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. e
Introduction

Council President Jones directed the Legislative Policy Division to review financial implications
for the City of Detroit involving the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) lease of the Detroit
Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD).

As Council will recall, the Legislative Policy Division (LPD) has issued numerous reports
regarding the City’s and the region’s water and sewer systems. The Great Lakes Water Authority
(GLWA) was formed between 2014 and 2016, and initiated by and through emergency
management, coming out of the City’s municipal bankruptcy. Its bifurcated relationship with the
Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD) continues in the present.

The importance and complexity of these ongoing developments are hard to overstate. Residential
flooding during heavy rains; chronic mass water insecurity leading to shut offs; the fiscal
implications of infrastructure funding for City government; public health; recent implementation
of increased drainage fees; these and many other quality of life issues demand and receive major
public attention.

Certain ongoing regional measures under the auspices of the GLWA make this an opportune time
for a more thorough policy and financial review. We must work within the existing structure of
the GLWA documents (e.g., the water and sewer systems leases, Master Bond Ordinance, regional
“One Water” outreach meetings, the DWSD Board of Water Commissioners (BOWCs), the
GLWA Board of Directors, and other forums), in ways that work to Detroit’s advantage.
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In this regard, LPD calls Council’s attention at this time to three (3) current fields of regional
policymaking:

I Recent development of a truly integrated regional Wastewater Master Plan;
2 The ongoing Sewer Cost of Service Methodology Review, regarding how the dozens of
Southeastern Michigan communities served by the regional sewer system will divide up their

individual funding contributions for maintaining the costs of the system as a whole; and

B GLWA'’s development of their new brand awareness campaign of intentional public
relations, framing the regional “One Water” initiatives as building “trust in a post-Flint world”.

This report will begin by briefly summarizing and discussing each of these three (3) framing
initiatives. Then it will proceed to a more detailed discussion of key issues in the GLWA/DWSD

financial relationship.

Wastewater Master Plan

Council Members may be aware of the high costs of the region’s wastewater system’s compliance
with the federal Clean Water Act. These costs were the initial impetus, and a continuing bone of
contention, in the long running federal court oversight action involving DWSD between 1977 and
2013. Recent flooding of low lying and riverside areas on the east side of Detroit underline the
continuing significance of all this infrastructure and work. The creation of the GLWA represented
a step toward more robust regional collaboration around our water and sewer systems.

It is hoped that their new Wastewater Master Plan, based on collaborative regional management
of regional infrastructure, designed to deal with a regional problem of continuing Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) discharges into the Great Lakes, will achieve better results at less cost. Before
the system’s governance was regionalized, DWSD spent over $1 billion to eliminate 98% of CSO
discharges.

In pursuing its long-range regional objective in 2019, GLWA has made rapid technical progress.
In their words, they are “focusing on return on investment for the region, minimizing the number
of assets across the system and optimizing its operation over the next 40 years.” (One Water
Partnership Executive Summary 6/20/19) The 40 year time period evokes the federal court rate
settlement imposed on DWSD in 1979. At that time the City was ordered to pursue maximum
debt financing for the continued suburban build out and other operational and capital needs of
these systems. That directive resulted in a debt load of 40% of the entire DWSD budget some 40
years later. That was a major part of the management challenges that formation of the GLWA was
intended, in part, to deal with. Participants in the current “One Water Partnership” regional
collaboration now ask: What consequences will we face 40 years from now as a result of
management and policy decisions we make today to address major, costly capital infrastructure
needs of the core assets of the system that are not really optional?



The new comprehensive regional Wastewater Master Plan is expected to be completed in early
2020. It should be integrated with the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) so that CIP investments
robustly support the plan. Making rapid progress toward this ambitious goal, GLWA has
reportedly already updated and combined what were more than 15 municipal, GLWA and DWSD
computer models into a single regional model for universal use in the region. They can now
comprehensively represent the entire region’s physical infrastructure and operations to model how
the system’s drainage and sewer features will work under various circumstances. When
southeastern Michigan receives heavy rain fall, existing Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) storage
facilities hold up to 500 million gallons of wet weather flow water. GLWA is continuing to
develop regional operating plans for municipal operators throughout the region to collaborate on
the timing of “dewatering” flows at all these facilities to optimize the system’s performance during
wet weather. It has been noted that this work is already providing current value to the region,
pending finalization of the comprehensive Wastewater Master Plan.

The regional public health, fiscal and development implications of the anticipated Wastewater
Master Plan would be difficult to overstate. Council Members may wish to seek more information
from DWSD and GLWA regarding the implications of this work for the City of Detroit and its
residents.

Sewer Cost of Service Methodology Review

Related to the above development of a truly regional, collaborative management system 1is the
current effort to revise, simplify and update the way GLWA allocates the costs of these systems’
wastewater operations among the 78 communities they serve. In this regard the attached Interim
Draft Report on the Sewer Cost of Service Methodology Review dated June 21, 2019, is both very
informative and, especially to novice observers, probably extremely confusing.! The process cries
out for simplification by water experts who are admittedly more knowledgeable about this complex
subject matter than Council staff; however, LPD endeavors to explain: One of 11 “Key Concerns”

! The Interim Draft Report is the initial publicly available work product of Raftelis Financial
Consultants, Inc. Raftelis is GLWA’s new rates consultant. In that capacity they replace Bart
Foster of Foster & Associates, who served in that critical role for many years for DWSD, and then
for GLWA. It is LPD’s understanding that Mr. Foster remains in a part-time advisory role during
the transition to Raftelis. LPD reads Raftelis’ Interim Draft Report describing the Sewer Cost of
Service Methodology Review as in effect (although he is not named in it) Mr. Foster’s “exit
interview”, summarizing institutional knowledge of this complex process. There is strong
consensus among GLWA member communities that the process should be simplified. Mr. Foster
has described the complexity of the process as “crazy”. A simple review of the attached Raftelis
Interim Draft Report should conclusively confirm that judgment for any fair minded reader. This
is a regional cost-sharing methodology that needs to be simplified and updated, as opposed to ‘the
way things have always been done’. How it should be simplified, based on what particular criteria
and objectives, and with what local and regional fiscal obligations to whom, is the critical area of
public policy decision making at issue.



identified by GLWA’s wholesale charges methodology review is affordability, an issue involved
in Detroit’s experiences with controversial water shut offs in recent years.?

The Interim Draft Report, dated June 21, 2019, a key document in the ongoing review process for
allocating the costs of these services, states “The methodology used to allocate wholesale service
costs in the greater Detroit area has been continually evolving for the past half century.” In
essence: “The current process distributes costs between wholesale customers® of [GLWA] based
on their estimated use of the system, measured by estimates of flow volume and amount of
pollutants contributed [to the system]”.

The difficulties with this general concept arise in the extraordinary complexity of its
implementation. How these high costs for critical public services are allocated among the 78
member partner wholesale communities in southeastern Michigan served by the GLWA
wastewater systems, ends up involving a range of data and analytical steps that defies clear
comprehension, the more one studies it:*

e The first step is to allocate the total GLWA budget (or “revenue requirement’) to 14
specific functions of the Water Resources Recovery Facility (WRRF)® and Wastewater
Collections, 7 departments of Operations & Maintenance, 37 categories of operations
under those departments, lift stations, CSO facilities, Industrial Waste Control,
administrative costs, Centralized Services, Administrative Services and Capital
Expenses;

e The second step of the process “is to allocate functionalized costs to cost drivers. The
current allocation factors are based on the 1979 and 1980 [rates] Settlement
Agreements.” There are 10 cost drivers, each representing a particular aspect of
wastewater treatment services, the tenth being “Detroit Only”. The Interim Draft
Report appends 2 charts (Figures 2 and 3, attached) that show the current Operations

2 LPD recognizes that the sewer cost shares issue relates to sewerage services, while water shut
offs interrupt fresh water service by another division of the systems. However, as water
affordability expert Roger Colton has observed in a recent report, retail customers receive one
unified bill for sewerage and fresh water services. It is therefore appropriate to analyze
affordability in terms of the total burden of both water and sewerage (including drainage) charges.
It would be inappropriate to separate these charges for purposes of analyzing and calculating
affordability, where customers are not offered an option to pay part of the bill to keep the service
turned on.

3 The “wholesale customers” are the communities in southeastern Michigan served by the GLWA.
(including the City of Detroit, their largest single wholesale customer; Detroit and DWSD also
have a dual role as, in essence, GLWA’s junior partner)

4 The attached power point presentation on this process seems clearer and simpler, but omits the
detail that reveals the complexity.

3 Formerly known as the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)
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& Maintenance and capital cost allocation factors (Figure 2), and final cost pools to
allocate all budget elements (Figure 3);

e The Interim Draft Report goes on to describe the “SHARES process” as “a simplified
method of distribut[ing] costs among all customers.” It focuses on “what ‘share’ of
common to all costs each customer should be responsible for based on a four-year
average (currently FY13 to FY16) of contributed volume and estimated pollution
strengths”.® Developing the SHARES involves the following steps:

o Conduct a flow balance to determine total flows for suburban customers, the
Detroit+ group’, and common inflow and infiltration;

o Error-corrected meter readings for each of the suburban customers;

o This total is then corrected for known factors, the amount of inflow and
infiltration from GLWA water mains is estimated;

o Historic suburban flows are then corrected for the Oakland-Macomb
Interceplor (OMIDD) diversion in 2016 and “WTUA flows being sent to
YCUA beginning in FY 2018%;

o 11% of excess CSO volume discharged directly into surface waters is deleted
from suburban flows in proportion to each of their individual cost allocations,
and the remaining 88.7% of this excess CSO volume is deleted from Detroit+
allocation;

o Sanitary, drainage water and wastewater flows are estimated’;

6 LPD notes the existence of a “Detroit only” functional cost driver, in a regional methodology
that states it determines cost SHARES based on “common to all costs”. Without being able to
fully explain or quantify the impact of this distinction in the context of these complex processes,
the comparison is noted because it would apparently lie at or near the heart of any water
equity, affordability and security analysis of southeastern Michigan communities, and
Council Members may wish to ask DWSD and GLWA representatives about this and other
structural fiscal aspects of the overall GLWA/DWSD, regional/city relationship. There are
almost certainly other specific aspects of these relationships (which this report and these footnotes
seek to identify for Council’s information) and their fiscal consequences, as further discussed
below in this report that Council Members may wish to pursue with the water systems’ leadership.

7 “Detroit+" is said to involve Detroit, Hamtramck, Highland Park “and a few small parts of other
communities.”

8 LPD does not know what the acronym-dominated phrase “WTUA flows being sent to YCUA”
means.

 There is tension between “estimated” flows and those based on “data”, and between use of
either/both strength of flow and/or pollutant loads to calculate cost SHARES, that runs throughout
this process. Council Members may wish to explore the limits of the data and the implications for
fiscal decision making and policy making going forward with DWSD and GLWA leadership.
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The second step in the SHARES process involves estimating the amounts of 4 specified
pollutants each customer contributes to the system: BOD (Biological Oxygen
Demand), TSS (Total Suspended Solids), Phosphorus, and FOG (Fats, Oil and Grease);

Use estimated pollutant strengths and previously estimated drainage and wastewater
flows to calculate pounds of pollutants for each customer (Figures 4 and 5 attached
document strength of flow calculations);

“Now that the volume and pollutant totals have been developed for each [suburban]
customer and [Detroit+], total flow volumes and pounds of each pollutant are converted
to percentages for each customer.”;

Suburban only SHARES are based on each suburban customer’s portion of total
suburban flow;

83% of CSO shares are distributed to Detroit, 17% are distributed among suburban
customers (see further discussion of this artifact of the 1979 rates settlement below);
and

Relevant costs as determined above are allocated to a single common to all cost pool.
This total is then multiplied by each individual customer’s common-to-all SHARE, the
same process is performed with suburban only costs and SHARES, OMID (Oakland
Macomb Interceptor District) only costs and SHARES, and CSO costs and SHARES.
The sum of these costs for each customer is their share of GLWA’s revenue
requirement, or total budget (see attached Figure 7); and

The final step is to account for Detroit’s equity in the system and suburban bad debt.
Each of these costs is distributed to suburban customers using Suburban Only
SHARES, and the equity amount is subtracted from Detroit’s total charge. The final
annual total is billed to each customer on a fixed monthly basis.”!°

The bewildering complexity of GLWA’s existing methodology for determining individual
communities’ shares of these costs is apparent. Discussions of all this could get very lengthy,
detailed and potentially contentious. At this time, LPD’s primary questions for framing the
conversation are 1) whether or not we are using the most appropriate metrics, factors, and
cost allocation drivers to make this process what its proponents claim it to be: a true regional
“win” that benefits everyone; and 2) whether or not these calculations and funding criteria
treat Detroit ratepayers fairly?

The Draft Interim Report concludes with about a page and a half of “Areas for Consideration”. It
identifies “several areas that warrant consideration for change.” This portion of the report mostly

10'See note 6 above for questions raised by this.
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speaks for itself, and represents only a “preliminary review” of what is likely to be a very
interesting, significant and complicated discussion in the coming year. In particular, this
preliminary discussion recognizes: 1) the inherent limitations of available data that can be cost
effectively gathered and analyzed, and 2) the strong consensus desire for rate share simplification.

More discussion on these charge approaches will occur on July 26, 2019. LPD will keep Council
informed of developments and the eventual outcome.

“One Water” Brand Awareness Campaign

In light of the above activities moving with significant speed to develop a real regional Wastewater
Master Plan and collaborative operational coordination of sewage and drainage flows, as well as
active work to recalculate and establish simplified and hopefully appropriate regional cost sharing
for these vital wastewater services, the contemporaneous initiation of GLWA’s first formal brand
awareness program may represent an opening for enhanced regional dialog. Greater awareness in
Detroit, among both elected officials and residents, of how GLWA (and DWSD) are approaching
thesc issues, is an important goal that upgraded and professionalized brand awareness may serve
or undermine, depending on the content.

The general objectives of this campaign are said to be to increase name recognition and positive
associations with GLWA. The campaign began on May 13, 2019 and will run until October 15,
2019. GLWA partnered with On Demand featuring actor Rob Lowe to create two videos for
member partners to use on their web sites, social media feeds and closed-circuit television
broadcasts. The core idea articulated by GLWA’s public information director is to establish
“the trust factor in a post-Flint world”. This key insight speaks volumes.

Between the spring of 2014 and the fall of 2015, Flint’s water infrastructure was severely damaged
by Flint’s emergency managers’ mismanagement. Those blunders led to widespread lead,
legionella bacteria, and other serious water contamination for about 18 months. During that same
time period, Detroit’s emergency manager initiated widespread water shut offs and simultaneously
pursued the confidential, mediated negotiations that culminated in establishing the GLWA. Local
activists, the United Nations and others denounced shut offs as a violation of the human right to
water and sanitation, to the extent they denied water to residents who cannot afford to pay the full
rates. These earth shaking developments in local communities’ water security have indeed
sensitized and even inflamed public perceptions around water and sewer services and their costs
and benefits. What was once taken for granted as the effective functioning of faucets, toilets,
spigots and drains, is now a cause for widespread public alarm virtually every time anything goes
wrong with these far-flung, expensive and technically sophisticated infrastructure systems. LPD
concurs wholeheartedly with the objective of building trust around water issues via transparency,
repeated iterative explanation of the basics of water and wastewater management, and honest, open
communication about current issues.

In that regard, considering together the Wastewater Master Plan, the Sewer Cost of Service
Methodology Review, and the Brand Awareness campaign, suggests the possibility of productive
regional policy making conversation to which Detroit City Council should be a party, along with
representatives of the other member partner communities in GLWA.



In essence, GLWA’s oft-announced intention to pursue complete transparency,
organizational excellence, increased regional integration, and maximum water quality
requires incorporation of issues of water affordability, equity, security and infrastructure
funding as they affect the urban core. GLWA'’s record on this score, especially insofar as the
City of Detroit is deemed DWSD’s territory, so that critical human rights issues arising from water
shut offs and lack of equitable funding across all communities in the region lead to critical
disconnects, has been decidedly mixed in GLWA’s few short years of operation so far. The
timeliness of the current GLWA initiatives discussed here offer an opportunity to address these
issues with a new sense of urgency and significance for needed policy reforms.

The balance of this report will itemize certain individual fiscal issues that should inform this
dialog.!! We will address the following fiscal issues:
1) What are the financial results of DWSD since January 1, 2016?

2) What can we do about water affordability for Detroit residents?

What are the financial results of DWSD since January 1, 2016?

Since the inception of GLWA, there have been three separate Comprehensive Annual Financial
Reports (CAFRs) issued by GLWA and DWSD. The first CAFR for the City for the 6-month
period that ended June 30, 2016, contained financial statements of DWSD. It was reported that
the 6-month period was a difficult period as there were still negotiations regarding the specific
provisions relating to the transition of assets and liabilities. This June 30,2016 CAFR recognized
that the amounts included in the 2016 CAFR may change in the following years. DWSD did report
excess revenues over expenses in the Water Fund and the Sewage Disposal Fund, and incurred a
large gain due to the bifurcation agreement between DWSD and GLWA. The large gain was a
result of the initial splitting of the assets and liabilities of DWSD with GLWA. The DWSD Water
Fund reported a gain of $776.5 million, and the DWSD Sewage Disposal Fund reported a gain of
$808.9 million.

In the June 30, 2016 Audited Financial Statements of the City of Detroit Sewage Disposal Fund it
was stated that these large bifurcation gains were a result of the lease of the regional water and
sewage disposal systems. In fiscal year 2016, the Water Fund reported a gain of $776.5 million,
and the Sewage Disposal Fund reported a gain of $808.9 million, which are the differences
between the consideration receivable and the net position allocated to GLWA in each fund. The
consideration receivable is the net present value of the $50 million to be received over 40 years,
assuming a discount rate of 3.677%.!?

' LPD notes, without further discussing at this time, the outstanding dispute resolution process
provided for in the City Charter, regarding the refusal of the administration and DWSD to seek
Council’s approval of their annual budget and retail rates in the City. Corporation Counsel is the
official identified by the Charter as responsible for moving forward with dispute resolution on this
issue, which has been the subject of multiple previous reports and discussions, including
appointment of independent counsel for City Council, if necessary.

12 page 121 of the City of Detroit 2016 CAFR



In the 2016 Audited Financial Statements for DWSD, for both the Water Fund and the Sewage
Disposal Fund, it was noted that DWSD finance made certain assumptions regarding the discount
rate (3.677%) and methodology used when valuing the consideration receivable from GLWA.
Variation in the assumptions from the rate considered by GLWA could cause a material variation
from the consideration payable recorded by GLWA.!* There was a material variation between the
two CAFRs, as DWSD used 3.677%, while GLWA used 4.17%. These different rates used
resulted in DWSD stating their receivable from GLWA $39.0 million higher than the payable
recorded by GLWA for the water fund, and $32.0 million higher in the sewage disposal fund.
There also could have been an incentive for DWSD to use the lower percentage, as using a lower
discount percentage results in a higher receivable balance, thus showing a higher net position.
These different rates have been discussed with DWSD and GLWA representatives, and perhaps
could be discussed with DWSD’s auditors.

The details of the bifurcation gain in fiscal year 2016:

Water Sewage

Present value of consideration receivable $ 484,313,371 $ 591,938,565
Cash, cash equivalents, and investments at 12-31-2015 (349,833,408) (462,833,499)
Receivables assumed by GLWA (67,167,538) (248,776,115)
Assets leased to GLWA (1,386,073,421) (2,295,028,738)
Bonds assumed by GLWA 2,020,221,695 3,093,035,814
Other liabilities assumed by GLWA 66,233,037 121,715,649
Day one cash 8.839,000 8,911,500

Total $ 776,532,736 $ 808,963,176

The CAFR for the City for the first full year of DWSD’s operations under the split with GLWA,
the period ending June 30, 2017, again stated that some issues still needed to be worked out.

DWSD continued to negotiate some of the final issues concerning the bifurcation, including the
portion of the debt assumed by GLWA that was utilized for local system improvements, whose
debt will continue to be funded by DWSD. As a result of these negotiations during fiscal year
2017, DWSD has reduced the recognition of the gain previously recognized in fiscal year 2016
from the bifurcation by $85.9 million in the Water Fund and $72.1 million in the Sewage Disposal
Fund. There was also an accounting adjustment for pension costs because of the City’s
bankruptcy, and the Water Fund reported an Operating Net Income of $12.5 million, while the
Sewer Fund reported a Net Operating Loss of $20.2 million.

The City should closely observe the financial performance of the Water and Sewage Disposal
Funds after the bifurcation. The large operating loss of the Sewage Disposal Fund in fiscal year
2017 is of concern, and should be discussed further with DWSD representatives, as cash receipts
have been less than required disbursements since June 30, 2016.

13 Page 34 of the DWSD Sewer Fund Financial Report FY 2016
9



In the most recent City CAFR, for the period ending June 30, 2018, DWSD reported a gain due to
the bifurcation, and both funds reported $8.8 million in net operating income.

The following shows the gains and the losses from the bifurcation for three fiscal years:

Water ewer Total
2016  $ 776,532,736 $ 808,913,176 $ 1,585,445912
2017 (85,895,242) (72,059,278) (157,954,520)
2018 35,482,690 06,377,234 101,859,924

$ 726,120,184 $ 803,231,132 $ 1,529,351,316

GLWA, per the Master Bond Ordinance, receives and disburses all cash for both DWSD and
GLWA. Included in the agreement with GLWA, is the requirement of the Reconciliation
Committee to address any “cumulative negative variance” of more than two percent (2%) of the
total budget for either Local System (Water or Sewage Disposal).

At June 30, 2018, GLWA reported a negative balancc of $47.8 million of required trust receipts
and disbursements for the DWSD sewer fund, which exceeds the two percent variance threshold.
This $47.8 million figure (for the first three fiscal years, 2016 —2018) was adjusted up to $53.6
million (after adding $5.8 million for the first five months of fiscal year 2019), and is shown as —
Due to Great Lakes Water Authority in the Sewer fund in the 2018 City CAFR. This amount is
due to the fact that DWSD received a “loan” from GLWA to meet their cash needs. As thisis a
loan, it must be paid back and future shortages of receipts over disbursements should be avoided.
There are no details provided in the City CAFR or the DWSD audited financial report explaining
this amount. We met with GLWA representatives to analyze this amount. Some of it was
explained in GLWA’s 2018 CAFR, and some of it was included in GLWA’s monthly reports to
its Finance Committee and Board. GLWA provides a highly detailed report each month (130 —
140 pages) to its Finance Committee. Included in this report is a sheet detailing DWSD - Net Cash
Receipts and Disbursements as GLWA controls all DWSD cash.!* This sheet identifies that
GLWA paid more in expenditures than DWSD receipted in each year since 2016. DWSD must
pay this amount back with interest based on the three-year U.S. Treasury rate (2.63%), plus 150
basis points. This interest rate of 4.13% equates to $1,900,500 in interest expense which will have
to be built into future rate increases.

Since July 1, 2018, DWSD has been making monthly payments ($866,000) to GLWA on a portion
of this loan to GLWA, but will end fiscal year 2019 with a balance due of approximately $43.2
million, all of which goes back to the period 2016 — 2018. DWSD would have added to this debt
balance in fiscal year 2019, had they not transferred $11.6 million from the operating &
maintenance budget for May and June 2019 to reduce their debt. Thus, the sewer fund will end
fiscal year 2019 with a positive net cash flow with this transfer, but the balance from 2016 — 2018
still is there, and we must continually verify that future receipts exceed disbursements.

14 Attachment — Table 2 - DWSD Net Cash Receipts and Disbursements — January 31, 2019
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The unaudited finances of DWSD since July 1, 2018 are shown in documents presented to the
Board of Water Commissioners (BOWC) at their monthly meetings.'> These reports do not show
DWSD’s actual revenues and expenditures compared to budgeted revenues and expenditures.
Such a report is shown only for the General Fund in the annual CAFR reports for the City. We
believe that such a report would be highly desirable to all.

One area of financial concern is the Accounts Receivable of DWSD. Recently dated reports show
that of the total receivables for all active accounts for both the water fund and the sewage disposal
fund - $163.8 million, 55.6% ($91.1 million) is over 180 days past due, and 18.9% ($31.0 million)
is over 60 days past due. All of these past due accounts are not just residential accounts, but are
commercial, industrial, tax-exempt, and governmental entities. All have about 50% in the over
180-day category. Of the total customer accounts of 590,594, 259,464, or 43.9% are inactive
accounts. These 259,494 inactive accounts total $19,605,640, or 10.7% of total receivables.
DWSD receivables have been an ongoing problem over the years, and should be thoroughly
analyzed. We must realize that if a customer does not pay its bills, these costs must be spread to
the ones who do pay.

One customer identified, Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is billed for 714 acres
of state highways whose water run-off drains into sewers that feed into the downriver Water
Resource Recovery Facility (WRRF). They have an estimated balance due of $2.8 million. Since
the date of transition to DWSD’s revised drainage charge methodology, MDOT has disputed the
amount of acreage and phase-in rate on their monthly bill, and continues to pay the amount they
were billed prior to the transition. DWSD contends the amount of acreage and billable rate should
increase. DWSD have been engaged in pre-litigation discussions with the Attorney General and
MDOT. These negotiations have been ongoing for almost two years, and were interrupted by a
“lame duck” administration and the change in the Governor’s office. Due to the dispute, MDOT’s
phase-in rate to the revised methodology is currently frozen at $93 per impervious acre, which
appears to be a drastic reduction in the amount they are charged compared to other customers.
MDOT is paying only about one-half of the amount they are currently billed. According to a
consent judgment from 1989, MDOT is to be charged for 714 acres, yet DWSD has been charging
MDOT for 2,094 acres based upon updated engineering studies. Given the confidentiality of
negotiations, we are not privy to the full details regarding the dispute and potential resolutions;
however, we will request monthly updates from DWSD. Additionally, the Michigan Department
of Corrections and Department of Natural Resources dispute their bills and have balances due for
the Ryan Correctional Facility and Belle Isle. Total debt owed by the State is over §5 million.
We remain concerned about rate affordability when a major ratepayer is not paying the full amount
for water, sewer and drainage charges as are other customers, and we challenge DWSD to be more
diligent in collecting these revenues.

The BOWC (Board of Water Commissioners) has requested details of the 50 customers with the
highest balances due, and what DWSD plans to do about collecting the balances due. This
information was provided to the BOWC on July 9, 2019, and was discussed. DWSD staff has
been working diligently on collecting these balances, but the vast majority of the balances due are

15 Attachment — DWSD March 2019 Review, Finance Committee.
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because of the recently implemented drainage fees. The changes to the way drainage fees were
implemented and the amounts due because of this change merits discussion with DWSD staff.

What can we do about water affordability for Detroit residents?

After numerous meetings and discussions with DWSD staff, LPD representatives and DWSD staff
are exploring whether an income-based water affordability program could work for Detroit. The
goal is developing approaches that would hopefully overcome the issues and limitations of the
Headlee Amendment and the decision in Bolt vs. Lansing, toward the desired result of universal,
affordable access to necessary water and sewer services for all, including the City’s poorest
residents. This program could be modeled after Philadelphia’s Tiered Assistance Program or
Baltimore’s newly proposed program. More about this will be coming soon. DWSD’s
affordability programs remain primarily focused on payment assistance, but DWSD staff appear
amenable to looking all options and are reviewing programs and literature from around the
country.

As a preliminary, data-gathering measurc toward thcesc ends, DWSD has initiated a joint pilot
project with the City Health Department, identifying 70 water insecure Detroit residential
accounts for in-depth study and intervention, including rate relief and wraparound social services
to help lift these residents out of their water-related predicament. Such a focused initiative
targeting relief for Detroit’s most vulnerable water customers is a welcome development, and
will hopefully lead to longer terms system-wide reforms. DWSD will keep LPD informed of
progress on the pilot project.

Conclusion

Council members may wish to seek more information from DWSD and GLWA regarding:

e Recent development of a truly integrated regional Wastewater Master Plan;

e The ongoing Sewer Cost of Service Methodology Review (especially the historical
splitting of CSO costs with 83% being charged to the City of Detroit, as well as
other regional financial settlements that affect the City);

e GLWA'’s development of their new brand awareness campaign of intentional public
relations, framing the regional “One Water” initiatives as building “trust in a post-
Flint world”;

e The financial results of DWSD since January 1, 2016, especially the fact that
DWSD’s sewerage cash receipts have been less than their disbursements, creating
a loan from GLWA, and the ongoing issues with their accounts receivable (A/R)
balances, including increases in A/R since the implementation of the changes
implemented by drainage fees; and
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e More information will be coming on pursuing how an income-based water
affordability program could work for Detroit.

As we are all aware of the complexities involved with the issues of providing clean, safe and
affordable water, sewerage and drainage services to the residents of Detroit, there will be several
more reports informing your Honorable Body on these subjects.

We thank the DWSD Director, Gary Brown and his staff, the GLWA CEO, Sue McCormick and
her staff, for their assistance as we prepared this report. We must especially commend the DWSD
Director, Gary Brown and his staff for the excellent work that they have accomplished over the
past three and a half years in several areas. They took a system with billions of dollars in debt,
survived through a difficult bankruptcy, a bifurcation with GLWA, and continued providing clean
water and safe disposal of sewage.

One of our long-range objectives in providing this report is to make every effort to ensure that our
grandchildren and their grandchildren have access to safe, clean and affordable water and safe

disposal of waste water including drainage.

If Council has any other questions or concerns regarding this subject, LPD will be happy to provide
further research and analysis upon request.

13
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Wholesale Sewer Charge Methodology Review
June 28,2019

= RAFTELIS

Overview of Process

v'Early May — Meetings with 13 Member Partners -

v'"May 31— Review of Prioritized Key Concerns with GLWA
Staff

v"June 13 — Draft Report delivered to GLWA

v'June 21— Draft Report distributed to SHAREs Work
Group

° June 28 - Presentation to and Workshop with
SHAREs Work Group on Potential Approaches

> July 17 — Updated Draft Report with Recommendations
e July 31 — Final Report due to GLWA

» August 15 — Presentation of Final Recommendations to
SHAREs Work Group
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Key Concerns

1. Stability in Charges Unanimous Concerns

2. Simplification and Understanding of Methodology and
Data

3. Incentives to Remove / Reduce Flows

4. Phase-In / Grace Period on any Changes Implemented

5. Recognition of Peak Flows and how it relates to
existing 83/17 CSO Methodology

6. Recognition of Investments in Local Systems that
benefit the GLWA Regional System
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Key Concerns (continued)

7. Recognition of Contract Capacities

8. Minimize changes in distribution among communities
9. Affordability

10. Impact of New Development / Impact Fees

11. Accuracy of existing Cost / Asset Allocations

Are there critical issues that
have been missed?

Cost of Service in a
~ Nut Shell




.Cost of Service in a Nut Sheli

* Determination of Revenue Requirement
(i.e., How much money)

* Functionalization of Costs (i.e., Putting the
dollars in cost pools)

* Allocation of Costs (i.e., Levels of Service)

 Distribution of Costs to Customers based
on Units of Service

Potential Charge
Approaches

6/27/2019



Average Total Volume (Current)

Total volumetric contribution to the GLWA Regional System
(including wet weather volume and dry weather I/1).

Plus Minus
» Simple and * Significant assumptions
understandable needed to determine some

customers volume (D+)

» Lacks recognition of historic
nature of system

Cost Pool — Approximately 42% of current revenue

requirement

Units of Service — Measured and estimated flow from
Member Partner Communities

9
Pollutants (Current)
Cost of treating pollutants by GLWA treatment facilities
(BOD, TSS, P, and FOG).
Plus | Minus _ -
> Consistent with industry * Significant assumptions
standards necessary for different
- Differentiates different types of flow
components of Average » Complex and difficult to
Volume (e.g., sanitary vs. I/l) understand
Cost Pool — Approximately 42% of current revenue
requirement
Units of Service — Measured and assumed contributed
pollutants in pounds
10
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CSO Facilities (Current)

Capital and O&M costs of dedicated CSO facilities

Plus

» Established by 1999
settlement agreements and
memorialized in contracts

= Intended to assign CSO
cost responsibility to
communities based on CSO
impact

Minus

> 83/17 split not strictly
based on cost of service

» Disagreement over what
assets should be
considered CSO facilities

Cost Pool - Apprtﬁr-n;t_ely_ 13% of current revenue

requirement

Units of Service — Based on negotiated settlement

11

OMID Specific (Current)

Allocation directly to OMID for debt service, O&M, and
share of other costs based on amended contracts

Plus

» Consistent with existing
contract

= Costs have been agreed
upon and identified

Minus

* None significant

Cost Pooi — Approximateiy 2% of current revenue

requirement

Units of Service — Not applicable, direct allocation of
identified costs to a single customer entity

12
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Suburban Only (Current)

of measuring their volumes

Allocation to suburban customers primarily related to cost

Plus

» Aligns with cost causation

requirement

Cost Pool - Approximately 2% of current revenue

Minus

* Added complexity for
small share of costs

* Doesn't alight with D+
cost allocation

Units of Service — Average volume

13
Sanitary Volume
Contributed sanitary volumes from each Member Partner
Community
Plus Minus
* Ties to retail billing of each = Does not recognize
Member Partner Community differences in wet
* Recognition of historical weather volume and dry
development of combined weather l/i
and separated areas
Cost Pool — Potential cost pool could be GLWA o
regional treatment facilities
Units of Service — Contributed retail sanitary volume
I T I
14
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Peak Volume

Peak volume conveyed to GLWA regional system by each
Member Partner Community

Plus Minus

+ Recognition of capacity + Difficult to accurately
used in GLWA regional measure peak volume
system

* Price signal to reduce
peak contributions

‘Cost Pool — Potential cost pool could be GLWA
regional collection and conveyarice assets

Units of Service — Peak volume

15
Population
Population of service area in each Member Partner
community
i 2PV
Plus Minus
« Recognition of benefits » Not commonly used to
provided by regional distribute wastewater
system costs
» Concern over data
sources
Cost Pooi — Potentiaiiy use simpiified singie cost pooi
Units of Service — Residential population and/or work force
population
16
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Table Discussions

Objectives of Table Discussions

° Which approaches are most promising?

* Which approaches give you the most
reservations?

18
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Next Steps

+ July 17 — Updated Draft Report with Recommendations
* July 31 — Final Report due to GLWA

« August 15 — Presentation of Final Recommendations to
SHAREs Work Group

19
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INTRODUCTION

The methodology used to allocate wholesale service costs in the greater Detroit area has been continually
evolving for the past half century. A series of agreements between the City of Detroit and surrounding
suburbs in the late 1970’s laid the groundwork for today’s rates. The current process distributes costs
between wholesale customers of the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) based on their estimated use of
the system, measured by estimates of flow volume and amount of pollutants contributed.

The process of determining charges begins with a total revenue requirement. Each component of the
requirement is allocated to a function of providing service, and each function is allocated to a cost driver as a
way of distributing those costs to customers based on their unique usage characteristics.

GLWA has engaged Raftelis, in conjunction with HDR, to assist both GLWA and the Member Partner
Communities in review the existing methodology for recovering costs, provide expertise and assistance in
proposing potential changes to the methodology, and determine the steps necessary to move forward with
such proposed changes.

This report summarizes our findings to date as part of this engagement. The major sections of this report are
in chronological order as they have been developed through this engagement, we began by reviewing and
documenting the existing methodology and provided our perspective on areas for consideration based on
preliminary direction from GLWA staff. We next conducted member interviews with Member Partner
Communities and have documented the feedback we received in those meetings. We then discuss potential
rate approaches that currently are or could be incorporated into the sewer rate methodology for GLWA
moving forward. This report then discusses how the proposed ‘Path Forward’ that was recently presented
may address our findings so far.

REVENUE REQUIREMENT

At a basic level, the total revenue requirement includes operating expenses, debt service, and rate financed
capital. After GLWA develops a detailed financial plan forecasting these expenses, they conduct a cost of
service study to determine how much each customer pays for service.

ALLOCATION OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT TO FUNCTIONS

The first step in the cost of service process is to allocate the revenue requirement to functions. The WRRF
functions currently used by GLWA are:

WRREF:

Primary Pumping
Rack and Grit
Primary Treatment
Aeration

Secondary Treatment
Dewatering

@ (@l & 00 Lo =
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7. Sludge Disposal
8. WRREF General

Wastewater Collections:
9. Lift Stations
10. CSO Facilities
11. Interceptors
12. Industrial Waste Control
13. Master Meters
14. GLWA Sewer General

Operations and Maintenance Expense

The O&M revenue requirement is divided into seven departments:

Wastewater Operations
Wastewater Process Control
Wastewater Primary Processing
Wastewater Secondary Processing
Wastewater Dewatering Process
Wastewater Incinerations Process
Biosolids Dryer Facility

= G S G 9IRS

Each of these departments are subdivided into Personnel, Electricity, Chemicals, Other Utilities, and Other.
The resulting 35 categories plus Wastewater Engineering and Analytical Laboratory costs are allocated to
the functions listed above based on judgement and experience. Figure 1 presents an example allocation of FY
2019 Personnel Costs. In addition, costs associated with lift stations, CSO facilities, and Industrial Waste
Control, are separated from the seven departments and allocated 100% to their respective functions.

Administrative costs are allocated proportionally based on the results of functionalized personnel costs. 54%
of the total GLWA budgets for Centralized Services and Administrative Services are allocated to the sewer
utility. The sewer portion of Centralized Services is allocated between WRRF General and Wastewater
Collection functions, while administrative services are allocated 100% to GLWA Sewer General.

Costs allocated to WRRF General are allocated to the other seven WRRF functions based on the proportions
of directly allocated non-commodity costs (Personnel, Other, Support Services). GLWA Sewer General costs
are allocated among the other 12 functions based on the proportions of all previously allocated non-
commodity costs.

Capital Expenses

GLWA Debt Service, transfers to I&E and R&R, and non-rate revenues are allocated to functions in the same
proportion as existing assets plus CWIP. Once all assets are allocated to functions, total annual depreciation
and current net book value for each function are used to determine a utility basis capital revenue

1 All cost allocation examples based on FY 2019 Cost of Service Study and may no longer be applicable to the FY 2020
Study. Figures may be different than published TFG figures due to rounding.
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requirement. A 60% adjustment factor is applied to depreciation to approximate “pre-valuation”
depreciation expense, and all costs not covered by deprecation are considered return on rate base and are
allocated to functions in proportion to current net book value. The return and depreciation components are
added to obtain a total capital revenue requirement by function.

ALLOCATION OF FUNCTIONAL COSTS TO COST DRIVERS

The second step in the Cost of Service is to allocate functionalized costs to cost drivers.
The current allocation factors are based on the 1979 and 1980 Settlement Agreements. The functions are
allocated to ten cost drivers:

1. Flow

2. BOD

3. TSS

4, PHOS

5. FOG

6. Suburban
7. OMID

3. CSO

9. Industrial Waste Control
10. Detroit Only

Figure 2 shows the current 0&M cost allocation factors in use. Different factors are used for 0&M and capital.

Final cost pools are determined using the proportions of each cost driver developed in this step (for total
0&M, non-commodity O&M, and capital) to allocate all budget elements as shown in Figure 3.

» 0&M and Contribution to Operating Reserves are allocated on the 0&M basis.

» Pension Obligations are allocated on the non-commodity O&M basis

»  Debt Service and transfers to I&E and R&R are allocated on the capital basis

» WRAP, Lease Payment, and non-rate revenues are allocated proportionally to everything else.

UNITS OF SERVICE

The SHARES process introduced a simplified method of distribution costs among all customers. At a basic
level, it determines what “share” of common to all costs each customer should be responsible for based on a
four-year average (currently FY13 to FY16) of contributed volume and estimated pollutant strengths. This

marnwanas 1o Fh v 3 3 i
average is then used for distributing

FLOW BALANCE

The first step of developing SHARES is conducting a flow balance to determine total flows for suburban
customers (M), the Detroit+ (D+) group, and common inflow and infiltration (Z).

costs in the next three fiscal years

111 wis stlal yoals.
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Suburban Customers

The process begins with error-corrected meter readings for each of the suburban customers to measure
their total volume contribution. This total is then corrected for known factors; the amount of I&I from GLWA
water mains (NNNW) is estimated based on known non-revenue water from the system and proportionally
subtracted from M customers based on inch-miles of GLWA water mains within their sewer service area.
Historic M flows for appropriate customers are also corrected for the OMIDDD diversion in 2016 and WTUA
flows being sent to YCUA beginning in FY 2018. The net amount for each customer represents their total
flows into the Water Resource Reclamation Facility (WWRF).

Detroit+

The D+ area includes Detroit, Hamtramck, Highland Park, and a few small parts of other communities. Flow
from D+ is not directly metered, however there are 13 system meters covering areas referred to as D+ Direct.
Data from these meters are used to estimate total flows from the Direct districts in a similar manner as the M
customers.

Districts within the D+ area that do not contain a system meter are referred to as D+ Incremental. Total flows
in the D+ Incremental area are built up from three components: sanitary (discussed below), DWII, and WWIL.
DWII and WWII are estimated through a process that considers WWII or DWII per unit of impervious area
within the D+ Direct areas relative to impervious area in D+ Incremental areas, an estimate of interceptor
DWII, and an estimate of DWII related to non-revenue water.

D+ Direct and D+ incremental are added for a total estimate of D+ flow, which is then adjusted for NNNW.

CSO Discharges

During extreme wet weather events, WW flows can exceed WWRF treatment capacity and CSO basin storage
capacity. The excess amount is discharged into the Detroit River and is not treated. 11.3% of this excess is
subtracted from M flows in proportion to their CSO cost allocation, and the remaining 88.7% is subtracted
from D+ flows. The sum of the final M and D+ flows are referred to as Total Wastewater Toward Treatment.

Common Flow

However, total WWREF influent (after historic OMID and WTUA adjustments) is not equal to Total
Wastewater Towards Treatment. The portion of this difference that is not attributable to recycled flows used
in the treatment process is considered common flow. These are not allocable units to which costs can be
distributed, effectively making the cost to treat this common flow shared proportionally among all
customers.

Determination of Sanitary, DWII, WWII Flows

In the D+ area, sanitary flows are assumed to be 95% of retail and industrial winter water sales; in the M
areas, sanitary flows are 90% of winter water sales. DWII is estimated by subtracting the sanitary flows from
total flows on “dry” days. WWIl is estimated by subtracting total flow on dry days from total flow on wet
days.
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POLLUTANTS

The second step is estimating the amount of BOD, TSS, Phosphorus, and Fats, Oils, and Greases each
customer contributes to the system.

Pollutant Strengths

Due to the infeasibility of measuring each customer’s strength of flow, the current process assumes thatall
customers have the same strengths for each category of flow. Using published national data, the Strength of
Flow Subcommittee estimated DWII and WWII strengths as a proportion of sanitary flow strengths for each
pollutant and used weighted WRRF loadings and volumes to estimate strengths for each type of flow. See
Figure 4 for currently used strengths and ratios, and Figure 5 for the development of these strengths. Total
pounds of pollutants for each customer are calculated using these estimated strengths and the sanitary,
DWII, and WWII flows previously estimated.

SHARES

Now that volume and pollutant totals have been developed for each M customer and D+, total flow volumes
and pounds of each pollutant are con verted to percentages for each customer. Common to All SHARES are
calculated with a weighted average, currently set to 50%/50%, of the volume SHARE and pollutant SHARE.
Figure 6 contains an example of SHARE development using FY 2018 units of service.

Suburban only SHARES are based on each M customer’s portion of total M flow.
CSO SHARES are based on the 1999 Settlement Agreement. 83% of CSO costs are distributed to Detroit. The

remaining 17% is distributed among suburban customers based upon an agreed upon methodology by those
customers.

CUSTOMER CHARGES

Industrial surcharges revenues are netted out of the total customer revenue requirement. Remaining flow,
BOD, TSS, PHOS, and FOG costs are combined to create a single common to all cost pool. This total is then
multiplied by each customer’s CTA SHARE. The same process is performed with suburban only costs and
SHARES, OMID only costs and SHARES, and CSO costs and SHARES. The sum of these costs for each customer
represents their share of GLWA'’s revenue requirement. See Figure 7 for an example of the development of
customer charges.

The final step is to account for Detroit’s equity in the system and suburban bad debt. Each of these costs is
distributed to suburban customers using Suburban Only SHARES, and the equity amount is subtracted from

Detroit’s total charge. The final annual total is billed to each customer on a fixed monthly basis.

AREAS FOR CONSIDERATION

Based on our preliminary review of the existing methodology and our experience assisting wastewater
utilities with examination and development of cost of service methodologies, we have identified several
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areas that warrant consideration for change. The existing methodology is more complicated than typical,
even for a utility like GLWA that provides service to its numerous member communities on solely a
wholesale basis. The desire expressed by GLWA and Member Partner Communities to simplify further is
consistent with the views of other wastewater utilities.

The preliminary areas we have identified are described below. It is important to note that these are
preliminary and subject to further refinement and addition as our work on this assignment continues.

One area that warrants consideration for simplification is the use of strength of flow in the existing
methodology. It is important that pollutant strength and the costs associated with the treatment and
disposal of regulated pollutants be considered for purposes of determining excess strength surcharges for
industrial customers to meet EPA requirements. In some cases utilities analyze wastewater samples from
wholesale customers, however, this is less common due to recognition of the difficulty of securing
representative samples and the associated costs of such sampling and analysis as well as the variability in
the results. GLWA's existing methodology that considers the strength of flow for sanitary discharges dry
weather [/], river induced /1 and wet weather related flows is a level of complexity not typically seen. Great
effort has been made to estimate the strength of these different flows in the GLWA system, but ultimately,
they remain to be estimates with a limited level of accuracy. While additional effort and resources could be
expended to improve the accuracy of these estimates, the results would remain relatively inaccurate
compared to the other units of service used to allocate and distribute costs to customers.

However, it should be noted that removal of strength of flow without consideration of other facets of the cost
of service methodology would not be consistent with the overriding objective of achieving a fair distribution
of costs. The existing methodology that accounts for the volume of wet weather and dry weather I /1
somewhat necessitates consideration of strength of flow to reasonably allocate costs to those customers with
high wet weather volumes and dry weather I/I. Some utilities with similar service areas, for instance,
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) in the metropolitan Cleveland area, charge their
customers based primarily on sanitary flow, so all customers share in wet weather and dry weather [/1 costs
proportional to their sanitary flow.

Another area of consideration is the split of costs for the CSO facilities that are currently allocated 83% to
DWSD and 17% to other Member Partner Communities. While we understand that these numbers are based
on many years of technical discussions, hydraulic modeling and negotiation and as such may be a reasonable
estimate of DWSD’s use of CSO facilities at that time, such an allocation may not appropriately recognize the
historic nature of the development of the system with relation to regulation of combined sewer systems. For
example, as mentioned previously, NEORSD recovers cost in proportion to sanitary flow of all communities,
even though some areas are combined and others are separated.

Some consideration should be given to distributing costs to Member Partner Communities based on peak
flow. Peak flow is a driver of many sewer utility’s capital and operating costs; facilities must be sized to meet
peak flow and some regulatory requirements are driven by peak flow impacts. By recognizing peak flow as a
factor in cost of service, there is a price signal to customers that reducing peak flow will reduce their share of
costs of the utility.
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Based on our preliminary discussion with the Member Partner Communities, the impact of facilities
constructed, funded, and operated by Member Partner Communities that can benefit the entire regional
system may need to be recognized. As GLWA begins its next round of negotiations with MDEQ for its NPDES
permit renewal, optimization of the collections system, including the components of the networks within the
Member Partner Communities could achieve desired levels of environmental quality at a lower cost than
would otherwise be required.

Finally, some consideration will need to be given to the timing of any changes and future updates. We
understand that GLWA and the Member Partner Communities appreciate the consistency of the current
approach where the distribution of costs is only updated every three years. To mitigate impacts on
customers, GLWA might consider determining the impact of proposed changes in advance of implementation
so that the Member Partner Communities can prepare and react, and then the changes may also be phased in
over multiple years.

MEMBER PARTNER MEETINGS

An important aspect of this engagement is input from the Member Partner Communities. To that end the
Raftelis Project Team, in conjunction with GLWA'’s Member Outreach Consultant, Bridgeport Consulting,
conducted meetings with most of the Tier 1 Member Partner Communities over the course of several weeks.
The Member Partner Communities that met with us, in order of their meeting were:

» Macomb County (OMID)

» Detroit Water and Sewerage Department

» Oakland County (OMID and Oakland GWK)
» Melvindale

» Highland Park

»  Grosse Pointe Park

» SEMSD and Harper Woods

» Dearborn

»  Allen Park

» Grosse Pointe Farms

» Farmington (including Evergreen Farmington)
» Wayne County (Rouge Valley)

The Member Partner Communities were encouraged to provide their honest and frank feedback concerning

their perspective and concerns regarding GLWA’s methodology for recovering sewer costs from all Member
Partner Communities.

MEMBER PARTNER KEY CONCERNS

Based on the meetings with the Member Partner Communities, the Raftelis Project Team compiled a list of
Key Concerns about the sewer rate methodology. These concerns are general in nature, not necessarily
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directed at only the existing methodology, but meant to provide guidance on consideration of changes to the
methodology.

Issues are ranked by the number of Member Partner Communities that expressed their concern with that
issue, in descending order. Communities were unanimous in their concern with stability and simplification.

1. Stability in charges - Minimize each Member Partner Community’s change in charges from GLWA.

2. Simplification of methodology / Understanding of methodology - Simplify rate methodology so it can
be easily understood and explained to others (e.g, elected officials)

3. Incentives to remove / reduce flows - Provide pricing signal for Member Partner Communities that
reduce contributions to the regional GLWA system.

4. Phase-In / Grace period on any changes implemented - Allow Member Partner Communities an
opportunity to respond to changes in the rate methodology before they are implemented or fully
implemented.

5. Recognition of peak flows and how it relates to existing 83/17 CSO allocation - How does any new
mcthodology supplement or supplant the existing 83 /17 CSO allocation.

6. Recognition of investments in local systems that benefit the GLWA regional system - Member
Partner Communities that reduce peaks for the benefit of the regional system through storage or
other operational measures would like to know how it benefits them form a rate perspective.

7. Recognition of contract capacities - How does the rate methodology recognize contract capacities for
customers.

8. Minimize change in distribution among communities - Some Member Partner Communities
expressed concern how changes would disproportionately impact other communities in the region.2

9. Affordability - Address affordability considerations for Member Partner Communities retail
customers.

10. Impact of new development / Impact fees - Should there be recognition for new retail customers that
are benefitting from the GLWA regional system.

11. Accuracy of existing cost / asset allocations - Are the existing cost and asset allocations suitable for
any proposed new rate methodology.

POTENTIAL RATE APPROACHES

Based on the concerns of the Member Partner Communities and the understanding that the existing GLWA
sewer rate methodology accounts for basically five factors in allocating and distributing costs (Average
Volume, Pollutants, CSO facilities, OMID Specific, and Suburban Only), we will examine how the existing and
other factors may be considered and used as part of the GLWA sewer rate methodology moving forward.

2 This differs from item 1 in that this item indicates concern about shifting costs to communities other than themselves.
Even if their share of costs were unchanged under a new methodology, they are concerned about the share of costs
being shifted to other Member Partner Communities.

GLWA | Sewer Cost of Service Methodology 8



AVERAGE VOLUME

Average volume in effect recognizes each Member Partner Communities’ total volumetric contributions to
the GLWA regional system for the year. The average volume includes sanitary volume, dry weather I/I, and
wet weather volume. While some of GLWA'’s costs relate to total volume treated, electricity and chemicals
for example, many of GLWA's costs are driven by other factors besides total volume treated. Under the
current methodology approximately 42% of the GLWA revenue requirement is recovered from Member
Partner Communities based on average volume.

While average volume certainly accomplishes the objective of being simple and understandable, due to the
nature of the GLWA regional system and the D+ customers, some assumptions need to be made to determine
the share of average volumes among customers, so there may be some concern over the accuracy of that
allocation.

The primary concern we have with average volume is that it does not differentiate the historic development
of the system and recognize the average volumes from combined areas differently from separated areas on
its own. Under the existing methodology, this is accomplished through the strength of low allucation of
costs associated with pollutants, which will be discussed separately.

Some other utilities with both older inner-city combined areas as well as newer suburban separated areas do
not consider average volume or similar measures because of the burden it would place on those customers
with combined systems.

POLLUTANTS

Pollutants recognizes the cost of treating extra strength surcharge pollutants by the GLWA treatment
facilities, specifically BOD, TSS, Phosphorous, and FOG. Philosophical arguments can be made that if not for
the pollutants in the wastewater we would not need any treatment facilities, but generally accepted
allocation approaches recognize that treatment is driven by the volume of wastewater as well as pollutant
loadings.

Under the current methodology approximately 42% of the GLWA revenue requirement is recovered from
Member Partner Communities as well as retail surcharge customers. This share of costs allocated to
pollutants is based on the 50/50 allocation of costs between volume and pollutants that was established
during the previous rate simplification process. Based on our experience, this is a very high allocation of
costs to pollutants for a large regional wastewater utility.

In the context of the GLWA rate methodology, the use of pollutants as a cost allocation factor, especially
when considering the strength of each component of flow, is important because of the use of average volume.
If only average volume were considered, those customers with combined systems would pay a much greater
share of the GLWA regional costs due to their high levels of rain dependent I/1.

Throughout our customer meetings in discussing potential simplification, the strength of flow is one area
that Member Partner Communities universally had concern about because of the number of assumptions
needed to arrive at a determination.

GLWA | Sewer Cost of Service Methodology 9



No matter what is ultimately decided there will always need to be a consideration of pollutants in
determining excess strength surcharges, but there is a desire among the Member Partner Communities to
simplify this aspect of the rate methodology. Any adjustment must be considered carefully due to its impact
on costs of different types of flow (i.e., sanitary volume, dry weather I/1, and wet weather volume).

CSO FACILITIES

Costs are allocated to CSO facilities and those facilities are allocated based on the 83/17 split between the
City of Detroit and other customers. The 83/17 split was negotiated about 20 years ago and has been in
place since while the allocation of the 17% split among the non-Detroit customers was based on an analysis
performed around the same time. The share of the revenue requirement allocated to CSO facilities is
approximately 13% under the current methodology.

There are concerns about what costs are included in this pool, with some Member Partner Communities
believing more should be included in the cost pool while the City of Detroit thinks some costs should be
excluded.

There are also concerns related to the 83/17 split and whether it is representative of the cost of service.

Given the concern over this specific cost pool, both what is included and how it is allocated, it may be
desirable to move to another cost allocation approach to accomplish the same pricing objectives in the rate
structure. One approach may to be use wet weather volume in place of the 83/17 split for some cost pools.

OMID SPECIFIC

Certain debt service and O&M costs as well as shares in GLWA'’s other costs are allocated directly to OMID in
addition to their share of other costs. This allocation would most likely remain in place regardless of any
proposed change in methodology for the remainder of the GLWA’s revenue requirement under the existing
contractual agreements. There was no mention of concerns about this cost allocation during our meetings
with the Member Partner Communities. This represents approximately 2% of GLWA's total revenue
requirement.

SUBURBAN ONLY

There is an allocation of costs to suburban only customers, related primarily to the cost of measuring their
volumes. There was no mention of concerns about this cost allocation during our meetings with the Member
Partner Communities. This accounts for approximately 2% of the total GLWA revenue requirement.

These costs are allocated proportionally based on average volume excluding the City of Detroit. Given the
minimal share of the total revenue requirement, any simplification may consider the elimination of this cost
pool and allocation.

SANITARY VOLUME

A common methodology to allocating costs for sewer utilities is the use of sanitary volume. Sanitary volumes
are typically estimated based on metered water usage, especially in regions like Michigan where winter
average water usage should provide a reasonable estimate of sanitary volumes for most retail customers.
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Some other large regional sewer utilities that serve both combined and separated areas use sanitary volume
as a key component of their rate methodology. In effect this results in customers throughout their service
area paying for combined areas in proportion to their sanitary volume. The rationale for this approach is
often based on a historical perspective that the combined areas were the nucleus of the larger metropolitan
area and they were built to accepted standards at the time, which allowed for combined sewers and the
overflow of those sewers during rain events.

It may be appropriate to consider allocation of some of GLWA'’s revenue requirement on the basis of sanitary
flow. A potential approach would be to have to primary cost pools, conveyance and treatment, with the
treatment cost pool being allocated based on sanitary flows. However, there may still be challenges with
such an approach in how some future CSO facilities are allocated between conveyance and treatment.

PEAK VOLUME

Many facilities and operations in the GLWA system are constructed to meet peak volume demands, yet it is
not a component of the existing GLWA rate methodology. One potential challenge is the difficulty of
determining peak volume by Member Partner Community. An attempt has been made for some recent
discussions, but that estimate is for peak month, while ideally such a determination would be for a shorter
period of time, such as a peak day or possibly a longer period to encompass a peak event over more than a 24
hour period.

Peak volume may be a good approach for allocating some costs of the GLWA regional system, and in
particular it may make the most sense to allocate the cost of conveyance facilities that need to be sized to
meet potential peak volumes.

POPULATION

There has been discussion that population may be a factor used to allocate some portion of GLWA's revenue
requirements. In our discussions with Member Partner Communities there is some concern over how
population is measured (e.g., permanent residents, daytime workforce, etc.). There is also a concern that
population and another proposed factor, sanitary volume, are closely correlated and may provide the
appearance of a more precise approach than is really being delivered.

It is not common to use population as a cost allocation methodology (though it is common for utilities to
allocate some costs based on number of customers, which may also correlate with population).

PATH FORWARD

A potential option for a ‘Path Forward’ with regards to the sewer SHARES and rate simpliification was
presented at a recent meeting. This approach would use sanitary volume, peak volume, and population to
allocate a simplified cost pool that includes everything but industrial surcharge revenues and OMID specific
costs.

GLWA | Sewer Cost of Service Methodology 11



Each of the three factors was discussed in the previous section of this report. The largest concern from the
Member Partner Communities related to population, how it would be measured and whether it was
significantly different from sanitary volume.

Combining all costs into a single cost pool may be a little too extreme for cost simplification, as mentioned in
the previous section it may make sense for some cost pools to still be used such as conveyance and
treatment, depending on the units of service ultimately decided upon to allocate costs.

GLWA | Sewer Cost of Service Methodology 12
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Figure 5: Strength of Flow Calculation

Item Item Description BOD 1SS PHOS FOG
1 Total: WRRF Loadings (Ibs) 4-year average 176,697,300 255,289,900 4,910,400 27,112,600
2 DWII SoF - Sanitary % SoF Work Group 2.40% _2.10% 4.00% 0.00%
3 WWII SoF - Sanitary % SoF Work Group 5.30% 39.00% 2.50% 40.10%
Total Influent Volumes
4 Sanitary 4-year average 9,634,000 9,634,000 9,634,000 9,634,000
5 DWII 4-yearaverage 12,822,200 12,822,200 12,822,200 12,822,200
6 WWII 4-year average 7,090,300 7,090,300 7,090,300 7,090,300
7  Total: Flows 29,546,500 29,546,500 29,546,500 29,546,500
Weighted Influent Split
8 Sanitary =(4) 9,634,000 9,634,000 9,634,000 9,634,000
9 pwil =(2) * (5) 307,733 269,266 512,888 -
10 WWII =(3) * (6) 375,786 2,765,217 177,258 2,843,210
11 Total: Weighted Influent 10,317,519 12,668,483 10,324,146 12,477,210
Loading Allocation Factors
12 Sanitary =(8) /(11) 93.4% 76.0% 93.3% 77.2%
13 DWII =(9) / (11) 3.0% 2.1% 5.0% 0.0%
14 WWII =(10) /{(11) 3.6% 21.8% 1.7% 22.8%
Allocated Loadings
15 Sanitary =(1) *(12) 164,991,394 194,140,282 4,582,151 20,934,390
16 DWII =(1) *(13) 5,270,216 5,426,138 243,941 -
17 WWII =(1) * (14) 6,435,600 55,723,480 84,308 6,178,210
Strengths (mg/l) BOD TSS PHOS FOG
18 Sanitary =(15) / (4), converted 274.45 322.94 7.62 34.82
19 pwil =(16) / (5), converted 6.59 6.78 0.30 -
20 WWII =(17) / (6), converted 14.55 125.95 0.19 13.96
15

GLWA | Sewer Cost of Service Methodology



gl

ABojOpOYISIA 831198 JO 1S0D) 1amas | YAATD

%00'00T %00°00T %00°00T %00°00T %00°00T %00°00T %00°00T %0C 00T YITIZr'Se  SYBTI8Y  LET/LE'S8ET TLE'9TE'ELT 008'069°cc  0OT'6YT'S  00L'Z06'8  000'VE9'6
%P6'9E  %L8ET IOt %IVOE %08'8T %S8OE %9587 %ICHh TEO'EEL’L  6T0'98E'T  6VY'8TS'EL  8IS'POS'6Y  008°9ZY'OT  009'867'T  00T'T6Y'S  000°L£9°C
%90°E9  RETOL  %66'SS %8569 %OTTL %ST'69 %W 1L %66'SS €80'889°LT 9¢8'9TV'E  [BL'SYB'YIT tS8'IZREZT OQ00'VIC'ET  00S'0S8'T  00S'9TP'E 0002669
%00 %00 %100 %100 %100 %I00 %100 %ICO SEV'T 9t EV9'ET LEE'6 006'T oot 000°T 005
%00 %V00 %S00 %00  %E00  %V00 %EOD %SCO £6€'6 189'T +87'68 £50°09 009'7T 008'c 0099 ooz's
%90T %980  %LTT %880 %EBO %680 %80 WLTT 0g8'z7eT 9v6'6E €8L°8TT'C  SZL'9CH'T  00S'00E 00Z°99 00€'85T 0009
%S00  %¥00 %9070 %00 %00 %00 %Y00 %900 119°0T £68'T 69800T 919 00EPT 002's 0052 009'€
%810 %ST0  %IT0 %ST0  %VL'0  %STO  %bT0  %IZ0 ELS'LE 6019 192°25€ F433074 00L05 00Z'TT 00£'9C oog'et
%CL0 %850 %S80 %650 %950 %090 %SS0 %580 6TT°0ST 80692 9VELTV'T  SOT'196 00g'20¢ 009ty 005°90T 00Z‘tS
%CSY  %6St  %ShY %8LY  USEV  %PLY  %OPY %Sty LyLYTTT 8Tv'e0T VPB'60E'TT  TOV'8Z9'L  O0OT'€S0T  00T'9vE 00£'98¢ 00z'0ty
%090 %650 %090 %190 %SS0 %190 %950 %090 ¥9T'9ST 26997 60'9SY'T 785696 000°EvT 0089 00T'Er 00T'ES
%LED  %IVO  %LEO %P0 %IY0  %IV0 %EP0 %IEO SLO'POT 9TH'0z 999696 90e’LEL 009'SL 002'sT 00981 0081y
%EVD  %SPO  %TvO0 %LVO  %EVO  %9P0  %EVO %TYO 86L'81T 169°07 PEBVOT'T  8T8'ESL 00Z'66 00E‘2E 002'sT 0021
%8C0  %0E0  %STO %6C0  IED %620 %IE0D  %STO 698'7L SE6YT 868669 8y'LeS 002°65 00T°0T 00L'8T 00v'0E
%STO0 %600 %10 %6C0  %6C0 %BLO %6TO  %ITO 69T'EL 9b6'ET YOT'6L9 946505 0068t oov'et 008°L 00L'82
%TT0  %EC0 %8I0 %ETO  %YL0  %ETO %YTO %ST0 TEV'6S 99¢‘TT 85255 LELTTY 000y oot‘ot 0098 00E'ET
%16'G %619  %E9'S %SV'9 %8BS  U6E'Y  %96'G %EY'S TSY'8E9'T  90T'E8T 8GY'ECT'ST  T/0'8CE’0T  O00'€EE'T  006'vSY 005°90€ 009°TLS
%8E'8 %196 HYT'L %606  %OT'OT %ST6  %800T %b1'L 6v8°09€'T  910'98% SP'PP0'Te  STTLLY'LT 000T69'T  00T'TETT 00S'eLy 00v°L66
%ELOT  %IOTT  %9'0T %OV'IT %SYOT %LETL %LS0T %90 06£716'C  056'70S £60'00T'L  965°9CE'8T  O00B'ZLP'T  006°0T8 008'st9 00T‘TTOT
%REBTL  HIEVL  HEV'TT %CLVT VL'V %SOVT %9LYT %EPTT IST'06S'E  685'60L 0L6'66V'EE  ¥2T'/85'ST  006'90L'T  00T'90S 00S'TSL 002 6vr'T
%YPOT  %IY0T  %9'TT %8Y'6L %T8TT %YEGT %0R'TC %9P'TT 8£0°€S6'v  LZE'0S0'T  EVY'TOT'OF  9ST'€6LLE  000'TS6'T  006'he 006vTS 00T18T'C

sqy sgf sq sqi Puw Puw Puw Pw
JdVHS FIeys  3megs 504 SOHd SSI QO€ 9WnpPA 504 SOHd SSL aos 18301 MM ima Ngiues
v IUEIN[Ood SWNJOA

SIYVYHS Jo Juawdolaas :9 ainbi4

S)un 2|qedo||y ;oL
Honzq
S13WO0}SNY UEGNQGNS :|E30L

¢# Auno) audep
diysumoy piojpay
Aled puejysiy
spoopn, JedieH
31U10d 355019
JowenweH
uioqieaq
Suie4 93U10d 355019
3lepuIA|DN
3ied 33Ul0d 355010
uoldujuuey
|ur Jsiua)
Jled uafy
0D auAepA 3N
uojSulwieq uaaigisA3
AMD puepieQ
Aajen a8noy
aino

Jawolsn)

W ANm S N O~ 0o



Ll ABojopoyisiy 991A18S JO 1809 J1emas | YAMTO

68£'086'SSY - 68£°086'SSY - GGT'708°6S  99Y'TOS'OT  00EVOL'6 89€'T/6'SLE ‘felo)
£68'667'78T (000°9TSS)  €68'GTO88T - G/E'SE9'6Y - - 8TS'08¢'8€T noaaq jo A
96b‘08v'€/T  000'91S'S 96v'v96'(97 - 08899T°0T  99¥'TOSOT  00EV0L'6 0S8065'LEC  [BSI|0YM ueqingns :|e3oigns
SeT'ey 685 99Ty 1€6°0¢C - LE0T 8/9°0¢C £# Aluno) auAep
L18'1TT L20Y 0S8°€TT 9¢5'6/ - S80°L 8CTLET diysumo] piojpay
TTS'EET 8819 €CeLTe vLLL . £88°0T 799'80T spoop JadieH
[0L'TS6 §86°TT 12L'8T6 8Y€'9ET . 3cv'or SE6'TSL 93ui0d 355015
TI0TIE Y vE'L6 899°€TCY 9£8°€S6 - LST'TLT ¥/5880°€ PwepweH
woruy's LYE'6TT S50'€SE’S Y06 '7ET'T - £96'60T €81'806 € Yied puelysiH
97T'6€8 98¢/T ovL‘TZ8 6€S'ST . 885°0€ €19°CLL Yed us||v
€96°LT0'T sez'oT 8TL'166 68Y'EE : 665'GE 0v9'86 3ul7Jaua)
8YIVET'T LSS'VT 160°0TT'T L60°TE - €07y 164SE0'T uojdujwiey
91S'01S'T GEE'TE 8T6LY'T €Ty - LTT'SS T086LE'T slepuirlaN
T0T'98L°T 8ST'TY SY6'vYLT LL0'LE - 60v°CL 657'GE9°T Jled 91u10d 355019
9/8'S0LC 0€€'6S 9yS'99'C 00 ‘TOE 2 6L£70T [9L°0¥T'T swJeq 31ulod 955049
€G6'8€E'6T  T66EhY 796176881 S9£'S/6 ¢ YITT8L €8Y'8ET /LT uloqseaq
v06'9Py'vT  0EL'CSS v/1'v68'€C TL0T0L = LTY'TL6 989'612'CC 1uIsIg ues quIodeA IS
GIS'OCEYE  SPSTOL 0/6'8T9'cE §50'888 - 67TVEC'T 989961 'T€ uoj3uwIe USRIBIANT
S90vwS'Pr  89€'LT0T £69°9TS 'Y SCT'6VET - 6bt'208'T €21°09€0V IMD puepeQ
€E0°OVE'ES  PSETTTT 6/9°LTT'CS LEL'9LT s 855V/6'T ¥8E'SLy '8y Asjlep a8noy
0509S2°LL  6CS'€TTT 0TS‘T€0°9L The'S8s'T 99p‘20S‘0T  955°7STC 9S1'76/'T9 aino

el oy Tpy [e10L OMI 0S) aino uveqingns VDD Jawoysn)

diysisumQ

7€0'9L6'SSY - [S9'T086S  99Y‘TOS'OT  00EVOL'6 809°/96'GLE sadiey) woiy138png 19N
89T€9T¥TS  890'8YT'6 L00T/STT'S |eLIISNPU| 0} P31BJ0||Y
00Z'6£2°0Lt  890°8VT6 [S9'T08'6S  99¥'C0SOT  00EPOL'6 80/780'T8¢E JuawWwaiInbay anuanay |e1of

sogiey) woig 3e8png

[e301 dMI 0S) aino ueqingns V1D

juawidojanaaq abieys Jawoisny 2 aunbiy









6T0¢C ‘6 AInr

J3LLININOD FONVYNI4

M3IATY 6TO0Z AVIN

aSeiamas B 493\

1io3.13a
jusuntedag ki




psmp/aob-iwyionap

6102/2/L

snjels
1241989 L15'¥206 L06°70T'S 895'EETOT ST0'6£8 S 146'250'ST S65'vPS'OT £86°00V°6 8rZ°'089°TT [ 7415 44 S90PES’L jenyay 1 Suipuads WRO
55¢°265'6 SS2°265'6 55C°265°6 SST°C6S6 5577656 557765 6 9527656 5522656 GS2265'6 Q57?656 S52'26S'6 SSZ°T65'6 FEETTTY
smels
s s 1329 €vs Lvs FAZ 0SS 5329 vzs 97s 97s LES 1enpy unolpeay
119 119 19 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 19 198181
smels
enpy Juipueasing ajqeAeq sAeq
St 14 st 4 114 14 174 14 St St 14 St 19d1e)
snieis
T8t LET 0ge vee | X44 [X44 67t 1374 1214 61¢ 881 |enpy pueH uo sAeq ysey dunesadg
ozt ozt ot ozt ozt (6748 ozt ozt ozt ozt ozt ozt 19die]
%16 %Ed %E6 %E6 %6 %C6 %C6 %16 %T6 %16 %C6 |enpy 3)eYy U013I3[0) 3TesaAy Sulj|oY YIWOW-ZT
%6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %co %6 1931e)
%16 %06 %L6 %06 %8 %L8 %68 %16 %16 %E6 %30T [enpy 81y UoN29|[0) 38e1any BuljoY YIUoN-E
%C6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %6 %26 %6 %C6 %6 FEETTTY
smels
66T 96T 61 6T o061 881 981 81 €8T 81 98T |endy [e1IUBPISAY - JGEAIIIDY SIUN0IIY Ul sAeq
o6l 061 a6t 061 o6t 061 o6l 061 o6l 061 o6l 061 12d1e)
smels
S6v'Le [ATy w00'tc 669'2C 989°7C 889°L¢C e 208'LT 96L7LT we'Le lenizy 25eany snoyuadwy 2jqej(ig
SLY'8T SLY'8T SLP'8Z SLY'8T [YA'4: T4 SLb'8¢ SLV'8T SLY'8T SLP'8T TA4:14 SLY'8T S/v'8t pEEITTY
snjels
S06°'8LT oov'6LT G0B'8LT S6v'LLT v60°LLT 64€'9LT BES'9/LT 65941 €45'9LT 62L°9LT L20°LLT [enpy SIDISN DAY |BEI0L
000'8LT 000841 000'8LT 000841 000'8LT 000841 000'84T 000'8LT 000°841 000'8L1 000'8LT 000'8L1 wdie)
smels
T18'80¢C SEV'8TT ¥60°'CeT 169°LTT 989°20Z 0LL°T8T SOT'Ste TeS' T 9.¥'70€ £19°7L€ {eny SIWN|OA 12187
002°0vT 000°TTZ 00t’eze 00g'€TT Qor'9tT 009'92¢ 005907 005'vee 008'€€T 00s'0LT 00T'ELT 000692 1w@diey

10°610¢
8T-nC

T0'610C
81-6ny

1076102
81-das

Z0°6T0Z
81-P0

1Pueng [easy
Papu3 Yauoiy

Z0'610¢
8T-AON

Z0'610¢
81-920

£0°6-0C
6T-Uer

€0'6102
6T-12l

bO'6107 |
6T-1dV

£D6T0C
6T-034

£0'610¢
6T-Ael

+0'6T0

6T-ung

lloylaq

40 ALID

juawpedag
a8eiomas g 191eM

SOL1}9[\ Jeloueul{ Alewwng




pSmp/AoB Iwio8p 6T0C/T/L
8S0‘€ES6'T6T S GS9'0LL'STT S§ 066°TCTVE 9PT 90T 'cT L9TVS8'3T S9°€TE T80°€6S [elol
SyS'6I8°0ST § €18'896'68 S €LV'6ST‘SC €68°€Y9°0T S9ELY0 e 98°0€S 90T ‘¥8¢ pung.amag
EIS'EETTr S T8T08'Se S LIS'T96'S €52°795°C 7069089 959°¢81 060%CC pungJaiem
%0°00T %E°09 %8LT %6°S %0°ST 4/v |p10] Jo %
8S0°€S6‘T6T S SS9'0LL'STIT $ 066°TTIVE 9pT‘90Z‘cT L97'S8°8C S9'€TE $ T180°c6S |erol
%0°00T %826 %SG %6°G %80
9017591C £€76780°0¢ 659'C6T'T 0/8V6T ¥S9°08T 9778 €1079¢ SIUNOJJY 9AIEU|
%0°00T %795 %E6T %9/ %8'9T
1S6°00€°0LT S ¢€L'(89'S6 S 0€E'8L6CE 9/Z'TTOET ZT9'€49°8C oIS S 890°TEE SIUNO2DY DAY - [8301qNS
%0°00T %SLY %6'TC %v'S %E'ST
¥99°€98'¢ 96€€€8'T 066978 SLY'L0T €08'S/6 9€'I8E'T 161°T $21313U3 JUSWIUIBA0D
%0°00T %v°9S %9°0Z %8'6 %TEL
6£9°¢60°ST €TZ'615°8 £€260T'e 979'S/Y'T 990686 T 997S8°T VT’ salznug 1dwoaxy xey
%0°00T %S°8Y %6°9L %06 %9'SZ
T90°0T09T 9%9‘€9. L TST'ETL T 922'8sV'T 6£0'560Y G9'7ee’s 08y leuisnpul
%0°00T %t0S %Z'6T %EL %Z €
8699/€'SE L66°CT8L1 6v'SLL'9 0L£°965°C 78381618 86'7SC'T 681°8¢ [BPRJBWWO)
%0001 %865 %S6T %EL %y EL
068956'66 $ 08V'8SL6S S 800°€8¥'6T S 08S‘s6c’. S TERTW'ST § TI'8pE S TET'/8C [elluapisay

ajuejeg sAeq 08T < sheq 9 < sheq o€ < LN dduejeq ‘Sny SJUNOJY JO # sse|) sojes

a|qeA1a2ay
SUN0Y

lioy13da

404410

pauIquo’) - Uiy 9|qeAIa93Yy JUNn0IIY

juswpedsq
a8eiamas g 1932

uounio




psmp/Aob 1Lllo.1ep 6102/2/L

[Ny 6T0Z -  158J2104/393pNg M [ENY 8TOCE  [BNDVY /TOZ M

%20 8IY'S 8IZT9EC  008°9S€T 900°9L£°C QLA s|p10IgNs
%20 8Tv's 8TC79E‘T 000'808°C SST'9L8C sjejol
290 AON PO dss 8Sny nr unp Aey udy  JeN R4 Jer
000 00zZ'ove 809'85¢ aunf
000°TTC V9T Aen
050 (%t°9) (887 V1) 718°80C 00T '€CC €79'STT |udy
%t'T GET’S GEY'8TT 00€‘€TC  998'91C YoJep
001 _  %EYL ¥69°ST ¥60°2€C 00¥‘9TC  9EV'SET Asenigaq
S %50 L60°T L69°LTT 0099t Trl'sec Asenuer
05T 5 (%8'T) (¥18°¢) 98970 00S'90C  9T0‘€Te Jaquiada(
S %L 0LT‘8 0LLTET 00S ‘e €8£'80¢ JaquianoN
00t % (%0°8) (569°8T) SOT'STC 008's€EC  00L‘L¥T 13q010
g (%181 (696°8) TeSTTC 00S‘0LT  TYE'6ST 19quiazdas
os¢ %8°0T 9/€'6C 9L¥°T0€ 00T‘€LC 708°69¢ 1sndny
%8'TT €T9°1€ €T19°00€ 00069C  £9T'VLT Aing
Qe (%) @2ueLep (JON) 22UBLEA JBDA JU3LN) 3195PNg Jea) Jold Yluo

($o1\) awnjop
0sg

SaWIN|O/ - S19W0}SNY) 133\ [18)13Y

juswpedeq
aSesomas 3 J9jem




psmpyaoB iwionsep 61T02/2/L

IBMIOY 6T0Z ™ 15802.04/193png @ |eM10Y BTOZM BNV LTOZ W %V £58°/8 EGCE8TC  00v'S60°C WBITET'C AUA s|p3oigns
%S¢ £58°48 €SCE8T'C  000°€6V‘C  ¥96'€09°C sjejoL

220 AON 1O das ny \nf unr Aely udy Jey ge4 uef

o

000 00€0TC  tPI'VEL aunr
00€'L8T 929°LET Aey
50 (%8°T) (5£5°€) STL'E6T 00€°L6T  €6E'ETT |dy
%9 ver vl 4014 000‘T6T  8¥T°96T Yuen
oL & %8I T¢y'8C 120°02¢ 009‘T6T  TSt'c6T AMenigay
®  %ET WA T/1'T0Z 009'86T  €LE'€TC Aenuer
S5 %79 T6€TT T6L€61 00v‘C8T  TI8‘06T Jaquadag
“TE wzy 907 908's0z  009'L6T  ZIE'SST 12qUWINON
= (%L7) (eeL’s) £9T'S0T 000'TTT  6ST'vTe 13qopQ
02 8 (%57) (Ov6'LT) 09912 009'6€C  TT1'8CC Jaquiaidas
%S GTE‘ST STS79C 00Z'vvC  TT6'6EC 1sn8ny
0S¢ %LET 79LT€ 798'€LT 00Tz TIS'Wie Ang
(%) @2ueuep (JPIA) 2aueep JedA Juasin) 395png Jdeaj loud Yiuol

00€ (o) awnjop

SaWNJO) - SI9WO0)SN) 19MIS [IL}aY

Juswpedag
a8eiamag g Jojem




psmp/Af Lo ap

61T02/2/L

(%Z°T) (SE8°c667) S G9£Z08°ISTS 00Z'IO8YSZ S Thi'€T/TECS QA sjpioigns  %LE 1980697 S T90B0T98 S O00ZZIvEg S BIEQ/YT8 S (LA SPIOIGNS
{%0°T) {ce8's66'7) $ S9E°L08TSTS OOTLEL'LOE $ €V8'8Z8'ISTS siejol. %9°C 198'069°C ¢ TO0°80T‘98 $ 000°06STOT $ 659'VZL'86 $ sjeloL

00£'0€£9C 838'6EY 7T aung 009°€90°6 ¥/8598'8 aun(

007's02'9C ¥1T'599'7C Ae 00Z'60T'6 [9%°08¢'8 Aepy
(%L°€) {06T°£06) 0TS'788'cT 00L'68L % 7£2°882°CC udy %07 T6ELST 167'710'8 006'958L 90T vL'L [udy
(%Z°€) (PET9Z8) 99£'8%9'7C 00SvLt'ST 19€¥81°CC yueN - %00 v00°C 069918 006€9T'8 9L0°125'L y21ey
%0°'T 188°€9¢C 182'€65'5¢C 00%'6Z€'ST 9/816C°C¢C Aenigay %P8 7/8'899 7L0'6Y9°8 00Z'086°L 69L'7508 Asenugad
(%8°T) (esS5'sti) YT LOv've 0087587¢C SE6°0SC°ET Aenuer  %p€ 8LTTLT 8/005C'8 008°8/6°L 0987908 Asenuer
(%°S) {000°89€T) 00S'ST6'ET 00S'€62'ST SIS'S0v‘TC Jaquwanaq  (%679) (0£6'79S) 0£6°699°L 00672C'8 L78'€eSL laquiadag
%6'T 6/6'€SY 6L6'7TE Ve 000°198°c¢C 789'(79°TT JaquIBnON %L €16'vLS €T0'STER 001052 QSS'ELY L JaquianoN
(%8°€) (£T6'9v6) £/2'08TvT 00T'LLT'ST 8TL'9E6°€T 13qoP0  (%6°T) {9£€55T) 250108 006'G9T'8 S/9'LET8 139010
%L0 ¥SL V81 ¥5C'755'ST 005°£9€'ST [85°€86°€C Jaquadas %6 76£'20S 7699668 00€v6¥'8 6382'986'8 Jaquiaidas
%9°0 919°69T 918'TOV (T 007'7€T'LT 0S7°09L 7T N3Ny %67 6'SSY 6YT'cER8’6 00L'LLE'S S80'706°8 snany
%9°T ovL'ley S OPT'IS8'LT S QOV'STr'iz § 9/9'%66VT S AIng - %e8 606'8/L $ 6OV'E0Z0T $ 00S'ver'e $ SL0'090°6 Ajng
(%) @dueuen ($) sauepep iJeapjuauny  1adpng Jeap Joud qluol (%) suentep ($) souenep Jeap uaun) 128png Jeaj Joud Yluo

($) anuanay (8) enuanay

aNUaAdY - S1Wolsny) [1e}ay

juawysedeq
a8elamas 3 Ja3EM

uounia




psmpyAoB iwyionap 6T0C/C/L

198.e] - - YWOW T

YO €-- - -~

%00°0L

%00°SL

%00°08

%00°58

%00°06

%00°56
%00°001
%00°S0T

%00°0T1

ll0¥13a mou.mm =°_#°m——°o

40 AL1D

juawiedag
aSeiamas g 193epp




PSMp/A0D’1UI09P

juauiyaedeq
98ea1amags g 193eM

uowa

€ST‘89v V9T 19562608 S0Z‘60S‘V8 S68‘8Z0‘TTT
TTSV9L‘S6 929VLT'T 620‘€96 ST 9/8'V69°EY
TT/‘00S [8L61S GE0ES6 v2svov's
061°002°E 6£8VS9 €75'€9C'y 657'669°C
- - GE60CET T/8VST‘T
0T9'€90°C6 - 9€S'STYCT 2209vE‘9¢
9'€0L89 GE6'VSL 6L 9/T‘9¥6‘S9 6TO'VEEL9
G8T €SS T 181 G8CTC0’E UY'EL0'6
TLT'T9TVE 668°650'GE 206869t 600'V66‘TY
[ST‘686'T¢E GS8 V69t 698'SEG ST £€5°99¢'ST
6102/1€/S 810¢/0€/9 6T0C/TE/S 810¢/0€/9
pund 1omas pung 131e

6T0C/T/L

yse) |erol

uoI131oNJ1su0)
adeulielay
AvijiqepJoyy
puogd

po1 ISy

uolisuad
uoISuUa1xj pue juawanosduw|
gunesadp

paPuIsaIun

flewiwing aosuejeyg yses



pSMmp/ACB'IWojep

6T0C ‘'T€ ABIN pPapUT SYIUOIA USAS|3
S1UaWa1e]S |eloueUl

XIpuaddy

lioyl3q
40 AL1>

juawpiedaq
98elamas g 19jem




psmp/Aob'iuosep

¥87'65E V1 ¥82'65E V1
€€L'E0VOST'T 9€£099'€LT'T
798'8€8°0VS TT1'606'GCS
7/G'6€0°ELY 6YL0ET ' LLY
18€'S/C 16V ¢Sy
£69°08¢€'E £69°08¢'€
L16°TLS'8C 78S v/9'VE
Tv0'L8LEC 9/£v88°ST
6¢0'€96°0¢ 885°008°St
9/1'9%5°99 § SELLTEL9 S
(paupny)
610Z ‘1€ AeIN 810¢ ‘0€ aun(

SUOISUDJ - S32IN0SIY JO SMOJINQO pa.ia4aq

s1o9sse [ero]
19U - s19sse jende)
AlIOYINY J31BAA SDHET 1E3UD WOI) SI|GRAISIBY
sasuadxa piedald
Alojuanu|
Spunj Jayio wod} ang
22UBMO||Y JO I9N - 9|(EAISI3] SJUN0IDY
SIUBWIISDAUI PUe YSe) - Pa1oulsay
sjuajealnba ysed pue yse)

539sSy

uoilisod 12N jo juswajels

pun4 131eA\ H0413Q Jo AMD

6102/C/L



psmp/AoB*IWyol1ap

6102/C/L

69T'STTVES €92'195°LTS uonisod 3au [e101
691'STT €S €97'79S1TS Jeah Jo pu3 - duejeg pun4
uonisod 1°N
9¥8°61T'L 9¥8'6T1°L SUOISUdd- $824N0SIY JO SMO|JU| paiidjad
€00'82¥'679 605°G€€°€99 sanljigel] |e1o]
v1L'8v6'9Y vTL'8V691 Ayijiger) uoisuad 1aN
9yS“TrE10S €¥1°950°0CS 1q9p wia3-uo
= - 1gap uoipod juaaind
G7S'S/9'T G7S‘S/9T s23uasqe pajesuadwod paniddy
7SL'899°9€ 66°06L0v sanl[igel] Y10
16V TV6'T 16V TV6'T 1S9491U] panIodYy
(e6€'5Y5T) (Sv6‘9t7'g) A1oyiny J31eAN S4BT 18UD 01 3NQ
T9v'S9T‘SE 765 T8Y v spuny iaylo 03 ang
LO6TVT'8 S 090°/88°S 3|qeAed s30BIUOD pUB SIUNODY
'saljljiqel| yusuny
sanMiqern
(paupny)
610C ‘1€ Aen 8T0Z ‘o€ aunr
(panunuo)) uoiisod 19N JO JusWAIEIS
pun4 133eA\ 310413Q JO A1)




pSMp/A0B w08

siseg 19eU0D)

08€‘eL ST $ 906°059'9 S uonIsod 313N u1 aduey)
(#SP L8S°ET) (L€T'TeT'L) 19N - sasuadxa Sunesadouou [e101
= (€65°099°T) 51955 JO 9|ES U0 (SsO[) uleo
(682'68TSE) (96T'€vL TT) 371A195 1920
(#60°6T) (#60°6T) suoisinbay/AeinQ |exded
000'529°0¢C , LTL'vee ‘ar asea |ended
676966 676'S66 3W0DUI JUBWISIAU|
(sasuadx3) anuanay SunesadouoN
££8°0€€'6¢C ePTe8L'eT awoou| Sunesado
14176099 97'0r918 sasuadxa Suneiado [e10]
A T69°LYS'ST uoneaidaq
76L'5€S'ST 761'S€S'ST sa8.4eyD 3|es3|OUM
900'0€T‘6 900°0€T'6 asuadxa Sunesado Jaylo
€pr‘998°CT €¥r'998°CT $931A19G |EN1JBIUOD
0£5'09v‘S¢C 0£S'09V'ST syJouaq pue sadem ‘salie|es
sasuadx3z Sunesado
¥09'€TvS6 ¥09'€Ty'S6 anuanaJ Sunelado [e1oL
LSL09V'T LSL'09%'T anuanal 1ayi10
£T1'950°S £TT'950°S $98} 13410
07L'906°L8 $  0CL'906°L8 S 110419 - S3|es | 1119y

anuaaay Sunesado

siseg |enJioy

610C ‘1€ AeN

popu3 SYIUoW Udn3|3

uoI1}Isod 33N pun4 ul sasuey) pue ‘sasuadx3 ‘Onuanay Jo Jusawalels

pund 121\ 0413 JO A

6102/2/L



psmp/Aobiuonep €T 6102/T/L

WSveeot T/.LT6E°0T Su0ISuad - $924N0S3Y JO SMOJINQ paiiaad
9SY'LTTLTY'T G79'950°60€ T s1osse |e10]
T¥9°6£0°60S v1L186T6V 19U - syasse |eyide)d
£9T1°€88°C09 8556175909 AjuoyIny Ja1B/\ S93E7 181D WOJ) S|GRAISISY
89S 'EEY 855 EeY sasuadxa piedald
G80878 G80'8Y8 Alojuanu|
[8V'68T9 Teeese’er spunyJay3o wodj ang
G9£°G98'/8 QLTLEV'EL 22UBMO||Y JO 13N - 9|qEAIDI3J SIUNOJY
TTSv9¢ 10T 9297299 SIUBWIISAAUL pue Yse) - paiolilsay
T9°€0L 89 S v8s'evL'eL S sjuajeninba ysed pue ysed
$}9SSY
(paupny)
6T0C ‘T AeN 810¢ ‘o€ aunf

uollisod 13N jO Jusawajels

pund |esodsig @8emas 10433 jO A




pSMpyA0B-Iunjoliap

610C/C/L

780'€TS LEL Z11'685L0L uonysod 18u [e30)
780°€1SLEL TIv'685°L0L 1eah jo pug - aduejeg pund
uonisod 19N
776'8529 776'85C9 SUOISUD- S32IN0SIY JO SMOJju| paiiajad
G66°6L€ V89 ¥90109'509 saljl|igel] [e10L
6L1'819°CE 6L1'8T9°ZE Anpigeij uoisuad 1N
766'€0T€9Y 169°726'S6E 1qap wia1-5u07
= - 1gap uoipod aLin)
887'€1SC 88C'€TSC s9ouUasqe palesuaduwiod panInY
Gr8'6L6 LY 93'GE6 VS sanijigel] 13410
vLE'69T'E vLE'69T'E 152491Ul PanIny
80068V'LS 901'6£9°cS Ajuuoyiny sayeq 1eain 01 3ng
€65945'69 GOTTE6'ES spunj 4aylo 01 and
9¢€.'628'L $ SSP'TL8'8 a|qeAed s10BJ3U0D PUB SJUNONY
iSal|igel] usung
sanljiqer]
(paupny)
6T0C ‘1€ AeIN 810¢ ‘Of aun(
(panusuo)) uoixsod 13N 40 judwWwalels
pung [esodsig 28emas 1o41a@ jo A




pSMp/AoD:IWyI0l}8p

ST

TEV'6LESE S 0.9'€z6'6T ) uonisod 12N ui asuey)
(z6S'61€) TZ8V8TC 1aN - sesuadxa Sunesadouou je3o]
- (T£5'€ss) 5}9sSe JO 2|es Uo (ssof) ureo
(¥98'1T6€°L2) (580°6T9°LT) 301A9S 1920
S0T‘9 G019 suoisinbay/AeinQ |euded
€€€°80T°ST “6E5'€69'ST aseaq |ende)
€€8°/98T €€8°LS98'T sSuiuIea JUBWISAAU|
(s@suadx3) anuanay Sunesadouon
£20°669'8€ 6¥8'8€L LT awoouj Sunesado
79L'6507TC GE6'6TO'CET sasuadxa Sunesado [e10]
% ¥£1°096'01T uonepaldaqg
G9/'v7S'991 S9/ ‘¢S '99T sagieyd 3|eS?|OUM
LYL98EET (YL 98E'ET asuadxa 3unesado Jaylo
868°9T9TT 8689T9'TT S921AI9S [ENJOBIIUOD
TSETESTE 7SETESTE s1yauaq pue sadem ‘saliejes
sasuadxgz SunesadQ
G8L'8SL'79¢ G8/'85L'T9T anuanaJ unesado [e1ol
81767696 81767696 anuaAal 134310
T9T°LT8'E T9T°/T8°E $99) 13410
GL9°9gT'61C S S/9'9¢C’s¥e S 110J313Q - S9[ES |ie1dY

anuanay Sunesado

siseq }oeuU0) siseg [enJidy

6102 ‘1€ Aen
papu3 sYjuo uand|3

uoI1ISOd 39N puny ui saduey) pue ‘sasuadxy ‘BNUINIY JO JUSWANELS

pung |esodsig aSemas 3104333 jo A1D

6102/2/L




obelamasia)emionspd

o)

deqieleMiioNed®

Josegasma/uooyoogeoe; i I

110413d

juawiiedag joand

aSeiomag R 191

1104130

NoA jueyl



A GLWA

Trust Receipts & Disbursements
for the Month Ended January 31, 2019

Table 2 - DWSD Net Cash Flows from Trust Receipts & Disbursements

FY 2016 FY 2017 Fyzotg | Y 2019-to- | Life-to-Date
Date Total

Water
1 Receipts $ 26,201,831 96,451,105 101,715,017 58,280,950 282,649,953
2 MOU Adjustiments 18,446,100 - = - 18,446,100
3 Adjusted Receipts 44,647,981 96,451,105 101,716,017 58,280,950 301,096,053
4 Disbursements 47,809,552 93,066,144 93,049,457 56,988,575 290,913,728
3 NetReceipts $ (3.161.571) 3,384,961 8,666,560 1,292,375 10,182,325
6 Ratio of Receipts to 93% 104% 109% 102% 104%

Disbursements

Sewer
7 Receipts S 065,236,734 233,723,357 247,975,470 152,417,265 695,372,836
3 MOU Adjustments 55,755,100 = - 6,527,20C 62,282,300
9 Adjusted Receipts L 121,011,834 233,723,367 | 247,975,470 158,944,465 761,655,136
10 Disbursements L_a22207200 261962073 i 266,217,825 164,788,461 815,267,559
11 NetReceipts r] $ (1,285, 4—061 (28,240,606}  (18,242,355) [5,843,996) {53,612,423)
12 Ratio of Receipesto | 99%| . 89% 23% 96% 93%

Dishursements
13 Receipts $ 91,458,615 330,174,472 349,691,437 210,698,215 982,022,739
14 MOU Adjustiments 74,2G1,200 - - 6,527,200 80,728,400
15 Adjusted Receipts 165,659,815 330,174,472 349,691,487 217,225,415 | 1,062,751,189
16 Disbursements 170,106,852 355,030,117 359,267,282 221,777,036 | 1,106,181,287
17 Net Receipts $ (4,447,037) [245355,645) {9.575,795) (4,551,621) {43,430,098)
8 Ratio of Receiptsto | 97% 23% 97% 98% 96%

Disbursements

Note 1: The $29,300,000 for the DWSD loas rece

(1,285,466) FY 2016 Shortfall
(28,240,606) FY 2017 Shortfall

vanle balance is culculated as follows.

(29,526,072) Subtotal
238,264 June IWC notdue unti july
(29,287,808) FY 2017 Shortfall-to-Date

29,300,000 FY 2017 Shortfail-to-Date, Rounded

Note 2: During the preparation of this report DWSD made payments totaling approximately
$7 million in principal towards this loan receivable balance. This payment activity will be
reflected in the February 2019 TRD report.

All amounts are unaudited unless otherwise noted.
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v COLEMAN A. YOUNG MUNICIPAL CENTER
2 WOODWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1026
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226

Crry oF DETROIT PHONE: 313 » 628-2158
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER FAX: 313 » 224 #0542
OFFICE OF DEVELOPMENT AND GRANTS WWW.DETROITMI.GOV y ’

July 11, 2019

The Honorable Detroit City Council
ATTN: City Clerk Office

200 Coleman A. Young Municipal Center
Detroit Ml 48226

RE: Authorization to submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of
Transportation for the FY 2019 Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development
(BUILD) Grant

The City of Detroit Department of Public Works, in partnership with the Michigan
Department of Transportation, is hereby requesting authorization from Detroit City Council
to submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of Transportation for the FY 2019
Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant. The amount being
sought is $25,000,000.00. The Federal share is $25,000,000.00 of the approved amount,
and there is a total cash match of $14,989,875.00. The Department of Public Works will
provide $9,959,500.00 in match funding and the Michigan Department of Transportation will
provide $5,030,375.00 in match funding. The total project cost is $39,989,875.00.

The FY 2019 Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant will
enable the department to:

» Create robust and integrated road improvements to channel surface truck traffic from
the planned Gordie Howe International Bridge (GHIB) to Fort Street and mitigate
traffic congestion for the surrounding community

* Reconstruct Jefferson Avenue from the GHIB to downtown and provide a safer and
easy to navigate non-motorized route

If the application is approved, a cash match will be provided from appropriation 20453 and
appropriation 04189.

We respectfully request your approval to submit the grant application by adopting the
attached resolution.

Sincerely,

Ryan Friedrichs

Director, Office of Development and Grants
CcC:

Katerli Bounds, Deputy Director, Grants
Sajjiah Parker, Assistant Director, Grants

This Request has been approved by the Office of Budget
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Office of Development and Grants _ ) cITv oF biTkon

RESOLUTION

Council Member

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works has requested authorization from City Council to
submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of Transportation, for the FY 2019 Better
Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant, in the amount of $25,000,000.00,
to mitigate traffic congestion coming off of the planned Gordie Howe Intemational Bridge (GHIB);
and

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works is partnering with the Michigan Department of
Transportation to submit this application, and the Michigan Department of Transportation will
provide match funds in the amount of $5,030,375.00; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works has $3,319,833.33 available in its bond funds
Departmental allocation in appropriation 20453. In addition, the department has committed
$2,319,833.33 from its FY 2020-2021 Departmental allocation, and committed $4,319,833.34 from
its FY 2021-2022 Departmental allocation, in its Major Street Funds in appropriation 04189, in order
to provide funds for the total City match requirement, in the amount of $ 9,959,500.00, for the FY
2019 Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant; and

WHEREAS, this request has been approved by the Office of Budget, now

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Department of Public Works is hereby authorized to submit
a grant application to the U.S. Department of Transportation for the FY 2019 Better Utilizing
Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant.

Page 1 of 1



Crirvy of DeTROIT
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
OfnCE OF DEVELOPMENT AND GRANTS

COLEMAN A. YOUNG MUNICIPAL CENTER
2 WoaowarDb AVENUE, SUITE 1026
Derrort, MiICHIGAN 48226

PiioNE: 313 0628-2158

Fax: 3132224+ 0542
WWW,DETROIMMI.GOV

Grant Application Request Form (GARF)

In order to secure the Office of Development and Grants {ODG) approval required under Section 18-4-2 of the

Detroit City Charter, this form is to be filled out by City Departments as soon as possible upon learning of an

opportunity that the Department would like to pursue. This form must be signed and submitted not later than

20 business days prior to the application deadline.

Please submit this form to the following ODG staff: Sajjiah Parker, Assistant Director,
parkersa@detroltmi.gov and Greg Andrews, Program Analyst IV, andrewsgr@detroitmi.gov

City Department pPW

Date 7

Department Contact Name Caltin Marcon

Dapartment Contact Phone 313-224-3906

Department Contact Emall marconc@deloiimigay

Grant Opportunity Title FY 2018 BUILD Transportation grants progtam
Grant Opportunity Funding Agency Us DOT

Web Unk to Opportunity Information

hitpa:/veww Lransporiation gov/siles/dol. gov Tiewldars) subdoc/3918y- 201 9-bukd-nafo-fr pal

Award Amount (that Department will apply for)

$25,000,000

Application Due Date 718/2018
Anticipated Proposed Budget Amount $10,080,875
City Match Contribution Amount $0,920,300

Source of City Match (include Appropriation
Number, Cost Center, and Object Code)

Act 51 /Bonds (See note below)

Ust gf programs/services/activities to be
funded and the Budget for each

Sample:

- ABC Afterschool progrom: 5150,000

« XYZ Youth leadership progrom; $100,000
- Solary/Benefits: $95,000

- Supplies: $5,000

Reconstruct W Jeflerson from Siave Yzerman lo West Grand,
Induding tha addilion of parking adjacent lo Centennial Park;
a8dd mulli-modal connection on West Grand from Jaffarson to
For S\; resudaca Forl St {rom West Grand to Miller Road,
and Clark Sireet from Fort 1o West Jefferson, and add
protacted cyclelrack; Reconstruct W Jafferson from Clark St
o Campbell St and add protecied cycleirack.

Brief Statement of Priorities/Purpase for the
Application

Sample: To suppart expansion of promising
youth development progroms in MNO
neighborhood.

To creale robust and integrated road impravements to
channel surface truck traffic from GHIB to Fort S, mitigale
congestion, and reconstruct Jeflerson from GHIB to
downilown to pmyide a safer easy o navigate
non-molorized route

Key Performance Indicators to be Used to
Measure the Programs/Services/Activities
Somple:

# of kids newly enrolled in ABC and XYZ

% of kids from ABC who demonstrate
improved educational performance

# of miles reconstructed
# of miles resurfaced
# miles of non-motorized supports added

Caitlin Malloy-Marcon
Director’s Name (Please Print)

Amount

$

Match Source
Bond Funds

3,319,833.33

7/10119
Date

g%rector’s Slgnage

Account String
3301-20453-193337-632100

FY 2020-2021 $ 2,319,833.33 3301-04189-193871-632100
FY 2021-2022 $ 4,319,833.34 3301-04189-193871-632100
Total: $ 9,959,500.00
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v COLEMAN A. YOUNG MUNICIPAL CENTER
2 WOODWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1026
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226
Cn}( OF DETROIT ProNe: 313 628-2158
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER Fax: 313 » 224 » 0542

OFFICE OF DEVELOPMENT AND GRANTS WWW.DETROIMI.GOV

July 11, 2019

The Honorable Detroit City Council
ATTN: City Clerk Office

200 Coleman A. Young Municipal Center
Detroit Ml 48226

RE: Authorization to submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of Justice
for the FY 2019 Innovations in Community-Based Crime Reduction Program

The Detroit Police Department is hereby requesting authorization from Detroit City
Council to submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of Justice for the FY 2019
innovations in Community-Based Crime Reduction Program. The amount being sought
is $1,000,000.00. There is no match requirement. The total project cost is
$1,000,000.00.

The FY 2019 Innovations in Community-Based Crime Reduction Program will enable
the department to:

e Convene a cross sector partnership to develop and implement a place-based,
data-driven strategy to address violent crime.

We respectfully request your approval to submit the grant application by adopting the
attached resolution.

Sincerely,

s A

Ryan Friedrichs
Director, Office of Development and Grants

CC:
Katerli Bounds, Deputy Director, Grants
Sajjish Parker, Assistant Director, Grants

This Request has been approved by the Office of the Budget.
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Office of Development and Grants CTTY.OF DETROIT

RESOLUTION

Council Member

WHEREAS, the Detroit Police Department has requested authorization from City Council to
submit a grant application to the U.S. Department of Justice, for the FY 2019 Innovations in
Community-Based Crime Reduction Program, in the amount of $1,000,000.00, to convene a cross
sector partnership to develop and implement a place-based, data-driven strategy to address
violent crime; now

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Detroit Police Department is hereby authorized to submit a
grant application to the U.S. Department of Justice for the FY 2019 Innovations in Community-
Based Crime Reduction Program.

Page 1 af 1



COLEMAN A. YOUNG MUNICIPAL CUNTER
2 WoODWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1026

CI1Y OF DETROIT DemoIT, MICHIGAN 48226

OFFICE OF THEE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER PHONE: 313 v 628-2158

OFRCE OF DEVELOPMENT AND GRANTS Fax: 3139224 000532
WWW.DETROITMI, GOV

Grant Application Request Form (GARF)

in order ta secure the Office of Development and Grants (ODG) approval required under Section 18-4-2 of the
Detroit City Charter, this form is to be filled out by City Departments as soon as possible upon learning of an
opportunity that the Department would like to pursue. This form must be signed and submitted not later than
20 business days prior to the application deadline.

Please submit this form to the following ODG staff: Sajjiah Parker, Assistant Director,
parkersa@detroitmi.gov and Greg Andrews, Program Analyst IV, andrewsgr@detroitmi.gov

City Department Delrait Police Departmant (OP)
Date 81719

Department Contact Name Trisha Steln

Department Contact Phone 313.506-2918

Department Contact Email steint@detroltml.gov

Grant Opportunity Title Innovations in Communily Based Crime Reduction
Grant Opportunity Funding Agency DOJ-0JP

Web Link to Opportunity Information hips:/ioip.goviunding/Explare/CurrantFundingOpportunities. him
Award Amount (that Department will apply for) | $1,000,000 (48 months)

Application Due Date July 15,2019

Antidpated Proposed Budget Amount $1,000,000

City Match Contribution Amount 0

Source of City Match (include Appropriation / A
Number, Cost Center, and Object Code) N

Ust of programs/services/activities to be

Convene a crass sector partnership to

funded andth tforeach .
S:r,',,p;e_. EERENIone develop and implement a place-base,

- ABC Afterschool program: $150,000 data-driven strategy to address violent crime
- XYZ Youth leadership program: $100,000 in squad car areas 9-10 and 5-01

- Salary/Benefits: 595,000
- Supplies: §5,000

Brief Statement of Priorities/Purpose for the

Reduce gun-related violent and drug crime in

Application .

Sample: To support expansion of promising areas targeted for demolition of vacant
youth development programs in MNO properties and redevelopment.
neighborhood.

Key Performance Indicators to be Used to Completion of place-based plan lo reduce gun and
Measure the Programs/Services/Activities drug-relaled violence plan in largeled area.

Sample: Reduced amount of gun and drug violence
# of kids newly enrolled in ABC ond XYZ Early action project completed

% of kids from ABC who demonstrate
improved educational performance

Toda <k, A - /2119

Director's Name-{Rlease-Print) Birettor's Signature Date




COLEMAN A. YOUNG MUNICIPAL CENTER
2 WOODWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1026
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226

Cirv oF DETROIT PiiONE: 313 »628-2158
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER Fax: 313 ¢ 224 ¢ 0542

OFFICE OF DEVELOIMENT AND GRANTS

WWW.DETROITML.GOV

June 14, 2019

The Honorable Detroit City Council
ATTN: City Clerk Office

200 Coleman A. Young Municipal Center
Detroit Ml 48226

RE: Authorization to submit a grant application to the Federal Transit
Administration for the FY 2019 Bus and Bus Facilities Grant

The Detroit Depariment of Transportation (DDOT) is hereby requesting authorization
from Detroit City Council to submit a grant application to the Federal Transit
Administration for the FY 2019 Bus and Bus Facilities Grant. The amount being sought
is $10,618,515.00. If awarded, the Michigan Department of Transportation will provide a
match award, in the amount of $2,123,703.00, to support this project. There is no City
match requirement.

The FY 2019 Bus and Bus Facilities Grant will enable the department to:

e Purchase new fare boxes for DDOT buses
e Acquire hardware, software and other equipment to support improvements to
DDOT fare boxes

We respectfully request your approval to submit the grant application by adopting the
attached resolution.

Sincerely,

H—>

Ryan Friedrichs
Director, Office of Development and Grants

CC:
Katerli Bounds, Deputy Director, Grants
Sajjiah Parker, Assistant Director, Grants

72
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Office of Development and Grants €Iy o1 oVTRON

RESOLUTION

Council Member

WHEREAS, the Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT) has requested authorization from
City Council to submit a grant application to the Federal Transit Administration, for the FY 2019
Bus and Bus Facilities Grant, in the amount of $10,618,515.00, to Purchase new fare boxes for
DDOT buses; and

WHEREAS, if the department is awarded, the Michigan Department of Transportation will provide
a match award, in the amount of $2,123,703.00, to support this project; now

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT) is hereby
authorized to submit a grant application to the Federal Transit Administration for FY 2019 Bus and
Bus Facilities Grant.

Page 1 of 1



Csty oF DETROIT
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFX CR
Ornceor DEVELOPMENT AND GRANTS

Grant Application Request Form (GARF)

In order to secure the Office of Development and Grants (ODG) approval required under Section 18-4-2 of the

CoLEMAN A, YOUNTG MUNICIPAL CENTER
2 WOODWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1026
Demorr, MICHIGAN 48226

PHONE: 313 2628-2158

Fax: 3139224 #0592
WWW.DETROMML.GOV

Detroit City Charter, this form Is to be filled out by City Departments as soon as possible upon learning of an

opportunity that the Department would like to pursue. This form must be signed and submitted not later than

20 business days prior to the application deadline.

Please submit this form to the following ODG staff: Sajjiah Parker, Assistant Director,
parkersa@detroitmi.gov and Greg Andrews, Program Analyst IV, andrewsgr@detroitmi.gov

City Department Department of Transporiation (DDOT)

Date June 11,2019

Department Contact Name Elas Fischar

Department Contact Phone 313-833.3681

Department Contact Emall olis@dotolim!.gov

Grant Opportunity Title FY 2019 Granis for Buss and Bus Fadliiles Program
Grant Opportunity Funding Agency Federal Translt Adminisiralion (FTA)

Web Link to Opportunity Information

htips www govinfo gov/canienUpkg/FR-2019-05-15/pdir2019-09439 pef

Award Amount (that Department will apply for)

$10,618,515

Application Due Date Juna 21, 2019
Antidpated Proposed Budget Amount $14,989,120 (incudes FY 2019 Sectlon 5307 lunding)
City Match Contribution Amount NA

Source of City Match (include Appropriation
Number, Cost Center, and Dbject Code)

Match to be provided by MDOT - $2,123,703

List of programs/sesvices/activitles to be
funded and the Budget {or each

Sample:

- ABC Afterschool program: $150,000

- XYZ Youth leadership program: $100,000
- Salary/Benefits: 595,000

- Supplies: 55,000

- Fareboxes: $5,500,000
- Hardware, software and equipment:
$9,489,120

Brief Statement of Priorities/Purpase for the
Application

Sample: To support expansion of promising
youth development progrars in MNO
neighborhood.

To support the replacement of the current fare
collection system on all transit buses. This will
include new fareboxes, software, hardware and
support equipment.

Key Performance Indicators to be Used ta
Measure the Programs/Services/Activities
Sample:

# of kids newly enrolled in ABC and XYZ

9 of kids from ABC wha demonstrate
impraved educational performance

N/A

Angelica Jones

Director's Name (Please Print)

[ s

ﬁi,m&gﬂs Signature

Q{/}l /7
Dat
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. David Whitaker, Director

Legislative Policy Division

City of Detroit
FROM: Roy McCalister, Jr., Councilman @

City of Detroit
DATE: July 17, 2019
RE: How can we create a (Parking) “Kiosk Free Zone” prohibiting installation on specific

thorough fares within the City of Detroit?

1. Requesting to have a “Kiosk Free Zone” on Livernois Avenue between Eight Mile Road to the
North and Lodge Freeway to the south, on both the east and west sides of the street?

2. Do we have to create an ordinance or some sort or a“Kiosk Free Zone” petition process?

Can City Council as a body vote on “Kiosk Free Zone” requests or sectors?

4. If there is a way to keep parking kiosks from specific areas can you please advise this body on
the best practice to enact?

W

This is an effort to assist the current and future businesses along the above described Livernois
corridor in building their customer base. This measure would also further the efforts in customer
appreciation during the various stages of streetscapes, construction and other renovations.

Sincerely,

RoyMcCalister, Ir.
Detroit City Council

CC: Esteemed Colleagues
City Clerk



City of DBetroit

CITY COUNCIL

MARY SHEFFIELD
COUNCIL PRESIDENT PRO TEM
DISTRICT 5

MEMORANDUM

TO: James E. Craig, Chief of Police, Detroit PoligefRepartment
FROM: Council President Pro Tem Mary Sheffiel @
DATE: July 16, 2019

RE: Detroit Police Department Surveillance Technology Questions

1) Since the approval of the Data Works contract in 2017, how many times has the facial
recognition software been used?

2) How many times has the facial recognition software been used, as the deciding factor,
when bringing a case to a close?

3) What camera locations have been utilized in order to screen shot images for the use of the
Data Works facial recognition software?

4) How many times has the facial recognition software falsely identified persons who were
processed by the software?

CCy, Honorable Colleagues
City Clerk

Coleman A. Young Municipal Center 2 Woodward Ave., Suite 1340 Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 224-4505 Fax (313) 224-0367
CouncilMemberSheffield@detroitmi.gov



City of DBetroit

CITY COUNCIL

MARY SHEFFIELD
COUNCIL PRESIDENT PRO TEM

DISTRICT 5

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

THRU:

DATE:

Lawrence Garcia, Corporation Counsel, Law Department

Council President Pro Tem Mary Sheffield

Council Member Benson, Chair, Public Health & Safety Standing Committee
July 18, 2019

Community Input Over Government Surveillance (CIOGS) Ordinance

Please see the attached ordinance for Community Input Over Government Surveillance (CIOGS)
and approve as to form.

CC:

Honorable Colleagues
City Clerk

Coleman A. Young Municipal Center 2 Woodward Ave., Suite 1340 Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 224-4505 Fax (313) 224-0367
CouncilMemberSheffield@detroitmi.gov
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SUMMARY

This proposed ordinance amends Chapter 18 of the 1984 Detroit City Code, Finance and
Taxation, by amending Article V, Purchase and Supplies, to add Division 12, Community Input
Over Government Surveillance, Sections 18-12-191 through 18-12-200; to define essential terms,
to require City Council approval of all surveillance technology procurements, to require a public
City Council hearing prior to any City Council surveillance technology procurement approvals, to
require submission of a Surveillance Technology Specification Report with procurement
requests to City Council, to require an annual Surveillance Technology Procurement Report from
relevant municipal agencies to City Council of all new acquisitions of surveillance technology, to
require an Annual Surveillance Use Report from relevant municipal agencies to City Council of
government surveillance activities, to require a public engagement meeting regarding the Annual
Surveillance Use Report, to establish a public reporting system for government surveillance

procurements, to provide for use of unapproved surveillance technology in exigent circumstances,

to prohibit certain problematic contractual provisions, and to establish whistleblower protections.
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BY COUNCIL MEMBER

AN ORDINANCE to amend Chapter 18 of the 1984 Detroit City Code, Finance and
Taxation, by amending Article V, Purchase and Supplies, to add Division 12, Community Input
Over Government Surveillance; Sections 18-12-191 through 18-12-200; to define essential terms,
to require City Council approval of all surveillance technology procurements, to require a public
City Council hearing prior to any City Council surveillance technology procurement approvals, to
require submission of a Surveillance Technology Specification Report with procurement
requests to City Council, to require an annual Surveillance Techncﬂo gy Procurement Report from
relevant municipal agencies to City Council of all newacqulmﬁons of surveillance technology, to
require an Annual Surveillance Use Report from. felevant mummpal __:’agencies to City Council of
government surveillance activities, to require a public engagement mééﬁﬁ.—g_jrqgarding the Annual
Surveillance Use Report, to estahl_i§h_ a public roporl:mg system for gover'n@egt surveillance
procurements, to provide for use of l;n'a?gra;\_rgd_suweillaﬁce'_iqc_:hnolo gy in exigent circumstances,
to prohibit certain problematic contractu&[_i&r_ovi.sions_'?:'_and to éstﬁb}jsh whistleblower protections.

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLEIOF THE CITY OF DETROIT
THAT: .

Sei:'ﬁoﬁ 'i"'.—-'Ifhat .Chaptéf 180f the 1984 Detl"oit'City Code, Finance and Taxation, Article
V, Pm chaaes and Szzpphes, DWISIDII 12 Community Input Over Government Surveillance,
Sections 18 12.-191 through 18 Ll?. 200 bL added to read as follows:

CHAP'I‘ER 18. FINANCE AND TAXATION

ARTICLE V. PURCHASE AND SUPPLIES

DIVISION 12. COMMUNITY INPUT OVER GOVERNMENT SURVEILLANCE
Sec. 18-12-191. Definitions.

For the purpose of this division, the following words and phrases shall have the meanings

respectively ascribed to them by this section:
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Surveillance data means any electronic data collected, captured, recorded, retained.

processed. intercepted. analyzed, or shared by surveillance technology.

Surveillance technology means any electronic surveillance device, hardware, or software

that is capable of collecting, capturing, recording, retaining, processing, intercepting, analyzing,

monitoring, or sharing audio, visual, digital. location, thermal, biometric, or similar information

or communications specifically associated with, or capable g g associated with, any specific

individual or group; or any system, device, or ve t is equipped with an electronic

surveillance device, hardware, or software.

(1) Surveillance technology includ

a. __ International m sand other cell site

simulators;

A capture technology;

ction and location hardware and services;

1. Video and audio monitoring and/or recording technology, such as

surveillance cameras, wide-angle cameras, and wearable body cameras;

i. Surveillance enabled or capable lightbulbs or light fixtures;
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Tools, including software and hardware, used to gain unauthorized access

to a computer, computer service, or computer network:;

Social media monitoring software;

Through-the-wall radar or similar imaging technology,

Passive scanners of radio networks,

Long-range Bluetooth and other wireles

arget, tracking, and

Manually-operated, non-wearable, handheld digital cameras, audio

recorders. and video recorders that are not designed to be used

surreptitiously and whose functionality is limited to manually capturing and

manually downloading video and/or audio recordings:
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12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

€. Surveillance devices that cannot record or transmit audio or video or be

remotely accessed, such as image stabilizing binoculars or night vision

oggles;

f. Municipal agency databases that do not and will not contain any data or

other information collected. captured, recorded. retained, processed,

procurements;

=

submission of, and reliance upon, Suryeills pecification Reports.

(a) _ : agencies must obtain City
Council appro ] ic City Council hearing, before
engaging in :

cil approved funds for the
ot previously

surveillance te

(2) Acquiring or borrowing a surveillance technology not previously approved by the

City Council, whether or not that procurement is made through the exchange of

monies or other consideration or at no cost: or
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(3) Using new or previously procured surveillance technology for a purpose or in a

manner not previously enumerated in a Surveillance Technology Specification

Report that was submitted pursuant to Subsection (¢) of this section; or

(b) The public City Council hearing required by Subsection (a) of this section may be foregone,
with respect to a specific procurement request, pursuant to a vote by a two thirds (2/3) majority of
City Council members serving.

(c) All applicable Surveillance Technology Spemﬁmhon Reports associated with a

surveillance technology, as well as any other apphcable pghmes, sta.ndards and procedures, shall be
submitted to the City Council .

Board of Commissioners, concurrently with any requcst for the apprOVal of the procurement ofa

surveillance technology. In the case ofg_p;ocuremem reggt bv the Police Deoartment the
Council shall be provided a copy of tI‘leagghcabie govemmg_pphcy approved by the Board of
Police Commissioners at the time the retmest 1S, gm;tte :

(d) Survei.-llhﬂcé Téohnology Spo&iﬁcaﬁoni-'RéoOﬁ"s..-suhmitted for procurement of new

surveillance technologyﬂhall be made a\,allable to the public, at a designated page on the City

website arid, where pubhc Clty Comml heangg___mrod pursuant to Subsections (a) and (b) of this
sectlon, 1t shall be posted at least 30 days prior to the Clty Council hearing.

Any Survcillance Technology Specification Report that is submitted with a

surveillance techi:’lolq__gy procurement approval request approved by City Council shall be made

available to the publi'(':';for as long as the related surveillance technology remains in use by or in

the possession of the municipal agency.
(e) The City Council shall only approve a procurement request for a surveillance
technology under this section if it determines the benefits of the surveillance technology outweigh

its costs. that the proposal will safeguard civil liberties and civil rights, and that the uses and

deployments of the surveillance technology will not be based upon discriminatory or viewpoint-
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based factors or have a disparate impact on any community or group.

(H Any granting of permission to procure a surveillance technology
made pursuant to this

division shall be pre-conditioned and done in reliance upon the information, obligations, and

limitations set forth in the Surveillance Technology Specification Report provided to the City

Council pursuant to Subsection (c¢) of this section.

(1) Any non-trivial inaccuracies contained in the information provided in a

Surveillance Technology Spccification Rep iy non trivial violations of the

obligations or limitations set forth in_ ce Technology Specification

on (¢) of this section shall

Report provided to the City Coun

be deemed grounds for the City (

cil to revoke its pro ent authorization for

the related surveillance technology. |

A Surveillance ‘ logy Specification Report, the contents of which shall constitute
an enumeration of preconditions for the City Council’s approval of the procurement and
ongoing use of any surveillance technology, shall be a publicly-released report,

written by the requesting agency or, in the case of the Police Department, in conjunction with the

6
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Police Board of Commissioners, that includes, at a minimum, the following:

(1)

Description: Information _ describing the surveillance technology and its

(2)

capabilities;

Purpose: What specific purpose(s) the surveillance technology is intended to

(3)

advance.

Deployment: If the surveillance technology will not be uniformly deployed or

@

targeted throughout the City, what factors will be used to determine where the

technology is deployed or targeted:

Fiscal Impact: The fiscal impact of the surve “technology; and

(5

entifying with specificity:

Civil Rights/Liberties Impacts: An asses:

public from the i identified in Subsection 5(a) of
this section. \ i -

collected. captured, recorded, or intercepted by the surveillance technology

7
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be analyzed and reviewed.

(7) _ Data Collection:

a. What types of surveillance data will be collected, captured, recorded,
intercepted, or retained by the surveillance technology:

b. What surveillance data may be inadvertently collected during the authorized
uses of the surveillance technology, and what measures will be taken to
minimize the inadvertent collection of data; and

c. How inadvertently collected surve; 2 data will be expeditiously
identified and deleted. :

(8) b used t t surveillance data from

()

Data Protection: What safeguard

n period identified pursuant to Subsection (9)(a) of this section;

C. The process utilized to regularly delete surveillance data after the retention

period stated in Subsection (9)(a) of this section has elapsed and the auditing

procedures that will be implemented to ensure data is not improperly
retained;
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(10)

Surveillance Data Sharing: If a municipal agency is seeking authorization to share

access to surveillance technology or surveillance data with any other governmental

agencies. departments. bureaus, divisions, or units, or non-governmental persons or

entities in the absence of a judicial warrant or other legal mandate, it shall detail:

a. Which governmental agencies, departments, bureaus, divisions, or units, or
non-governmental persons or entitie | e approved for (i) surveillance
technology sharing, and for (ii) su data sharing;

b. How such sharing is ne ted purpose and use of the
surveillance technology:' h

C. How it will ensure any enti lance technology

or surveillance data i i pplicable Surveillance Technology

Auditing

ight: What mechanisms will be implemented to ensure the

Surveillance Technology Specification Report is followed, including what

independent persons or entities will be given oversight authority, if and how regular

audits will be conducted, and in the case of the Detroit Police Department. also how
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(13)

the Board of Police Commissioners will be involved in the auditing and oversight

process.

Training: What training requirements will be required in connection with the use of

(14)

the surveillance technology. What qualifications and special skills will be required

of persons authorized to use the surveillance technology.

Complaints: What procedures will allow bers of the public to register

complaints or concerns, or submit qu ut the deployment or use of a

(2) The total of contracts entered into for the procurement of new surveillance
technology:
(3) The number of occasions where surveillance technology was acquired temporarily

from other jurisdictions or entities, as well as the name(s) of the applicable

jurisdiction(s) or entity(s).

10
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-12-195, n i S

(a) Not later than March 31% of each vear, any municipal agency using a surveillance

technology must submit to the City Council and, in the case of the Detroit Police Department also

to the Board of Police Commissioners. and make available on its public website, an Annual

Surveillance Use Report for each specific surveillance technology used at any time during the

previous calendar year.

e the following information for

(b) The Annual Surveillance Use Report

the previous calendar year:

(1) A brief overview of how the survetllance technology col

(6) The geographic deployment of surveillance technology, by individual census tract

as defined in the relevant year by the United States Census Bureau. For each census

tract, the municipal agency shall report how many individual days the surveillance

technology was deployed.

11
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(7) The length of time surveillance technology was used to monitor internet activity,

as well as the number of specifically targeted people who were monitored.

(8) A summary of complaints or concems that were received about the surveillance

technology:

(9) The results of any internal audits, any information about violations of'the applicable

any actions taken in response;_

Surveillance Technology Specification Repor

and

o
[1L1]

municipal

agency’s use of surveillance te
Sce. 18:12-197. lic report of men illance rizations.

Not later than April 30® of each vear, the City Council or its appointed designee. shall

release an annual public report, in print and on the City website, containing the following

information for the proceeding calendar year:

12
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(1) The number of requests for approval submitted to the City Council for the (a)

funding. (b) acquisition, and (c) new uses of surveillance technology:

(2) The number of times the City Council approved requests submitted for the (a)

funding, (b) acquisition, and (c) new uses of surveillance technology:

(3) The number of times the City Council rejected requests submitted for the (a)

funding, (b) acquisition, and (c) new uses of suﬁﬁ'éﬂlance technology;
Sy

(4) All Annual Surveillance Use Reports 1ss_=uﬁgd?mﬂ1£ _the previous year.

.
A

rent circumstances

Sec. 18-12-198. Use of unapproved surveillaq_(_:e‘?ff"_'{»"'

=
=

(1) A municipal agency may tcmﬁb_‘_rf_ar_ily acquire, or temﬁﬁf@:_i_lly use, surveillance

technology in exigent circumstances without followingthedrovisions of this ordinance provided

that the municipal agency does all of thefo_ll_omeg

to sl

(1) Use the surveillance techﬁd}; ! y.res oﬁ’d’ifb:\-t_he exigent circumstances;

the uryeillance technélo 'ﬁ}fi“tﬁih_:scfven calendar days, or when the

o

Ceasc_::uﬁin"

exigent citemstances end, whichever is sooner;

Ay :

) Kee and maintais ':'-j'_bnl\}"" daj@_rel_até@-':ffo the exigent circumstances and dispose

data that is notirelevant te an ongoing investigation, unless its retention is (a)

anfhanzed by é_bourt based on a finding of probable cause to believe the

informatien constitutes evidence of a crime; or (b) otherwise required by law;

4) Not disclose to any third party any information acquired during exigent

circumstances unless such disclosure is (a) authorized by a court based on a finding

of probable cause to believe the information constitutes evidence of a crime: or (b)

otherwise required by law:

13
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(5) Within 45 days of the initiation of the exigent circumstances submit a written report

to the City Council summarizing that acquisition and/or use:

(b) Any technology temporarily acquired in exigent circumstances shall be returned

within seven days following its acquisition, or when the exigent circumstances end, whichever is

Sooner.

e 2-19 tain contra ibit

(a) It shall be unlawful for any municip to_enter into any contract or

ut not limited to contracts

agreement that conflicts with the provisions of thi 1ance, inclu

or agreements containing non-disclosurc agre

that accompanied an app: rveillance technology procurement request submitted pursuant to

Section 18-12-192 of this code.

(b) Municipal employees or agents shall not use any surveillance technology in a

manner that is inconsistent with or exceeds the terms of the Surveillance Technology Specification

Report that accompanied an approved surveillance technology procurement pursuant to Subsection

14



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

18-12-192(¢c) of this section. or pursuant to Section 18-12-197 of this code. and may in no

circumstances utilize surveillance technology in a manner which is discriminatory, viewpoint-

based, or violates the Charter, State Constitution, or United States Constitution.

(c) Any municipal emplovyee or agent who violates this ordinance shall be subject to

appropriate disciplinary measures.

(d) No municipal agency or anyone acting on beh_a‘]fof a municipal agency may take

or fail to take, or threaten to take or fail to take, a pe;sﬁijﬁélizﬁbt_iqn with respect to any employee

or applicant for employment, including but --ﬂﬁt":'limited to "di@mination with respect to

compensation, terms, conditions, access to. mformatlon restrlctlons 4011 due process rights,

= '-—‘f

bas‘aﬂse the employeie}-er applicant was

privileges of employment, or civil or criminal ha .

perceived to. about to, or assmted in, any Iawful dtsclo:,ure ﬂf information concerning the funding,

acquisition, or use of a surveﬂlance technﬂlogy ﬁl‘ sul:velllanc.e data, to any relevant municipal

agency, municipald ial, or mm{eatlgatory office, or City Council

Member, based upon a good feuthb_ell cf that the'-;igqlosure evidenced a violation of this ordinance.
Section 2. All ordiﬁé.ﬂéésl, péﬁé-";’:___o_f-: ord inances, that conflict with this ordinance are

repealb’d.

Sectmn <8 The préﬁslons in this ordinance are severable. If any part or provision of

this ordmance or the application of this ordinance to any person, entity, or circumstance,

is held invalid, the remainder of this ordinance, including the application of such part or

provision to other pe;sans entities, or circumstances, shall not be affected by such
holding and shall eonhnue to have force and effect.

Section 4. This ordinance is hereby declared necessary for the preservation of the public
peace, health, safety, and welfare of the People of the City of Detroit.

Section 5. Where this ordinance is passed by two thirds (2/3) majority of City
Council

Members serving, it shall be given immediate effect and shall become effective upon publication

15



22  in accordance with Section 4-118(1) of the 2012 Detroit City Charter. Where this ordinance is

23  passed by less than two thirds (2/3) majority of City Council members serving, it shall become

1  effective thirty (30) days after publication in accordance with Section 4-118(2) of the 2012 Detroit

2  City Charter.

3  Approved as to form:
4

5

6

7  Lawrence T. Garcia
8

Corporation Counsel \

16



City of Detroit

CITY COUNCIL
JAMES E. TATE, Jr.
COUNCIL MEMBER
" MEMORANDUM
TO: David Whitaker
Director, Legislative Policy Division
FROM: Councilman James E. Tate, Jr. S T
DATE: July 18,2017
RE: Hospital Parking Standards

CC:

It has come to my attention that while many hospitals within the City of Detroit
currently charge patients and visitors for off-street parking, many hospitals
elsewhere provide on-site off-street parking free of charge. Understanding the
difficulty associated with being hospitalized or caring for a loved one who is
hospitalized, the additional burden of having to pay for parking appears to be an
unnecessary one that should at the very least be minimized to the extent possible.

Therefore, I am requesting that the Legislative Policy Division provide a report
outlining which hospitals in the metro-Detroit area currently require patients and
visitors to pay for on-site off-street parking on their respective campuses and
which hospitals provide such parking free of charge. In addition, please identify
what legislative remedies, if any, may be available for the City of Detroit to
encourage hospitals located within the City to provide free parking for patients
and visitors. Lastly, please also identify any legislation that has been adopted by
other governmental entities across the country to do the same.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact DeAndree
Watson of my office at (313) 224-0278. Thank you in advance for your prompt
attention to this matter.

Honorable Colleagues
Louise Jones, City Clerk’s Office
Stephanie Washington, Mayor’s Office

Coleman A. Young Municipal Center 2 Woodward Ave., Suite 1340 Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 224-1027 Fax (313) 224-0372
CouncilMemberTate@detroitmi.gov



