VERO BEACH UTILITIES COMMISSION MEETING
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 2022 - 9:30 A.M.
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A)
B)

August 9, 2022 – Regular Meeting
September 12, 2022 – Special Call Meeting

3.

PUBLIC COMMENT

4.

NEW BUSINESS

5.

OLD BUSINESS

6.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS
A)
B)
C)
D)

7.

MEMBER’S MATTERS
A)
B)

8.

Discussion of Master Stormwater Plan – Requested by Mrs. Judy
Orcutt
Report on Wastewater and Stormwater Improvement Submitted by
the City of Vero Beach - Mr. Rob Bolton, Water and Sewer Director
and Mr. Matt Mitts, Public Works Director / Requested by Mrs. Judy
Orcutt

CLERK’S MATTERS
A)

9.

Water Reclamation Facility Debt Service Scenarios – Ms. Cindy
Lawson / Requested by Mrs. Jane Burton
Update on Stormwater Utility ERU Assessment Roll – Ms. Cindy
Lawson, Finance Director / Requested by Mrs. Jane Burton
Update on Water and Sewer Projects - Mr. Rob Bolton, Water and
Sewer Director / Requested by Mrs. Jane Burton
Update on Stormwater Utilities – Mr. Matt Mitts, Public Works
Director / Requested by Mrs. Jane Burton

Cancellation of December and January Meetings Because of
Renovations to the Council Chambers

ADJOURNMENT

This is a Public Meeting. Should any interested party seek to appeal any decision made by
the Commission with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he will
need a record of the proceedings and that, for such purpose he may need to ensure that a
record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon
which the appeal is to be based. Anyone who needs a special accommodation for this

meeting may contact the City’s Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Coordinator at
978-4920 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

VERO BEACH UTILITIES COMMISSION MINUTES
TUESDAY, AUGUST 9, 2022 - 9:30 A.M.
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
PRESENT: Chairman, Jane Burton; Vice Chairman and Indian River Shores
Representative, Bob Auwaerter; Members: Bill Eggers, Mark Mucher and Member at
Large, JT Mooney Also Present: Water and Sewer Director, Rob Bolton; Finance
Director, Cindy Lawson; City Attorney, John Turner and Deputy City Clerk, Sherri Philo
Excused Absence: John Sanders
Unexcused Absence: Judy Orcutt
1.

CALL TO ORDER

The Chairman called today’s meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. and the Deputy City Clerk
performed the roll call.
2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A)

July 12, 2022

Mr. Auwaerter made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 12, 2022 Utilities
Commission meeting. Mr. Eggers seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
3.

PUBLIC COMMENT

None
4.

NEW BUSINESS
A)

Review of FY 22-23 Proposed Wastewater Utility Budget and Five Year
CIP – Ms. Cindy Lawson, Finance Director

Ms. Cindy Lawson, Finance Director, reported that the revenues were the same as the
revenues in the current fiscal year budget and that is because they were in the process of
completing the Rate Study. The Rate Study presentation will be given to the Utilities
Commission at a Special Call meeting on Monday, September 12, 2022, and then it would
be presented to the City Council at a Special Call meeting on Tuesday, September 13, 2022.
She said there would be a first reading of the Ordinance and a final public hearing, which
is required by Florida law as a municipal utility to provide notice to their customers in their
billing cycle, which they would be doing. All these activities are scheduled to take place
between September 12, 2022 and January 1, 2023, which is the target date for the new rates
to go into effect.
*Please note that questions and answers occurred during the presentation.
Ms. Lawson and Mr. Rob Bolton, Water and Sewer Director, went over the FY 22-23
proposed Wastewater Utility budget followed by the Five-Year CIP with the Commission
members (on file in the City Clerk’s office).
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Mr. Auwaerter asked how they determine the rent they pay to the Airport.
Mr. Bolton explained that it was set from a fair market value evaluation of the property
that they lease from the Airport at one time and then it raises from that date by CPI Index
from there. He said the last time they did it was probably in 2009.
Ms. Lawson noted that there is an individual adopted Resolution for each piece of the
Airport property that they rent and it escalates by CPI since the adoption of the Resolution.
Mr. Auwaerter referred to page 93, Water and Sewer Fund – Expenditures by Object,
General Fund Administrative Charge. He said that he placed before the Commission
members three (3) items that reference this (the Government Finance Officers Association
(GFOA) – Measuring the Full Cost of Government Service, the FY 22-23 Administrative
Costs Allocation, and the FY 2022-2023 Budget COVB Administrative Costs Allocation)
(attached to the original minutes). He said that the City issues a Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report and one (1) of the requirements of that is that the City follow the best
practices of the GFOA. He then read into the record a few of the highlighted sections of
the handout, Measuring the Full Cost of Government Service, “Shared costs should be
allocated systematically and rationally and the method of allocation along with a reference
to information on the methodology should be disclosed; Benefit received. The basis for
allocation should bear a relationship to the benefit the customer receives from the service.
It is important to tie the allocation method to the benefit received to avoid pushback from
the receivers of the indirect cost; Fairness. The method of costs allocation must be seen
as fair and legitimate by the users of the costing system; Customers and internal users must
understand how the costs are calculated and should have a role in determining how the
price system will be structured.” He then referred to the handout FY 22-23 Administrative
Costs Allocation. He said that the Finance Director puts this together showing the actual
administrative cost. He said it shows a total of $11.7 million dollars in costs of which
$1,357,232 was allocated to Water and Sewer customers, which represents 11.7%. The
other handout was a graph from where he took each of the different departments showing
the percentage. He asked if the Commission members could see what the allocation
methods were. He said the allocation has gone up 10% in the new budget compared to the
previous year. He asked Ms. Lawson to discuss the City’s allocation methods. He asked
if they were available for the Commission members and the City Council to see.
Ms. Lawson said that she was well aware of the best practices of the GFOA. She
apologized for not having had this conversation with the Utilities Commission. She noted
that she has had this conversation with the Finance Commission. The way they allocate
this has been shared on multiple occasions and in accordance with this “best practice”
wherever they have an objective measure that they can use for the allocation they use it.
For example, with Human Resources, the Water and Sewer Department was allocated a
proportionate share based on their total number of employees compared to the total number
of employees Citywide. With Information Systems that handles network devices, the
Water and Sewer Department gets an allocated share based on all the network devices
Citywide and the Water and Sewer Department’s proportionate share of the same. She said
for any situation where they have an objective measure that they can use, they use it. Where
they don’t, they go to each department and reevaluate every year. As an example, with the
City Attorney’s office they would ask the City Attorney based on what he has on his plate
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and what is coming up in the coming year what would it be a reasonable allocation of his
time to the Water and Sewer Department. She said when they put the budget together, Mr.
Bolton has the opportunity to go through the internal review to question any of those
allocations. She said they have always followed the best practices and she has a
spreadsheet that shows the objective allocation factors, as well as each department’s
estimate on the time they would be spending in the coming year where she doesn’t have
some sort of objective measure. She said that she would be happy to share the spreadsheet
on the allocations by division with the Commission members.
Mr. Auwaerter said that he has been on this Commission off and on over the last six (6)
years and had asked for this information when Mr. Jim O’Connor was the City Manager
and he has never seen it. He said that he would like to see this information.
Ms. Lawson said that she would be happy to share this information with the Commission
members.
Mr. John Turner, City Attorney, wanted to point out that Mr. Auwaerter is a paid consultant
for the Town of Indian River Shores.
Mr. Auwaerter said that was not correct.
Mr. Turner continued. He said that Mr. Auwaerter is a consultant for the Town of Indian
River Shores in ongoing litigation with the City of Vero Beach. In that litigation the Town
of Indian River Shores filed a breach of contract action on the Franchise Agreement against
the City claiming that the City violated the Franchise Contract by not honoring rates
adopted by the County. The City of Vero Beach prevailed in lower Court on that action
and the Judge ruled that the actions taken by the City of Vero Beach were lawful and
authorized by Florida law. It was disclosed during the discovery in that case that Mr.
Auwaerter was a consultant for the Town in this litigation. That was one (1) of the issues
that was raised by the Attorney for the Town in the litigation. He advised the Commission
of his (Mr. Auwaerter’s) position that was disclosed by the Town and he (Mr. Auwaerter)
has failed to disclose that to this Commission today.
Mr. Auwaerter said that he is not a paid consultant. What occurred was when the lawsuit
was initiated he helped the lawyer working their case. He said that he stopped being the
consultant almost immediately because he was appointed to City Council as a replacement
for Mr. John McCord. He said that he never took any money from the Town and he has
not been a consultant for the lawyer since that point.
Mr. Mucher said that he thought the Franchise Agreement expired.
Mr. Turner said it has not expired.
Mr. Bolton said it was the Franchise Agreement with the County that has expired.
Mr. Mucher referred to page 112, Wastewater Collection. He said that he didn’t look at
this in the other departments, but this page shows that hospitalization insurance is up 18%.
He asked is that across the Board.
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Ms. Lawson answered no. She explained that every year they take the current employee
census in terms of what insurance plan they have chosen and what the City’s contribution
is and then they do an average cost per employee projected in the coming year and then
they do an average cost per department. An example is if they look under the Customer
Service division they would see that hospitalization insurance is down 3.1% because of
turnover and employees choosing different plans than the employees that were there
previously.
At this time, Ms. Lawson and Mr. Bolton went on to the Five-Year Capital Program.
Ms. Lawson explained that as they move forward with the new Water Reclamation Facility
(WRF), in order to provide some clarity for grants as they receive them, for bonding,
reimbursement of costs, etc., she took this project and broke it out into its own separate
sub-fund.
The Chairman opened and closed public comments at 10:47 a.m., with no one wishing to
be heard.
5.

OLD BUSINESS
A)

Copper Pipe Corrosion Update – Mr. Rob Bolton, Water and Sewer
Director

Mr. Bolton showed on the screen the pipe replacement permit locations (attached to the
original minutes). He explained that when staff started receiving concerns from the public
about copper pipe corrosion and re-piping of houses, staff started looking into it to see
where the permits were being generated. What they found was that 95% of them were
being generated from the County’s water system. The City did see an uptick in the last two
(2) quarters of last year so they pulled the data and found there were 22 permits pulled. Of
the 22 permits that were pulled, five (5) were active leaks that were involved in remodels,
two (2) were pro-active replacements, and the others were unknown.
Mr. Mucher asked if they figured out what the difference is between the City’s water
system and the County’s water system.
Mr. Bolton said the County was worried about the aggressiveness of their water so they
changed their water treatment to a Cal-Flo system. From some of their water quality reports
that the County did, it looks like they had issues shortly after switching to the Cal-Flo
system. He said the County more or less stated that they met all the requirements of the
Safe Drinking Water Act so therefore they don’t have to do anything. However, their
permits have gone up astronomically. In looking at Sebastian and the County itself, 60%
of the permits being pulled for plumbing have to do with re-piping.
The Chairman opened and closed public comments at 10:56 a.m., with no one wishing to
be heard.
6.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS

None
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7.

MEMBER’S MATTERS

None
8.

ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 10:56 a.m.
/sp
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SPECIAL CALL VERO BEACH UTILITIES COMMISSION MINUTES
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2022 - 9:30 A.M.
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
PRESENT: Chairman, Jane Burton; Vice Chairman and Indian River Shores
Representative, Bob Auwaerter; Members: Judy Orcutt, Mark Mucher and Member at
Large, JT Mooney Also Present: Water and Sewer Director, Rob Bolton; Finance Director,
Cindy Lawson; City Attorney, John Turner and Records Retention Specialist, Heather
McCarty
Excused Absence: Bill Eggers,
Unexcused Absence: John Sanders
1.

CALL TO ORDER

The Chairman called today’s meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. and the Records Retention
Specialist performed the roll call.
2.

ITEM FOR DISCUSSION
A)

Review and Discussion of 2022 Utility Rate Study

Ms. Cindy Lawson, Finance Director, said for the first time since 2009, the City has done
a rate study and in part it was to bring their rates current, as well as to provide for the Water
Reclamation Facility that is under way in design right now. Mr. Tony Hairston is present
today to walk them through the results of that and go over the recommendations.
Mr. Tony Hairston, Vice President of Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc., gave a Power
Point presentation on the 2022 Utility Rate Study Status (attached to the original minutes).
He said he would be addressing the forecast into the future and the rate structure in January
2023. He pointed out that there has not been any adjustments to the City rates since 2010
and since that time, the Consumer Price Index (CPI) has gone up 35% and if they figure in
a couple of more years at 5%, CPI is going to be up 50% by the time they are looking to
have these rates phased in. As costs have been going up, they have been operating at the
same rates and they have to anticipate how those rates are going to be sustainable into the
future. He said their future capital project is the new Water Reclamation Facility and this
is the time they are looking into the funding for that Plant. He said the first objective is the
long term sustainability and the second is to simplify the rate design since right now they
have different rates in different areas of the City.
Mr. Hairston went over slide 4, New Water Reclamation Facility Costs. He pointed out
that the total project costs, including design and construction, are around $82 million and
when they looked at that last year, it was $60 million. He said that the design of that project
began six (6) months ago and there has been very high inflation rates, particularly on
construction. He explained there’s time to help get rates implemented to help the City’s
bond rating so they are in a strong position moving forward. He said the City has strong
reserves and they are using those reserves to phase in rates in to this project. He talked
about the chart on slide 5, Financial Analysis Summary – Utility Fund with New WRF &
Clean Waterways Act, which has been updated.

Mr. Auwaerter referred to slide 5 and asked how they came up with the 4.8% true interest
cost for projected October 2023 issuance. Mr. Hairston explained that is based off the
current market conditions.
Mr. Auwaerter asked what is their assumption as to the credit rating. Ms. Lawson answered
as a preliminary look, they were in the AA range, but as this unfolds, they will have a better
idea, and a lot of it depends on the rate sufficiency as well, which is one of the things they
are working on here.
Mr. Auwaerter asked what structure did they use to calculate the interest cost and debt
service to be borne by ratepayers. Ms. Lawson wanted to emphasize that this is all pretty
preliminary from the finance standpoint and as they get closer, they will have a lot more
information about the financing. She explained at this point, they gave them three (3) debt
service scenarios. She said she could provide a copy of the schedules that the models were
based on.
Mr. Hairston continued through the remainder of the Power Point presentation.
Mr. Auwaerter handed out a copy of an email from Robin Chacko with Raftelis to Cindy
Lawson dated July 19, 2022 and read from that email (attached to original email). He
talked about the second page and the calculations he came up with shown there.
Mr. Hairston clarified that the decision on rate structure is not being made now. He
explained that when it comes time to making those decisions, City Council will need to
weigh long term costs vs. short term costs.
Ms. Lawson talked about the three (3) schedules. She reiterated that decisions have not
been made, but also there are a lot of details that could be changed to mitigate things and
they are so far ahead of a detailed discussion about the financing part of this that the
answers aren’t there yet.
Mr. Auwaerter asked with regards to the water revenue bonds they have, what is the current
debt rating. Ms. Lawson answered that they do not have any outstanding bonds. They did
just retire a bank loan and they have state revolving fund loans.
Mr. Auwaerter referred to slide 5 and pointed out the projected cost of the Plant has risen
37% from the figure estimated 16 months ago. He asked what sensitivity analysis on the
customers’ rates have they performed, for example, if the cost of the Plant went up $10
million, what would be the impact on rates.
Mr. Hairston said they could give that information to them. He said they have looked at
plenty of sensitivity, but they can look at Plant costs, bond costs, operating costs, etc…
One of the recommendations is that they review this next summer. He said they would be
happy to run the numbers for a $10 million increase. He added the numbers are going to
keep on moving, and by next summer, they will have a lot more answers.
Ms. Lawson pointed out this first rate increase set for January 1, 2023 is also because they
haven’t done a cost of service study or had a rate increase since 2010 and the City needs a
rate increase to support its current cost of operations and the cost of operations into the
future.

Mr. Auwaerter asked if the budget they proposed to City Council included the rate
increases. Mrs. Lawson answered no, because at that time, she did not have the results of
the study.
Mr. Mucher questioned that they have gone 12 years with no rate increase, but yet they still
have reserves and are still making money and contributing to the General Fund. He referred
to page 8.
Ms. Lawson pointed out that the adopted budget for FY 21/22 showed them at a $5 million
deficit and the adopted budget for the coming year is about a $3.6 million deficit.
Mr. Bolton wanted to point out an example of increasing operating costs with chlorine,
which is the largest chemical that they use in both the water and the wastewater. He said
16 months ago, a one-ton cylinder could be purchased for $554 and they just signed a new
quarterly pricing agreement and that is now over $2000. He added that FP&L, Tampa, and
Duke are all looking at a $10 to $14 a month increase because of the cost of natural gas,
which will increase the power costs and the primary cost to them is power. He explained
each of those adjustments has a cost to them which has exponentially taken off in the last
year and they have been dipping down into revenues for the last couple years. They had
been able to absorb a lot of the costs over the years, but on the operating costs on the water
system they are just breaking even and on the wastewater side, they are losing funds
because of the increasing costs. He explained there is definitely a need for an adjustment
to get them back to at least break-even and providing for capital. He further explained that
they are not in a position right now to nail down any of this.
Ms. Lawson said for the future, they have a rate study for the next five (5) years and
increases phased in. They will undertake their revenue review next summer and she would
like to see them undertake a review annually.
Mr. Bolton referred to what Fort Pierce is doing and their two (2) 10% increases to get
themselves back into a position to cover the inflationary factors.
Mr. Mucher commented that 12 years without an increase and now a number of large
increases every year is a little hard to take and understand.
Ms. Lawson agreed that this probably should have taken place three (3) to four (4) years
ago and they should not have gone 13 years without looking at the rates.
Mr. Mucher asked if the increases in the next couple years are to build up a buffer.
Mr. Hairston explained they are not projecting increases forever and ever and they are
catching up right now and it will level out with some fine tuning that is going to need to
take place.
Mr. Mucher asked if they have taken new customers into consideration in their analysis.
Mr. Bolton answered yes, and added there are about 100 customers a year.
Mr. Mucher referred to low pressure reuse mentioned on one of the slides and said that he
didn’t think they provided that.

Mr. Bolton explained how they provide that for two (2) golf courses and Johns Islands and
that it is a lot lower cost because they don’t have to provide storage.
Mr. Mooney summarized the chart on page 19. Ms. Lawson explained that is the path they
would be on until October 2025.
Mrs. Orcutt wanted to make some clarifications. She said this is a policy decision they
should be making regarding the rate structure, but it could also be a policy decision to say
mandatory connection to sewer. She asked if everyone in the City was connected to sewer,
how would that affect their rates.
Mr. Bolton talked about the rate projections and having 1,000 customers that haven’t
connected in the City limits. He added it doesn’t address the areas outside the City limits,
which would be another 1,500, but they don’t have the lines available to them. He said
they could realize some savings, but he does not know what that number is and that would
require some research.
Mrs. Orcutt said she has concerns that increasing the rate is going to deter people from
connecting. She felt it might be worth that exercise to figure out if everyone within the
City was connected, what would that do for their rates. She said she likes the idea of
consolidating the structure. She added that one thing that was not mentioned was the grants
they received and how that affects the cost of the Plant.
Ms. Lawson said the one (1) grant that they do have is included in the projections of the
cost of the Plant shown on slide 4. But future grants are not folded in because they do not
have them yet.
Mr. Bolton said that they have been applying for them, but they won’t know for a while.
Ms. Lawson said right now they do have the $1.263 million grant from Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (FDEP), but other than that, there are no grants right now
against what they need to borrow.
Mr. Bolton added that they applied for $20 million from FDEP in the last cycle, and it was
not awarded but they will reapply. Ms. Lawson said that grants are a big uncertainty, and
it is highly possible that they could get a fairly sizeable grant, but at this point, they didn’t
want to count on something they don’t have. By next summer, they will have a better idea
if there are any grants forthcoming before they start construction.
Mrs. Burton wanted to clarify that there are benchmarks built in to revisit rate charges
rather than wait another 12 years. She emphasized that a lot of these grants are matching
funds. Also, in regards to rising costs, she wanted to point out that the private sector is
seeing all these same issues.
Mr. Bolton talked about rising construction costs and the housing market and some of the
other things that have been effecting them.
The Chairman opened and closed public comment at 10:42 a.m. with no one wishing to be
heard.

Mr. Auwaerter made a motion that the Utilities Commission recommends that City
Council require the City Manager and the utility consultant Raftelis to submit a
customer rate impact analysis to City Council by October 1, 2022 that will forecast
the increase in customer rates above those proposed in the Raftelis Utility Rate Study
Status presentation based on the assumption that the cost of the proposed water
Reclamation Plant comes in $10 million higher than the current estimate of
$82,036,611. Mr. Mooney seconded the motion.
Mr. Mucher asked if that was doable in that time frame. Mr. Hairston explained that it is
doable.
Mr. Keith Drewitt stated that he thinks this is good idea.
Mr. Mucher asked if this is the only motion required. Ms. Lawson said they are giving this
presentation to City Council tomorrow and it is their recommendation that they give them
the authority to move forward to prepare the Ordinances and begin the process of
implementing these amended rates which will take place in about three (3) months and any
motion that they feel would be appropriate would be great.
The motion passed 4-1, with Mrs. Burton voting no, Mr. Auwaerter yes, Mr. Mucher
yes, Mrs. Orcutt yes, and Mr. Mooney yes.
Mr. Mike Johannsen asked if the motion was to amend the costs both negatively and
positively. Mrs. Burton answered that the motion was for the positive.
Mrs. Burton made a motion that they support the presentation that was given here
today and move forward. Mr. Mooney seconded the motion and the motion passed
4-1, with Mrs. Burton voting yes, Mr. Auwaerter no, Mr. Mucher yes, Mrs. Orcutt
yes, and Mr. Mooney yes.
3.

PUBLIC COMMENT

4.

ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 10:56 a.m.
/hm

City of Vero
Beach
Water Reclamation Facility Debt Scenarios
September 22, 2022

Scenario 1: Water Reclamation Facility
Project Amount (+$10 million)
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Financial Analysis Summary – Utility Fund with New WRF (+$10 million Debt Proceeds)
Description

FY 2022

FY 2023

FY 2024

FY 2025

FY 2026

FY 2027

FY 2028

FY 2029

FY 2030

FY 2031

$13,993,082

$15,447,292

$16,168,300

$16,602,750

$17,108,300

$17,628,400

$17,554,598

$18,106,898

$18,676,198

$19,262,398

1,920,950

791,542

791,542

5,197,042

5,347,042

5,489,542

5,624,542

5,752,042

5,872,042

5,504,271

Transfer to GF

1,031,000

1,151,200

1,363,900

1,543,700

1,631,100

1,669,100

1,708,000

1,747,800

1,788,400

1,830,000

R&R (12.0%)

2,059,500

2,283,600

2,709,100

3,068,700

3,243,700

3,319,500

3,397,300

3,476,800

3,558,000

3,641,200

$3,090,500

$3,434,800

$4,073,000

$4,612,400

$4,874,800

$4,988,600

$5,105,300

$5,224,600

$5,346,400

$5,471,200

$19,004,532

$19,673,634

$21,032,842

$26,412,192

$27,330,142

$28,106,542

$28,284,440

$29,083,540

$29,894,640

$30,237,869

447,100

325,850

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

Net Revenue Requirements

$18,557,432

$19,347,784

$20,706,942

$26,086,292

$27,004,242

$27,780,642

$27,958,540

$28,757,640

$29,568,740

$29,911,969

Revenue from Projected
Rates

$17,162,900

$19,029,800

$22,575,900

$25,572,800

$27,030,500

$27,662,800

$28,311,000

$28,973,400

$29,650,600

$30,343,900

Surplus/(Deficit)

($1,394,532)

($317,984)

$1,868,958

($513,492)

$26,258

($117,842)

$352,460

$215,760

$81,860

$431,931

Projects to be Reimbursed
from Bond Proceeds

(1,020,375)

(2,869,813)

3,890,188

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Additional R&R Fund
Transfers

(3,800,000)

(1,800,000)

0

(550,000)

0

(860,000)

0

0

0

0

Ending Fund Balance

$9,872,743

$4,884,946

$10,644,092

$9,580,600

$9,606,858

$8,629,016

$8,981,476

$9,197,236

$9,279,095

$9,711,026

3.20

N/A

N/A

2.11

2.25

2.21

2.29

2.26

2.22

2.08

O&M Expenses
Debt Service
Other Expenditures:

Total Other Expenditures
Total Revenue Requirements

Less: Other Revenue

Senior DSC

* Amounts above based on the September 12th presentation. Debt service reflects an additional $10 million of Series 2023 bond
proceeds for the water reclamation facility project.
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Proposed Typical Residential Bills at 4,000
Gallons (Inside City; 5/8” Meter) – Scenario 1
(+$10 million Debt Proceeds)
Description

4

Water Bill

Bill %
Change

Wastewater
Bill

Bill %
Change

$34.25

Combined
Bill

Bill %
Change

Existing

$16.92

$51.17

January 2023

$19.10

12.9%

$39.76

16.1%

$58.86

15.0%

October 2023

$20.41

6.9%

$48.89

23.0%

$69.30

17.7%

October 2024

$21.83

7.0%

$60.12

23.0%

$81.95

18.3%

October 2025

$22.25

1.9%

$64.31

7.0%

$86.56

5.6%

Scenario 2: Water Reclamation Facility
Project Amount (-$10 million)
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Financial Analysis Summary – Utility Fund with New WRF (-$10 million Debt Proceeds)
Description

FY 2022

FY 2023

FY 2024

FY 2025

FY 2026

FY 2027

FY 2028

FY 2029

FY 2030

FY 2031

$13,993,082

$15,447,292

$16,168,300

$16,602,750

$17,108,300

$17,628,400

$17,554,598

$18,106,898

$18,676,198

$19,262,398

1,920,950

791,542

791,542

4,226,292

4,376,292

4,518,792

4,653,792

4,781,292

4,901,292

4,093,521

Transfer to GF

1,031,000

1,148,000

1,353,600

1,524,600

1,556,300

1,592,400

1,629,400

1,667,200

1,705,800

1,745,300

R&R (12.0%)

2,059,500

2,277,300

2,688,400

3,030,500

3,094,100

3,166,200

3,240,100

3,315,600

3,392,800

3,471,800

$3,090,500

$3,425,300

$4,042,000

$4,555,100

$4,650,400

$4,758,600

$4,869,500

$4,982,800

$5,098,600

$5,217,100

$19,004,532

$19,664,134

$21,001,842

$25,384,142

$26,134,992

$26,905,792

$27,077,890

$27,870,990

$28,676,090

$28,573,019

447,100

325,850

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

325,900

Net Revenue Requirements

$18,557,432

$19,338,284

$20,675,942

$25,058,242

$25,809,092

$26,579,892

$26,751,990

$27,545,090

$28,350,190

$28,247,119

Revenue from Projected
Rates

$17,162,900

$18,977,300

$22,403,400

$25,254,200

$25,783,900

$26,384,900

$27,000,800

$27,630,200

$28,273,600

$28,932,300

Surplus/(Deficit)

($1,394,532)

($360,984)

$1,727,458

$195,958

($25,192)

($194,992)

$248,810

$85,110

($76,590)

$685,181

Projects to be Reimbursed
from Bond Proceeds

(1,020,375)

(2,869,813)

3,890,188

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Additional R&R Fund
Transfers

(3,800,000)

(1,800,000)

0

(610,000)

0

(940,000)

0

0

0

0

Ending Fund Balance

$9,872,743

$4,841,946

$10,459,592

$10,045,550

$10,020,358

$8,885,366

$9,134,176

$9,219,286

$9,142,695

$9,827,876

3.20

N/A

N/A

2.61

2.51

2.44

2.53

2.47

2.41

2.45

O&M Expenses
Debt Service
Other Expenditures:

Total Other Expenditures
Total Revenue Requirements

Less: Other Revenue

Senior DSC

* Amounts above based on the September 12th presentation. Debt service reflects a reduction of $10 million of Series 2023 bond
proceeds for the water reclamation facility project.
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Proposed Typical Residential Bills at 4,000
Gallons (Inside City; 5/8” Meter) – Scenario 2
(-$10 million Debt Proceeds)
Description

7

Water Bill

Bill %
Change

Wastewater
Bill

Bill %
Change

$34.25

Combined
Bill

Bill %
Change

Existing

$16.92

$51.17

January 2023

$19.10

12.9%

$39.41

15.1%

$58.51

14.3%

October 2023

$20.41

6.9%

$48.07

22.0%

$68.48

17.0%

October 2024

$21.83

7.0%

$58.64

22.0%

$80.47

17.5%

October 2025

$22.25

1.9%

$58.64

0.0%

$80.89

0.5%

