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muchwill.the preject cost?™

Slilmated projecticostis S0 8 million..

e &d state funding fier Rish Park & SJP State Park
O‘ %) - $ 3.1 million

ated state cost share (36.9%) or $ 6,164,271
Jated total paid by state — 46.79%

= ated “local” share - $ 10,535,729
= *‘Reserve for bid adjustment - $ 1,464,271

= - = Actual bids cannot be obtained until the project has been
approved and will be permitted by both the state & federal
government — this amount has been included since the actual project
cost will_differ (it could be more or less than the estimated amount) from
the projections in that it will be based on the actual bids received from
the dreaging companies.

e Estimated local share on referendum - $ 12 million

— (This is the maximum amount of the bond — the actual amount
will be less if our local share Is less!)
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AGEIN, WY don't we have exact: s
;

;05 now’7

o—

IR —

SRENEVE the best p033|ble estimates that we can have at
'rmJ lme WhICh IS no different from any other project.

SERESHIateS that we have are based on the best
OJ> |ble fiermation available — they are not just a “shot
—r ~“the dark.”
;4 lercan’t go out for a “hard” bid until we have the
_—-"'-" = ‘money. to pay for it secured & we will be approved for
permitting by the state & federal authorities.

e Simply put...the dredging companies will not provide us
with a quote until we have met these requirements.




o~
i how the “local” sharereirthes

stwill be paid‘ oK.

IR —

2 rJf tiENnitial restoratlon prOJect

— fe coURtY has designated 1% of all “bed tax”
r- enue be committed towards beach restoration.

BREG-year one alone — this is approximately 6% of the
requwed annual funding cost

here will"the rest of the money come from?

— As IS, typical with most beach restoration projects, the
remainder of the cost will be funded through an
MSTU or “municipal special taxing unit” (provided
that the registered voters in the project area
“vote” to proceed with the project)




WhyadidRthesCommittee, Recommend an MSTU?Z

> An MSTU g el VI N iR eIl eI O] OF ({128 fIEIE S
COIIIIILCEVI10, WOIKEa GIO5ely . Wilil OUI: DEAC ecooSt, Dr:
INIEIISS U009, dld. e tax: dttoiey Wel cornst/ted with, Saran
Hleck, /A//HJ, 295 If) [ LY 08 Of I2) -

N e Cetiered VSTl approac Iaeiuies and. appreC/ates e vaning

IEVEISNOI IENETILS 0/ STo/T Protection, recreational valtie, etc., that car
o_» i m‘rasz‘eo’ o Uil Iront o) guli- interor: to bayside:

WY CEE0 el that these types of taxing units (MSTUS or
M5 5) dre Useaq vy, the vast majority or projects to iund at /east
SONIESPIOILIO)I OF the! entire  local share.

= __-7 o Navarre used.an MSBU.

=S Capliva created /ts own special taxing aistrict via state legisiation
ang assesses taxes within the project area for their
renourshment.

e [ongboat Key uses an MSBU

e Marco Islanad/Collier County uses MSTU
e Stump Pass Is MSTU/MSBU

e Gasperilla Isiand, MSBU

e anderoilt Beach, MISTU

e Amelia Islanad, MSBU

® Hutchinson Island, special taxing alstrict




ellfme more about the I\/I__S_TU

VS rL Si(or MSBUS) are commonly Used for these types of
orOJi_ OECAUSE e folks i the Project anea “DenETit™ more

I’f]rlf] I'f rest of the i"'b"\

—

— Or iomes and properties will be protected from the
Storm~surge damage commonly experienced with Ivan and

PEnnB

Also as noted in the economic study, properties located In
——— s areas with managed beaches also normally enjoy
=== |ncreased property values (or recovery of lost

e —
——

e values) after restoration!

' Jhe MSTU, or special assessment tax, will be imposed on only
those properties located in the project area and can only be
used to fund this specific project.

® The cost of the project to be funded by the MSTU is typically.
spread over 5 to 7 years. The cost of repaying our bond will
be spread over 7 years.




" Continued..

) PIOPOSED, there W/// bestfiree separateNVs 705 -

Jz Eiae)g)i
COlEEteror (all. mert/es oIe gUlESI0E. o) CSB /?oaa’ thar are

ﬂ;r[b.fﬁﬁ,.
S/a’e (@l Properties o the vaysiae ol CSB Road)

o =0N H’“ Necommends the. following ratios to be applied. to each of the
MTT: ___c/aSS/ﬁcatlons annually:

S=CUlEent — 70% of (otal MSTU buraen
= ;__" &= Guliinterior — 25% of total MSTU. burden
: = Bayside — 5% of total MSTU burden

" Our recommenaations were approved by the BOCC
~— I the voters In any of the three MSTU areas do not approve the
rererenaum, the BOCC stated that the MSTU will be rescinded and

the County will not assess the tax for that group of properties.
Obviously, the rejection of one or more of the MSTUS could mean

the. failure of the entire project.




ﬁ\‘ﬂSTU Provisions

SIS SONTIPOoT AN ONIoIe AL trIENVS s caglilg ca,ﬁ'-'
= /-front — 9 m/_//s
= CUl AT
— _j y-S/de 21S

- ﬁ;m WISTU Wil automatically Sunset, or expire, at the enad.
wisLeNiie or the original bonda.

:gﬁ'#wat means that a new MSTU would have to into affect
—  [oranything done in the future — after our initial project.

 Could these provisions change?

— Yes, they can. But that doesn’t make the MSTU ordinances unigue in any
way. There is no law or ordinance that’s not subject to review and

change through some method or process, and the MSTU ordinances are
no exception. See handout.




Hoy much'is this going to costime?

g r
. I

SNEPreVvIided that all 3 MSTUs, pass, our
ocirnolds gravice astlzitas of Walelt El
siypeetical™ property inreach MSTU
gessification would pay in taxes for the project.

= ﬂ: S'projection is based on the cost infermation

B/Eerhave to date,” however, please keep in mind
;-n e mlllage rate could be as high as the caps set
= forth in the ordinances of 6 mills for gulf-front, 4

mills for gulf-interior and 2 mills for bayside In
tlhe event that the project cost were to increase
or In the event of failure of one or more of the

taxing districts in the MSTU vote




m—
fecalNuneIng oVeRIEw

Assessed value
oI Prroperty in
Preject Area
(10/05)

Projected
Millage
Rate

Projected
Annual Tax
Revenue

0%
Overall

Total
(Year 1)

)57, 179,718

5.079497

1,309,392

65.91%

“VGulf-interior
G

$ 271,068,203

1.7252

467,647

23.54%

Bay-side

93,243,518

1.003150

93,537

4.71%

County Bed
Tax

n/a

116,000

5.84%

TOTAL

$ 622,091,499

$1,986,576

1O0O%

100%




S
SHOW muchpwiliNG COSTAME?

T —— i —

SIS A result, based o) the COSt prOJectlons the millage
IEIES would e as follows:
= (‘ If fitont 5.08 mills
1 Sul=mterior 1.73 mills
s ay5|de 1.00 mills

|s eguates to an estimated tax as follows:

~ Taxable
Value Gulf-front| Gulf-interior

250,000 $ 1,270 $ 433
500,000 $ 2,540 $ 865
1,000,000 $ 5,080 $ 1,730




“Arethere other costs?_

—

SVARLAal Costs assouated with maintaining
Fanagedieact ——
— ;rformance & hiological monitering (every year for
r first: 8 years & then every other year)*
B Efdangered species monitoring™
= ff‘ Coastal engineer or biologist (outsourced or on staff)

= Public beach access points (maintenance, trash
removal, etc...)

s * Michael Dombrowski estimates that monitoring
costs will run between $50,000 to $75,000 per year
(this amount is eligible for state cost sharing as well).




“Public Infrastructure

r\fEs‘ e pEeach haspheen restored, the bea@hg‘ﬁébdmes

—

Ulicinfrastructure. JAssUch, It Is eligibletfor 75% funding
ass Stance from FEMA in the event of a ederally declared
disaster. In ONeWonos, I e Reninsulais ity a
sidacane andithe sand IS Washed away, FEMA Wil pay for
VS0el tiie cost off restoring the beach T1Is IS true evern in
Zlf) ’/f‘ Wiitii a CBRA aesignation.

SVAS gn- esult there could be the potential need for funds to
Orl/ Orthe remaining cost not covered by FEMA In the event
PIsERCISASIEr. fHowever, the remaining 25%o Is eligible for

SSlAle COST Sharing orn the same basis as our restoration

= ;;:f‘ Ta_/ect
:r’*s.:- ltIsiimportant to note, however, that a restored beach
~—  — protects structures!

~ © The following slide shows the dramatic difference in the
amount damage to structures that occurred with category 3
storms before and after restoration in Bay County.

— During Eloise & Opal, a total of 746 structures were
aamaged.

— After restoration, during Ivan & Dennis, a total of 20
structures were damaged!
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S—
Beach Nourishment,

- (future malntenancé)

SPIACozstal engineer, Mlchael Dombrowskl prOJects  that our
iSeUrshiment (or maintenance) cycle will oceur about 7.5
/erur\ ‘after our initial project has been completed. This is well
WithiiSter=normal™ range of 6 to 10 years typically expected
iorarbeach system. It is important to note that the
SIpLISmeEnt phase involves restoring a lesser amount of sand
S0 tiie beach than under the initial phase, and maintenance is
| :r_,ﬁfdene Pefore the dunes or upland structures are damaged.

= = |VIr. Dombrowski projects that we will have approximately
- 32% of the sand remaining In the project area at the time of
future maintenance. As a result, the cost for this phase
would be approximately 68% of the cost for our initial phase.
It /s important to note that we would qualify for FDEP cost
sharing for future nourishment as well!




ElittiENfaintenance & funding
[ECOMMENCALIoNS p—

Jc recommendation of the SJPBAC to the BOCC that general tax
HErelatedi to this one-time “pop™ In property values be set aside. to
giieiannual & 0ngeINg costs for the beac project, as well as to

Sl aESERVE o tHEUttENoth o a  Contingency amount 1 the
yerdiSasterr & the remainder terassist With future maintenance or
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e Secommendation of the SIPBAC to the BOCC that an “inflation”
é';-'i= ent e made to this amount each year, such as the CPI (consumer
REex)plus 8%%6. The basis for this is that these types of projects
o ExXPEerience a greater rate of inflation than the overall inflation
r_qu s as they are dependent upon fuel costs and the providers are limited
—inr Wmber. This rate, however, should never be greater than the actual

= growith rate experlenced by the county.

= :’;.:'fé'bwously, this approach is dependent upon the property values actually

——ncreasing as a direct result of the beach restoration project. As a result, it

= ISthe recommendation of the committee that a baseline be established, in

- the event that the project is successfully voted in by the residents in the

project area. This baseline would then be used to establish the actual
Increase in taxable property values as a result of the project. In turn, a
portion of those dollars would be set aside annually for normal and
anticipated expenses associated with the project.

* The following is an example of how this might work:
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; 'e-?ﬁ‘nding Recommendations .

WPBAC recommended to the BOCC that general tax revenue
d G thiIS ene-time “pep™ In property. values e set aside to
theannualis&sengeingicosisiiernithe beach project, as well as
ta oliShrairESErVEfor therfuture (oth fior a “contingency”
pitiRthe event off a disaster & the remainder to assist with
-mamtenance or nourishment).

.JPBAC recommended that the BOCC make an “inflation™
CUL Stienit te this amount each year, such as the CPI (consumer
PIICE! index) plus 3%. The basis for this is that these types of

: Q PJECES tend to experience a greater rate of inflation than the
= O veralliiniflation rate, as they are dependent upon fuel costs and
== fhe providers are limited in number. This rate, however, should
=== never be greater than the actual growth rate experlenced by the
- county.

*. Obviously, this approach is dependent upon the property values
actually increasing as a direct result of the beach restoration
project. As a result, it is the recommendation of the committee
that a baseline be established, In the event that the project is
successftully voted in by the residents in the project area. This
paseline would then be used to establish the actual increase in
taxable property values as a result of the project. In turn, a
portion of those dollars would be set aside annually for normal and
anticipated expenses associated with the project.
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s/[lmE Mmore about future funding

o= *‘portion of the taxes that are directly
Elaied dosihesuccessiul implementation
Sithe heach pProject could be Used to pay.
ieFthe fellowing:
% onltorlng expenses

ENCEsts associated with turtle monitoring &
S habitat

.}-_— ‘Cost for coastal engineer or biologist (whether

=
_',_—- ol

i-’—— = 0n staff or outsourced)

E — Costs assocliated with maintenance of public
beach access points in the project area

— Reserve for hurricane disaster damage

— Reserve for future nourishment (to pay for a
portion of future costs)




Continued...
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- /_;“5 ENOIIOWIRG. example aepIcts 1oV LIS gL Work...

—

Future Funding Example

Taxable Property Values in Project &rea (10/05)

622,091,499

Increase in property values due to beach project (18.9% - [ow estimate) 117,575,293

Increase in general tax revenue related to beach project (5.0952 mills) 599,070

Tax associated with
Increase in ¥Yalue

Y ear

Inflation Adjustment

Tear 1 (10405 taxable values) -

Tear 2 599,070
Tear 3 637,410
Teard 675,204
Tear S 721,609
Tear o Taiiaz
Tear 7 ale,931

Total over 7 vear period 4,221,017

*ieed the 2005 CFT of 3.4% pius 394,

Adjusted for inflation by 64940
adjusted for inflation by 6.49%*
adjusted for inflation by 6.49%*
adjusted for inflation by &.4%*
Adjusted for inflation by 64940




