1 through May 31, 2023
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