
           

C I T Y  O F  F O R T  P I E R C E
 

CONFERENCE AGENDA
 

Conference Agenda Meeting - Monday, February 10, 2014 - 8:30 a.m.
City Hall - 2nd Floor Conference Room, 100 North U.S. #1, Fort Pierce, Florida
             

1. Call to Order
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance
 

3. Roll Call
 

4. New Business
 

a.   Proposed Ordinance for Implementing Florida-Friendly Use of Fertilizer on Urban Landscapes
- City Engineer

 

b.   Priorities for Legislative Delegation Presentation - Deputy City Manager
 

c.   Annexation Options and Strategies - Planning Manager
 

d.   FPRA Expansion Analysis - Planning Manager
 

5. Next Meeting - Monday, March 10, 2014
 

6. Adjournment
 

 



   
City Commission Conference Agenda Agenda Item #   4. a.           
Meeting Date: 02/10/2014  
Re: Florida-Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance for Urban Landscapes
Submitted For: John Andrews, City Engineer, Engineering 

SUBJECT:
Proposed Ordinance for Implementing Florida-Friendly Use of Fertilizer on Urban Landscapes - City
Engineer

SUMMARY:
Discussion item on the proposed passage of an ordinance requiring the use of Florida-Friendly fertilizer. 
The ordinance would also address timing of fertilizer application, fertilizer free zones, low maintenance
zones, application rates, training and public education.

Due to the City of Fort Pierce draining stormwater into the impaired waters of the Indian River Lagoon,
the City is mandated to enact some form of fertilizer ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

ALTERNATIVES:
N/A

RESPONSIBLE STAFF:
Engineering Department

COORDINATED WITH:
City Manager's office

Fiscal Impact
Budgeted Y/N:
Fiscal Year:
Account:
Amount:
OTHER INFORMATION:
No fiscal impact.

Attachments
Presentation Material
FDEP Model Ord.
SLC Fertilizer Ord.
PSL Proposed Fertilizer Ord.



IMPLEMENTING FLORIDA‐FRIENDLY 
USE OF FERTILIZER ON URBAN 

LANDSCAPES

Prepared By:
City of Fort Pierce

Engineering Department



 403.9337 Model Ordinance for Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer
Use on Urban Landscapes.—
 (2) Each county and municipal government located within the 

watershed of a water body or water segment that is listed as 
impaired by nutrients pursuant to s. 403.067, shall, at a 
minimum, adopt the department’s Model Ordinance for 
Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Use on Urban Landscapes.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance

Florida Statues:



 Comparison of FDEP “Model Ordinance” with passed 
ordinance by St. Lucie County and proposed ordinance by 
Port St. Lucie

 APPLICABILITY –
 FDEP – The ordinance shall be applicable to and shall regulate any 
and all applications of fertilizer and areas of application of fertilizer 
within the area of the municipality unless the applicator is 
exempted by the regulatory provisions of the ordinance.

 SLC – Same as Model

 PSL – Same as Model

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 TIMING OF FERTILIZER APPLICATION ‐
 FDEP – No applicator shall apply fertilizer containing nitrogen and /or 

phosphorus to turf and/or landscape plants during the Prohibited 
Application Period or to saturated soils.

 Prohibited Application Period defined as:  “means the time period during which a Flood 
Watch or Warning, or a Tropical Storm Watch or Warning, or a Hurricane Watch or 
Warning is in effect for any portion of the city, issued by the National Weather Service, 
or if heavy rain is likely.

 SLC – No applicator shall apply fertilizers containing  nitrogen and/or 
phosphorus to saturated soils.  Additionally, fertilizers containing nitrogen 
and/or phosphorus shall not be applied to turf and/or landscape plants 
during any of the following prohibited application periods:

 (a)  June 1 through September 30.
 (b)  The time period during which the National Weather Service has issued a Flood  Watch 

or Warning, or a Tropical Storm Watch or Warning, or a Hurricane Watch or Warning for 
any portion of the City.

 (c)  Heavy rains are expected.

 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 FERTILIZER FREE ZONES ‐
 FDEP – Fertilizer shall not be applied within ten (10) feet of any 
pond, stream, watercourse, lake, canal, or wetland as defined by 
FDEP, or from the top of a seawall, unless a deflector shield, drop 
spreader, or liquid applicator with a visible and sharply defined 
edge, is used, in which case a minimum or 3 feet shall be 
maintained. …

 SLC – Same as Model – except eliminated the use of deflector 
shields

 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 LOW MAINTENANCE ZONES ‐
 FDEP – A voluntary ten (10) foot low maintenance zone is strongly 
recommended, but not mandated, from any pond, stream, water 
course, lake, wetland or from the top of a seawall.  A swale/berm 
system is recommended for installation at the landward edge of 
this low maintenance zone to capture and filter runoff.  ….  No 
mowed or cut vegetative material may be deposited or left 
remaining in this zone or deposited in the water.

 SLC – Same as Model

 PSL – Same as Model

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 FERTILIZER CONTENT AND APPLICATION RATES ‐
 FDEP – (a) Fertilizers applied to turf within municipality shall be applied in 

accordance with requirements and directions provided by Rule 5E‐1.003(2)
 (b)  Fertilizers containing nitrogen or phosphorus shall not be applied before 

seeding or sodding a site, and shall not be applied for the first 30 days after 
seeding or sodding, except when hydro‐seeding for temporary or 
permanent erosion control in an emergency situation, or in accordance with 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for that site.

 (c)  Nitrogen or phosphorus fertilizer shall not be applied to turf or 
landscape plants except as provided in (a) above for turf or in UF/IFAS 
recommendations for landscape plants, vegetable gardens, and fruit trees 
and shrubs, unless a soil or tissue deficiency has been verified by an 
approved test.

 SLC – Includes all of the “Model” points, but goes into greater detail
 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 APPLICATION PRACTICES ‐
 FDEP –

 (a) Spreader deflector shields are required when fertilizing via rotary 
(broadcast) spreaders. …

 (b)  Fertilizer shall not be applied, spilled, or otherwise deposited on any 
impervious surfaces

 (c)  Any fertilizer applied , spilled. Or deposited, either intentionally or 
accidentally, on any impervious surface shall be immediately and completely 
removed to the greatest extent practicable.

 (d)  Fertilizer released on an impervious surface must be immediately 
contained and ….

 (e)  In no case shall fertilizer be washed, swept, or blown off impervious ….

 SLC – Same as model
 PSL – Same as model

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 MANAGEMENT OF GRASS CLIPPINGS AND VEGETATIVE 
MATTER ‐
 FDEP – In no case shall grass clippings, vegetative material, and/or vegetative 

debris be washed, swept, or blown off into stormwater drains, ditches, 
conveyances, water bodies, wetlands, or sidewalks or roadways.  Any material that 
is accidentally so deposited shall be immediately removed to the maximum extent 
practicable.

 SLC – Same as model – added – Grass clippings should be blown back 
onto the lawn areas or removed.

 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 EXEMPTIONS ‐
 FDEP – The provisions set forth above in this Ordinance shall not apply to:

 (a)  bona fide farm operations as defined in the Florida Right to Farm Act….
 (b)  other properties not subject to or covered under the Florida Right to Farm 

Act that have pastures used for grazing livestock
 (c)  any lands used for bona fide scientific research, including, but not limited to, 

research on the effects of fertilizer use on urban stormwater, water quality, 
agronomics, or horticulture.

 SLC – Same as model 
 PSL – Same as model

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 TRAINING ‐
 FDEP –

 (a)  All commercial and institutional applicators of fertilizer within the 
municipality shall abide by and successfully complete the six‐hour training 
program ….

 (b)  Private, non‐commercial applicators are encouraged to follow the 
recommendations of the University of Florida IFAS program when applying 
fertilizers.

 SLC –
 (a)  Same as model
 (b)  Private, non‐commercial applicators not otherwise required to be 

certified, such as private citizens on their own residential  property, are 
encouraged to follow the recommendations of the University of Florida 
IFAS Florida – Friendly Landscapes program when applying fertilizers.

 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance



 LICENSING OF COMMERCIAL APPLICATORS ‐
 FDEP –

 (a)  Prior to 1 January 2014, all commercial applicators of fertilizer within the 
municipality, shall abide by and successfully completed training and continuing 
education requirements in the …. provide proof of completion of the program to the 
Tax Collector’s office within 180 days of the effective date of this ordinance.

 (b)  After 31 December, 2013, all commercial applicators of fertilizer within the 
municipality, shall have and carry in their possession at all times when applying 
fertilizer, evidence of certification by the ….

 (c)  All businesses applying fertilizer to turf and/or landscape plants (including but not 
limited to residential lawns, golf courses, commercial properties , and multi‐family and 
condominium properties) must ensure that at least one employee has a “Florida‐
Friendly Best Management Practices for Protection of Water Resources by the Green 
Industries” training certificated prior to the business owner obtaining a Local 
Business Tax Certificate. …...

 SLC –
 (a)  deleted
 (b)  Same as model
 (c)  Same as model

 PSL – Same as St. Lucie County.

Florida‐Friendly Fertilizer Ordinance























































































   
City Commission Conference Agenda Agenda Item #   4. b.           
Meeting Date: 02/10/2014  
Re: Priorities for Legislative Delegation Presentation
Submitted For: Nick Mimms, Deputy City Manager, City Manager 

SUBJECT:
Priorities for Legislative Delegation Presentation - Deputy City Manager

SUMMARY:
The Economic Development Team will be meeting with members of the St. Lucie County Delegation in
Tallahassee on February 19, 20 and 21. Staff requests confirmation of the list of priorities from the City
Commission to be presented to the St. Lucie County Delegation in Tallahassee.

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

ALTERNATIVES:
N/A

RESPONSIBLE STAFF:
City Manager's Office
 

COORDINATED WITH:
Linda Cox, City Clerk
Rebecca Grohall, Planning Manager
Paul Thomas, Building Administrator

Fiscal Impact
Budgeted Y/N:
Fiscal Year:
Account:
Amount:
OTHER INFORMATION:
No fiscal impact.

Attachments
City of Fort Pierce 2014 Legislative Delegation Priorities



@BCL@E4254D6B

CITY OF FORT PIERCE
2014 LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION PRIORITIES

1. Annexation
a. Benefits

i. Eliminating inconsistencies of sporadic  annexation 
ii. Clearly defined boundaries for delivery of municipal services

iii. Enhanced representation by city commission
iv. Streamlining development 
v. Urban planning advantages

vi. Protection of retail service boundary for economic development
b. Enhanced Methodology

i. Special act by legislation
ii. Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement

2. Port of Fort Pierce
a. Economic  Development of Sustainable Industries
b. Funding Distribution for Infrastructure Improvements

i. Florida Ports Council 
ii. Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development Program

c. Funding  Allocation for Creation of Maritime and Intermodal Training Academy

3. Passenger Rail Service
a. Continued Funding for Railroad Stations - $118 Million Previously Allocated
b. All Aboard Florida

i. Enhanced safety improvements
ii. Protection of existing amenities and quality of life

c. Tri-Rail  and Amtrak Service Opportunities for Future 

4. CDBG & SHIP Programs
a. Continuation of Funding for Community Redevelopment
b. Improvement of Aging Housing Stock

5. Indian River Lagoon
a. Funding for  Projects to Protect Health of Lagoon

i. Stormwater quantity / quality projects 
ii. Coastal wetland restoration

iii. Water quality monitoring
b. Determine Sustainable Plan to Promote Health of Lagoon for Future Generations



   
City Commission Conference Agenda Agenda Item #   4. c.           
Meeting Date: 02/10/2014  
Re: Annexation Options and Strategies
Submitted For: Rebecca Grohall, Planning & Zoning Manager, Planning & Zoning 

SUBJECT:
Annexation Options and Strategies - Planning Manager

SUMMARY:
A brief overview of different annexation options, recommendations and graphics.

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

ALTERNATIVES:
N/A

RESPONSIBLE STAFF:
Rebecca Grohall, Planning Manager

COORDINATED WITH:
City Manager's Office

Fiscal Impact
Budgeted Y/N:
Fiscal Year:
Account:
Amount:
OTHER INFORMATION:
Fiscal impact not analyzed at this time.

Attachments
Staff Report 
Joint Planning Agreement (2005)
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Florida	 Statutes	 outline	 several	 courses	 of	 action	 for	 annexation.	 	 The	 two	 most	 overt	
methods	are	outlined	in	Chapter	171,	Part	1	as	voluntary	and	involuntary.		But,	a	few	other	
options	exist.		This	paper	will	briefly	review	each	one.			
	
Voluntary	 Annexation	 –	 Section	 171.044	 of	 the	 Florida	 Statues	 allow	 a	 city	 to	 annex	
property	if	consent	of	the	owners	of	the	property	is	granted,	they	must	be	contiguous	and	
reasonably	compact	 to	 the	municipality.	 	These	annexations	are	done	 through	Ordinance	
and	 the	 public	 hearing	 process.	 	 We	 can	 continue	 with	 this	 option,	 however,	 its	 time	
consuming	AND	it	only	adds	more	 the	patchwork,	utilizing	this	method	does	not	actually	
achieve	squaring	off	boundaries	(see	map).	Additionally,	some	properties	that	have	FPUA	
agreements	are	not	immediately	contiguous	–	which	only	protracts	the	time	frame.		
	
Involuntary	 Annexation	 –	 Section	 171.0413.	 The	municipality	may	 pass	 an	 ordinance	 to	
annex	 property	 (similar	 to	 voluntary	 annexation),	 however,	 the	 Ordinance	 does	 not	
become	effective	until	a	majority	vote	is	received	in	a	referendum	held	within	30	days.			
	
While	 not	 as	 overt	 as	 Voluntary	 or	 Involuntary,	 several	 other	 options	 exist	 including	
Enclave	 Annexation,	 Interlocal	 Service	 Boundary	 Agreements	 and	 Annexation	 by	
Legislation.	
	
A. Enclave	Annexation	 –	 as	 outlined	 in	 171.046	F.S.	 	 The	 Legislature	 recognizes	 that	
enclaves	 can	 create	 significant	 problems	 in	 planning,	 growth	 management,	 and	 service	
delivery,	and	therefore	declares	 that	 it	 is	 the	policy	of	 the	state	 to	eliminate	enclaves.	 	 In	
order	to	expedite	the	annexation	of	enclaves	of	10	acres	or	less	into	the	most	appropriate	
incorporated	 jurisdiction,	 based	 upon	 existing	 or	 proposed	 service	 provision	
arrangements,	 a	 municipality	 may	 annex	 an	 enclave	 by	 interlocal	 agreement	 with	 the	
county	having	jurisdiction	of	the	enclave;		

	
B. 						Interlocal	Service	Boundary	Agreement	(ISBA)	–	171	Part	2	
The	Florida	Statutes	were	amended	by	the	Legislature	in	2006	to	add	a	second	part	to	the	
State’s	annexation	laws.	This	new	Part	II	retained	existing	annexation	law,	which	has	been	
in	place	for	many	years,	and	added	an	alternative	approach	to	annexation	that	is	intended	
to	 encourage	 local	 government	 coordination	 in	 planning,	 service	 delivery,	 and	 boundary	
adjustments	 due	 to	 annexation.	 	 ISBA	 agreements	 have	 been	 utilized	 as	 approach	 to	
avoiding	 conflicts	 between	 counties	 and	 cities.	 	 Several	 areas	 have	 used	 this	 tool,	
successfully	including	Orange	County	with	City	of	Ocoee	and	City	of	Orlando,	and	Pinellas	
County.	 	The	ISBA	process	also	addresses	the	fiscal	impact	of	annexation	on	both	the	City	
and	 the	 County,	 which	 can	 provide	 for	 an	 equitable	 solution	 for	 a	 capital	 improvement,	
rights	of	ways,	maintenance	of	rights	of	ways	and	drainage	areas.		The	legal	requirements	
still	require	consent,	but	only	50%	of	the	owners,	which	may	be	conducted	by	petition	or	
ballot,	not	necessarily	incurring	the	expense	and	voter	confusion	of	a	referendum.		
	
If	 pursuing	 the	 ISBA	 option,	my	 recommendation	 is	 to	 set	 the	 FPUA	 Retail	 Service	 Area	
(shown	in	purple,	along	with	the	green	areas)	as	the	ultimate	city	limits.	Those	boundaries	
have	 already	 been	 approved	 with	 St.	 Lucie	 County	 through	 Interlocal	 Agreements	 for	
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water/waste	water	delivery.	 	Basically,	 the	 colored	map	would	become	 the	ultimate	City	
limits.		
	 	

	
	

C. Annexation	 by	 Legislation	 –	 Subsection	 171.044(4)	 F.S>	 says	 the	 procedures	 for	
voluntary	annexation	shall	by	“supplemental	to	any	other	procedure	provide	by	general	or	
special	law.			There	are	a	number	of	special	annexation	laws	the	exist	in	Florida,	including	
the	Gainesville	Special	Act	and	the	Broward	Delegation.,		I	think	this	is	worth	pursuing	with	
local	legislative	delegation,	but	without	the	referendum	requirement.			
	
Proposed	Annexation	Strategy:	

 Revisit	 the	 current	 JPA	 Agreement	 with	 St.	 Lucie	 County	 to	 address	 Enclave	
Annexations	pursuant	to	171.046	F.S.	

 Begin	the	ISBA	process	with	St.	Lucie	County.		I	believe	that	St.	Lucie	Village	and	City	
of	Port	St.	Lucie	would	want	to	participate	too.	

 Incentivize	Annexation	–	perhaps	placing	a	moratorium	on	the	annexation	fee	for	a	
year.	
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Areas	that	are	potential	candidates	for	“Enclave	Annexation”		

	



JOINT PLANNING AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

ST LUCIE COUNTY FLORIDA AND

THE cm OF FORT PIERCE

This Joint Planning Agreement the Agreement made and entered into as of the

day of TE 2005 by and between ST LUCIE COUNTY a political
subdivision of the State of Florida hereinafter referred to as the County the CITY
OF FORT PIERCE a Florida municipal corporation hereinafter referred to as the City
The County and City are sometimes collectively referred to as the Parties

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS it is the purpose and intent of this Agreement the Parties hereto and
the Florida Interlocal Cooperation Act of 1969 as amended and codified as Section

16301 Florida Statutes the Cooperation Act and Section 16331713 Florida
Statutes to permit the City and the County to make the most efficient use of their
respective powers resources and capabilities by enabling them to cooperate on the basis
of mutual advantage and thereby to provide the property facilities and services provided
for in this Agreement in the manner that will best accord with the existing and anticipated
resources available to each of them and with geographic economic population and other
factors influencing the needs and developments within an area Planning Area as

designed on the attached map ns Exhibit A and

WHEREAS it is the purpose of the Cooperation Act to provide for a means by
which the Parties may exercise their respective powers privileges and authorities which

they might now or in the future shore in common and which each might exercise

separately and

WHEREAS the Parties recognize that proper intergovernmental coordination is

essential for sound growth management and

WHEREAS a joint planning area agreement will provide a basis for the evaluation
of future development applications as well as for the adequate and cost effective provision
of public services within the Planning Area and

WHEREAS the County has adopted a Comprehensive Plan within an established
Urban Services Boundary which is depicted on Exhibit A and
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WHEREAS the City has adopted a Comprehensive Plan which applies within the
current boundaries of the City which are depicted in Exhibit A and

WHEREAS the Parties seek to coordinate and achieve compatible land uses

adjacent to their common boundary and

WHEREAS the Parties seek to promote sustainable economic development and

quality job creation through consistent and planned development patterns and agree to

work cooperatively to preclude urban sprawl and

WHEREAS effective intergovernmental relations will improve the delivery of
public services and

WHEREAS Section 16331713 Florida Statutes authorizes municipalities and
counties to enter into joint agreements for the purposes of coordinating the preparation
and adoption of municipal and county comprehensive plans procedures for the
administration of land development regulations or land development codes applicable
thereto and other purposes under the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land

Development Act Section 1633161etseq Florida Statutes

WHEREAS the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development
Act encourages joint agreements entered into pursuant thereto to be formally stated and
approved in appropriate action by the governing bodies involved and the administration be

governed by the Florida Interlocal Cooperation Act of 1969 and

WHEREAS the City and the County have held public hearings with public notice
thereof to consider the adoption of this Agreement

NOW THEREFORE in consideration of the mutual covenants of this Agreement
the City and the County agree as follows

ARTICLE 1

AUTHORITY

11 Authority This Agreement is entered into pursuant to the provisions of
Section 16301 Florida Statutes Section 163400 Florida Statutes Part III Chapter
163 Florida Statutes Section 16331713 Florida Statutes and other applicable
provisions of law all as amended and supplemented from time to time



ARTICLE 2

DEFINITIONS

21 Definitions The following definitions shall apply to this Agreement

Agreement The interlocal planning agreement

CThe City of Fort Pierce Florida

Cooperation Act The Florida Interlocal Cooperation Act of 1969 as amended and

codified as Section 16301 FS

Coun St Lucie County Floridn

Development Permits development Permit includes any building permit zoning
permit subdivision approval rezoning certification certificates of occupancy building
inspections special exception variance or any other official action of local government
having the effect of permitting the development of land

Pnrties St Lucie County Florida and the City of Fort Pierce Florida

Planning Area The area depicted in Exhibit A

ARTICLE 3

PURPOSE FINDINGS INTENT

31 The purpose of this Agreement is to provide certain procedures for joint
action by City and the County within the Planning Area in the preparation and adoption of
changes to the comprehensive plan and on procedures for the administration of land

development regulations or the Innd development code applicable thereto

32 It is the intent of the parties to provide for the cooperation in managing
growth within the Planning Aren by providing for the coordination of comprehensive plan
and land development regulations for the Planning Aren



ARTICLE 4

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND

CODE ENFORCEMENT

41 To provide for better integrated land use planning and land development
within the Planning Area the Parties agree as follows

411 The City agrees to provide the County Administrator and County
Attorney with 30 days prior written notice of all annexations into the City first reading
of annexation ordinance This notice shall include copies of all annexation ordinances
staff reports and recommendations and copies of all agreements contracts or other
similar instruments effecting any voluntary annexations The County agrees to provide any
written comments it may hove on the proposed annexation to the City Manager and City
Attorney at least three 3 days prior to the first reading of the annexation ordinance

Any comments submitted for consideration will be made a part of the record prior to final
approval of the annexation

412 In order to promote coordination of land use and development
activities within the community the County shall have the right to designate anonvoting
representative to attend the Citys site plan review committee and the City shall have the

right to designate anonvoting representative to attend the Countysdevelopment review
committee Each party shall provide the other party written notice of committee

meetings

42 Notwithstanding anything provided in this Agreement neither the Citys nor

the Countysduties obligations or responsibilities under any section of this Agreement
shall affect the Parties right duty obligation authority or power to act in its

governmental or regulatory capacity in accordance with applicable laws ordinances codes

or other building regulations nor in the exercise of any discretionary act or power within
its respective jurisdiction In no event shall the Parties due to any provision of this

Agreement be obligated to take any action concerning regulatory approvals for
development permits except through its established processes and in accordance with

applicable provisions of law Failure to comply in any respect with this Agreement by
either Party including the providing of notice shall neither affect nor serve as a basis to

invalidate any land use development approvals



ARTICLE 5

MISCELLANEOUS

51 Amendments This Agreement may be amended by the mutual written

agreement of the County and the City at any time from time to time which amendments
shall become effective upon filing thereof with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of St Lucie

County Florida pursuant to Section 1630111 Florida Statutes

52 Assignment None of the parties may assign or transfer any or all of its

duties rights responsibilities or obligations under this Agreement to any other party or

any person not a party to this Agreement without the express prior approval of the other

party to this Agreement

53 Severability The provisions of this Agreement are severable and it is the
intention of the parties to confer the whole or any part of the powers herein provided for
and if any of the provisions of this Agreement or any other powers granted by this

Agreement shall be held unconstitutional invalid or void by any court of competent
jurisdiction the decision of said court shall not affect or impair any of the remaining
provisions of this Agreement It is hereby declared to be the intent of the parties hereto
that this Agreement would have been adopted agreed to and executed had such

unconstitutional invalid or void provision or power not been included therein

54 Members of the City and County Not Liable

1 All covenants stipulations obligations and agreements of the City and
the County contained in this Agreement shall be deemed to be covenants stipulations
obligations and agreements of the City and the County respectively to the full extent

authorized by the Act and provided by the Constitution and laws of the State of Florida

2 No covenant stipulation obligation or agreement controlled herein
shall be deemed to be a covenant stipulation obligation or agreement of any present or

future individual member of the governing body or agent or employee of the City or the
County in its his or their individual capacity and neither the members of the Governing
Body of the City or the County or any official executing this Agreement shall individually
be liable personally or shall be subject to any accountability by reason of the execution by
the City or the County of this Agreement or any act pertaining or contemplated hereby



55 Term of the Agreement

The initial term of this Agreement shall be five 5 years from the Effective
Date unless sooner terminated by either Party The term of the Agreement shall be

automatically extended in five 5 year increments unless either party notifies the other

party of its desire to terminate the Agreement which notice must be provided in writing at

least ninety 90 days before the end of the then current term Either Party may
terminate this Agreement by providing thirty 30 days written notice to the other

56 Beneficiaries Nothing in this Agreement expressed or implied is intended
or shall be construed to confer upon any person f irm or corporation other than the parties
hereto any right remedy or claim legal or equitable under or by reason of this

Agreement or any provision hereof It is the intent of the parties hereto that this

Agreement and all its provisions are intended to be and are for the sole and exclusive
benefit of the parties hereto

57 Notices Any notice demand direction request or other instrument
authorized or required by this Agreement to be given or filed with the City or the County
shall be deemed sufficiently given or filed for all purposes of this Agreement if and when
sent by registered mail return receipt requested or by direct personal delivery

To the County

St Lucie County Administrator

With a copy to St Lucie County Attorney
2300 Virginia Avenue

Fort Pierce Florida 34982

To the City

Fort Pierce City Manager
With a copy to City of Fort Pierce Attorney
Post Office Box 1480

Fort Pierce Florida 34954

58 Execution of Agreement This Agreement shall be executed by both Parties
and approved as to form and execution by the its Attorney and their seal affixed hereto
If any officer whose signature appears on this Agreement ceases to hold office before all
officers shall have executed this Agreement or prior to the filing of this Agreement as

provided in Section 611 hereof his or her signature shall nevertheless be valid and
sufficient for all purposes This Agreement shall bear the signature of or may be signed
by such individuals as at the actual time of the execution of this Agreement shall be the



proper and duly empowered officer to sign this Agreement and this Agreement shall be
deemed to have been duly and properly executed even though on the Effective Date any
such individual may not hold office

59 Filing with Circuit Court Clerk The County is hereby authorized and
directed after approval of this Agreement by the Governing Body of the County and the

City and the execution thereof by the duly qualified and authorized officers of each of
the parties hereto as provided to file this Agreement with the Clerk of the Circuit Court
of St Lucie County Florida as provided in Section 1630111 Florida Statutes

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto by and through the undersigned
have entered into this Interlocal Agreement as of the day and year first above written

1
ATTEST
0 f

Deputy Clerk

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONE25
ST LVCIE COINTY FLOR1bA

Cfnirman f

APPROVED TO FORM AN

BY

County A

ATTEST

City Cleric

CITY OF FORT PIERCE FLORIDA

BY

Ma

APPROV AS FORM AND

ORRE NESS

BY

City Attorney
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City Commission Conference Agenda Agenda Item #   4. d.           
Meeting Date: 02/10/2014  
Re: Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) Expansion Analysis of FPRA
Submitted For: Rebecca Grohall, Planning & Zoning Manager, Planning & Zoning 

SUBJECT:
FPRA Expansion Analysis - Planning Manager

SUMMARY:
A document that provides additional information to assist in decision making.

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

ALTERNATIVES:
N/A

RESPONSIBLE STAFF:
Rebecca Grohall, Planning Manager

COORDINATED WITH:
City Manager's Office

Fiscal Impact
Budgeted Y/N:
Fiscal Year:
Account:
Amount:
OTHER INFORMATION:
See attached reports

Attachments
Staff Report
Fiscal Analysis Report
FPRA Debt Service Table
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TO:   Robert Bradshaw, City Manager     
 
FROM:   Rebecca Grohall, Planning Manager 
 
RE:   CRA Expansion  
   
DATE:  February 5, 2013 
  
Current FPRA accounts for roughly 47% of the city’s geography, 3,154 acres.  Additional proposed 1, 020 
acres this would bring the total acreage within the FPRA to 4,174 or 62% of the total City within a 
redevelopment district.    
 
In dollars, approximately a fourth of the City’s tax base is directed into the existing FPRA districts, by 
increasing the area that City would be dedicating almost one-third of all property tax revenues into the 
CRA (please refer to Table 4 in the attached report).  In conversations through FRA (Florida 
Redevelopment Associations) colleagues, this percentage appears to be higher than what most cities and 
counties think is palatable.   
 
Assuming a 2014 base year establishment for expanding the CRA, the new incremental revenue coming 
into the CRA for the next ten years is $1.6 million total (see Table 5 of the attached report).  Assuming the 
County agrees to participate, the total would add $835,000 (see Table 6 of the attached report).  It’s unclear 
if the County will agree to participate in the expansion and to what extent, and from previous efforts, it is 
assumed they will request enter into a joint public hearing process as outlined in Sec. 163.361 F.S. 
(essentially triggering a 90-120 day mediation session). 
 
The entire City has seen values plummet and if the two proposed areas are added into the CRA, new 
incremental revenues are not significant enough for at least a decade (possibly longer) before capital 
projects can be undertaken under the guise of the FPRA.  Nor are they significant enough to help reduce the 
City’s payment towards FPRA’s debt service (see the attachment with the Debt Service information).  
 
It’s my recommendation that the FPRA not be expanded at this time.  As an alternative, any future growth 
in the ad valorem base for the City may be dedicated for specific projects.  Several places are doing this in 
lieu of creating new CRA’s.  For example, Osceola County recently developed a “Dedicated Ad Valorem” 
program that allows increases in the tax collections (incremental funds) to be utilized for specific capital 
projects, in their case – roadway maintenance, including personnel costs for repairs and renovations.  In 
Escambia County, the elected officials there have decided to set aside a portion of new growth into 
economic development programs.  Both of these programs effectuate the same goals of a CRA to bring 
growth to an area through capital improvements, yet eliminate restricting the funds.  As indicated in the 
Considerations outlined in the report (page 6) this leaves the City covering the FPRA budget shortfalls and 
making hard decisions regarding services, deferring maintenance on infrastructure, and handicapping the 
City’s general fund.   
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Briefing Paper February 2014 
 
 

The Fiscal Implications of Expanding the 
Fort Pierce Community Redevelopment Area 
 
 
 
Prepared by 
Terry Clower, Ph.D.    Roger Dale 
T.Clower & Associates   Natelson-Dale Group, Inc. 
 
 

Overview 
 
The City of Fort Pierce, Florida, is currently considering an expansion of the city’s Community 
Redevelopment Area (CRA). As shown in Figure 1, the proposed expansion includes areas of the 
city to the north and south of 
the existing CRA. In the 
following, we report the 
findings of the first of two 
tasks examining the potential 
fiscal and developmental 
impacts that would attend the 
proposed CRA expansion. 
Here we estimate the revenue 
that would be dedicated to 
CRA uses within the context 
of city budget conditions.  
The second task will assess 
the potential uses of tax 
increment revenue that 
would accrue to the 
Community Redevelopment 
Agency if the city adopts the 
proposed CRA expansion. 
 
  

Figure 1: Fort Pierce CRA Areas 
Source: City of Fort Pierce 
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Real Estate Market Conditions 
 
Fort Pierce city leaders are 
very much aware of the 
severe impacts on local 
property valuation wrought 
by the housing market crash 
and economic recession of 
2007-2008.  Figure 2 shows 
the rise and fall of the Zillow 
Home Value Index© for Fort 
Pierce from 2004 through the 
end of 2013. Based on this 
data, the home value index 
rose over 70% in about 18-
months beginning in January 
2004, and then began a steep 
decline bottoming out in fall 
of 2012.  The good news is 
the data suggest that the housing market is finally beginning to recover.  To be clear, the Zillow 
index is dramatically impacted by the particular houses that are on the market at any given time, 
and therefore do not represent actual values for all properties.  However, the pattern of valuation 
is illustrative. 
 
 
 

This dramatic reduction in residential 
property values also appears in 
estimated values for industrial 
properties according to internet real 
estate market site LoopNet (see Figure 
3). The net result of these real estate 
market perturbations has been the loss 
of millions of dollars in property tax 
revenue to the City of Fort Pierce.  As 
shown in Table 1, property tax 
valuations and revenues grew 
handsomely pre-recession, but current 
revenues remain about $6 million 
below the Fiscal Year 2007-2008 
peak. 
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Figure 2 : Zillow Home Value Index, City of Fort Pierce 

Figure 3: Industrial Real Estate Prices Per Square Foot 
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Table 1:  Taxable Property Values and Tax Levies, City of Fort Pierce 
Fiscal Year Taxable Value Millage Rate Taxes Levied 

2004-05 $ 1,522,849,627 7.8305 $ 11,924,674 
2005-06 $ 1,827,074,820 6.9823 $ 12,757,185 
2006-07 $ 2,733,746,997 5.9823 $ 16,354,095 
2007-08 $ 3,062,235,349 5.4674 $ 16,742,466 
2008-09 $ 2,810,584,343 5.4674 $ 15,366,589 
2009-10 $ 2,292,750,602 5.4674 $ 12,535,385 
2010-11 $ 2,091,842,939 5.4674 $ 11,436,942 
2011-12 $ 1,950,013,641 5.4674 $ 10,661,505 
2012-13 $ 1,879,203,274 5.7131 $ 10,736,076 
2013-14 $ 1,865,378,645 6.6050 $ 12,320,826 

Source: City of Fort Pierce 
 
Based on data provided by the St. Lucie County Property Appraiser’s Office, the same pattern of 
value decline occurred for properties included in the proposed expansion of the CRA.  Table 2 
provides these data. In both the north and south expansion areas, taxable property values are 
dramatically lower than the peak year of 2007. 
 
Table 2: Taxable Values, Proposed CRA Expansion Areas 

 New Area North  New Area South 
 

Tax Year 
Property 

Count Taxable Value  
Property 

Count 
Taxable 
Value 

2006 338 $ 66,075,570  1,575 $ 148,754,778 
2007 339 $ 70,293,688  1,575 $ 156,738,144 
2008 339 $ 62,996,614  1,576 $ 138,131,528 
2009 339 $ 46,961,299  1,576 $ 113,064,988 
2010 339 $ 41,180,160  1,576 $   97,242,388 
2011 339 $ 37,346,430  1,576 $   92,947,862 
2012 339 $ 34,122,813  1,576 $   88,811,719 
2013 339 $ 32,553,266  1,577 $   89,148,802 

Source: St Lucie County Property Appraiser’s Office 
 

Data Analysis 
 
The St. Lucie County Property Appraiser’s District graciously provided detailed data to the 
research team for each property located in one of the proposed CRA expansion areas. This 
included total values, exemptions, and taxable property values. However, in performing our 
review we discovered that the data provided reflected county exemptions and county taxable 
values.  We therefore engaged in property by property examinations of city taxable values based 
on the following approach. Of the 339 properties in the north expansion area, we examined 124 
that showed substantial taxable property value exemptions, such as homestead, over-65, 
disability, and veteran disability. We estimate that city taxable values in the north area are 5% 
higher than corresponding county taxable values. Examining the many hundreds of properties 
that qualify for one or more valuation exemptions in the south expansion area is beyond the 
scope of this analysis. Therefore, we randomly selected 200 properties and compared city and 
county taxable values finding that city taxable valuations average 11.9% higher than county 
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taxable valuations on those properties with significant levels of exemptions. We applied this 
percentage increase to the valuations of all relevant properties. Table 3 summarizes our review of 
these property valuation data, as well as reporting the valuation shown for the existing CRA. 
Combined, the proposed north and south CRA expansion areas would include almost $153 
million in current taxable property values. While individually the proposed CRA expansion areas 
only represent 1.9% and 5.9% of gross taxable property value in the City of Fort Pierce, when 
added to the property included in the current Main CRA, the city would be dedicating almost 
one-third (31.2%) of all property tax revenues to the CRAs (see Table 4). 
 
Table 3: Property Values by Area 
 
Area 

 
Total Value 

County 
Taxable Value 

City 
Taxable Value* 

Proposed North CRA $      41,794,900 $    34,443,066 $    36,165,219 
Proposed South CRA $    156,592,400 $  102,811,265 $  109,905,242 

Total of Proposed Areas $    198,387,300 $  137,254,331 $  146,070,462 
Current Main CRA $    835,051,400 $  435,702,810 $  435,702,810 

Total $ 1,033,438,700 $  572,957,141 $  581,773,272 
* We did not adjust the reported valuation for the Main CRA.  Sources: St. Lucie County Appraiser’s District, authors’ estimates 
 
Table 4: Community Reinvestment Area Values 
 Taxable Valuation % 
Gross Taxable (city) $ 1,865,378,645  
Current Main CRA  $    435,702,810 23.4% 
Proposed North CRA $      36,165,219   1.9% 
Proposed South CRA $    109,905,242   5.9% 

Total CRA $    588,676,768 31.2% 
 
Projecting the potential revenue that would be generated in the proposed CRA expansion areas 
for future years is highly challenging. Applying most any statistical forecasting method to the 
data over the past several years would foresee continuing declines in property values. As noted 
earlier, there are early indications that the Fort Pierce property market may be starting a rebound.  
It is possible that there could be a strong rebound in local housing values. However, a cursory 
examination of the city’s housing stock would suggest the potential for rising values, but not 
necessarily a sharp increase. To provide city leaders with data to inform their decision making, 
we recommend an assumption of a modest 3% average annual increase in total taxable property 
values for assessing the fiscal impacts of the proposed CRA expansion areas. Table 5 and Table 
6, representing the City of Fort Pierce and St. Lucie County, respectively, show our projections 
of revenue that would be generated for the proposed CRA expansion areas using the following 
assumptions: 

• 3% annual property value increase (does not include new development), 
• 95% of marginal value increase assigned to the CRA, 
• millage rate of 6.6050 for the City of Fort Pierce, 
• millage rate of 2.9221 for St. Lucie County (full county participation). 

Total new CRA revenue over the 2015-2025 study period would be $1.6 million (NPV $1.3 
million) from the city and $835,000 (NPV $680,000) from the county.  
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Table 5: CRA Revenue Estimates, City of Fort Pierce Only 
 Proposed North Area  Proposed South Area Total 

Fiscal 
Year 

Taxable 
Value 

Value 
Margin 

Margin To 
CRA 

CRA 
Revenue  

Taxable 
Value 

Value 
Margin 

Margin To 
CRA 

CRA 
Revenue 

CRA 
Revenue 

2014 $ 36,165,219      $ 109,905,242      
2015 $ 37,250,176  $ 1,084,957  $ 1,030,709  $ 6,808   $ 113,202,400  $ 3,297,157  $ 3,132,299  $ 20,689  $ 27,497  
2016 $ 38,367,681  $ 2,202,462  $ 2,092,339  $ 13,820   $ 116,598,472  $ 6,693,229  $ 6,358,568  $ 41,998  $ 55,818  
2017 $ 39,518,712  $ 3,353,492  $ 3,185,818  $ 21,042   $ 120,096,426  $ 10,191,183  $ 9,681,624  $ 63,947  $ 84,989  
2018 $ 40,704,273  $ 4,539,054  $ 4,312,101  $ 28,481   $ 123,699,318  $ 13,794,076  $ 13,104,372  $ 86,554  $ 115,036  
2019 $ 41,925,401  $ 5,760,182  $ 5,472,173  $ 36,144   $ 127,410,298  $ 17,505,056  $ 16,629,803  $ 109,840  $ 145,984  
2020 $ 43,183,163  $ 7,017,944  $ 6,667,047  $ 44,036   $ 131,232,607  $ 21,327,365  $ 20,260,996  $ 133,824  $ 177,860  
2021 $ 44,478,658  $ 8,313,439  $ 7,897,767  $ 52,165   $ 135,169,585  $ 25,264,343  $ 24,001,126  $ 158,527  $ 210,692  
2022 $ 45,813,018  $ 9,647,798  $ 9,165,409  $ 60,538   $ 139,224,673  $ 29,319,430  $ 27,853,459  $ 183,972  $244,510  
2023 $ 47,187,408  $ 11,022,189  $ 10,471,080  $ 69,161   $ 143,401,413  $ 33,496,171  $ 31,821,362  $ 210,180  $ 279,342  
2024 $ 48,603,031  $ 12,437,811  $ 11,815,921  $ 78,044   $ 147,703,455  $ 37,798,213  $ 35,908,302  $ 237,174  $ 315,218  
2025 $ 50,061,121  $ 13,895,902  $ 13,201,107  $ 87,193   $ 152,134,559  $ 42,229,317  $ 40,117,851  $ 264,978  $ 352,172  

   TOTAL $ 497,432    TOTALS $ 1,511,685 $ 2,009,117 
      Net Present Value of Total Revenues 2015-2025 (Disc. Rate 2.72%):    $ 1,634,923 

Sources: St. Lucie County Property Appraiser’s District, City of Fort Pierce, authors’ estimates. 
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Table 6: CRA Revenue Estimates, St. Lucie County Only 
 Proposed North Area  Proposed South Area Total 

Fiscal 
Year 

Taxable 
Value 

Value 
Margin 

Margin To 
CRA 

CRA 
Revenue  

Taxable 
Value 

Value 
Margin 

Margin To 
CRA 

CRA 
Revenue 

CRA 
Revenue 

2014 $ 34,443,066      $ 102,811,265      
2015 $ 35,476,358  $ 1,033,292   $ 981,627   $ 2,868   $ 105,895,603  $ 3,084,338  $ 2,930,121  $ 8,562  $ 11,431  
2016 $ 36,540,649  $ 2,097,583   $ 1,992,704   $ 5,823   $ 109,072,471  $ 6,261,206  $ 5,948,146  $ 17,381  $ 23,204  
2017 $ 37,636,868  $ 3,193,802   $ 3,034,112   $ 8,866   $ 112,344,645  $ 9,533,380  $ 9,056,711  $ 26,465  $ 35,331  
2018 $ 38,765,974  $ 4,322,908   $ 4,106,763   $ 12,000   $ 115,714,985  $ 12,903,720  $ 12,258,534  $ 35,821  $ 47,821  
2019 $ 39,928,953  $ 5,485,887   $ 5,211,593   $ 15,229   $ 119,186,434  $ 16,375,169  $ 15,556,411  $ 45,457  $ 60,686  
2020 $ 41,126,822  $ 6,683,756   $ 6,349,568   $ 18,554   $ 122,762,027  $ 19,950,762  $ 18,953,224  $ 55,383  $ 73,937  
2021 $ 42,360,627  $ 7,917,561   $ 7,521,683   $ 21,979   $ 126,444,888  $ 23,633,623  $ 22,451,942  $ 65,607  $ 87,586  
2022 $ 43,631,446  $ 9,188,380   $ 8,728,961   $ 25,507   $ 130,238,235  $ 27,426,970  $ 26,055,621  $ 76,137  $ 101,644  
2023 $ 44,940,389  $ 10,497,323   $ 9,972,457   $ 29,141   $ 134,145,382  $ 31,334,117  $ 29,767,411  $ 86,983  $ 116,124  
2024 $ 46,288,601  $ 11,845,535   $ 11,253,258   $ 32,883   $ 138,169,743  $ 35,358,478  $ 33,590,554  $ 98,155  $ 131,038  
2025 $ 47,677,259  $ 13,234,193   $ 12,572,483   $ 36,738   $ 142,314,835  $ 39,503,570  $ 37,528,392  $ 109,662  $ 146,400  

   TOTAL $ 209,588    TOTALS $ 625,613 $ 835,201 
      Net Present Value of Total Revenues 2015-2025 (Disc. Rate 2.72%):    $ 679,647 

Sources: St. Lucie County Property Appraiser’s District, City of Fort Pierce, authors’ estimates. 
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Considerations 
 
Task 2 of this research assignment will consider what could be done with the revenues dedicated 
to the CRA if the City of Fort Pierce decides to accept the proposal for expanding the existing 
CRA. Our analysis will broadly consider the degree to which the expanded CRA could 
encourage economic growth and development. Therefore, we offer no conclusions or 
recommendations at this time. However, we can offer issues for consideration highlighted by the 
findings of the analysis in this task. 
 

• Proponents of CRAs and other development districts that rely on tax increment financing 
often say that the subject taxing jurisdiction loses no revenue. However, the leaders of the 
taxing jurisdiction give up a measure of control over the use of the dedicated tax 
increment revenues. 

• Based on our review of budget records, FPRA has been running budget deficits. Covering 
these shortfalls could require city leaders to make hard choices regarding services, 
deferred maintenance, reduced infrastructure investment, and a restricted ability to 
compete effectively for industrial site locations and other economic development efforts.  

• Tax increment financing programs are not indexed for inflation. While 5% of the 
marginal increase in tax revenues for CRA properties would continue to flow to city 
general funds, the net effect could still be the city losing ground to operating cost 
inflation.  

• Local property markets have a long way to go to get “back to even.” If our assumption of 
3% average property value growth were to prove true, it could take 30 years for the 
valuations of existing properties to reach their 2007 peak again, without considering 
inflation.  

• While the research team is not aware of any “rule of thumb” regarding an appropriate 
proportion of local taxable values dedicated to CRA programs, having almost one-third 
of total taxable values in a CRA is very high. 

• The proposed CRA expansion areas seem to cover mostly residential properties. In the 
research team’s experience, CRA programs designed to promote economic growth and 
support the expansion of the local tax base are more usually focused on commercial 
properties. 

 



Annual Debt 
Principal Interest Total Principal Interest Total Principal Interest Total Principal Interest Total Service Payment

2014 575,000.00 790,881.26 1,365,881.26 675,000.00 688,525.00 1,363,525.00 850,000.00 1,566,781.26 2,416,781.26 260,000.00 156,846.40 416,846.40 5,563,033.92

2015 595,000.00 767,881.26 1,362,881.26 700,000.00 654,900.00 1,354,900.00 900,000.00 1,517,118.76 2,417,118.76 275,000.00 142,952.00 417,952.00 5,552,852.02

2016 630,000.00 738,131.26 1,368,131.26 730,000.00 633,400.00 1,363,400.00 950,000.00 1,464,181.26 2,414,181.26 290,000.00 128,256.00 418,256.00 5,563,968.52

2017 650,000.00 711,356.26 1,361,356.26 760,000.00 606,025.00 1,366,025.00 1,015,000.00 1,407,943.76 2,422,943.76 305,000.00 112,758.40 417,758.40 5,568,083.42

2018 680,000.00 685,356.26 1,365,356.26 785,000.00 577,525.00 1,362,525.00 1,065,000.00 1,347,700.02 2,412,700.02 325,000.00 96,459.20 421,459.20 5,562,040.48

2019 705,000.00 658,156.26 1,363,156.26 820,000.00 544,162.50 1,364,162.50 1,075,000.00 1,284,043.76 2,359,043.76 340,000.00 74,091.20 414,091.20 5,500,453.72

2020 735,000.00 629,956.26 1,364,956.26 855,000.00 511,362.50 1,366,362.50 1,135,000.00 1,224,918.76 2,359,918.76 360,000.00 60,921.60 420,921.60 5,512,159.12

2021 765,000.00 600,556.26 1,365,556.26 885,000.00 477,162.20 1,362,162.20 1,195,000.00 1,165,331.26 2,360,331.26 380,000.00 41,683.20 421,683.20 5,509,732.92

2022 800,000.00 569,000.00 1,369,000.00 920,000.00 441,762.50 1,361,762.50 1,260,000.00 1,101,100.00 2,361,100.00 400,000.00 21,376.00 421,376.00 5,513,238.50

2023 835,000.00 529,000.00 1,364,000.00 960,000.00 404,962.50 1,364,962.50 1,335,000.00 1,028,650.00 2,363,650.00 5,092,612.50

2024 875,000.00 487,250.00 1,362,250.00 1,000,000.00 366,562.50 1,366,562.50 1,410,000.00 951,887.50 2,361,887.50 5,090,700.00

2025 925,000.00 443,500.00 1,368,500.00 1,045,000.00 316,562.50 1,361,562.50 1,490,000.00 870,812.50 2,360,812.50 5,090,875.00

2026 970,000.00 397,250.00 1,367,250.00 1,100,000.00 264,312.50 1,364,312.50 1,575,000.00 785,137.50 2,360,137.50 5,091,700.00

2027 1,015,000.00 348,750.00 1,363,750.00 1,155,000.00 209,312.50 1,364,312.50 1,670,000.00 692,606.26 2,362,606.26 5,090,668.76

2028 1,065,000.00 298,000.00 1,363,000.00 1,205,000.00 160,225.00 1,365,225.00 1,765,000.00 594,493.76 2,359,493.76 5,087,718.76

2029 1,120,000.00 244,750.00 1,364,750.00 1,255,000.00 109,012.50 1,364,012.50 1,870,000.00 490,800.00 2,360,800.00 5,089,562.50

2030 1,175,000.00 188,750.00 1,363,750.00 1,310,000.00 55,675.00 1,365,675.00 1,985,000.00 378,600.00 2,363,600.00 5,093,025.00

2031 2,600,000.00 130,000.00 2,730,000.00 2,100,000.00 259,500.00 2,359,500.00 5,089,500.00

2032 2,225,000.00 133,500.00 2,358,500.00 2,358,500.00

Fiscal 
Year

FPRA Debt Table
Original Issue  Amount - $2,935,000

2010BFPRA Series 2006 FPRA Series 2005
Original Issue  Amount - $20,000,000.00 Original Issue  Amount - $20,200,000 Original Issue  Amount - $29,840,000

2008 A&B
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