CS092616
NOTICE

There will be a Special Meeting of the CITY COUNCIL of the CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE on
September 26, 2016, at 7:00 p.m., at Port St. Lucie City Hall, 121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard, Port
St. Lucie, Florida

AGENDA
L. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. INVOCATION & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
4. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCES, PUBLIC HEARiNGS

a) ORDINANCE 16-59, PUBLIC HEARING, AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE
AD VALOREM MILLAGE RATE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR OCTOBER 1, 2016, TO
SEPTEMBER 30, 2017; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

b) ORDINANCE 16-60, PUBLIC HEARING, AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE
BUDGET AND MAKING AN APPROPRIATION FOR THE FISCAL YEAR OCTOBER 1, 2016,
TO SEPTEMBER 30, 2017; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

5. PUBLIC TO BE HEARD

6. ADJOURN

NOTICE: No stenographic record by a certified court reporter will be made of the foregoing meeting. Accordingly, any person who
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a verbatim record of the
testimony and evidence at said meeting upon which any appeal is to be based.

NOTICE: Public and Press are invited to review all the backup for Council Meetings. Copies are available in the City Clerk’s Office
and the Communication Department on Thursday, Friday, and Monday before Council Meetings. On Meeting nights a copy of backup

material is available in the Reception Area for public review. PLEASE LEAVE THE AGENDA BACKUP MATERIAL IN GOOD
ORDER FOR OTHERS TO REVIEW.

NOTICE: Anyone wishing to speak during Public to be Heard is asked to fill out a yellow Participation Card and submit it to the
City Clerk. Anyone wishing to speak on any Agenda Item is asked to fill out a green Participation Card and submit it to the City
Clerk. Participation Cards are available on the lectern in Council Chambers, at the Reception Desk in City Hall lobby, and in the City
Clerk’s Office.

AS A COURTESY TO THE PEOPLE RECORDING THE MEETING, PLEASE TURN ALL CELL PHONES TO SILENT.



<OUNCIL ITEM 4A
PATE 9/12/16
COUNGILAEE v 7.2
ORDINANCE 16-59 26710

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE AD VALOREM MILLAGE RATE FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR OCTOBER 1, 2016 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 2017; PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. The ad valorem operating millage rate of $1,000.00 per real
and personal property value as established by the St. Lucie County Property
Appraiser is hereby set by the City Council at 5.2807 mills.

Section 2. The FY 2016-17 operating millage is 5.2807 mills, which is
greater than the rolled-back rate of 4.9803 by 6.03%.

Section 3. The FY 2016-17 voted debt service millage rate is set at
1.2193 mill.

Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective on October 1, 2016.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE City Council of the City of Port St.

Lucie, Florida, this day of , 2016.
CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE
BY:
ATTEST: Gregory J. Oravec, Mayor

Karen A. Phillips, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
O. Reginald Osenton, City Attorney




CITY OF PORT ST LUCIE

COUNCIL AGENDA MEMORANDUM

Agenda ltem #: 4A
Meeting Date: _9/12/16

TO: Mayor and City Council
THRU: Jeff Bremer, City Monoge(ﬁg
FROM: David K. Pollard, MBA, CGFO, OMB Director

Agenda ltem: Ordinance: Proposed Budget — FY 2016-17

o=A
Submittal Date:  9/2/2016 b

STRATEGIC PLAN LINK: GOALS 2018 -- FINANCIALLY SOUND CITY

BACKGROUND: The proposed FY 2016-17 budget must be adopted using two
ordinances and one resolution at the two special meetings including public
hearings.

ANALYSIS: The proposed Millage Rate is 5.2807 for operating purposes and 1.2193
for voted debt (Crosstown Parkway) for a total of 6.5000 mills. This represents a City
Council recommended reduction of .1289 mill. The Budget Total of $482,576,753 is
a reduction of $76,792,400 compared to the prior year.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION: The proposed FY 2016-17 is based on a reduced millage
rate of 6.5000. This budget will add 23.95 FTE’s to the total organization. Several
departments will add staff to address the higher level of activity such as water and
sewer connections, building construction and infrastructure maintenance. There is
a Stormwater rate increase of $5.00 annually. The water rate will be raised by 6%
while the sewer rate will drop by 4%. The General Fund proposed budget was
revised since the summer retreat to reflect the lower debt contributions for the CRA
and Digital Domain bond issues (combined $1,082,818 savings) and the retirement
of the 2004 COP’'s debt ($52,163 savings).

LEGAL INFORMATION: The Ordinance is being reviewed as to form by the City
Attorney, 9-2-16.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 1. Approve ordinance to set the Millage Rate for FY
2016-17. 2. Approve ordinance to adopt the Budget Total. 3. Approve the
resolution to adopt the Capital Improvement Plan.

Council Agenda Memorandum V' 1.2



SPECIAL CONSIDERATION: The adoption process for the proposed FY 2016-17
budget requires two Public Hearings and passage of two ordinances and one
resolution scheduled for September 12 and 26. The tentative millage rate will be
adopted on September 12 and the final approved rate will be voted on
September 26. The required TRIM newspaper ad will appear on September 22.

PRESENTATION INFORMATION: Brief Presentation available

REQUESTED MEETING DATE: 9/12/2016

LOCATION OF PROJECT: N/A

ATTACHMENTS: Ordinances and resolution

SEP 0 2 2016

CITY MANAGER'S OFFIGE

Council Agenda Memorandum V 1.2


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































COUNCIL ITE#

DATE 9/12/16

COUNCIL ITEW 75
" 9-24-7¢

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE BUDGET AND MAKING AN APPROPRIATION
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR OCTOBER 1, 2016 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 2017; PROVIDING
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

ORDINANCE 16-60

THE CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. There is hereby adopted the budget of Port St. Lucie, Florida, as

reflected in Exhibit “A”, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Section 2. There is hereby appropriated for the funds of the City of Port St.
Lucie, Florida, the sum of $482,576,753 as the appropriation for the fiscal year October
1, 2016 to September 30, 2017.

Section 3. In the spending or contracting for spending of monies appropriated
pursuant to this budget ordinance, those city officials responsible shall comply with

existing ordinances and/or resolutions delineating procedures for such disbursements.

Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective October 1, 2016.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE City Council of the City of Port St. Lucie,
Florida, this day of , 2016.

CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE

BY:
Gregory J. Oravec, Mayor

ATTEST:

Karen A. Phillips, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
O. Reginald Osenton, City Attorney




CITY OF PORT ST LUCIE

COUNCIL AGENDA MEMORANDUM

Agendaltem#.__ 4B
Meeting Date: _9/12/16

TO: Mayor and City Council
THRU: Jeff Bremer, City Monoge(ﬁ
FROM: David K. Pollard, MBA, CGFO, OMB Director

Agenda ltem: Ordinance: Proposed Budget - FY 2016-17

submittal Date:  9/2/2016 Mo -LO

STRATEGIC PLAN LINK: GO‘ALS 2018 - FINANCIALLY SOUND CITY

BACKGROUND: The proposed FY 2016-17 budget must be adopted using two
ordinances and one resolution at the two special meetings including public
hearings.

ANALYSIS: The proposed Millage Rate is 5.2807 for operating purposes and 1.2193
for voted debt (Crosstown Parkway) for a total of 6.5000 mills. This represents a City
Council recommended reduction of .1289 mill. The Budget Total of $482,576,753 is
a reduction of $76,792,400 compared to the prior year.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION: The proposed FY 2016-17 is based on a reduced millage
rate of 6.5000. This budget will add 23.95 FTE's to the total organization. Several
departments will add staff to address the higher level of activity such as water and
sewer connections, building construction and infrastructure maintenance. There is
a Stormwater rate increase of $5.00 annually. The water rate will be raised by 6%
while the sewer rate will drop by 4%. The General Fund proposed budget was
revised since the summer retreat to reflect the lower debt contributions for the CRA
and Digital Domain bond issues (combined $1,082,818 savings) and the retirement
of the 2004 COP's debt ($52,163 savings).

LEGAL INFORMATION: The Ordinance is being reviewed as to form by the City
Attorney, 9-2-16.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 1. Approve ordinance to set the Millage Rate for FY
2016-17. 2. Approve ordinance to adopt the Budget Total. 3. Approve the
resolution to adopt the Capital Improvement Plan.

Council Agenda Memorandum V 1.2



SPECIAL CONSIDERATION: The adoption process for the proposed FY 2016-17
budget requires two Public Hearings and passage of two ordinances and one
resolution scheduled for September 12 and 26. The tentative millage rate will be
adopted on September 12 and the final approved rate will be voted on
September 26. The required TRIM newspaper ad will appear on September 22.

PRESENTATION INFORMATION: Brief Presentation available

REQUESTED MEETING DATE: 9/12/2016

LOCATION OF PROJECT: N/A

ATTACHMENTS: Ordinances and resolution

RECEIVED

SEP 02 2016

CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE

Council Agenda Memorandum V 1.2



TO:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM

VICE MAYOR & CITY COUNCIL
JEFFREY BREMER, CITY MANAGER

FROM: GREGORY J. ORAVE@V[AYOR

SUBJECT: BUDGET PROPOSAL TO UTILIZE AVAILABLE CASH TO PAY OFF A PORTION

OF THE 2008 COPS (DEBT) PRIOR TO REFINANCING

DATE: SEPTEMBER 8, 2016

REQUEST

This memorandum serves to request the City Council’s consideration of a budget proposal to utilize available
cash (unassigned fund balance), up to $6 million of the $27.25 million available, to pay off a corresponding
portion of the 2008 COPs prior to the authorized refinancing. Paying off a portion of the 2008 COPs would
benefit the City in several important ways, including:

1.

Lowering our debt. It is important to note that this is one of the few remaining City debt issues that we can
pay down or call early since most of our remaining bonds have already been refinanced by refunding bonds.
Reducing annual debt service by over $1.1 million from the current debt service and $580,000 from the
projected refunding debt service without partial pay off.

Saving over $5 million in interest costs on the existing 2008 COPs and up to $2 million on the projected
refunding bonds.

Saving issuance costs.

Retaining liquidity and large contingency. Even after implementing this proposal, the City would still have
its second largest contingency fund ever.

Torrey Pines would no longer need a subsidy from the General Fund. In fact, if new construction activity
remains at FY 15-16 levels, the #159 Fund would be able to begin repaying the General Fund on the
approximately $9.5 million that it has received in the years since the Great Recession. In other words, the
General Fund could see what has been an annual seven-figure expense turn into a six-figure revenue.

In addition to compelling math, | cannot escape the notion that this proposal would help achieve another
important outcome—the recasting of Torrey Pines. How did Torrey Pines get lumped in with VGTI and Digital
Domain under the category of “Failed Economic Investments?” No, they have not hit the job creation targets
that were set a decade ago in a much different world; but, quite the opposite of Digital Domain, VGTI and,
soon, Burnham in Orlando, they did not burn through piles of state cash incentives only to close their doors
and leave the local community holding the bag. They have fought through tough times, right-sized their
organization so that they can grow organically, and continued to do good work, as reflected by their
designation as the only Florida institution selected to participate in the National Cancer Institute’s NEXT
Program. The City Council of the time approved a deal with Torrey Pines that called for the City to build the
laboratory using a public building impact fee paid by new development, not by existing property owners. It
was only during the Great Recession, when new construction essentially ceased, that the City’s General Fund
had to step in to cover a portion of the debt service with what amounts to a loan. Thanks to the recovery,
that loan draw has shrunk year over year, and, if we approve this proposal, the lending will stop and the
repayment will begin, taking away much of the shade that is thrown Torrey Pines’ way. Can you imagine



scrapping, scraping and trying to recruit scientists and additional investment in the face of the local headlines
and conversations that too often paint Torrey Pines in a negative light? Somehow, they have managed to
stabilize and still win prestigious honors in the face of adversity. Imagine what they could do with our
support behind them. This economic investment can still succeed.

BACKGROUND & ANALYSIS

Debt—According to City staff, as of September 30, 2016, we will have about $869 million of debt. That’s a big
number that leaves us with an above average amount of debt per capita. As Americans, we are already
predisposed to worrying about government, taxes and debt. Therefore, given the facts particular to PSL, it is
only normal that debt would be a leading concern, and that our City Council, staff and community would spend
a lot of time thinking and talking about it.

Our Strategic Plan states that part of our government’s mission is to act in a “financially responsible manner”
and goes on to define this term as meaning that we will maintain a responsible level of debt consistent with City
financial policies and national standards. The Plan also states that our Number 1 Goal for 2020 is to be a
“financially sound city, high performance city organization,” and sets forth that the second objective of this goal
is to “reduce or maintain a fiscally responsible level of City debt consistent with City financial policies and
nationally accepted standards while investing in City infrastructure.”

If we had enough cash on hand, we would pay off our debt. Unfortunately, that goal won’t be within reach for
about twenty years. Therefore, as part of implementing our Strategic Plan, we have a Debt Reduction Plan. The
thrust of that plan to date has been refinancing our debt to take advantage of historically low interest rates and
making our scheduled annual debt service payments. The refinancing of our existing debt has saved us a lot of
money. However, it also keeps us from paying off our debt early, which would save us even more money.

{ would like to see our Debt Reduction Plan do more than take advantage of low interest rates and make our
minimum annual debt service. | would like to see us strategically attack our debt, starting with the “bad” debt.
What’s “bad” debt? | would argue that bad debt is what costs us the most in interest (highest interest rates),
requires the General Fund to step in to “cover” debt service, is associated with a failed project, and/or is not
helping to improve our balance sheet.

Where is the bad debt? As critics, we have to avoid the temptation to label all of the debt as bad just because
we have $869 million worth. To the team’s credit, the systematic refinancings have dealt with the interest rate
issue.

More than half of our debt is associated with our Water & Sewer Utility and Stormwater Utility. We were
incorporated in 1961, and the utilities, like the City, itself, were not truly constructed until the 1990s. Creating
new utilities was (and is) expensive, but the results are something to be proud of. This debt is covered by the
ratepayers, not property taxes. There are not any big worries here, especially after the closing of the Utility
Refunding Bonds.

The remaining half of our debt portfolio consists of General Obligation Bonds for Crosstown, Revenue Bonds,
Certificates of Participation, Special Assessment Districts Bonds and CRA Bonds. The GO Bonds for Crosstown
are the exemplification of “good” debt, as are many of the debt instruments within the other categories.
However, also within those other categories lurk the debt instruments for the projects which have been
portrayed as failed economic investments. This debt is bad because it unduly creates a burden on the City’s
General Fund. It would behoove us to shed these burdens as soon as possible through retiring or restructuring
the associated debt. Please find the attached table which breaks down these instruments in greater detail.

As you know, | recently outlined a proposal to close the book on Digital Domain for good, retiring the associated
bonds and saving the City over $14 million. The proposal did not garner support, and it would seem that staff



favors cash liquidity and higher unassigned fund (contingency) balance over retiring this debt at this time,
especially with the large CB&A behind Southern Grove still in play.

What other opportunities might we pursue? The timing and total dollar amount is not right on VGTI. The CRA
Bonds have already been refunded. The timing will likely not be right for the City Center SAD Bonds until a new
owner/developer approaches the City.

These circumstances and the compelling benefits outlined at the beginning of this memorandum all point to
paying down the 2008 COPs as our most accessible strategic opportunity to actively attack our debt, and we can
do it while maintaining our unassigned fund (contingency) balance at a level which exceeds our FY 14-15 starting
balance.

I hope you will see fit to direct staff to revise the proposed budget to incorporate this proposal. | look forward
to our discussion.

Thank you.

c: City Attorney
Finance Director
OMB Director
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HISTORY OF UNASSIGNED FUND BALANCE & CONTINGENCY FUND

Star?mg % Fund Budgeted % GF
FY Unassigned YOY Change Balance| Contingency [ Contingency | Expenditures
Fund Balance

1997-1998 S 3,205,499 | NA
1998-1999 S 2,703,012 | § (502,487)
1999-2000 S 3,872,937 | § 1,169,925
2000-2001 S 5,362,949 | $ 1,490,012
2001-2002 S 6,396,914 | $ 1,033,965
2002-2003 $ 6,920,992 | $ 524,078
2003-2004 S 10,468,822 | S 3,547,830
2004-2005 $ 12,760,470 | $ 2,291,648 S 51,262,159
2005-2006 S 12,192,180 | S (568,290) 23%| S 7,943,257 15%| S 53,500,272
2006-2007 S 13,023,198 | S 831,018 23% 0%| S 55,983,201
2007-2008 $ 15,794,083 | $ 2,770,885 26%| § 12,694,248 21%| $ 59,726,591
2008-2009 $ 21,273,106 | $ 5,479,023 33%| $ 12,043,526 19%| S 64,245,294
2009-2010 $ 15,534,051 | $ (5,739,055) 24%| S 6,798,176 11%} $ 63,996,287
2010-2011 S 12,433,678 | S (3,100,373) 21%| S 8,017,016 14%| $ 58,783,092
2011-2012 S 14,204,706 | S 1,771,028 24%| S 8,583,659 14%| $ 59,227,310
2012-2013 $ 18,613,202 | $ 4,408,496 31%| S 15,481,921 26%| S 60,609,023
2013-2014 $ 19,075,948 | $ 462,746 31%| $ 15,582,079 26%| $ 60,932,910
2014-2015 S 18,187,927 | S (888,021) 29%| $ 15,017,043 24%| S 63,497,321
2015-2016 $ 25,458,921 |$ 7,270,994 35%| S 23,678,995 33%( S 72,317,604
2016-2017 $ 27,252,934 | $ 1,794,013 35%| S 26,625,029 34%| § 78,165,040
(Proposed
Budget)
Projected S 21,625,029 | S (5,627,905) 28%( S 21,625,029 28%| § 78,165,040
Ending 2016-
2017 Based
on Proposal

Starting Unassigned Fund Balance as identified by previous year CAFR.
Budgeted Contingency as identified in corresponding Approved Budget as of Oct. 1.

GF Expenditures as identified by Audited Corresponding Year as presented in Budget with the exception

of FY 16-17.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE

Office of the City Manager

“A City for All Ages”

JEFF BREMER
City Manager

TO:

Mayor Gregory J. Oravec
Vice-Mayor and City Council

FROM: Jeff Bremer, City Manager(ﬁ

DATE: September 9, 2016

RE:

RESPONSE TO YOUR SEPTEMBER 8, 2016 MEMORANDUM

We have reviewed your proposal to utilize available cash to pay off a portion of the
2008 COPS (debt) prior to refinancing and have the following responses.

1.

Staff stands behind its recommendation found on page 8 of the City Manager’s
August 10, 2016 memorandum. This recommendation, number 2 on page 8, was
endorsed by the City Council at the Special Meeting of August 15, 2016. It is also
our opinion that the PowerPoint provided as a part of the packet attached to the
CM’s August 10, 2016 memo remains relevant. Staff will be working on the
presentation of a specific fund balance policy for presentation at the Winter
Retreat, 2017.

It is our opinion that the General Fund subsidy will naturally fall off as
development ramps up in as little as two years since we have seen it fall from
2.1 million in FY 2011-2012 to an estimated $600,000 this fiscal year.

One would also wonder if Torrey Pines current financial position would be where
it is if we were not paying their mortgage. One would also wonder if VGTI would
be in the same position as Torrey Pines if we would have assumed their
mortgage payments.

There is no recommendation on the use of any savings produced by spending
22% of our General Fund balance. We are concerned that without a specific
refunding plan, or a redirection plan for a specified purpose, the savings will
simply be absorbed into the General Fund. Thereafter, it could be lost by a
simple reduction in the millage rate.

. From a financial perspective, our General Fund is clearly on the mend. The

accomplishments are numerous. A millage reduction; 11 new FTE's, and; millions
of additional dollars for maintenance needs. If the trend continues we will likely
see surplus budgets. As part of the development of a fund balance policy, it
would be my recommendation that a percentage of any surpluses or
unanticipated money be set aside in a restricted category to help pay down debt
as they become eligible for refunding and refinancing.

121 S.W. Port St. Lucie Boulevard » Port St. Lucie, FL. 34984-5099 + (772) 871-5163



6. We are greatly concerned about this proposal in light of the fact we are in the
middle of refunding and refinancing $129,440,000 of SW annexation bonds. The
strength of our A+ rating was based in part on our very strong budgetary
flexibility, with an available fund balance in fiscal 2015 of 38% of operating
expenditures. The timing suggests we do nothing to change any of the factors
used by S&P to give us the A+ rating. This refunding and refinancing will save
$24,133,181 over the life of the bonds.

7. And finally, why do we keep drawing attention to our debt? I firmly agree that
the majority of our debt is “"good” debt and have stated so numerous times. At
the Summer Retreat, 2016, City Council made it very clear that they do not want
to continue to hear about our FEI's since we have fully funded the debt service
costs that fell to the General Fund. Conversely, we are, and faithfully have been
fully funding all of our debt service requirements. In addition, our current debt
service policy has served us well. As a result of our refunding and refinancing
efforts we have saved over $102,000,000 in future debt payments with
$73,000,000 having occurred within the last three months. I believe we should
be celebrating this fact.

For all of the reasons stated above, and in conjunction with my August 10, 2016 memo,
staff recommends against this proposal.
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