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Good afternoon, mayor and council. My name is greg guernsey, director of planning and development review. I want to thank you for opportunity to present this briefing to you today on the public improvement districts for whisper valley and indian hills. These are properties owned by the tourist properties. We started this process over two years ago and we're pleased to be here today to discuss the public improvement districts. The purpose of today's meeting is to give you an overview of the 's in preparation of today's public hearing that will follow. The public hearing is required by state law and it's authorized prior to the authorization of the pid. A future item 's will be scheduled for your august 26th agenda along with zoning and annexation hearing for the proposed developments. We'll be breaking this briefing today into a couple of sections to discuss the development aspects, the financial aspects and briefly on one legislative issue. Staff will be present and a representative is here from the developer to answer any questions that you may have after our briefing. Your previous actions including resolutions giving us direction to move ahead, direction of p.i.d. policy in '08. Your future actions that will take place on the 26th would conclude the final readings on zoning on the limited purpose annexation dealing with district itself and the water/wastewater cost reimbursement agreements. Whisper valley and indian hills are situated in our desired development zone. They constitute over 2,000 acres and they're located in the 130 corridor. That little blue area you see on the map is decker lake. Further to the north of this area is the city of manor and the pro properties we're talking about are the areas in green that flange either side of 130. Braker lane will eventually be extended from fm 973 to taylor lane to the whisper valley property. And then on indian hills where you see loyola, that actually becomes decker lake road. It will go through the indian hills and connect up to 130. Whisper valley itself is just over 2,000 acres. The proposed is limited purpose annexation, as you have previously approved on first reading. This is the planned unit development zoning, which would be superior than standard zoning. As I mentioned before extension of braker lane is included in this. There's a 600-acre park and water and wastewater extension and facilities. It will take approximately 20 to 30 years, we would estimate after talking with the developer, to develop this property. Indian hills is a much smaller property. It also would be limited purpose annexation and comprises about 240 acres. Limited mainly to commercial and multi-family zoning. The extension going west to east to 130 of decker lake road. And again water and wastewater utility extensions would be attached to this property. The actual development of both of these is a considerable amount of development, about 7500 dwelling units are associated with whisper valley and about 6 million square feet of office and commercial uses. Indian hills, about 1500 units. And about 4 million square feet of office, retail, r and d and industrial development. So this is a sizeable chunk of development that would occur and associated with this property, but again we're talking about 20, 30 years for buildout, even though our agreement might be actually longer than that. The benefits to the city would be that we would have limited purpose annexation, land use control. As you know we don't have land use authority , so that comes to the table. We would have affordable housing. They have agreed to do 10 percent of housing at 80% mfi. As part of your p.i.d. Policy, doing grow green participation, the financing of the infrastructure frees up dollars that could be used in other capital improvements. is controlled by the city. It's not a political subdivision by itself. You will be controlling the bonds of those for your approval. benefits to the developer, the infrastructure lowers their capital costs. allows more flexibility to them of doing mixed use type uses, arrangement of those uses. There's grandfathering on the property to basically lock in the regulations so they can deal with certain set of regulations for a longer period of time than you might find through normal vesting. But they're still required to meet the health-safety requirements. Those things like building codes. Full purpose annexation is deferred up to 44 years. That starts at 15 years and there are renewals that can take place in 15 year increments. Safeguards to the city. As I said before, the city issues the bonds only to if the developer demonstrates the project viability. This would be actually looking at the financial viability. And also the transportation viability, making sure that we have the infrastructure that can serve this property as it develops out. The city is not obligated to provide funding for improvements except from the bond proceeds. The assets remain in place until the bond debt is retired and the city can full purpose annex. If the developer does not pursue the bonds for that property within 15 years. improvements are close to $300 million and would address roads, water and wastewater facilities, drainage facilities and parkland. The roadway improvements, the p.u.d. Documents will provide a number of roadway improvements in the city of whisper valley. I mentioned the extension of braker and taylor lane is also planned as a four-lane arterial. The developers also would provide a pro rata share of 55 off street intersection improvements in this area that would include turn lanes and traffic signals. Those were identified by city staff in working with the applicant to analyze these through their tia. The tia areas usually only extend about a mile. In this case we worked with the developer and looked at a scope that went as far as four miles out to really look at the significant number of trips that would impact the site and contribute traffic to the area roadways. And then look at those for those impacts. The total pro rata share of the improvements is approximately 335 million for whisper valley and then 270 million for indian hills. Staff is recommending the inclusion within the tia phasing agreement that would allow the developer, the city and the county the flexibility to group the pro rata contributions of fully funded individual intersection improvements recommended in the tia. Also other tia's in eart will also be able to participate in this funding strategy that may allow for intersections improvements to be built sooner. With the roadways and the campo long range plan being significantly reduced due to fiscal constraints, there is a challenge to ensure that the roadways assumed in the plan will be constructed in time for the demand generated by these and other developments when they come online. Understanding this fis cet con strant, the developers are working with campo to create a priority roadway list. The group in the negotiations with the county to create regional participation agreements through which participating developers would assist in the funding of construction of priority roadways. So we're working with campo trying to make sure that those priorities are built. In the tia phasing agreement associated will include language that allows for the proposed agreement that I just spoke of. When finalizing and applicable to meet the funding requirements of the phasing agreement. At this time I'll turn the presentation over to leslie broward. She will continue talking about the financing of the p.i.d. Projects.      

So as greg just mentioned, part of the developer's financing proposal includes the issuance of p.i.d. Bonds, and this is really a type of special revenue debt, so when we looked at the developer's proposal we completed some preliminary due diligence on both the whisper valley and the indian hills projects. We did that back in 2009 prior to executing the development agreement. We used an independent consultant to help us, economic and planning systems. They have worked with us before on the mueller redevelopment project as well as others, seaholm and green redevelopment. And we also used the city's financial advisor to assess the developer's financing plan. Overall the conclusions there is that the financing plan and the improvement projections appeared achievable even though at that time it was very early in the process and it is still early in the process. Then prior to the issuance of the p.i.d. Bonds that greg actually referred to in his part of the presentation, for either of the projects we would do a more in-depth and again independent feasibility assessment as part of that process. We would be looking at current real estate market conditions and taking into account the future market outlook as well,, and then that assessment would also include looking at the developer's absorption and their pricing assumptions. And as we always do on debt, whenever we issue debt, the city's financial advisor and bond counsel would be overseeing the process as well. Just a couple of points to make. This is the last slide in the financial sears. Just want to reinforce what we've presented to council in the past about these two projects, although the debt will be in the city's name, it is considered special revenue debt and it really has no ability to access any other city revenue stream. Taxes or otherwise, just the assessments on the property within the district. So the levee of the assessment secures the bonds and then the primary security underlying the p.i.d. Assessments is the lien on the land and again that feasibility study i talked about will help to assure that the assessments are sufficient to support debt service on an ongoing basis. And then just want to emphasize this point at the bottom of the page that our full faith credit or taxing power would not be pledged to guarantee the bond payments. And with that I will turn it over to sharon smith for some information on legal status and the next steps.      

We are bringing forward to you some information about the current state of the law, some legislation that was adopted in 2009 that affects the financing aspects of 's and all 's and also how we anticipate that to progress in the future as well as our conversations with the attorney general's office. In 2009 there were two 's considered by the -- bills considered by the state legislature. The first one, senate bill 978, was a comprehensive bill that was intended to remedy some issues with the statute and it passed the house and senate, but it was vetoed by the governor. And so as we work through with the attorney general, we're going to be dealing with some of the shortcomings of the fact that that bill wasn't adopted. House bill 621 was a narrower bill and that created an interest rate limitation on all p.i.d. Obligations. And the reason that we're explaining that to you at this time, it doesn't affect the , but it will be something we will continue to discuss as the developers -- if the is approved as the developers come back with bond proposals for your consideration. The attorney general's interpretation of that bill is that it could bond financing difficult. The statute provides an interest rate limitation that in today's market would not exceed 5.5%. I will just leave it at that without getting into legal details for you. But to meet the developer's financial projections, the bonds for this project would need to be sold at a rate that was possibly three percent higher, around eight and a half percent potentially. And we do have bond counsel, bob danesfield here, for more detailed questions, if you would like to follow up on that. In addition we've been in ongoing conversations with bond counsel and the city with the attorney general about these p.i.d. proposals. It's not for the attorney general to sign off on the p.i.d. Creation that you will be considering later this month, but rather to get a sense from them about whether there are any stoppers to this particular project and how it will be reviewed when those bonds come back to them for their approval as always happens with government bonds whenever the developer does come back for that. And finally, in 2011 we do anticipate a bill similar to the one that was vetoed in 2009 to be reintroduced, possibly fixing some of the problems that we're presenting to you now, so that's another reason why we're not going into extensive detail because our hope is that the legal situation will change and this won't be issues when the time comes. And we do think that this bill would be likely to enjoy broad support not only from the development community, but from any municipalities or counties that are 's being a viable development avenue. And I'll conclude with advising you of the next steps. public hearing, you have two of those on your agenda momentarily. The second limited purpose annexation hearings, you had the first ones last week and you also have those today. And then on the 26th we have several items for your consideration, final action on the limited purpose annexations, final action on the zoning for 's, the water and wastewater cost reimbursement agreement, creations themselves. And with that, that concludes our presentation. And as I said, we do have bond counsel and and our financial consultants here if you have any questions about that.   
