
MINUTES OF MEETING 
SUNSHINE WATER CONTROL DISTRICT 

The Board of Supervisors of the Sunshine Water Control District held a Regular Meeting 

on May 15, 2019, at 6:30 p.m., at Sartory Hall, located in Mullins Park, 10150 NW 29 St. (Ben 

Geiger Drive), Coral Springs, Florida 33065. 

Present at the meeting were: 

Joe Morera President 
Daniel Prudhomme Vice President 
John Tornincasa Secretary 

Also present were: 

Cindy Cerbone District Manager 
Lisa Dao Wrathell, Hunt and Associates LLC 
Al Malefatto District Counsel 
Orlando Rubio District Engineer 
Jim Maguire Craig A. Smith & Associates, Inc. 
Gene Schriner Craig A. Smith & Associates, Inc. 
Cory Selchan Field Superintendent 
John McKune Engineering Consultant 
Mark Sirchio Rio-Bak Corporation 
Eric Bakerman Executive Director of Temple Beth Orr 

FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS Call to Order 

Mr. Morera called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. 

SECOND ORDER OF BUSINESS Roll Call 

Ms. Cerbone called the roll. All Supervisors were present, in person. 

THIRD ORDER OF BUSINESS Pledge of Allegiance 

All present recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 

FOURTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comments [3-Minute Time Limit] 
(Comments should be made from the 
microphone to ensure recording. Please 
state your name prior to speaking.) 
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Mr. Malefatto introduced Mr. Eric Bakerman, Executive Director of Temple Beth Orr 

(Temple), and recalled that, last month, the Board was considering an Obstruction and Removal 

Agreement and an Easement Agreement for the Temple, on Riverside Drive, and decided to 

split the removal costs 50%/50%. Mr. Selchan would present proposals related to the clearing 

later in the meeting. Mr. Bakerman attended to discuss the Temple's position on this matter. 

Mr. Bakerman explained that, in the early '90s, the District deeded a piece of property 

to the Temple and, during their loan closing the Title Company determined the deed to be 

defective and not considered a closed title. He asked the District to correct that defect and 

enter in and correct the easement that allows entering into the parking lot. Since the deed was 

presented in the '90s, he thought the request would not be a big deal; however, last month the 

Board determ~ned the Temple should be assessed some fees to correct the matter. He asked 

the Board to reconsider its position, correct the defected title, enter into perfecting the 

easement and do what is legally required so the Temple can close on the new mortgage; 

because the Temple's current financial situation, there was no money to pay those costs and 

there would not have been an issue if the matter was done correctly in the '90s. 

Mr. Malefatto stated that, at the time, there was an oversight; they now need the 

easement because part of the property that was deeded crosses a District right-of-way (ROW). 

This situation was similar to one discussed last month, with the school, which is diagonally 

across the road, to the northeast, where the school needed to obtain an easement from the 

District because its parking lot was built over the ROW. The school did not have an ROW 

obstruction issue. The Board decided last month that the Temple should split the removal 

costs; however, Mr. Bakerman was correct that, in 1992, there was an oversight that should 

have been corrected. 

Mr. Tornincasa stated the District had no issue with correcting the deed and generously 

offered to pay half the removal costs for an area in which the Temple was responsible to 

maintain and acknowledged possession but did not maintain for all these years. 

Mr. Bakerman stated that, if the title issue had not presented itself, none of this would 

have been a discussion; the situation existed for over 30 years and to make it part of correcting 

something that was done incorrectly 25 years ago, he did not see the connection, but did see 

the other issue of the upkeep. Mr. Tornicasa stated he equated the situation to an overgrown 
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lawn. Mr. Malefatto stated the ROW was not the property given to the Temple but it is 

adjacent to the Temple's property. 

Mr. Prudhomme asked how much the Temple's paint job cost, about six months ago. 

Mr. Bakerman stated approximately $35,000, which came out of the Temple's capital accounts, 

which he was refunding by the new mortgage. Mr. Tornincass asked if the Temple could refund 

its portion of the cleanup with the new mortgage. Mr. Bakerman preferred not to mix 

operating funds with capital funds but, unfortunately, he may be forced to do so. 

Mr. Morera stated his view on the Board's decision has not changed. Policies are set 

and allowing certain exceptions only creates further dilemmas, as future requests could argue 

that preferential treatment was given to certain entities and not to others. Also, he cannot 

justify spending public funds on private property, although the Temple is a nonprofit religious 

entity, it still operate as a quasi busin_ess fashion. 

Ms. Cerbone asked if there was potential for a middle ground, allowing the Temple to 

make installment payments towards its 50% portion of the cleanup costs. Mr. Prodhomme 

asked Mr. Bakerman several questions regarding this option, as he was not comfortable with 

the possibility of having to take the Temple to court to collect the funds. Mr. Tornincasa asked 

about preparing an installment contract. Mr. Malefatto stated he could adjust the draft 

Obstruction and Removal Agreement to include allowing installments, over a period of time, if 

the Temple was willing to consider this option. If the Temple defaulted, the District could seek 

recovery in court. Mr. Morera felt that the cost of going that route would most likely not be 

worth it. Mr. Bakerman stated the Temple has until the end of the month to resolve any 

outstanding issues, to satisfy the requirements of the bank and have the mortgage approved. 

• Consideration of Tree Removal Quotes for the Temple Beth Orr Permit 

This item, previously the Fifth Order of Business, was presented out of order. 

Mr. Malefatto provided an overview of the proposals obtained; the Temple's portion 

would be $3,600, if split evenly. 

Mr. Morera reviewed the options discussed and everyone's current position and asked if 

there was common ground so the District could help the Temple. Regarding the value of the 

Temple's property, Mr. Bakerman stated the new mortgage was $1 million; $35,000 for the 

paint job and the rest to pay off existing loans. He stated he was having difficulty connecting 

the deed defect and the maintenance issue, which the District should have raised years ago. 
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Mr. Malefatto stated that the Temple's request to correct the title defect and for the 

easement were not the only reasons the issue came to light; it was also because the District 

was performing a major project at the West Outfall Canal (WOFC), where the water from the 

canal is backing up into the ROW. The obligation was there for the Temple; the District 

withheld compelling the Temple to do the work and gave a grace period. His personal opinion 

was the Board's offer of paying 50% was generous. 

Ms. Cerbone stated, after further thought on the option of installments, the District 

would have taken on some risks. She provided suggestions, long-term options for structuring 

the Option Agreement, choosing installment payments, lienability or assessment rights provide 

the District rights to the property and receive payment when the property was sold. 

Mr. Bakerman stated the Temple proved to be a good citizen of the community that 

honors and pays its bill; he could not imagine the Temple would ever be in default of any 

Agreement it would enter into. Whatever agreement the Board decides, he would advocate to 

the Temple Board. After several Board Member comments, the Board decided to reduce the 

Temple's portion to 40%, $2,880 to pay in full at closing, with the District paying 60%. Mr. 

Bakerman stated he would recommend this option to the Temple Board. Mr. Malefatto stated 

the Board could approve the 60%/40% split, contingent upon the Temple Board's approval. Ms. 

Cerbone would provide Mr. Bakerman the proposed estimate and he would contact the 

vendors to negotiate a better price. Mr. Malefatto clarified that the agreement was with Coral 

Springs Hebrew Congregation, Inc., Temple Beth Orr's corporate entity. 

On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, to amend the Construction Removal Agreement and cost-share details 
contained within for the cost of obstruction removal in the right-of-way at 
Temple Beth Orr to 60%/40% with the District paying 60% and the Temple 
paying 40%, and authorizing District Staff, specifically District Counsel, the Field 
Superintendent and the District Manager, to work through the details and the 
Agreement With Mr. Bakerman, with the understanding that, if Mr. Bakerman 
obtains a lower estimate, he is to provide it to Ms. Cerbone to forward 
appropriately and for payment to be made in full to the District, at closing, was 
approved. 

On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in 
favor, upon approval and receipt of the Amended Obstruction Removal 
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Agreement with The Temple, as discussed, the District would grant the 
easement to Coral Springs Hebrew Congregation, Inc., was approved. 

FIFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Tree Removal Quotes for 
the Temple Beth Orr Permit 

A. Southern Arbor Services, Inc. 

B. E-Z Growing Landscaping 

C. Castle Tree Art 

Ms. Cerbone stated if Mr. Bakerman obtains lower estimates they would supersede the 

ones in the agenda. She suggested not assigning the vendor to the motion that was imbedded 

two motions ago. The motion should clarify that, contingent upon execution of the Obstruction 

Removal Agreement; the contract would be awarded to the lowest bidder. Mr. Malefatto 

suggested approving the lowest cost vendor, unless the Temple obtains the lowest bidder. In 

response to a question, Mr. Selchan stated that he inspects all work performed in the District 

. and, per the Agreement, he would ensure that the Temple maintains the area, going forward. 

On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, authorizing District Staff to award the contract to the lowest cost 
vendor, provided the elements of the work are included and approved by Mr. 
Selchan, upon completion of work performed, was approved. 

SIXTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Update: West Outfall Canal (WOFC) Project 
- Construction 

THE FOLLOWING SECTION WAS TRANSCRIBED VERBATIM 

Mr. Rubio: I'll give you an update of where we are at with the construction of the 

project. As of today, the excavation work at the Phase lC Section will be completed by 

tomorrow. They have been bringing a lot of trucks, hauling material off. Phase 1B, the original 

Phase of the project, that's about 98% complete. They are going to probably jump back on 

. that, once they finish with the material excavation on lC, and they can start to move some 

dams out of the way to finish up some additional area by Canal Z, to make a little bit better 

transition opening from Canal Z to the WOFC. The work under the bridge, as of Monday, is 

complete. It was inspected on Monday by us. The work, as you know, based on the unforeseen 

5 



SUNSHINE WATER CONTROL DISTRICT May 15, 20~9 

soil conditions, we've been working hand-in-hand with our geotechnical sub-consultant to 

come up with an analysis to show that the slope is stable, and a little explanation about the 

slope's capability calculations, what they do is, they look at a canal bank on any slope, and they 

evaluate the weight of the material and soil properties and they calculate a failure slope, 

alright, and that failure slope, they have to come up with a forces that are resisting to prevent 

the slope, the bank from washing in. We went back and forth on that, we proposed an initial 

riprap section for that last Change Order and what they tried to do was tried to get a Factor of 

Safety (FOS) of one or better. When you get a FOS of one, that means the forces acting and the 

forces resisting are at equilibrium. For the industry, when you're starting from scratch, you like 

to shoot for a 1.5, we're not building a brand new bridge here, we're working on an existing 

section, so we're trying to economize the additional riprap, that we brought in to the project, in 

an effort to try to get a FoS a better than one. Right now, we had to evaluate the additional 

riprap in the north and south bridge and we're getting about 11% better. I had a peer review 

consultant look at their analysis and, basically, what he explained to me was, if the riprap work 

is finished and the slope has not failed, then you should not see a reduction in the FOS, but 

again, we're trying to achieve a FOS of one or better. We got a 1.11, which is 11% on the bridge 

that did require additional cost for $165,000, with adding that to the contract of one and an 

additional 30 days, I don't know if they will be utilizing the 30 day from what I'm hearing today. 

As of today, they are going to be done a lot sooner but, just to be safe, to finish all the sod work 

and any kind of odds and end stuff, minor punch list items, we're requesting the Park 

Agreement to be extended. We do need the additional Change Order to be ratified by the 

Board, tonight, to get that going. We are waiting for the sub-consultant to finish up their 

Report but they want to do their own dig for their own internal Quality Assurance and Quality 

Control (QA/QC) purposes. They have used the soil reports from the other consultant that we 

used in the very beginning of the project for their analysis, but they want to do their own 

testing. They've had a difficult time with Broward County ROW on getting their MOT approved. 

They just got, they've gotten their MOT approved, they have to schedule an on-site meeting 

with Broward County to actually do their own test. That schedule is still pending but, once they 

do that test, they'll finalize their report. We'll get a signed and sealed report, which is 

something we will be sharing with the County. I have been in communication with the County 

on what we've been trying to do and they just want someone to certify that the slope is stable. 

6 



SUNSHINE WATER CONTROL DISTRICT May 15, 2019 

We're going to show the County what the existing bridge section looked like before and what it 

looks like now, and it's, from a stability standpoint, it's an overall improvement and from a 

hydraulic standpoint, it's also an improvement, but that's we're we are at with that 

geotechnical work. We're kind of disappointed that the County is taking so long in addressing 

the MOT for the surface, they're going to block off a lane to do that test. Its right near the 

bridge, but, it's just taking a lot longer than we care to. 

Mr. Morera: Why don't you pause there for a minute, because you've given a lot to 

digest? You got to have question time. You have questions. 

Mr. Tornincasa: I just want to know what MOT stands for, let's start with that. 

Mr. Rubio: I'm sorry, Maintenance of Traffic (MOT), so, when you're working in a ROW, 

you've got to have flag men, or signs, or all the above to make sure people don't run into each 

other while they are working. 

Mr. Tornincasa: You mentioned the first consultant did the geo testing of the soil. Did 

he screw up, anything wrong? 

Mr. Rubio: No, what Terra South did, they did a stability analysis based on leaving the 

material the way it is and just excavating out what, to achieve a section. 

Mr. Tornincasa: Leaving what material the Way it was, the dirt, that was all out? 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, the existing, but which was harder. The material that they found in that 

test, or I should say that they found in the bridge, is different than the material they found in 

the actual soil borings. The sand, dirt is, was softer. When we had the geotechnical, sub

consultant do the testing, we had one do a testing for the area underneath the bridge and we 

had another consultant, who was the original consultant for the Canal Z testing, they did four 

tests to do the sediment sampling, you know just to determine the quality of the material, if it's 

going to be contaminated or not, plus the quality of the material and both reports pretty much 

said that the material was pretty hard stuff. What they encountered at the bridge wasn't hard, 

in fact, what they encountered throughout the project wasn't as hard as what these reports 

were showing, because that was our concern from the very beginning that we, you know, we 

we're going to get, you know, we're going to have contractors bidding high because they think 

the material is going to be hard to move out. I had one contractor thinking about renting a 

machine, a grinder, that grinds rock but that did not turn out to be the case. You know, we 

found more, softer stuff than harder stuff. Am I not rightMark, so? 
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Mr. Tornincasa: So if the consultant didn't make a mistake, the results were a mistake. 

Mr. Rubio: Well, no, it's just that the unforeseen conditions, I mean because the soil 

test is as accurate as where it's taken, but, you know. 

Ms. Cerbone: So that samples were not taken in the location where the soils were soft? 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, I mean. 

Mr. Schriner: If they would have drilled the hole right behind the bent, it would have 

been different than drilling it right next to the bridge. 

Mr. Tornincasa: Another question. We started this project, Jim brought in two beautiful 

pictures, one the way it was and two the way it was going to look after it was done, under the 

bridge, and it really looked like it was going to open it up. I was there, sometimes I take a walk 

in that park there, and I've got to be honest with you, just from looking at it now with the rocks 

down, it looks like, well if I ask you, Are we the same as we were before, are we better than we 

were before or are we worse than we were before? 

Mr. Rubio: No we're better, in fact, we're better than the existing condition because. 

Mr. Tornincasa: The existing flow through? 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, because, on paper we first, to do the remedy, we we're doing the riprap 

section to get a 20' bottom, which is wider than existing, and then we have the stability analysis 

showing that the FOS weren't achieving a one value or better so we added more to the plans... 

Unidentified Speaker: Drawings. 

Mr. Rubio: ...and then we, but my calculations, we lost 3' and basically the geometry of 

the engineering design of the bridge, back in the day, you know, with the 70' distance between 

the two end bends of the bridge, I calculated 17', what's actually out there now, as it was 

measured by our field rep, we're getting about 20' to 21', even with the additional riprap, so it's 

still better, for which means, again we don't have record drawings of how the bridge was 

originally built, so my guess the end bench is a little bit wider than 70' or they were able to, or 

the..... was able to back fill less to make more room for the riprap, we still have a bottom width 

of 20' to 21', but that hydraulic section is still better than the hydraulic section that was there . 

before we did the dig. 

Ms. Cerbone: Could I make an observation based on your question? 

Mr. Tornincasa: Okay. 

Ms. Cerbone: So you just asked a question based on visual. 
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Mr. Tornincasa: Right. 

Ms. Cerbone: You answered a question based on design, drawing and a measurement. 

Isn't there an independent way to determine the flow now that's not based on vision, that's not 

based on calculations, but that a measuring tool that could be put there, to validate or not 

validate what you're seeing. To validate or not validate what you've drawn and measured. So 

something that is truly independent. It would be like, could we start with a yes/no and then 

like move into the details? I've got to start with the simpler answers and then expand, if you 

don't mind. 

Mr. Rubio: What you can do is. 

Ms. Cerbone: So I'm hearing a yes. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, you can install staff gauges, upstream and downstream of the bridges 

and, during a heavy storm event, you can monitor stages and see if there's a difference 

between the upstream and downstream in a severe storm event and see what happens. 

Ms. Cerbone: That would only work in a severe storm event. 

Mr. Rubio: Well yes, in a small storm event you're not going to see very, you're not 

going to see, you're going to see very little flow, very little head loss, you need flow, in other 

words. 

Ms. Cerbone: So there's a yes/no. Yes but only if there's a heavy flow, no on a normal 

day-to-day; there's no true independent from visual versus calculations. 

Mr. Rubio: You won't see the difference in elevations but if, hypothetically, if Cory can 

run all four pumps at once during a severe storm event, that's when you want to see, go out 

and look at the gauge downstream, look at the gauge upstream and see if what the head loss is 

doing, through that section. 

Mr. Tornincasa: I would believe Orlando's measurements over just what I say appears 

and looking like, that's just the way it looks like, but I would take hjs measurements and say 

we've improved it by whatever we've improved it by, but the follow up question I had was for 

you on the budget, the Capital outlay is like through the roof. 

Ms. Cerbone: Yes. 

Mr. Tornincasa: You added a $1.925 million then. 

Ms. Cerbone: Because I moved it out of other and put everything on one line item for 

West Outfall on the amended budget, that is correct. So you're at a $3.5 million capital outlay, 
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$2.3 million base, $800,000 Change Order for lC, $200,000 Change Order we approved two 

meetings ago and $165,000 that was an emergency Change Order that we're going to talk 

about in more detail, in a few minutes, because we're going to need to the Board to ratify it. 

So, yes, drastically different, but stuffed along the way with Board approval. The biggest delta 

in that, or the biggest change, was the $800,000 and change for lC, adding on a section to West 

Outfall. 

Mr. Schriner: You added to the project, big time. 

Ms. Cerbone: Yes, we expanded. 

Mr. Rubio: We added to the phase. 

Mr. Morera: Any other questions. 

Mr. Tornincasa: I'll say as it goes on. 

Mr. Morera: Okay, if you have any more questions? 

Ms. Cerbone: Those are good, those are all good John. 

Mr. Rubio: So I mean yes, we have discussed about looking at the section, monitoring 

water levels, in that. 

Mr. Morera: Before you go on, I do have a couple of questions on some of the points 

you raised. You're saying that, based on the work that has been done to now and the review 

that you have, that you tried to achieve at 1.1 or better, but you said that 1.5 is the best that 

you can get, as far as safety. 

Mr. Rubio: Alright, it's what they, it's a standard of industry, of what you shoot for but, 

in this case, a one or better, is what we're going to be, the best we can do. If we go at a 1.5 

we're going to lose a lot of volume, at bottom and that will affect the hydraulic. 

Mr. Tornincasa: Then you would have achieved nothing and then you spent a lot of 

money for nothing. 

Mr. Morera: My question is by not reaching that 1.5, which is the best scenario you 

could possibly have from a stability standpoint, what would it take to get us there, to ensure 

that we have a least a 1.5 safety factor? 

Mr. Schriner: Require more runs. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes if it's the same design you're going to have to add, you're-going to have 

to have a flatter side slope. A flatter slope now you're going to lose bottom elevation, bottom 

width, we'll lose more opening at the bottom. 
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Ms. Cerbone: So it will be worse off than where we started from? 

Mr. Schriner: And spend a lot more money too. 

Mr. Morera: I'm not, honestly, dollars to me is immaterial, relative to safety. If I, I need 

to have 100% assurance that the work being done will, without an iota of doubt, ensure that 

that bridge will be stable, will be solid, not only today but five, ten, fifteen years down the line. 

That neither us, as a Board or the District, we'll probably won't be neither one of us will be here 

in fifteen years but, nonetheless, the safety factor of all the residents that are going to travel 

through that bridge is paramount to me, and I need to know that. 

Mr. Rubio: The bridge is supported by the end bents. 

Mr. Morera: I, as the President of the Board, am looking to achieve that, and I, not an 

Engineer, nor do I have experience to elaborate on the engineer work, but that is my goal, to 

make sure that we reach that level and, if you tell me that otherwise, then I'll take your 

experience and input on that matter but, from my perspective, that's where I want to be. 

want to be able to know that of all of the residents but anyone here that may at one point in 

time say gee you know the problem we're having with the bridge, didn't some time was 

messing around under there, probably they screwed it up. That's not going to be something 

that I wanna have anyone here deal with, so I wanna have that as the first goal that we need to 

address, from my perspective. 

Mr. McKune: Number one, the factor of safety issue you just addressed as being of 

primary importance, I totally agree, but then you added the fact that it should protect the 

bridge and with all we realize that what we're doing now with slopes and banks is not really 

affecting the stability and durability of the bridge. That bridge is going to stay up even if all 

those rocks fall into the canal, but the safety factor we're looking at is. 

Mr. Rubio: The slope's ability. 

Mr. McKune: The ability of that slope, with the rocks on it, to stay where it is. Now the 

geotech is telling us that we have a safety factor of at least 1.0. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, 1.11. 

Mr. McKune: I was a structural engineer for 45 years, I've been doing safety factors for 

earth structures, reinforced concrete, buildings, airplanes, you name it. 1.5 is the accepted, 

loved minimum for Engineers, if he can do everything with the design of a safety factor of 1.5, 

he can go home and sleep well at night, knowing that he just spent another 50% of his client's 
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money to make something stronger than it needs to be to do the job for which it was intended. 

There's nothing wrong with that, sometimes I've used a safety factor of 2, if there was 

something really, really radical about the project. But there is no health, safety and welfare 

concern here, regarding humans, for this particular safety factor. Cory and I don't particularly 

like this rip rap but, in this case we're being told that the riprap for this application is sufficient. 

I used the word sufficient intentionally; it's good enough, a cheaper way of saying that. It won't 

last forever, if you get a gang of hoodlums to go down there and start throwing rocks. Cory will 

notice that pretty quickly. 

Mr. Tornincasa: So after the project is done and the water is back in that canal, I don't 

know how high up it comes on the rocks. What we're concerned about the flow of the water, 

the safety factor moving those rocks. 

Mr. Rubio: No. 

Mr. Tornincasa: So, when we're talking about the safety factor, we're not talking about 

the stability of the bridge. 

Mr. Rubio: No we're talking about the slope, the weight on the soil and the traffic loads 

they calculated that could push the material out, but we have weights, riprap, dropped on top 

of that, in a fabric material to hold the small rocks, the small stones there and the big boulders 

on top of the small rocks that hold things together. It's resisting against that failure slope, that 

the Geo-tech calculated, so that's where they're trying to calculate the factor safety. So the 

flow of the water, based on the opening that we have, it's the velocity, if he's running four 

pumps, we're looking at 1' to 2' per second, for that section, it's not moving those boulders. 

Mr. Tornincasa: Is that going to move any ...... 

Mr. Maguire: Correct me if I'm wrong, try to help here for a second, it's really the 

bridge stability is fine, that slope protects, is the bridge, there's a ramp to the bridge and then 

there's a road, that slope protects that soil underneath the ramp and the road. If that soil were 

to go, the ramp and road would go, the bridge would be fine, but the ramp and the road would 

go. Does that help? 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, and that material, that's been excavated, that stayed, that dirt stayed 

where they got up to the end bents, none ofthat caved in. All that stayed at the end bents, we 

just backfilled up to where the end bents were, with compacted material and rock. 

Mr. Tornincasa: The project looks nice, it really does. The 
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Mr. Schriner: if it makes you feel any better, but that bridge has been there since '73 

and there was no slope protection. None, zero and after it was done all washed in to the 

middle, but that bridge has greatly improved from what it was, when we began the project, so, I 

feel very comfortable with the 1.11 safety factor and I don't think that would be an issue. 

Ms. Cerbone: If we eliminated the bridge of having an issue but we said that the issue 

would be with the entrance ramp or the road itself, is that still not a potential issue, it just shifts 

the issue from one area to another and I think that's what the Board needs to understand. 

Okay so it's not with the bridge, if you're going to have an issue, you probably rather have it 

with an entrance ramp or the road, then the bridge, but just elaborate more on that. I mean, 

I'm guessing that's what the Board wants to hear. 

Mr. Tornincasa: And I just want them to clarify when you say the road and the entrance 

ramp. We're talking about four lanes going over that bridge, where's the ramp. 

Mr. Rubio: No, what Jim's referring to, you got the deck ofthe bridge and then you have 

these, underneath the asphalt, you have the approach slab, it's a concrete slab that's tied to 

the bridge and there's compacted material underneath it, and that's where, that's what we call 

the approach slab so, basically... 

Unidentified Speaker: That's the approach ramp. 

Mr. Rubio: That's what you're referring to. Every bridge pretty much has that, even the 

'73 drawings that we saw from the County, they show a 10' concrete slab coming in, sitting on 

top of the cap of the end bents, where you have the piles. There's a big concrete cap on there, 

well that slab is right on top of those end bends, on both sides. 

Mr. Tornincasa: So, now, when do we think we'll be finished? 

Mr. Rubio: Well the riprap is done, the excavation, Mark, for lC is done, will be done 

tomorrow. We still have a little bit of lB, right, to finish up? 

Mr. Sirchio: A little bit of lB, that won't take long. We're hoping to sod next week. 

Mr. Rubio: They're going to be sodding lC next week. 

Mr. Maguire: Do you want to hear a list of everything that is going to happen. Is the 

fence going to come down? The fence is going to come down on the 21st or 22nd 
. We 

constructed a fence on the residents' side. The aqua dams are planned on coming down next 

Wednesday, Thursday, maybe earlier now that we're a little ahead of schedule, but the 23rd and 

25th 
. The east side of lC, which we'll be doing, will be done tomorrow, Friday, at the latest. 
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Then we will take down the dirt dam, sorry let me skip that, they're going to start sodding the 

residential side of lC next Tuesday. They will remove the bladder dam, might be Friday or early 

next week, the 23 rd to 25th we have. Then they will install, then they will start to put the water 

back into the canal and then sod the, I'm sorry, then he will remove the, then he has to go back . 
up to Canal Z, remove, blend that in from Canal Z into the WOFC and then we'll remove that 

dirt dam also. 

Mr. Rubio: They'll do that in the wet? 

Mr. Maguire: They'll do that in the wet, that should take us into the first week, June'ish, 

that's why I'm packing up because I'm going to go over to the City Commission meeting, 

because they're also putting an amendment together to give us a 30-day extension that I need 
' 

to be there for. If you'd like to see that extension, it's right here. 

Mr. Morera: I got it. 

Ms. Cerbone: We get to that we'll distribute it, I know Joe has signed it, we needed that 

for the Commission meeting, we're going to ask the Board to ratify it. 

Mr. Maguire: That's all the important stuff that needs to happen. There should be 

somewhere for us to pick up June and I'll take care of all these events, assuming that mother 

nature, cooperates, if it starts on site, as soon as we can pull sod out, we'll start sodding ours, 

so that depends on what happens with Mother Nature. 

Ms. Cerbone: So I don't disagree with any of that and I'm not saying this to be 

pessimistic or disagreeable, I'm just stating a fact, we are doing all this and assuming it's going 

to happen and we do not have the geotechnical memo or report. We do not have it, phone calls 

have been made, conversations have been had, we do not have the report, therefore nothing's 

gone to the County and we do not have an acknowledgement from the County, a Letter of No 

Objection (LONO), we're not expecting necessarily approval but, again, I'm not being 

pessimistic, I'm just being factual. Have I left any facts out? 

Unidentified Speaker: No. 

Ms. Cerbone: Okay, the Board, I think they need to know the good and the what we're 

waiting on to be good, but those are some important things you need to be aware of. 

Mr. Tornincasa: And that will come when? 

Mr. Rubio.: When they complete their tests. 
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Mr. Tornincasa: And this is what the County is holding them up on, the number of.... the 

same circle. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, they've approved their MOT, basically the traffic plan now they're just 

scheduling, they're looking to schedule a field meeting to go over their Maintenance and Traffic 

Plan and then they can do the tests. 

Unidentified Speaker: How longs does the test actual take. 

Mr. Rubio: Half a day. 

Ms. Cerbone: According to the Agreement, they should have been done with this, even 

if it was individual days, within 28 business days and the Agreement was entered into on March 

15th_ 

Mr. Morera: So we will go past the 28 days. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, but they're at the mercy of the County. 

Mr. Tornincasa: We're at the time of the essence in that contract? 

Mr. Malefatto: If it's dependent upon to them getting approval from a third party, being 

the County, we can't really. 

Ms. Cerbone: Right and it states that in here, permit delays, things that would be out of 

their control and they clearly list permit delays or lack of permission, which in this case is the 

MOT plan. 

Mr. Maguire: Do you have any questions for me there, Joe? 

Mr. Morera: No 

Mr. McKune: Let me ask you another question then, is Terracon just going to go down 

there or send someone to do the mail and then wait for the County to do something about it? Is 

that their point of attack? 

Mr. Rubio: They are going to certify the, we want them to certify their analysis, so we 

can send to the County that we have this. 

Mr. McKune: How does it get to the County? 

Mr. Rubio: It'll come through me and I'll send it to the County. 

Mr. McKune: How are you going to send it? 

Mr. Rubio: I'm going to, electronically or... 

Mr. McKune: Do what I used to do for the permitting agencies in Broward County. I get 

it all done, sign it, take it to the owner, they'd sign it because they have to and I would drive 
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down to the agency, in downtown Fort Lauderdale, and I said here I am, I'm really in a hurry, 

my wife's having a baby and I'd hand them the permit and say, I'll wait and I would wait a full 

day and if they didn't do it I'd be there at 8:00 in the morning and, by God they'd sign it. They 

go oh ......, let's do it and get rid of this guy. It works. 

Mr. Sirchio: I got the ROW MOT plan in five days, going down and Enid calling them 

relentlessly. 

Mr. McKune: Yes, do you really need it? Oh, wow. 

Mark Sirchio: For the meeting on site, then you only need 24 hours; they tome right 

out. The guy came out, "it looks good". 

Mr. McKune: Well they don't know what they're looking at. But you have to be a little 

aggressive sometimes. 

Mr. Sirchio: But Terracon's issues, getting a ROW permit, seriously. 

Mr. McKune: It's ..... , pardon my French. 

Mr. Sirchio: I mean I would have done it for them it I knew it was going to delay this. 

Mr. Morera: There's nothing like clarity in explaining things Mr. McKune. I really had a 

concern about this delay with the geotechnical company, something that I discussed with Cindy 

multiple times and I don't know what you're working relationship is with this firm but, given 

their performance and what we have been experiencing with them, I don't know about that. 

Mr. Rubio: I'm disappointed with their sense of urgency Joe, without saying the 

obvious. It's kind of frustrating. 

Mr. Morera: It appears to me they don't need the business end or we're too depending 

on someone that doesn't have the same ........ as we have as clients. Definitely something 

should be rectified, not to find ourselves in this situation again. Hopefully we won't be. 

Mr. Rubio: Absolutely, I agree. 

Mr. Schriner: We won't be using them. 

Mr. Morera: The only thing, I'm just going to make this my point, my last word on this. 

The level of improvement that you're achieving at a 1.11 versus a 1.5. as an Engineer, you are 

satisfied that that is a acceptable level of safety and or performance of the work that was done 

to assure that the, what it, the slope, the road and the embankment will be solidly in place, 

preventing it from having any type of issue in a five, ten, fifteen year window? 

Mr. Rubio: We think it's sufficient. 
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Mr. Morera: I need to have assurances from you, that yes. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes, we think it's sufficient. 

Mr. Morera: I'm relying on your expertise, as an Engineer, to base my position on this 

and I can accept it, what you presented to me, because, again, I want to make sure that that is 

not a concern for anyone down the road. 

Mr. Rubio: Right. 

Mr. Schriner: The answer from me is yes and we even checked with another geotech 

this morning and he really didn't have a problem with it either. He said, basically like he said in 

the beginning when we were talking, if it's in place now and its solidly in place, it won't be a 

problem, and there are ways of seeing down the road, if there are any issues with that riprap, 

we'll see it, Cory will definitely see it and it won't be a dramatic collapse, you'd see it in the 

road, either the road would start depressing or you'd have issues that would show under the 

bridge, , so it's not, the bridge is not going to fall down, number one, the bridge is solid, the 

embankment to me is now solid, ......., you saw how much we put in there, so I have no problem 

with it, the way it is. 

Mr. Morera: Okay, so we'll rely on your expertise and experience. 

Mr. Schriner: I've been around a lot of bridges and this is, very unusual design with no 

slope protection, bridge inspections and this is one of the first bridges I've seen where they did 

not have any protection on the end banks, which is unusual. They had the end where we put 

the riprap, there was nothing and that's why, when Orlando was mentioning about the soil, the 

soft soil behind that or underneath the approach slab was fill that was brought in, it wasn't like 

you said, John, it wasn't an error in the boring, it was material that must have been trucked in, 

in my opinion because the bridge is higher and it's on an angle, slightly, and it was not well 

compacted and the material was not put down to their specifications. 

Ms. Cerbone: Okay, again, not to be pessimistic but just to be factual in nature, I suggest 

the Board continue to revisit this at the next meeting when the Terracon Report is available and 

that I don't know if it's a good idea to have the Terracon Rep here or not but someone that can 

speak in non-engineering terms about the Report so somebody like me could understand. 

Mr. Schriner: Orlando could ask him. 

Ms. Cerbone: Sounds good to me. So Orlando if you're comfortable speaking towards 

the Report, I would just recommend to the Board that you don't drop this conversation yet. 
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That this is ongoing and, worst-case scenario, we may be looking for, maybe more stabilization 

or maybe a new study on the bridge to redo, to come up with an overall different solution for 

the bridge, can't leave anything off the table. I know people are laughing at me, I'm not an 

engineer, I'm not in construction but, you know, stranger things have happened. 

Mr. Selchan: Let's not loose fact that we have to drain a lot, okay, it's a little dry so we 

won't be draining water, so there's going to be no more rocks, we have to dig out what's there 

and put something else there. 

Ms. Cerbone: Right, that's what I said, a different solution. I think this matter is going to 

be not only in the June meeting but just ongoing for a while. 

Mr.. Schriner: Actually, in the County's letter that we got back in May 11th they 

requested no concrete wall. 

Ms. Cerbone: August 29, 2017. 

Mr. Schriner: They have it in there they wanted to use sand bag riprap for their 

stabilization, and by the way they were going to do it above the water levels and pay for it, 

which they aren't. 

Mr. Morera: Okay, just to know I do want to make it sure for the record that from my 

position that I don't want the economics of the project to hinder the level of performance that 

we can achieve. 

Mr. Schriner: I feel you there, money was not part of the decision. 

Mr. Morera: I want that to be a consideration that if we need to spend dollars to assure 

more stability not affecting the performance any further than it already is then that's what we 

need to do but if you experts tell me no, I'll defer to your knowledge to move forward with 

what is being done so far. Corey is there anything you'd like to add, please? 

Mr. Selchan: To say I'm extremely frustrated throughout this process with the bridge 

would be an understatement. So I just want to make sure everybody understands where we 

are really at. The problem in the system from Canal Z to the pump station was the bridge so 

the Engineer just told you that it used to be 17' yes that's because it was horrible, horrible, it 

was the problem. The problem in that section of canals, now it's better, we should have had a 

45' cross section across the bottom, is what we were striving for, now we have 20', less than 

half of that, but it's 3' wider than what was there, it's better, I don't buy into that logic. You 

know it's better is a play on words, it's not better, there's nothing under that bridge that makes 
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anything better. It's better stabilized, the topic we've had for the last 45 minutes, there was no 

stabilization, now there's 6' of boulder's, it's not going anywhere, it's as stable as it could 

possibly get, there was not stabilization there, now we've filled this area with boulders, that we 

had started off to remove so, in my personal opinion, nothing is better, you may be able to flow 

some amount of water through there a little bit more than you could have before, maybe, I 

think the boulders don't flow water the way the sand bottom would have flown, would have 

flowed the same amount of water, so the coefficient may not be any better. Somebody would 

have to do a lot of hard work to prove to me anything got better. 

Mr. Rubio: The geometry got better; you have an existing cross section about 200' sq. 

ft., we're putting in about, with this new section about 272' sq. ft., below the water level, that 

may not seem like a lot, and it's not per the original design, we had a much bigger opening in 

the original design with the gabion but it's, from an area standpoint. 

Mr. Selchan: It's all we got, they made us put all the rock there. Their geo-tech's said 

they had to be there, it's all we got, we got what we got because that's what we ended up with. 

It's not what we went into this to do, at all, not even close, not even close, it's not even half 

what it should have been. So, I just hope everybody stays focus on that because everybody's so 

worried about the bridge, I'm not worried about the bridge at all, I'm worried about when the 

big one comes are we going to get the job done with what we have there. Right now I'm not 

confident that's going to happen. 

Mr. Morera: Your concern is with the hydraulic, that you're not gaining. 

Mr. Selchan: It always was; our Engineer told us the hydraulic profile of that bridge was 

not sufficient, that it needed to be improved. That's why we took on this endeavor. 

Ms. Cerbone: I think, not to jump to many meetings forward, but I think we're going to 

be talking about this in upcoming meetings, when we talk about what our capital focus will be, 

going forward, so don't be surprised if we use the word, that bridge, in our capital focus going 

forward and talking about what should we need, we, can we do to revisit that bridge. Am I 

correct Cory, wouldn't you think that's where we're going to be headed, so. 

Mr. Selchan: Sure. 

Mr. Schriner: One good thing you will have staff gauges before and after, so you can 

physically go out there and read X versus versus Y. 

Ms. Cerbone: But that's only under extreme conditions. 
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Mr. Schriner: During any time 

Ms. Cerbone: Well I thought earlier. 

Mr. Selchan: We've had staff gauges there before. 

Ms. Cerbone: Okay. 

Mr. Selchan: Staff gauge just tells ya what you think is happening is what's really 

happening. 

Mr. Schriner: Right. 

Mr. Selchan: and we're going to see there's going to be 

Mr. Schriner: It tells you how much you're losing the first .... 

Mr. Selchan: We're going to see that were losing ground there, guaranteed. 

Ms. Cerbone: Okay. 

Mr. Schriner: So you'll get to see the actual amount. 

Mr. Selchan: I have a huge canal just north of it, there's no way that same amount of 

water is going to go past that bridge. It's not going to happen. 

Ms. Cerbone: So can we, when will those staff gauges be put in. 

Mr. Schriner: Before it's finalized. 

Ms. Cerbone: So, before the end of June? 

Mr. Schriner: Oh yes. 

Ms. Cerbone: So, starting on, as soon as they're in, every monthly report from the 

District Engineer or Cory's group, I'm not sure who would be supplying that but could we just 

have it as part of our standing stats? 

Mr. Schriner: The best time to do it is when he turns the pumps on, go down there and 

look at it, or. 

Mr. Selchan: I just want to give everybody that perspective. You know, you asked me if 

I have something that's, that's what I have to say, that's what I'm thinking. So if it's going to 

start to fall or whatever as Gene said you'll see it. It's not going to suddenly collapse, some 

terrible thing happen, so I have no concern of that whatsoever, my concern is flow and water 

and what we started out to do and what we got. I'm not happy with it. At all. I understand 

there were some unforeseen circumstances and how we got in that boat is up for debate, but, 

the fact is, we didn't get what we wanted, and how we got here is how we got here, I just don't 

want anybody to lose sight of that. 
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Mr. Morera: No. I understand you. 

Mr. Selchan: Bank stabilization is not what I do and not my concern. Moving water is 

what I do all day and that's why I wanted to make these improvements and the Engineer 

suggested we make these improvements-and that's what I'm the most concern with. 

Mr. Tornincasa: So if we would have turned back the clock and consider that we were 

doing this project and you knew it was going to come out this way, would you say, save your 

money, don't bother doing it? 

Mr. Selchan: No, I would say let's plan to address these concerns as they come up, so, in 

other words... 

Mr. Tornincasa: Well I don't think we had a choice with the soil. I mean, we were 

under, that's what I'm saying. 

Mr. Selchan: Well, you said if I had a choice to do it again and I knew what I knew now, 

not I know the soil is no good, we need to have a different plan of attack. 

Mr. Rubio: I mean, hypothetically, I think we would have, knowing what I know now, I 

would have had them do the bridge first and those issues would have come up. 

Mr. Selchan: And to a lot more soil. 

Mr. Rubio: But we would have had a lot more time in the dry season to address the soil 

nailing of, the soil support to do that and build a section that we wanted, but we didn't have 

that luxury, when we knew what we had to do. That was our problem. 

Mr. McKune: I suggest we stop calling it the bridge, somebody's going to read these 

notes in five years and they're going to say what the hell, did they do that bridge. That's not a 

bridge by the way, as Cory said, call it the Coral Springs throughway or flow-way or whatever; 

don't call it the bridge. It makes me nervous. 

Mr. Selchan: Because no one did anything to the bridge. 

Mr. Tornincasa: I just need to know if I need another route now to go to Wal mart. You 

know that means a lot. 

Mr. Morera: From that standpoint you'll be okay. It's just that the outcome is not 

desirable, it might be functional to some degree but it's definitely not desirable. The objective 

of the project was to create a vast improvement and we are not there. I don't know if someone 

can argue that point, definitely we're not there. The timing, a number of other factors could 

have been taken into consideration but that's water under the bridge. 
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Ms. Cerbone: No pun intended. 

Mr. Morera: No pun intended, but nonetheless. 

Ms. Cerbone: Supervisor, I just wanted to mention one thing when we were having a 

Staff meeting and we were talking about when we did receive the Report from Terracon and 

getting it over to the County, we talked about making it clear to the County that the District has 

covered the cost for the County portion of, and I'm going to use the wrong terms, of the 

stabilization of the slopes, is that fair, close enough? We talked to Al about that of course Al, 

we're going to have Al look at the communication, but we want to make sure it's clear to the 

County that we provided a service and material at no cost to them. 

Mr. Morera: Right. 

Mr. Schriner: Right. 

Ms. Cerbone: Just to make sure it's very clear that they do have ownership in this. 

Mr. Schriner: We should cut them an invoice. 

Mr. Malefatto: I guess we haven't satisfied the goal of moving of water but as I 

understand it as a lay person, not an Engineer, we provided greatest stabilization for the bridge 

and the approaches to the bridge and the shoreline, which was. 

Ms. Cerbone: Not our objective. 

Mr. Malefatto: Potentially deficient, so we made it stronger. 

Mr. Morera: Yes, not the intent but the final outcome. 

Mr. Malefatto: Yes. 

Mr. Morera: Okay, do you have more to add to your report. I'm sorry. 

Mr. Rubio: Yes sir. 

SUMMARY TRANSCRIPTION RESUMED 

Mr. Rubio continued his report. 

► Related to Phase lC, as part of the encroachment removal process, a lot of dead 

vegetation was removed from canal banks behind seven lots, which now requires an irrigation 

zone where there was none to irrigate the canal ROW. Rio-Bak Corporation requested a change 

order of approximately $3,500; $500 per lot to install lines to irrigate those banks. The other 

Phase already had irrigation lines. Discussion ensued regarding guarantee lines, which party is 

responsible for repairing broken sprinkler heads, establishing new lines, benefits to the District 
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and homeowner to maintaining the canal bank, etc. Mr. Selchan confirmed the estimated cost 

was reasonable. 

On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, authorizing Rio-Bak Corporation's Change Order request to install new 
irrigation lines on seven residential lots, in a not-to-exceed amount of $3,500, 
to provide the homeowner irrigation to maintain the newly constructed bank 
and sod, was approved. 

Ms. Cerbone stated a change order and the First Amendment to the Park Agreement 

were being presented for ratification. 

Mr. Rubio stated the Geo-tech consultant, during their slope stability analysis, 

concluded more riprap was needed than originally estimate to achieve a stable slope and 

requested a $165,000 change order for the additional riprap and an additional 30 days to 

complete the project. The request was contingent upon CAS obtaining approval for the 

extension from the City. Rio-Bak expected to complete the project within that time frame. 

Mr. Malefatto stated the Change Order #5 request was noted in CAS's Report, behind 

Tab 13B. Mr. Morera clarified the $165,000 was in addition to the $205,000 approved in 

March. Ms. Cerbone stated this item was being presented for ratification, as Mr. Morera gave 

verbal approval of the Emergency Change Order, due to the urgency. Mr. Morera provided an 

explanation of the situation and the scope of work that resulted in his approving the Change 

Order. 

On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, Rio-Bak Change Order #5, in a not-to-exceed amount of $165,000, and 
extending the terms to June 30, 2019, for Rio-Bak to complete the project, was 
ratified. 

Ms. Cerbone presented the First Amendment to the Park Agreement, extending the 

terms of the Park Agreement from May 30th or 31st to June 30, 2019. Circumstances were 

similar to the above action requiring obtaining verbal approval from Mr. Morera, in order to 

present the request at the City Commission meeting. 

Mr. Malefatto clarified the Park Agreement is between the District and the City of Coral 

Springs, providing Rio-Bak access through the Cypress Creek Park to the canal. 
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On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, the First Amendment to the Park Agreement to extend the terms of the 
Agreement to June 30, 2019, was ratified. 

Ms. Cerbone suggested Mr. Rubio provide a financial recap of the project. 

Mr. Rubio referred to the Table in the Engineer's Report, which recapped the costs 

associated with the "bridge", Coral Springs Flow Way, project and discussed the original bid 

costs, the work _associated with the change orders, costs coming in under budget or tasks no 

longer being performed. The original bid was $2.3 million and the updated cost, to date, for the 

WOFC Project was $3,044,134. 

Ms. Cerbone recalled presenting a financial recap and best-case scenario project 

projections during the discussions of the total revised estimated cost of the project. The 

District could fund the project with unassigned funds, based on the bond refunding, regardless 

of whether any FEMA funds are received or another storm event occurred. 

Mr. Rubio continued presenting the Engineer's Report. 

► Phase 1B was almost complete. 

► Phase lC would be completed tomorrow. 

► Permit - Issued a Letter of No Objection (LONO) for an office acquisition, for a future 

Publix at 2201 North University Drive, Coral Springs. 

Mr. Morera asked Mr. Sirchio if he had anything to add. Mr. Sirchio stated he just 

wanted to get the job done. Mr. Selchan stated that Mr. Sirchio and his crew were outstanding 

and had done a great job for the District. In response to the question of why a LONO was 

necessary, Mr. Rubio explained the City requests a LONO from neighboring areas any time a 

building permit is submitted to the City. 

SEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Resolution 2019-06, 
Relating to the Amendment of the Annual 
Budget for the Fiscal Year Beginning 
October 1, 2018 and Ending September 30, 
2019; and Providing for an Effective Date 
(deferred from April 10, 2019 Regular 
Meeting) 
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Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-06. It was necessary to amend the Fiscal Year 

2019 budget, as certain lines item expenses increased significantly, which may result in going 

over budget and also because of the bond refunding in Fiscal Year 2019. She highlighted 

increases to certain line items, such as Legal litigation, ADA website, Engineering-capital outlay, 

etc., and stated the funds from the Capital outlay-other line item were transferred to the 

Capital outlay: West Outfall line item, once the Board decided to embark on the lC Project, 

rather than doing any other capital projects this year. 

Mr. Tornicasa stated that the Board's remuneration fee was low compared to the work 

involved. Mr. Morera stated Board Members give a gift a time and dedication for the 

compensation received. Mr. Malefetto stated Florida Statute, Chapter 298, sets the Board's 

compensation. Board Members could receive compensation when substantial work, such as 

during mediation, is performed or they could lobby the legislature or suggest it to the Florida 

Association of Special Districts (FASO) but, honestly, they are essentially performing a public 

service. 

On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in 
favor, Resolution 2019-06, Relating to the Amendment of the Annual Budget 
for the Fiscal Year Beginning October 1, 2018 and Ending September 30, 2019; 
and Providing for an Effective Date, as presented, was approved. 

EIGHTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Resolution 2019-07, 
Approving a Proposed Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2019/2020 and Setting a Public 
Hearing Thereon Pursuant to Florida Law; 
Addressing Transmittal, Posting and 
Publication Requirements; Addressing 
Severability; and providing an Effective 
Date 

Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-07. She reviewed the proposed Fiscal Year 

2020 budget variances compared against the amended Fiscal Year 2019 budget. Funds from the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), if received, could be used to either build back 

the unreserved fund balance or possibly complete another Capital outlay project, which could 

trigger a budget amendment in the new year, if the costs exceed what is allocated. 
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Mr. Morera asked what triggered the "Pump station telemetry" line item to increase 

significantly. Mr. Selchan stated the existing system was antiquated and was software heavy; it 

was not designed for telemetry, even though it is being used for that. Less software is involved 

with a new system designed and built just for telemetry and more in line with current 

standards. He discussed the capabilities and benefits of the new system. 

Ms. Cerbone stated that assessment levels were proposed to increase 3% over Fiscal 

Year 2019, as it had been trending, for some time. The following change was made: 

Page 11, Last Column: Change date to 9/30/2020. 

Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-07 and read the title. 

On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in 
favor, Resolution 2019-07, Approving a Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 
2019/2020 and Setting a Public Hearing Thereon Pursuant to Florida Law, for 
September 11, 2019 at 6:30 p.m., at Sartory Hall, located in Mullin Park, 10150 
NW 29 St. (Ben Geiger Drive), Coral Springs, Florida 33064; Addressing 
Transmittal, Posting and Publication Requirements; Addressing Severability; 
and providing an Effective Date, was approved. 

NINTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Acceptance of Unaudited Financial 
Statements as of March 31, 2019 

Ms. Cerbone presented the Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019. 

Mr. Selchan stated the FEMA final review committee requested further information; 

since the District's monitoring contractor performed the work, they would respond. The claim 

is in the final stage; no funds were obligated yet but the claim was in the "to receive payment" 

column. Once funds are obligated, 75% of the claim, slightly under $3 million, was expected 

and would hopefully be received next year. Mr. Morera stated, if the District receives funds, it 

would help with realigning budget expenditures. 

Ms. Cerbone highlighted the "Legal litigation" line item expenses. A total of $263,000 

was spent to date on legal litigation in Fiscal 2019, of which, $38,000 was expended to CAS for 

consulting fees and engineering information. Historically, the total legal litigation expended to 

date was $658,000, of which $134,000 was attributable to CAS. 

In response to a question, Ms. Cerbone would let Mr. Morera know how much principal 

was paid on the Series 2011 bonds, prior to refinancing. 
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On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in 
favor, the Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019, were 
accepted. 

TENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Approval of April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting 
Minutes 

Ms. Cerbone presented the April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes. Edits from the 

District Engineer and District Counsel were previously submitted to Management and 

incorporated into the minutes being presented for approval but were not reflected in the 

minutes in the agenda package. 

On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in 
favor, the April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes, as amended to incorporate 
all edits previously submitted to Management, were approved. 

ELEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comments 

There being no public comments, the next item followed. 

TWELFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Supervisors' Communications 

Mr. Prudhomme stated the District installed a decoy duck and asked if its purpose was 

to monitor the water level. Mr. Selchan stated that it held the sprinkler line up, off the bottom. 

Mr. Tornincasa stated he now has a better understanding of the ongoing project issues 

and potential litigation matters. He was appreciative of the time Mr. Selchan spent with him in 

the field.-

Mr. Morera asked if anyone followed up with Mr. Dan Clark, regarding his comments at 

the last meeting. Mr. Selchan replied no; the District cannot address or change any of Mr. 

Clark's comments about his neighborhood or his drainage issues with the City, as the project 

was approved by the City, not the District. He personally never witnessed any of the storm 

events that Mr. Clark referred to. 

Mr. Prudhomme asked if the District is obligated to communicate to renters. Mr. 

Selchan stated he was unsure if the District has a legal obligation to respond but he typically 

responds to explain the District's policy on a matter, so they have a better understanding. 
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Mr. Morera thanked everyone for adjusting their schedules to hold this meeting today. 

Coral Springs residents were invited to participate in the Temple of Time Ceremonial burn on 

May 19th
, weather permitting. He thanked everyone for their continuing support of the District. 

THIRTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Staff Reports 

A. District Counsel: Lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A 

Mr. Malefatto provided the following update: 

► The legislative session ended and neither bill that might have impacted the District was 

adopted. The bill related to voting in Special Districts in Coral Springs was expected to be 

reintroduced next year since Commissioner Daley who supports the bill, will be seated in the 

Legislature next year. The bill Special Districts assessments to be treated as taxes failed. 

► In the IBI litigation matter, a second mediation meeting was scheduled for August 8th 
. 

► A Shade, Executive Session was requested to discuss the District's position going into 

the mediation. It should be held prior to the mediation, either at the July 10th meeting or at a 

Special meeting. Depending on the outcome of the mediation, it may be necessary to schedule 

another Shade Session to discuss future litigation. Typically, Counsel for all parties would 

communicate their positions to the Mediator one week before the mediation date. 

► A Meeting was scheduled for May 30th to discuss litigation strategy, use of experts going 

forward and preparation for the litigation. Meeting attendees would be Mr. Malefatto, Ms. 

Cerbone, a representative of CAS, Mr. Steve Smith and Counsel, Mr. Mike Wilson. 

The Executive Session would· be scheduled for July 10th
, during the regular meeting, 

subject to confirming everyone's schedules. 

Ms. Cerbone was directed to relocate the meeting to another location, until the bug and 

air conditioning issues are-resolved; she would notify everyone of the new location. 

B. District Engineer: Craig A. Smith & Associates 

• Monthly Engineer's Report 

The Engineer's Report was included for informational purposes. 

C. District Engineering Consultant: John McKune 

There being no report, the next item followed. 

D. District Field Supervisor: Cory Selchan 

Mr. Selchan reported the following: 
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► The District received 3" of rainfall since the last meeting, causing the rental pump to run 

24-hours a day to keep the water levels at 6', in case a major storm event occurred. 

► Board Members were invited to tour the area; Mr. Tornincasa's visit was appreciated. 

Mr. Selchan stated, after contemplating Mr. Tornincasa's question regarding the bridge 

and whether he would do things differently; looking back, he would do the bridge work only, so 

the focus was on the bridge, allowing time to address any unforeseen events, and to move in a 

different direction. 

► Daily operations were going as planned. This being Florida's official rainy season today 

Hurricane Season two weeks away, which projections indicating few major events. 

Mr. Morera stated, given the time crunch the District was up against, led to the 

solutions that were presented to put the District in the current position. Mr. Selchan stated 

that was correct because the bridge was done last and the major focus was on the canal work. 

► Applications to fill two vacant positions were being obtained. 

Mr. Malefatto confirmed Mr. Wilson's attendance at the Executive Session on July 10th 
. 

E. District Manager: Wrathe/1, Hunt & Associates, LLC 

Ms. Cerbone stated, per Mr. Maguire, the City Commission passed the amendment. 

• NEXT MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 at 6:30 P.M. 

The next meeting will be held on June 12, 2019 at 6:30 p.m., at a location to be 

determined, until the meeting room issues, at Sartory Hall, are resolved. 

FOURTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Adjournment 

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

[SIGNATURES APPEAR ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE] 
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	Structure Bookmarks
	MINUTES OF MEETING SUNSHINE WATER CONTROL DISTRICT 
	The Board of Supervisors of the Sunshine Water Control District held a Regular Meeting on May 15, 2019, at 6:30 p.m., at Sartory Hall, located in Mullins Park, 10150 NW 29 St. (Ben Geiger Drive), Coral Springs, Florida 33065. 
	Present at the meeting were: 
	Present at the meeting were: 
	Joe Morera 
	Joe Morera 
	Joe Morera 
	President 

	Daniel Prudhomme 
	Daniel Prudhomme 
	Vice President 

	John Tornincasa 
	John Tornincasa 
	Secretary 



	Also present were: 
	Also present were: 
	Cindy Cerbone District Manager Lisa Dao Wrathell, Hunt and Associates LLC Al Malefatto District Counsel Orlando Rubio District Engineer Jim Maguire Craig A. Smith & Associates, Inc. Gene Schriner Craig A. Smith & Associates, Inc. Cory Selchan Field Superintendent John McKune Engineering Consultant Mark Sirchio Rio-Bak Corporation Eric Bakerman Executive Director of Temple Beth Orr 
	FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS Call to Order 
	Mr. Morera called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. 
	SECOND ORDER OF BUSINESS Roll Call 
	Ms. Cerbone called the roll. All Supervisors were present, in person. 
	THIRD ORDER OF BUSINESS Pledge of Allegiance 
	All present recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 
	FOURTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comments [3-Minute Time Limit] 
	(Comments should be made from the 
	microphone to ensure recording. Please 

	state your name prior to speaking.) 
	state your name prior to speaking.) 
	Mr. Malefatto introduced Mr. Eric Bakerman, Executive Director of Temple Beth Orr 
	(Temple), and recalled that, last month, the Board was considering an Obstruction and Removal 
	Agreement and an Easement Agreement for the Temple, on Riverside Drive, and decided to 
	split the removal costs 50%/50%. Mr. Selchan would present proposals related to the clearing 
	later in the meeting. Mr. Bakerman attended to discuss the Temple's position on this matter. 
	Mr. Bakerman explained that, in the early '90s, the District deeded a piece of property to the Temple and, during their loan closing the Title Company determined the deed to be defective and not considered a closed title. He asked the District to correct that defect and enter in and correct the easement that allows entering into the parking lot. Since the deed was presented in the '90s, he thought the request would not be a big deal; however, last month the Board determ~ned the Temple should be assessed som
	Mr. Malefatto stated that, at the time, there was an oversight; they now need the easement because part of the property that was deeded crosses a District right-of-way (ROW). This situation was similar to one discussed last month, with the school, which is diagonally across the road, to the northeast, where the school needed to obtain an easement from the District because its parking lot was built over the ROW. The school did not have an ROW obstruction issue. The Board decided last month that the Temple sh
	Mr. Tornincasa stated the District had no issue with correcting the deed and generously offered to pay half the removal costs for an area in which the Temple was responsible to maintain and acknowledged possession but did not maintain for all these years. 
	Mr. Bakerman stated that, if the title issue had not presented itself, none of this would have been a discussion; the situation existed for over 30 years and to make it part of correcting something that was done incorrectly 25 years ago, he did not see the connection, but did see the other issue of the upkeep. Mr. Tornicasa stated he equated the situation to an overgrown 
	lawn. Mr. Malefatto stated the ROW was not the property given to the Temple but it is 
	adjacent to the Temple's property. 
	Mr. Prudhomme asked how much the Temple's paint job cost, about six months ago. Mr. Bakerman stated approximately $35,000, which came out of the Temple's capital accounts, which he was refunding by the new mortgage. Mr. Tornincass asked if the Temple could refund its portion of the cleanup with the new mortgage. Mr. Bakerman preferred not to mix operating funds with capital funds but, unfortunately, he may be forced to do so. 
	Mr. Morera stated his view on the Board's decision has not changed. Policies are set and allowing certain exceptions only creates further dilemmas, as future requests could argue that preferential treatment was given to certain entities and not to others. Also, he cannot justify spending public funds on private property, although the Temple is a nonprofit religious entity, it still operate as a quasi busin_ess fashion. 
	Ms. Cerbone asked if there was potential for a middle ground, allowing the Temple to make installment payments towards its 50% portion of the cleanup costs. Mr. Prodhomme asked Mr. Bakerman several questions regarding this option, as he was not comfortable with the possibility of having to take the Temple to court to collect the funds. Mr. Tornincasa asked about preparing an installment contract. Mr. Malefatto stated he could adjust the draft Obstruction and Removal Agreement to include allowing installment
	• Consideration of Tree Removal Quotes for the Temple Beth Orr Permit This item, previously the Fifth Order of Business, was presented out of order. 
	Mr. Malefatto provided an overview of the proposals obtained; the Temple's portion would be $3,600, if split evenly. 
	Mr. Morera reviewed the options discussed and everyone's current position and asked if there was common ground so the District could help the Temple. Regarding the value of the Temple's property, Mr. Bakerman stated the new mortgage was $1 million; $35,000 for the paint job and the rest to pay off existing loans. He stated he was having difficulty connecting the deed defect and the maintenance issue, which the District should have raised years ago. 
	Mr. Malefatto stated that the Temple's request to correct the title defect and for the easement were not the only reasons the issue came to light; it was also because the District was performing a major project at the West Outfall Canal (WOFC), where the water from the canal is backing up into the ROW. The obligation was there for the Temple; the District withheld compelling the Temple to do the work and gave a grace period. His personal opinion was the Board's offer of paying 50% was generous. 
	Ms. Cerbone stated, after further thought on the option of installments, the District would have taken on some risks. She provided suggestions, long-term options for structuring the Option Agreement, choosing installment payments, lienability or assessment rights provide the District rights to the property and receive payment when the property was sold. 
	Mr. Bakerman stated the Temple proved to be a good citizen of the community that honors and pays its bill; he could not imagine the Temple would ever be in default of any Agreement it would enter into. Whatever agreement the Board decides, he would advocate to the Temple Board. After several Board Member comments, the Board decided to reduce the Temple's portion to 40%, $2,880 to pay in full at closing, with the District paying 60%. Mr. Bakerman stated he would recommend this option to the Temple Board. Mr.
	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, to amend the Construction Removal Agreement and cost-share details contained within for the cost of obstruction removal in the right-of-way at Temple Beth Orr to 60%/40% with the District paying 60% and the Temple paying 40%, and authorizing District Staff, specifically District Counsel, the Field Superintendent and the District Manager, to work through the details and the Agreement With Mr. Bakerman, with the understanding that, 
	On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in favor, upon approval and receipt of the Amended Obstruction Removal 
	Agreement with The Temple, as discussed, the District would grant the easement to Coral Springs Hebrew Congregation, Inc., was approved. 
	FIFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Tree Removal Quotes for the Temple Beth Orr Permit 
	FIFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Tree Removal Quotes for the Temple Beth Orr Permit 
	A. Southern Arbor Services, Inc. 
	B. E-Z Growing Landscaping 
	C. Castle Tree Art 
	Ms. Cerbone stated if Mr. Bakerman obtains lower estimates they would supersede the 
	ones in the agenda. She suggested not assigning the vendor to the motion that was imbedded 
	two motions ago. The motion should clarify that, contingent upon execution of the Obstruction 
	Removal Agreement; the contract would be awarded to the lowest bidder. Mr. Malefatto 
	suggested approving the lowest cost vendor, unless the Temple obtains the lowest bidder. In 
	response to a question, Mr. Selchan stated that he inspects all work performed in the District . and, per the Agreement, he would ensure that the Temple maintains the area, going forward. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, authorizing District Staff to award the contract to the lowest cost vendor, provided the elements of the work are included and approved by Mr. Selchan, upon completion of work performed, was approved. 
	SIXTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Update: West Outfall Canal (WOFC) Project -Construction 

	THE FOLLOWING SECTION WAS TRANSCRIBED VERBATIM 
	THE FOLLOWING SECTION WAS TRANSCRIBED VERBATIM 
	Mr. Rubio: I'll give you an update of where we are at with the construction of the project. As of today, the excavation work at the Phase lC Section will be completed by tomorrow. They have been bringing a lot of trucks, hauling material off. Phase 1B, the original Phase of the project, that's about 98% complete. They are going to probably jump back on 
	. that, once they finish with the material excavation on lC, and they can start to move some dams out of the way to finish up some additional area by Canal Z, to make a little bit better transition opening from Canal Z to the WOFC. The work under the bridge, as of Monday, is complete. It was inspected on Monday by us. The work, as you know, based on the unforeseen 
	soil conditions, we've been working hand-in-hand with our geotechnical sub-consultant to come up with an analysis to show that the slope is stable, and a little explanation about the slope's capability calculations, what they do is, they look at a canal bank on any slope, and they evaluate the weight of the material and soil properties and they calculate a failure slope, alright, and that failure slope, they have to come up with a forces that are resisting to prevent the slope, the bank from washing in. We 
	We're going to show the County what the existing bridge section looked like before and what it looks like now, and it's, from a stability standpoint, it's an overall improvement and from a hydraulic standpoint, it's also an improvement, but that's we're we are at with that geotechnical work. We're kind of disappointed that the County is taking so long in addressing the MOT for the surface, they're going to block off a lane to do that test. Its right near the bridge, but, it's just taking a lot longer than w
	Mr. Morera: Why don't you pause there for a minute, because you've given a lot to digest? You got to have question time. You have questions. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: I just want to know what MOT stands for, let's start with that. 
	Mr. Rubio: I'm sorry, Maintenance of Traffic (MOT), so, when you're working in a ROW, you've got to have flag men, or signs, or all the above to make sure people don't run into each other while they are working. Mr. Tornincasa: You mentioned the first consultant did the geo testing of the soil. Did he screw up, anything wrong? Mr. Rubio: No, what Terra South did, they did a stability analysis based on leaving the material the way it is and just excavating out what, to achieve a section. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: Leaving what material the Way it was, the dirt, that was all out? 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, the existing, but which was harder. The material that they found in that test, or I should say that they found in the bridge, is different than the material they found in the actual soil borings. The sand, dirt is, was softer. When we had the geotechnical, subconsultant do the testing, we had one do a testing for the area underneath the bridge and we had another consultant, who was the original consultant for the Canal Z testing, they did four tests to do the sediment sampling, you know jus
	Mr. Tornincasa: So if the consultant didn't make a mistake, the results were a mistake. 
	Mr. Rubio: Well, no, it's just that the unforeseen conditions, I mean because the soil test is as accurate as where it's taken, but, you know. Ms. Cerbone: So that samples were not taken in the location where the soils were soft? Mr. Rubio: Yes, I mean. Mr. Schriner: If they would have drilled the hole right behind the bent, it would have 
	been different than drilling it right next to the bridge. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: Another question. We started this project, Jim brought in two beautiful pictures, one the way it was and two the way it was going to look after it was done, under the bridge, and it really looked like it was going to open it up. I was there, sometimes I take a walk in that park there, and I've got to be honest with you, just from looking at it now with the rocks down, it looks like, well if I ask you, Are we the same as we were before, are we better than we were before or are we worse than w
	Mr. Rubio: No we're better, in fact, we're better than the existing condition because. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: The existing flow through? 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, because, on paper we first, to do the remedy, we we're doing the riprap section to get a 20' bottom, which is wider than existing, and then we have the stability analysis showing that the FOS weren't achieving a one value or better so we added more to the plans... 

	Unidentified Speaker: Drawings. 
	Unidentified Speaker: Drawings. 
	Mr. Rubio: ...and then we, but my calculations, we lost 3' and basically the geometry of the engineering design of the bridge, back in the day, you know, with the 70' distance between the two end bends of the bridge, I calculated 17', what's actually out there now, as it was measured by our field rep, we're getting about 20' to 21', even with the additional riprap, so it's still better, for which means, again we don't have record drawings of how the bridge was originally built, so my guess the end bench is 
	Ms. Cerbone: Could I make an observation based on your question? 

	Mr. Tornincasa: Okay. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: Okay. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So you just asked a question based on visual. 

	Mr. Tornincasa: Right. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: Right. 
	Ms. Cerbone: You answered a question based on design, drawing and a measurement. Isn't there an independent way to determine the flow now that's not based on vision, that's not based on calculations, but that a measuring tool that could be put there, to validate or not validate what you're seeing. To validate or not validate what you've drawn and measured. So something that is truly independent. It would be like, could we start with a yes/no and then like move into the details? I've got to start with the si
	Mr. Rubio: What you can do is. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So I'm hearing a yes. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, you can install staff gauges, upstream and downstream of the bridges and, during a heavy storm event, you can monitor stages and see if there's a difference between the upstream and downstream in a severe storm event and see what happens. 
	Ms. Cerbone: That would only work in a severe storm event. 
	Mr. Rubio: Well yes, in a small storm event you're not going to see very, you're not going to see, you're going to see very little flow, very little head loss, you need flow, in other words. Ms. Cerbone: So there's a yes/no. Yes but only if there's a heavy flow, no on a normal day-to-day; there's no true independent from visual versus calculations. 
	Mr. Rubio: You won't see the difference in elevations but if, hypothetically, if Cory can run all four pumps at once during a severe storm event, that's when you want to see, go out and look at the gauge downstream, look at the gauge upstream and see if what the head loss is doing, through that section. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: I would believe Orlando's measurements over just what I say appears and looking like, that's just the way it looks like, but I would take hjs measurements and say we've improved it by whatever we've improved it by, but the follow up question I had was for you on the budget, the Capital outlay is like through the roof. 

	Ms. Cerbone: Yes. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Yes. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: You added a $1.925 million then. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Because I moved it out of other and put everything on one line item for West Outfall on the amended budget, that is correct. So you're at a $3.5 million capital outlay, 
	Ms. Cerbone: Because I moved it out of other and put everything on one line item for West Outfall on the amended budget, that is correct. So you're at a $3.5 million capital outlay, 
	$2.3 million base, $800,000 Change Order for lC, $200,000 Change Order we approved two 

	meetings ago and $165,000 that was an emergency Change Order that we're going to talk 
	about in more detail, in a few minutes, because we're going to need to the Board to ratify it. 
	So, yes, drastically different, but stuffed along the way with Board approval. The biggest delta 
	in that, or the biggest change, was the $800,000 and change for lC, adding on a section to West 
	Outfall. 
	Mr. Schriner: You added to the project, big time. 

	Ms. Cerbone: Yes, we expanded. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Yes, we expanded. 
	Mr. Rubio: We added to the phase. 
	Mr. Morera: Any other questions. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: I'll say as it goes on. 
	Mr. Morera: Okay, if you have any more questions? 
	Ms. Cerbone: Those are good, those are all good John. 
	Mr. Rubio: So I mean yes, we have discussed about looking at the section, monitoring water levels, in that. 
	Mr. Morera: Before you go on, I do have a couple of questions on some of the points you raised. You're saying that, based on the work that has been done to now and the review that you have, that you tried to achieve at 1.1 or better, but you said that 1.5 is the best that you can get, as far as safety. 
	Mr. Rubio: Alright, it's what they, it's a standard of industry, of what you shoot for but, in this case, a one or better, is what we're going to be, the best we can do. If we go at a 1.5 we're going to lose a lot of volume, at bottom and that will affect the hydraulic. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: Then you would have achieved nothing and then you spent a lot of money for nothing. 
	Mr. Morera: My question is by not reaching that 1.5, which is the best scenario you could possibly have from a stability standpoint, what would it take to get us there, to ensure that we have a least a 1.5 safety factor? 
	Mr. Schriner: Require more runs. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes if it's the same design you're going to have to add, you're-going to have to have a flatter side slope. A flatter slope now you're going to lose bottom elevation, bottom width, we'll lose more opening at the bottom. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So it will be worse off than where we started from? 
	Mr. Schriner: And spend a lot more money too. 
	Mr. Morera: I'm not, honestly, dollars to me is immaterial, relative to safety. If I, I need to have 100% assurance that the work being done will, without an iota of doubt, ensure that that bridge will be stable, will be solid, not only today but five, ten, fifteen years down the line. That neither us, as a Board or the District, we'll probably won't be neither one of us will be here in fifteen years but, nonetheless, the safety factor of all the residents that are going to travel through that bridge is par
	Mr. Rubio: The bridge is supported by the end bents. 
	Mr. Morera: I, as the President of the Board, am looking to achieve that, and I, not an Engineer, nor do I have experience to elaborate on the engineer work, but that is my goal, to make sure that we reach that level and, if you tell me that otherwise, then I'll take your experience and input on that matter but, from my perspective, that's where I want to be. want to be able to know that of all of the residents but anyone here that may at one point in time say gee you know the problem we're having with the 
	Mr. McKune: Number one, the factor of safety issue you just addressed as being of primary importance, I totally agree, but then you added the fact that it should protect the bridge and with all we realize that what we're doing now with slopes and banks is not really affecting the stability and durability of the bridge. That bridge is going to stay up even if all those rocks fall into the canal, but the safety factor we're looking at is. 
	Mr. Rubio: The slope's ability. 
	Mr. McKune: The ability of that slope, with the rocks on it, to stay where it is. Now the geotech is telling us that we have a safety factor of at least 1.0. Mr. Rubio: Yes, 1.11. Mr. McKune: I was a structural engineer for 45 years, I've been doing safety factors for 
	earth structures, reinforced concrete, buildings, airplanes, you name it. 1.5 is the accepted, loved minimum for Engineers, if he can do everything with the design of a safety factor of 1.5, he can go home and sleep well at night, knowing that he just spent another 50% of his client's 
	money to make something stronger than it needs to be to do the job for which it was intended. 
	There's nothing wrong with that, sometimes I've used a safety factor of 2, if there was 
	something really, really radical about the project. But there is no health, safety and welfare 
	concern here, regarding humans, for this particular safety factor. Cory and I don't particularly 
	like this rip rap but, in this case we're being told that the riprap for this application is sufficient. 
	I used the word sufficient intentionally; it's good enough, a cheaper way of saying that. It won't 
	last forever, if you get a gang of hoodlums to go down there and start throwing rocks. Cory will 
	notice that pretty quickly. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: So after the project is done and the water is back in that canal, I don't know how high up it comes on the rocks. What we're concerned about the flow of the water, the safety factor moving those rocks. 
	Mr. Rubio: No. Mr. Tornincasa: So, when we're talking about the safety factor, we're not talking about the stability of the bridge. 
	Mr. Rubio: No we're talking about the slope, the weight on the soil and the traffic loads they calculated that could push the material out, but we have weights, riprap, dropped on top of that, in a fabric material to hold the small rocks, the small stones there and the big boulders on top of the small rocks that hold things together. It's resisting against that failure slope, that the Geo-tech calculated, so that's where they're trying to calculate the factor safety. So the flow of the water, based on the o
	Mr. Tornincasa: Is that going to move any ...... 
	Mr. Maguire: Correct me if I'm wrong, try to help here for a second, it's really the bridge stability is fine, that slope protects, is the bridge, there's a ramp to the bridge and then there's a road, that slope protects that soil underneath the ramp and the road. If that soil were to go, the ramp and road would go, the bridge would be fine, but the ramp and the road would go. Does that help? 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, and that material, that's been excavated, that stayed, that dirt stayed where they got up to the end bents, none ofthat caved in. All that stayed at the end bents, we just backfilled up to where the end bents were, with compacted material and rock. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: The project looks nice, it really does. The 
	Mr. Schriner: if it makes you feel any better, but that bridge has been there since '73 and there was no slope protection. None, zero and after it was done all washed in to the middle, but that bridge has greatly improved from what it was, when we began the project, so, I feel very comfortable with the 1.11 safety factor and I don't think that would be an issue. 
	Ms. Cerbone: If we eliminated the bridge of having an issue but we said that the issue would be with the entrance ramp or the road itself, is that still not a potential issue, it just shifts the issue from one area to another and I think that's what the Board needs to understand. Okay so it's not with the bridge, if you're going to have an issue, you probably rather have it with an entrance ramp or the road, then the bridge, but just elaborate more on that. I mean, I'm guessing that's what the Board wants t
	Mr. Tornincasa: And I just want them to clarify when you say the road and the entrance ramp. We're talking about four lanes going over that bridge, where's the ramp. 
	Mr. Rubio: No, what Jim's referring to, you got the deck ofthe bridge and then you have these, underneath the asphalt, you have the approach slab, it's a concrete slab that's tied to the bridge and there's compacted material underneath it, and that's where, that's what we call the approach slab so, basically... 
	Unidentified Speaker: That's the approach ramp. 
	Mr. Rubio: That's what you're referring to. Every bridge pretty much has that, even the '73 drawings that we saw from the County, they show a 10' concrete slab coming in, sitting on top of the cap of the end bents, where you have the piles. There's a big concrete cap on there, well that slab is right on top of those end bends, on both sides. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: So, now, when do we think we'll be finished? 
	Mr. Rubio: Well the riprap is done, the excavation, Mark, for lC is done, will be done tomorrow. We still have a little bit of lB, right, to finish up? 
	Mr. Sirchio: A little bit of lB, that won't take long. We're hoping to sod next week. 
	Mr. Rubio: They're going to be sodding lC next week. 
	Mr. Maguire: Do you want to hear a list of everything that is going to happen. Is the fence going to come down? The fence is going to come down on the 21or 22. We constructed a fence on the residents' side. The aqua dams are planned on coming down next Wednesday, Thursday, maybe earlier now that we're a little ahead of schedule, but the 23and 25. The east side of lC, which we'll be doing, will be done tomorrow, Friday, at the latest. 
	st 
	nd 
	rd 
	th 

	Then we will take down the dirt dam, sorry let me skip that, they're going to start sodding the residential side of lC next Tuesday. They will remove the bladder dam, might be Friday or early next week, the 23to 25we have. Then they will install, then they will start to put the water back into the canal and then sod the, I'm sorry, then he will remove the, then he has to go back 
	rd 
	th 

	. 
	up to Canal Z, remove, blend that in from Canal Z into the WOFC and then we'll remove that dirt dam also. 
	Mr. Rubio: They'll do that in the wet? 
	Mr. Maguire: They'll do that in the wet, that should take us into the first week, June'ish, that's why I'm packing up because I'm going to go over to the City Commission meeting, because they're also putting an amendment together to give us a 30-day extension that I need ' 
	to be there for. If you'd like to see that extension, it's right here. 
	Mr. Morera: I got it. 
	Ms. Cerbone: We get to that we'll distribute it, I know Joe has signed it, we needed that for the Commission meeting, we're going to ask the Board to ratify it. 
	Mr. Maguire: That's all the important stuff that needs to happen. There should be somewhere for us to pick up June and I'll take care of all these events, assuming that mother nature, cooperates, if it starts on site, as soon as we can pull sod out, we'll start sodding ours, so that depends on what happens with Mother Nature. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So I don't disagree with any of that and I'm not saying this to be pessimistic or disagreeable, I'm just stating a fact, we are doing all this and assuming it's going to happen and we do not have the geotechnical memo or report. We do not have it, phone calls have been made, conversations have been had, we do not have the report, therefore nothing's gone to the County and we do not have an acknowledgement from the County, a Letter of No Objection (LONO), we're not expecting necessarily approval

	Unidentified Speaker: No. 
	Unidentified Speaker: No. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Okay, the Board, I think they need to know the good and the what we're waiting on to be good, but those are some important things you need to be aware of. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: And that will come when? 
	Mr. Rubio.: When they complete their tests. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: And this is what the County is holding them up on, the number of.... the 
	same circle. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, they've approved their MOT, basically the traffic plan now they're just 
	scheduling, they're looking to schedule a field meeting to go over their Maintenance and Traffic 
	Plan and then they can do the tests. 
	Unidentified Speaker: How longs does the test actual take. 
	Mr. Rubio: Half a day. 
	Ms. Cerbone: According to the Agreement, they should have been done with this, even if it was individual days, within 28 business days and the Agreement was entered into on March 15th_ 
	Mr. Morera: So we will go past the 28 days. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, but they're at the mercy of the County. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: We're at the time of the essence in that contract? 
	Mr. Malefatto: If it's dependent upon to them getting approval from a third party, being the County, we can't really. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Right and it states that in here, permit delays, things that would be out of their control and they clearly list permit delays or lack of permission, which in this case is the MOT plan. 
	Mr. Maguire: Do you have any questions for me there, Joe? 

	Mr. Morera: No 
	Mr. Morera: No 
	Mr. McKune: Let me ask you another question then, is Terracon just going to go down there or send someone to do the mail and then wait for the County to do something about it? Is that their point of attack? Mr. Rubio: They are going to certify the, we want them to certify their analysis, so we can send to the County that we have this. 
	Mr. McKune: How does it get to the County? 
	Mr. Rubio: It'll come through me and I'll send it to the County. 
	Mr. McKune: How are you going to send it? 
	Mr. Rubio: I'm going to, electronically or... 
	Mr. McKune: Do what I used to do for the permitting agencies in Broward County. I get it all done, sign it, take it to the owner, they'd sign it because they have to and I would drive 
	Mr. McKune: Do what I used to do for the permitting agencies in Broward County. I get it all done, sign it, take it to the owner, they'd sign it because they have to and I would drive 
	down to the agency, in downtown Fort Lauderdale, and I said here I am, I'm really in a hurry, my wife's having a baby and I'd hand them the permit and say, I'll wait and I would wait a full day and if they didn't do it I'd be there at 8:00 in the morning and, by God they'd sign it. They go oh ......, let's do it and get rid of this guy. It works. 

	Mr. Sirchio: I got the ROW MOT plan in five days, going down and Enid calling them relentlessly. 
	Mr. McKune: Yes, do you really need it? Oh, wow. 
	Mark Sirchio: For the meeting on site, then you only need 24 hours; they tome right out. The guy came out, "it looks good". Mr. McKune: Well they don't know what they're looking at. But you have to be a little aggressive sometimes. 
	Mr. Sirchio: But Terracon's issues, getting a ROW permit, seriously. 
	Mr. McKune: It's ..... , pardon my French. 
	Mr. Sirchio: I mean I would have done it for them it I knew it was going to delay this. 
	Mr. Morera: There's nothing like clarity in explaining things Mr. McKune. I really had a concern about this delay with the geotechnical company, something that I discussed with Cindy multiple times and I don't know what you're working relationship is with this firm but, given their performance and what we have been experiencing with them, I don't know about that. 
	Mr. Rubio: I'm disappointed with their sense of urgency Joe, without saying the obvious. It's kind of frustrating. 
	Mr. Morera: It appears to me they don't need the business end or we're too depending on someone that doesn't have the same ........ as we have as clients. Definitely something should be rectified, not to find ourselves in this situation again. Hopefully we won't be. 
	Mr. Rubio: Absolutely, I agree. 
	Mr. Schriner: We won't be using them. 
	Mr. Morera: The only thing, I'm just going to make this my point, my last word on this. The level of improvement that you're achieving at a 1.11 versus a 1.5. as an Engineer, you are satisfied that that is a acceptable level of safety and or performance of the work that was done to assure that the, what it, the slope, the road and the embankment will be solidly in place, preventing it from having any type of issue in a five, ten, fifteen year window? 
	Mr. Rubio: We think it's sufficient. 
	Mr. Morera: I need to have assurances from you, that yes. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes, we think it's sufficient. 
	Mr. Morera: I'm relying on your expertise, as an Engineer, to base my position on this 
	and I can accept it, what you presented to me, because, again, I want to make sure that that is 
	not a concern for anyone down the road. 
	Mr. Rubio: Right. 
	Mr. Schriner: The answer from me is yes and we even checked with another geotech this morning and he really didn't have a problem with it either. He said, basically like he said in the beginning when we were talking, if it's in place now and its solidly in place, it won't be a problem, and there are ways of seeing down the road, if there are any issues with that riprap, we'll see it, Cory will definitely see it and it won't be a dramatic collapse, you'd see it in the road, either the road would start depres
	Mr. Morera: Okay, so we'll rely on your expertise and experience. 
	Mr. Schriner: I've been around a lot of bridges and this is, very unusual design with no slope protection, bridge inspections and this is one of the first bridges I've seen where they did not have any protection on the end banks, which is unusual. They had the end where we put the riprap, there was nothing and that's why, when Orlando was mentioning about the soil, the soft soil behind that or underneath the approach slab was fill that was brought in, it wasn't like you said, John, it wasn't an error in the
	Ms. Cerbone: Okay, again, not to be pessimistic but just to be factual in nature, I suggest the Board continue to revisit this at the next meeting when the Terracon Report is available and that I don't know if it's a good idea to have the Terracon Rep here or not but someone that can speak in non-engineering terms about the Report so somebody like me could understand. 
	Mr. Schriner: Orlando could ask him. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Sounds good to me. So Orlando if you're comfortable speaking towards the Report, I would just recommend to the Board that you don't drop this conversation yet. 
	That this is ongoing and, worst-case scenario, we may be looking for, maybe more stabilization or maybe a new study on the bridge to redo, to come up with an overall different solution for the bridge, can't leave anything off the table. I know people are laughing at me, I'm not an engineer, I'm not in construction but, you know, stranger things have happened. 
	Mr. Selchan: Let's not loose fact that we have to drain a lot, okay, it's a little dry so we won't be draining water, so there's going to be no more rocks, we have to dig out what's there and put something else there. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Right, that's what I said, a different solution. I think this matter is going to be not only in the June meeting but just ongoing for a while. Mr.. Schriner: Actually, in the County's letter that we got back in May 11they requested no concrete wall. 
	th 

	Ms. Cerbone: August 29, 2017. 
	Mr. Schriner: They have it in there they wanted to use sand bag riprap for their stabilization, and by the way they were going to do it above the water levels and pay for it, which they aren't. 
	Mr. Morera: Okay, just to know I do want to make it sure for the record that from my position that I don't want the economics of the project to hinder the level of performance that we can achieve. 
	Mr. Schriner: I feel you there, money was not part of the decision. 
	Mr. Morera: I want that to be a consideration that if we need to spend dollars to assure more stability not affecting the performance any further than it already is then that's what we need to do but if you experts tell me no, I'll defer to your knowledge to move forward with what is being done so far. Corey is there anything you'd like to add, please? 
	Mr. Selchan: To say I'm extremely frustrated throughout this process with the bridge would be an understatement. So I just want to make sure everybody understands where we are really at. The problem in the system from Canal Z to the pump station was the bridge so the Engineer just told you that it used to be 17' yes that's because it was horrible, horrible, it was the problem. The problem in that section of canals, now it's better, we should have had a 45' cross section across the bottom, is what we were st
	Mr. Selchan: To say I'm extremely frustrated throughout this process with the bridge would be an understatement. So I just want to make sure everybody understands where we are really at. The problem in the system from Canal Z to the pump station was the bridge so the Engineer just told you that it used to be 17' yes that's because it was horrible, horrible, it was the problem. The problem in that section of canals, now it's better, we should have had a 45' cross section across the bottom, is what we were st
	anything better. It's better stabilized, the topic we've had for the last 45 minutes, there was no stabilization, now there's 6' of boulder's, it's not going anywhere, it's as stable as it could possibly get, there was not stabilization there, now we've filled this area with boulders, that we had started off to remove so, in my personal opinion, nothing is better, you may be able to flow some amount of water through there a little bit more than you could have before, maybe, I think the boulders don't flow w

	Mr. Rubio: The geometry got better; you have an existing cross section about 200' sq. ft., we're putting in about, with this new section about 272' sq. ft., below the water level, that may not seem like a lot, and it's not per the original design, we had a much bigger opening in the original design with the gabion but it's, from an area standpoint. 
	Mr. Selchan: It's all we got, they made us put all the rock there. Their geo-tech's said they had to be there, it's all we got, we got what we got because that's what we ended up with. It's not what we went into this to do, at all, not even close, not even close, it's not even half what it should have been. So, I just hope everybody stays focus on that because everybody's so worried about the bridge, I'm not worried about the bridge at all, I'm worried about when the big one comes are we going to get the jo
	Mr. Morera: Your concern is with the hydraulic, that you're not gaining. Mr. Selchan: It always was; our Engineer told us the hydraulic profile of that bridge was not sufficient, that it needed to be improved. That's why we took on this endeavor. 
	Ms. Cerbone: I think, not to jump to many meetings forward, but I think we're going to be talking about this in upcoming meetings, when we talk about what our capital focus will be, going forward, so don't be surprised if we use the word, that bridge, in our capital focus going forward and talking about what should we need, we, can we do to revisit that bridge. Am I correct Cory, wouldn't you think that's where we're going to be headed, so. 
	Mr. Selchan: Sure. Mr. Schriner: One good thing you will have staff gauges before and after, so you can physically go out there and read X versus versus Y. Ms. Cerbone: But that's only under extreme conditions. 
	Mr. Schriner: During any time 
	Ms. Cerbone: Well I thought earlier. 
	Mr. Selchan: We've had staff gauges there before. 

	Ms. Cerbone: Okay. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Okay. 
	Mr. Selchan: Staff gauge just tells ya what you think is happening is what's really happening. Mr. Schriner: Right. Mr. Selchan: and we're going to see there's going to be Mr. Schriner: It tells you how much you're losing the first.... Mr. Selchan: We're going to see that were losing ground there, guaranteed. Ms. Cerbone: Okay. Mr. Schriner: So you'll get to see the actual amount. Mr. Selchan: I have a huge canal just north of it, there's no way that same amount of water is going to go past that bridge. It'
	Ms. Cerbone: So can we, when will those staff gauges be put in. 
	Mr. Schriner: Before it's finalized. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So, before the end of June? 

	Mr. Schriner: Oh yes. 
	Mr. Schriner: Oh yes. 
	Ms. Cerbone: So, starting on, as soon as they're in, every monthly report from the District Engineer or Cory's group, I'm not sure who would be supplying that but could we just have it as part of our standing stats? Mr. Schriner: The best time to do it is when he turns the pumps on, go down there and look at it, or. 
	Mr. Selchan: I just want to give everybody that perspective. You know, you asked me if I have something that's, that's what I have to say, that's what I'm thinking. So if it's going to start to fall or whatever as Gene said you'll see it. It's not going to suddenly collapse, some terrible thing happen, so I have no concern of that whatsoever, my concern is flow and water and what we started out to do and what we got. I'm not happy with it. At all. I understand there were some unforeseen circumstances and ho
	Mr. Morera: No. I understand you. 
	Mr. Selchan: Bank stabilization is not what I do and not my concern. Moving water is what I do all day and that's why I wanted to make these improvements and the Engineer suggested we make these improvements-and that's what I'm the most concern with. 
	Mr. Tornincasa: So if we would have turned back the clock and consider that we were doing this project and you knew it was going to come out this way, would you say, save your money, don't bother doing it? 
	Mr. Selchan: No, I would say let's plan to address these concerns as they come up, so, in other words... Mr. Tornincasa: Well I don't think we had a choice with the soil. I mean, we were under, that's what I'm saying. Mr. Selchan: Well, you said if I had a choice to do it again and I knew what I knew now, not I know the soil is no good, we need to have a different plan of attack. Mr. Rubio: I mean, hypothetically, I think we would have, knowing what I know now, I would have had them do the bridge first and 
	Mr. Selchan: And to a lot more soil. 
	Mr. Rubio: But we would have had a lot more time in the dry season to address the soil nailing of, the soil support to do that and build a section that we wanted, but we didn't have that luxury, when we knew what we had to do. That was our problem. 
	Mr. McKune: I suggest we stop calling it the bridge, somebody's going to read these notes in five years and they're going to say what the hell, did they do that bridge. That's not a bridge by the way, as Cory said, call it the Coral Springs throughway or flow-way or whatever; don't call it the bridge. It makes me nervous. 
	Mr. Selchan: Because no one did anything to the bridge. Mr. Tornincasa: I just need to know if I need another route now to go to Wal mart. You know that means a lot. 
	Mr. Morera: From that standpoint you'll be okay. It's just that the outcome is not desirable, it might be functional to some degree but it's definitely not desirable. The objective of the project was to create a vast improvement and we are not there. I don't know if someone can argue that point, definitely we're not there. The timing, a number of other factors could have been taken into consideration but that's water under the bridge. 
	Ms. Cerbone: No pun intended. 
	Mr. Morera: No pun intended, but nonetheless. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Supervisor, I just wanted to mention one thing when we were having a Staff meeting and we were talking about when we did receive the Report from Terracon and getting it over to the County, we talked about making it clear to the County that the District has covered the cost for the County portion of, and I'm going to use the wrong terms, of the stabilization of the slopes, is that fair, close enough? We talked to Al about that of course Al, we're going to have Al look at the communication, but w
	Mr. Morera: Right. 

	Mr. Schriner: Right. 
	Mr. Schriner: Right. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Just to make sure it's very clear that they do have ownership in this. 
	Mr. Schriner: We should cut them an invoice. 
	Mr. Malefatto: I guess we haven't satisfied the goal of moving of water but as I understand it as a lay person, not an Engineer, we provided greatest stabilization for the bridge 
	and the approaches to the bridge and the shoreline, which was. 
	Ms. Cerbone: Not our objective. 
	Mr. Malefatto: Potentially deficient, so we made it stronger. 
	Mr. Morera: Yes, not the intent but the final outcome. 

	Mr. Malefatto: Yes. 
	Mr. Malefatto: Yes. 
	Mr. Morera: Okay, do you have more to add to your report. I'm sorry. 
	Mr. Rubio: Yes sir. 
	SUMMARY TRANSCRIPTION RESUMED 
	Mr. Rubio continued his report. 
	► Related to Phase lC, as part of the encroachment removal process, a lot of dead vegetation was removed from canal banks behind seven lots, which now requires an irrigation zone where there was none to irrigate the canal ROW. Rio-Bak Corporation requested a change order of approximately $3,500; $500 per lot to install lines to irrigate those banks. The other Phase already had irrigation lines. Discussion ensued regarding guarantee lines, which party is responsible for repairing broken sprinkler heads, esta
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	and homeowner to maintaining the canal bank, etc. 
	and homeowner to maintaining the canal bank, etc. 
	Mr. Selchan confirmed the estimated cost 

	was reasonable. 
	was reasonable. 


	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, authorizing Rio-Bak Corporation's Change Order request to install new irrigation lines on seven residential lots, in a not-to-exceed amount of $3,500, to provide the homeowner irrigation to maintain the newly constructed bank and sod, was approved. 
	Ms. Cerbone stated a change order and the First Amendment to the Park Agreement were being presented for ratification. 
	Mr. Rubio stated the Geo-tech consultant, during their slope stability analysis, concluded more riprap was needed than originally estimate to achieve a stable slope and requested a $165,000 change order for the additional riprap and an additional 30 days to complete the project. The request was contingent upon CAS obtaining approval for the extension from the City. Rio-Bak expected to complete the project within that time frame. 
	Mr. Malefatto stated the Change Order #5 request was noted in CAS's Report, behind Tab 13B. Mr. Morera clarified the $165,000 was in addition to the $205,000 approved in March. Ms. Cerbone stated this item was being presented for ratification, as Mr. Morera gave verbal approval of the Emergency Change Order, due to the urgency. Mr. Morera provided an explanation of the situation and the scope of work that resulted in his approving the Change Order. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, Rio-Bak Change Order #5, in a not-to-exceed amount of $165,000, and extending the terms to June 30, 2019, for Rio-Bak to complete the project, was ratified. 
	Ms. Cerbone presented the First Amendment to the Park Agreement, extending the terms of the Park Agreement from May 30or 31to June 30, 2019. Circumstances were similar to the above action requiring obtaining verbal approval from Mr. Morera, in order to present the request at the City Commission meeting. 
	th 
	st 

	Mr. Malefatto clarified the Park Agreement is between the District and the City of Coral Springs, providing Rio-Bak access through the Cypress Creek Park to the canal. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, the First Amendment to the Park Agreement to extend the terms of the Agreement to June 30, 2019, was ratified. 
	Ms. Cerbone suggested Mr. Rubio provide a financial recap of the project. 
	Mr. Rubio referred to the Table in the Engineer's Report, which recapped the costs associated with the "bridge", Coral Springs Flow Way, project and discussed the original bid costs, the work _associated with the change orders, costs coming in under budget or tasks no longer being performed. The original bid was $2.3 million and the updated cost, to date, for the WOFC Project was $3,044,134. 
	Ms. Cerbone recalled presenting a financial recap and best-case scenario project projections during the discussions of the total revised estimated cost of the project. The District could fund the project with unassigned funds, based on the bond refunding, regardless of whether any FEMA funds are received or another storm event occurred. 
	Mr. Rubio continued presenting the Engineer's Report. 
	► 
	► 
	► 
	Phase 1B was almost complete. 

	► 
	► 
	Phase lC would be completed tomorrow. 

	► 
	► 
	Permit -Issued a Letter of No Objection (LONO) for an office acquisition, for a future Publix at 2201 North University Drive, Coral Springs. 


	Mr. Morera asked Mr. Sirchio if he had anything to add. Mr. Sirchio stated he just wanted to get the job done. Mr. Selchan stated that Mr. Sirchio and his crew were outstanding and had done a great job for the District. In response to the question of why a LONO was necessary, Mr. Rubio explained the City requests a LONO from neighboring areas any time a building permit is submitted to the City. 
	SEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Resolution 2019-06, Relating to the Amendment of the Annual Budget for the Fiscal Year Beginning October 1, 2018 and Ending September 30, 2019; and Providing for an Effective Date 

	(deferred from April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting) 
	(deferred from April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting) 
	Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-06. It was necessary to amend the Fiscal Year 2019 budget, as certain lines item expenses increased significantly, which may result in going over budget and also because of the bond refunding in Fiscal Year 2019. She highlighted increases to certain line items, such as Legal litigation, ADA website, Engineering-capital outlay, etc., and stated the funds from the Capital outlay-other line item were transferred to the Capital outlay: West Outfall line item, once the Board
	Mr. Tornicasa stated that the Board's remuneration fee was low compared to the work involved. Mr. Morera stated Board Members give a gift a time and dedication for the compensation received. Mr. Malefetto stated Florida Statute, Chapter 298, sets the Board's compensation. Board Members could receive compensation when substantial work, such as during mediation, is performed or they could lobby the legislature or suggest it to the Florida Association of Special Districts (FASO) but, honestly, they are essenti
	On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in favor, Resolution 2019-06, Relating to the Amendment of the Annual Budget for the Fiscal Year Beginning October 1, 2018 and Ending September 30, 2019; and Providing for an Effective Date, as presented, was approved. 
	EIGHTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Resolution 2019-07, Approving a Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2019/2020 and Setting a Public Hearing Thereon Pursuant to Florida Law; Addressing Transmittal, Posting and Publication Requirements; Addressing Severability; and providing an Effective Date 
	Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-07. She reviewed the proposed Fiscal Year 
	2020 budget variances compared against the amended Fiscal Year 2019 budget. Funds from the 
	Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), if received, could be used to either build back 
	the unreserved fund balance or possibly complete another Capital outlay project, which could 
	trigger a budget amendment in the new year, if the costs exceed what is allocated. 
	Mr. Morera asked what triggered the "Pump station telemetry" line item to increase significantly. Mr. Selchan stated the existing system was antiquated and was software heavy; it was not designed for telemetry, even though it is being used for that. Less software is involved with a new system designed and built just for telemetry and more in line with current standards. He discussed the capabilities and benefits of the new system. 
	Ms. Cerbone stated that assessment levels were proposed to increase 3% over Fiscal Year 2019, as it had been trending, for some time. The following change was made: 
	Page 11, Last Column: Change date to 9/30/2020. 
	Ms. Cerbone presented Resolution 2019-07 and read the title. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in favor, Resolution 2019-07, Approving a Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2019/2020 and Setting a Public Hearing Thereon Pursuant to Florida Law, for September 11, 2019 at 6:30 p.m., at Sartory Hall, located in Mullin Park, 10150 NW 29 St. (Ben Geiger Drive), Coral Springs, Florida 33064; Addressing Transmittal, Posting and Publication Requirements; Addressing Severability; and providing an Effective Date, was approved. 

	NINTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Acceptance of Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019 
	NINTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Acceptance of Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019 
	Ms. Cerbone presented the Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019. 
	Mr. Selchan stated the FEMA final review committee requested further information; since the District's monitoring contractor performed the work, they would respond. The claim is in the final stage; no funds were obligated yet but the claim was in the "to receive payment" column. Once funds are obligated, 75% of the claim, slightly under $3 million, was expected and would hopefully be received next year. Mr. Morera stated, if the District receives funds, it would help with realigning budget expenditures. 
	Ms. Cerbone highlighted the "Legal litigation" line item expenses. A total of $263,000 was spent to date on legal litigation in Fiscal 2019, of which, $38,000 was expended to CAS for consulting fees and engineering information. Historically, the total legal litigation expended to date was $658,000, of which $134,000 was attributable to CAS. 
	In response to a question, Ms. Cerbone would let Mr. Morera know how much principal was paid on the Series 2011 bonds, prior to refinancing. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Tornincasa and seconded by Mr. Prudhomme, with all in favor, the Unaudited Financial Statements as of March 31, 2019, were accepted. 

	TENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Approval of April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes 
	TENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Approval of April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes 
	Ms. Cerbone presented the April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes. Edits from the District Engineer and District Counsel were previously submitted to Management and incorporated into the minutes being presented for approval but were not reflected in the minutes in the agenda package. 
	On MOTION by Mr. Prudhomme and seconded by Mr. Tornincasa, with all in favor, the April 10, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes, as amended to incorporate all edits previously submitted to Management, were approved. 
	ELEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comments 
	There being no public comments, the next item followed. 

	TWELFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Supervisors' Communications 
	TWELFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Supervisors' Communications 
	Mr. Prudhomme stated the District installed a decoy duck and asked if its purpose was to monitor the water level. Mr. Selchan stated that it held the sprinkler line up, off the bottom. 
	Mr. Tornincasa stated he now has a better understanding of the ongoing project issues and potential litigation matters. He was appreciative of the time Mr. Selchan spent with him in the field.
	-

	Mr. Morera asked if anyone followed up with Mr. Dan Clark, regarding his comments at the last meeting. Mr. Selchan replied no; the District cannot address or change any of Mr. Clark's comments about his neighborhood or his drainage issues with the City, as the project was approved by the City, not the District. He personally never witnessed any of the storm events that Mr. Clark referred to. 
	Mr. Prudhomme asked if the District is obligated to communicate to renters. Mr. Selchan stated he was unsure if the District has a legal obligation to respond but he typically responds to explain the District's policy on a matter, so they have a better understanding. 
	Mr. Morera thanked everyone for adjusting their schedules to hold this meeting today. Coral Springs residents were invited to participate in the Temple of Time Ceremonial burn on May 19, weather permitting. He thanked everyone for their continuing support of the District. 
	th


	THIRTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Staff Reports 
	THIRTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Staff Reports 
	A. District Counsel: Lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A 
	Mr. Malefatto provided the following update: 
	► 
	► 
	► 
	The legislative session ended and neither bill that might have impacted the District was adopted. The bill related to voting in Special Districts in Coral Springs was expected to be reintroduced next year since Commissioner Daley who supports the bill, will be seated in the Legislature next year. The bill Special Districts assessments to be treated as taxes failed. 

	► 
	► 
	In the IBI litigation matter, a second mediation meeting was scheduled for August 8. 
	th 


	► 
	► 
	A Shade, Executive Session was requested to discuss the District's position going into the mediation. It should be held prior to the mediation, either at the July 10meeting or at a Special meeting. Depending on the outcome of the mediation, it may be necessary to schedule another Shade Session to discuss future litigation. Typically, Counsel for all parties would communicate their positions to the Mediator one week before the mediation date. 
	th 


	► 
	► 
	A Meeting was scheduled for May 30to discuss litigation strategy, use of experts going forward and preparation for the litigation. Meeting attendees would be Mr. Malefatto, Ms. Cerbone, a representative of CAS, Mr. Steve Smith and Counsel, Mr. Mike Wilson. 
	th 



	The Executive Session would· be scheduled for July 10, during the regular meeting, subject to confirming everyone's schedules. Ms. Cerbone was directed to relocate the meeting to another location, until the bug and air conditioning issues are-resolved; she would notify everyone of the new location. 
	th

	B. District Engineer: Craig A. Smith & Associates 
	• Monthly Engineer's Report The Engineer's Report was included for informational purposes. 
	C. District Engineering Consultant: John McKune 
	There being no report, the next item followed. 
	D. District Field Supervisor: Cory Selchan 
	Mr. Selchan reported the following: 
	► 
	► 
	► 
	The District received 3" of rainfall since the last meeting, causing the rental pump to run 24-hours a day to keep the water levels at 6', in case a major storm event occurred. 

	► 
	► 
	Board Members were invited to tour the area; Mr. Tornincasa's visit was appreciated. 


	Mr. Selchan stated, after contemplating Mr. Tornincasa's question regarding the bridge and whether he would do things differently; looking back, he would do the bridge work only, so the focus was on the bridge, allowing time to address any unforeseen events, and to move in a different direction. 
	► Daily operations were going as planned. This being Florida's official rainy season today Hurricane Season two weeks away, which projections indicating few major events. 
	Mr. Morera stated, given the time crunch the District was up against, led to the solutions that were presented to put the District in the current position. Mr. Selchan stated that was correct because the bridge was done last and the major focus was on the canal work. 
	► Applications to fill two vacant positions were being obtained. Mr. Malefatto confirmed Mr. Wilson's attendance at the Executive Session on July 10. 
	th 

	E. District Manager: Wrathe/1, Hunt & Associates, LLC 
	Ms. Cerbone stated, per Mr. Maguire, the City Commission passed the amendment. 
	• NEXT MEETING DATE: June 12, 2019 at 6:30 P.M. 
	The next meeting will be held on June 12, 2019 at 6:30 p.m., at a location to be determined, until the meeting room issues, at Sartory Hall, are resolved. 
	FOURTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Adjournment 
	There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 
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