
ADVANCE FORT LAUDERALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE -PUBLIC COMMENTS 
SUMMARY 

Downtown Fort Lauderdale Civic Association Work Session- April 25, 2019 
 The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was created by the United Nations to

provide policymakers with regular scientific assessments on climate change, its implications
and potential future risks. Given the downtown’s vulnerability to rising sea levels, these
assessments of the IPCC should be studied and guidelines should be referenced accordingly.

 This is a critical measurement that needs to be part of the code. Not having enough open
space will lead to more flooding as well as impact the infrastructure.

Comments received at September 9, 2019 Open House 
 Beach erosion plan
 Mandatory [ban on] straws and other detrimental materials on the beach that could end

up in the water
 Mass transit solution
 What about our plan to get business back up and running after a hurricane? Repair, code

enforcement. How do we put a temporary rule in place to get things running.
 A really nice job. Thank you to all the invisible, hard working staff who do not get thanks

for the work and efforts you provide our city.

Email Communication 

RE: Draft Climate Change Element 
DATE: 11/18/2018 
FROM: Jennifer Jurado 
“I offer the following general and specific comments for your consideration. Overall, there is 
reference to coordination within region, with cities, agencies, etc. but I do not see reference to 
county. Just seems a beneficial area of continued collaboration that might warrant similar 
reference. There seems to be an inconsistency in formatting. Sometimes the policy begins with a 
statement that is written as a summary, other times its directive noting the city shall do x,y,z. I don't 
know if this was intentional. 
Cover - typo in 4th bullet 
Goal 1. Objective 1.1 
Suggest deletion of "of" to read "Increase renewable energy production and distribution" 
Policy 1.1.3. Should be "an" not "and. Is review enough? What about track and report? 
Policy 1.1.5. Maybe expand on reference resiliency as this is the first time used. Resilience to 
climate impacts? Severe weather? Energy resilience, since this is the GHG section? Not sure. 
Evaluation measure 1.17 - delete "such as" 
Evaluation measure 1.18 - reference to heat island effect is not clear. Expand canopy to help 
reduce the heat island effect? Otherwise its sounds like there is a new goal to reduce the heat 
island effect that might require its own measure, such as reporting on thermal trends. 
What about including a policy on expanding EV infrastructure within community? Either under this 
objective or the one that follows. Perhaps both. While referenced in objective 1.3, it seems there 
is a need to reinforce investment by City rather than by business and residences. Maybe I missed 
it? 
Objective 1.2 Suggest that "Climate Change" need not be capitalized. 
Policy 1.3.31st line - "or" should be "for" .2nd line - replace "energy efficient with "energy 
efficiencies". Technology or infrastructure? 
Policy 2.2.1e Seems appropriate to reference coordination with county as county maintains a 
community-wide flood map for future conditions which is being updated for sea level rise and 
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ground water table change. There is an inability to calculate flood levels from the SLR projection, 
hence the modeling, and the city is a cost share partner in this study. So reference to this 
collaborative study and the future conditions map series, which will include the updated flood 
map, seems like an appropriate reference. 
policy 2.2.1f replace "resistance" with "resilience"? 
Policy 2.2.2 Replace "location" with "siting" 
evaluation measure 2.2.3a Rather than "have" a updated, maybe say "produce" or "adopt", 
"provide, "present", "complete" 
Objective 1.3 in 3rd line, suggest replacing "climate change" with "climate extremes" as text 
already refers to climate variability and change sounds redundant? 
Policy 2.3.2 Is intent to evaluate the potential for a modified rate structure based on asset 
vulnerability. Maybe clarify? 
Policy 2.3.3 Suggest the following change in 3 and 4th line "approach that promotes best 
management practices" instead of "approach through the use of current BMPs" 
Objective 2.4 I suggest going a bit further than policy 2.4.1 with a statement about efforts to ensure 
that adaptation does not come at the expense of natural environment. That adaptation 
strategies are reviewed with a sensitivity for dependent ecosystems with emphasis placed on 
efforts that preserve and enhance the adaptive capacity of these ecosystems. 
policy 2.4.2 Suggest that "exploit" be replaced with "promote" 
Objective 3.1.2 Suggest spelling out Southeast Florida Regional Climate Change Compact” 

 
RE: Draft Climate Change 
DATE: 11/19/2018 
FROM: Alec Bogdanoff 
“- "climate change" is inconsistently capitalized in the document. 
- Would be good to have a policy similar to CC1.1.2 for sea level rise as well - more spelled out 
than 2.2.1. 
-- POLICY CC 1.1.2: The City of Fort Lauderdale shall consider greenhouse gas emissions when 
making decisions related to procurement, capital improvements, operations, programs, events, 
long-term planning, land-use, and City operations. --- could be added to 2.2.2 
- Financing should be an important topic. The City could be a leader in creative financing for 
resilience and sustainability. Touch on it for PACE. 
- POLICY CC 1.2.4 --- Would be good to include more than just bicycles and pedestrians. We just 
put added electric scooters which are likely around for a while or other technologies down the 
pike. 
- What about electric car charging stations? 
- POLICY CC 2.1.1 --- incorporate socioeconomics into the assessment? 
- Love 2.2.3a - it's something I have been working on independently” 

 
RE: Draft Comp Plan- Transportation and Mobility 
DATE: 4/17/2019 
FROM: Peter Partington 
“Here's a few comments on the above section. 
TM 1.1. There should be a policy that encourages the City to obtain and share data with the 
emerging transportation technology companies such as transportation network and scooter and 
bike companies with a view to managing and planning for changing mobilities. The date will show 
emerging transportation demands and the City can plan facilities and encourage alternatives to 
auto travel and its parking requirements. 
TM 1.1.1d.  I'm not sure what is meant by a 'level of stress evaluation'. 
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TM 1.1.3 I'm not sure of the intent of this policy. If it's to discourage use of the ROW for temporary 
construction related activities it's fine. However if it's intended to give grounds to remove some of 
the road closures in neighborhoods it's controversial. The permanent closures in the City are 
popular with residents and if they wanted any removed they would soon ask. 
TM 1.1.4b Add a reference to new and emerging transportation technologies [ie anything that 
may not be foreseen now but develops during the currency of this Plan]. 
TM 1.1.4c This appears a little in conflict with 1.1.3 
TM 1.1.4d See comment under 4b. 
TM 1.1.7 'evaluate...a multimodal LOS by 2026'. This is very unambitious and equivocal. The LOS 
standards based on traffic volumes are no longer appropriate in many situations at this time 
[especially in the downtown]. It is vital to develop new ways of measuring transportation supply. 
TM 1.2.6 I know the intent of this is limited but placing the safety needs of motorists at the same 
level as pedestrians and cyclists is inappropriate. There is a safety crisis for peds, cyclists etc now. 
Their needs have to be prioritized. Unfortunately many FDOT standards [although improving] 
prioritize motorists. 
TM 1.3.4 A little confusingly worded. 
TM 1.4. I think this section in general should be broadened to included scooters and other 
emerging transportation alternatives. Already scooter safety is a large problem. 
TM 1.5. I think there should be mention of encouragement for the Water Taxi service. Also it would 
be great if bikes and scooters were allowed on the water transportation [like buses]. 
TM 1.6.2. I think the City should oppose all roadway widening except for intersection 
improvements. Cyclists etc do not want to be in the 'roadway'. Space should however be 
provided with the ROW. As someone who, years ago, encouraged developers etc to provide turn 
lanes and enlarge driveway radii I now see the error of my ways! 
TM 1.6.3. Take out reference to FDOT's standards. FDOT will apply these anyway to their ROW's and 
the City should not be referencing them on all other ROW's. 
TM 1.6.3d. I'm not sure why this is in the Transportation Element. 
TM 1.6.3f.  Add ...'increased storm intensity.' 
TM 1.6.4. 'Other transportation mechanisms' is too vague. See previous comments on emerging 
technologies. 
TM 1.6.5. I think that the City is required to participate in [enforce?] BC's transportation 
concurrency management system. However this emphasizes the need for a new multi modal 
standard. I would like your consultant to assure you that the listed LOS standards are currently 
being met. I doubt this is the case for at least Broward Bl and some of the Eastern Core. I feel 
strongly that LOS D is appropriate for 'all other roads'. This is especially the case for residential roads. 
My reading over the years has informed me that the context sensitive [environmentally 
acceptable] traffic volume on a residential road is no more than 2000 vpd. There are, 
unfortunately, a number of 'residential collectors' that exceed this number. Perhaps a two tier 
standard that addresses 'residential collectors' and residential roads can be developed. It is 
unacceptable to continue to accept that [say] a 24 ft wide road with residential properties can 
be be planned to accept 10,000 vpd. [pulled this number out of my head from memory]. 
TM 1.7.5d. Explicit inclusion of the emerging transportation technologies such as scooters is 
appropriate here. 
TM 1.7 GENERAL. I think mention of autonomous vehicles is now needed. 
Also I think a little more on Brightline. I know that they are wanting to develop a station that links 
to FLL. That should be encouraged together with port transit connections. 
TM 1.8 GENERAL. I believe the time has come to restrict the number of parking spaces that are 
allowed for developments in the downtown. I know that developers do not have to provide any 
spaces but they almost all provide the spaces required of suburban developers. In a multi modal 
city you can no longer expect to park exactly at your destination address. There is language in 
the draft that hints at this but it should be stronger. It is the most effective immediate action  that 
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can be taken to swing the balance away from an auto dominated downtown such as we have 
now. 
TM 1.10.8c This should be stronger. I believe the bypass is more than a study now. [Some 
commitments have been made?]. 
TM 2.1. Take out reference to LOS. Let's make this objective about maintaining the physical assets 
we have, not maintaining the supply of roads. 
TM 2.2.4 Participation with the various bodies is about all potential transportation improvements 
for the City: not just 'traffic operations'. 
TM 3.2.1 Has to be in the draft I suppose, but perhaps carve outs of certain areas can be 
negotiated based on concurrency being inimical to broader plans. [Note need for multi modal 
LOS again!]. 

 
RE: ITF Questions on Comprehensive Plan Element 
DATE: 5/20/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“Copied below from your April 1 presentation of the Comp Plan to the ITF is the evaluation 
measure for the City to provide 5-acres of park and open space per 1000 residents. At the last ITF 
meeting in May, which I missed, there was considerable discussion on “where the 5 acre 
measurement came from” and secondly, much discussion on the finite definition of “Open 
Space”. Both questions were assigned to Joe to research for our next meeting and perhaps you 
may already discussed the answers but if not I am pursuing both those two questions and a third 
which you may not be able to answer and that is where the funds from the 2006 Parks Impact 
Fee – Ordinance # C-06-14 have been spent. An you provide specific comments the definitions 
as regarding the Planning staffs interpretation of “Open Space”.” 

RE: Comprehensive Plan Update-April 1, 2019 
DATE: 5/21/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
In your presentation of the Parks Element you referred to the Parks and Rec Master Plan. What is 
the history of that document? Did it receive public input? Meetings or otherwise. Did P & R present 
it to the Commission? if so when? Did the CC approve the Master Plan and if so, the Commission 
by their approval, reviewed the 5 acre/1000 resident requirement? Lastly, other topic…Does the 
Beach count for the Open Space acreage? Did the staff consider any of the inland waterways as 
part of or contributing to the O S calculations. Most obvious would be the area of water west of 
the Seven Isles area along the north side of Las Olas. 

 
RE: IT Questions on Comprehensive Plan Update 
DATE: 5/27/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“I’ve read the responses from Gina Rivera’s email of May 21st below and would like to pursue 
clarification of exactly what is the official position of the City regarding the Parks and Recreation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan prior to next week’s June 3rd meeting of the ITF. To be fair, I 
have looked at the minutes of the Parks and Recreation Board meeting of May 25, 2016 and 
subsequent meetings and have no luck pulling up and listen to exactly what was discussed at and 
thus my following question(s). With regard to my initial question regarding the History and secondly, 
did the Commission approve the Master Plan, Gina’s response is not exactly true. 
History: the CC did not vote on accepting the Systems Master Plan on September 7th..see my 
comments below. 
Did the CC approve the Master Plan and did that plan include the 5 acre/1000 residents 
requirement: The answer to the first part is NO. Secondly, Ms. Rivera did not answer the second 
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part of my question (5 acre/1000) but based on what you have told us, the existing System Master 
Plan utilizes the 3 acre/1000 resident number. 
Does the Beach count for the Open Space acreage? Did the staff consider any of the inland 
waterways as part of or contributing to the O S calculations: Didn’t do my homework or I would 
have known the answers. 
Did it receive public input? In reviewing the staff responses about public input/meetings from Ms. 
Rivera’s email of May 21st below, it appears that the ITF is a bit of a “Johnny- come-lately” to be 
asked to comment on the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan but I believe that the 
committee has other responsibilities. 
History recap: At the end of the joint luncheon tape (1:33) with the City Commission, the 
consultants and the Parks and Recreation Board on September 7th of 2016 the Commission – Jack 
Siler ask “what the Commission was to do with the Master Plan they had spent more than an hour 
and a half reviewing and understand that at that point, Dean Trantallis had already left the 
meeting. The CM’s response was, “…pretty much all that we do with master plans is accept them”, 
and thus I do not believe that any vote was taken on approving the System Master Plan. Also, 
there was no apparent discussion that I could discern on what the plan provided for a Level of 
Service but according to comments you have made recently to the ITF, the LOS is 3 acres/1000 
residents. Please confirm that I have the figures correct for the LOS –the System Master Plan as 
reviewed and accepted by the City Commission in September of 2016 requires 3 acres/1000 
residents, and secondly the current Planning Staff is recommending a 5 acres/1000 of LOS for the 
revised Comprehensive Plan Element the ITF reviewed in April and May of 2019. (See below).The 
physical and financial impact is over whelming in the years after 2025. 
In your presentation to the ITF at our April 4th meeting, at 43:20 – 43:40 on the video, you made 
the following comment(s) regarding the Level of Service of the Parks Master Plan. 
“.. the revised Parks Master Plan as presented to the ITF last month recommends maintaining our 
current LOS at a bit over 5 acres/1000 people but the current existing Plan requires 3 acres/1000 
people. I thought it good to note that that the Broward County Land Use Plan requires 3 
acres/1000 residents.” 
I am particularly focused in the detailed wording of the LOS for the following reason. 
Ordinance C-06-14, Parks Impact Fees - amongst other requirements states in Policy 1.2.2 seen 
below. 

 

 

 
It appears that as long as the City expands the inventory of Parks and Open Space per the 
Planning Departments recommendation - EVALUATION MEASURE PR 1.1.1: (updated)- to meet the 
5 acres/1000 residents everything will be hunky-dory regarding the City’s issuance of future site 
plan approvals, key wording …as long as the City ensures that Parks and Open Space can meet 
the level of service established by the Comp Plan. That is precisely why the ITF and thus the City 
needs to carefully define the difference between land that falls under “parks” and that land which 
might qualify as “Open Space.” At the ITF’s last meeting Joe was asked to provide a definition of 
a Park and secondly that of Open space. What he provided is shown below. 

 
what is the definition of a park versus open space? A park is an area of land, usually in a largely 
natural state, for the enjoyment of the public, having facilities for rest and recreation. Open space 
is land that is undeveloped that has no buildings and is accessible to the public. I have no 
objection to Joe’s definition of a Park but based on committee members differing comments at 
the last meeting about the definition of Open Space, but I believe that we should go back to the 
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description in the System Master Plan. The is apparently a lot more land that meets this definition 
than the Parks Department lists under Table #3 – Urban Open Space and if the city is to meet the 
larger LOS then the Department needs to consider all open space. 

 

” 

RE: Comprehensive Plan Update-April 1, 2019 
DATE: 5/29/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“Something that has been bugging me all weekend long and that question regards the Parks and 
Recreation Element. (page 16) The Evaluation Measure PR 1.1.1. below states that the City will 
provide a 5 acre LOS / 1000 residents. WHERE did the acreage 5 number originate? It seems like 
that will be the object of any discussion at the Monday meeting where the LOS after 2015 falls 
below the acreage of existing parks.” 

RE: Comprehensive Plan Comments 
DATE: 6/03/2019 
FROM: Peter Partington 
Community Investment. The Comp Plan should include the recommendations the ITF made to 
the Commission under cover of a memo dated August 28, 2018. Specifically the 4 
recommendations under [1] Water and Sewer, [2] Stormwater, [3] Roads, Sidewalks and Seawalls 
and [4] Impact Fees. #3 is especially important and recommends the support of the CIP to the 
financial       extent       of       7-10%       of       the       General       Fund       Operating        Budget. 

 
- Infrastructure Concurrency Management, Water [objective C1 2.1 and SWS 2.1] The draft plan 
states that the existing LOS is measured by the number of gallons/day based on average flows 
experienced and number of equivalent residential units [ERU] and that the LOS shall be 197 gallons 
per capita per day, with a goal of 170 GCPD through 2028. A reduced consumption rate is 
desirable and the 170 GCPD goal is not ambitious enough. The policies for conservation should 
be more specific toward that end. 

 
- Wastewater Service Provision and Capacity [Objectives SWS 1.1 and 1.2]. The LOS should be 
based on the maximum 3 month average daily flow. I question the use of the FDEP capacity of 
56.6 MGD. At this time the BCEP capacity of 48 MGD is more appropriate. The FDEP capacity will 
require the construction of an additional injection well. 

 
- Infrastructure Concurrency Management, [Stormwater]. [objective C1 2.1 and SWS 6.1] There is 
reference to LOS based on the City's Watershed Asset Management Plan [WAMP]. I am not sure 
what this is or how it relates, if at all, to the SFWMD standards. Can this be clarified especially to 
ensure there is nothing in conflict? There are policies to raise road and building floor elevations to 
meet certain storm occurrence events. Climate change means that storms will become more 
severe and the occurrence standards are likely to become ever more difficult to implement. The 
City cannot just keep raising things out of the flooding. New development drainage standards 
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have a role to play. The Comp Plan proposes the retention of the first inch of storm water for 
developments. This standard must be more ambitious i.e. a greater amount of water retained on 
site. This will lead to increased pervious areas. There will be a benefit to overall drainage and 
increased open space. This suggestion falls also under the heading of improving resiliency by 
increasing pervious retention areas. 

 
- Parks and Recreation Element. Park LOS [PR 1.1.1] This was discussed at some length based on 
Fred Stresau's letter on the May 6 Agenda. I am supportive of changing the current goal for Parks 
[ie public parks under public control] from 3 acres per 1000 residents to 5 acres. I recognize that 
the projected population increase will make this difficult to achieve but a Comprehensive Plan 
should be ambitious and parks are an essential element of all great cities. 

 
Infrastructure Concurrency Management [Transportation, Objectives C1 2.1 and TM 1.6]. All LOS 
used here should be multi modal. Using traffic capacity [vpd] LOS is no longer acceptable. 
Research  is  needed  on  appropriate  multimodal  LOS  standards  for  use  in  the  Comp   Plan. 
I am opposed to the blanket use of traffic LOS 'D' for all local roads. An acceptable multi modal 
LOS should be established for each category of local road [eg residential collectors, residential 
roads and roads serving commercial uses] based on their adjoining land uses. More traffic is 
acceptable  on  local  roads  in  commercial  areas than local  roads through  residential  areas. 

 
 

RE: Open House for the Downtown Master Plan review- June 5, 2019 
DATE: 6/23/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“I attended as an interested citizen but also as a very involved member of the Infrastructure Task 
Force. Ironically, the ITF has met the last 3 months with your staff to discuss Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan and specifically addressing the Parks and Recreation Element of the CIP. The 
focus of our meetings was to determine the definition of Open Space as it relates to the Loss of 
Service as the population of the City increases from today at 187,000 to some 235,000 in 2045. At 
some time in 2025 the LOS evens out and then falls below the number that the staff is 
recommending at 5/1000 residents and that triggers the section of the Parks Impact fee ordinance 
that restricts the issuance of any further site plan approvals from DSD. This LOS also requires the CM 
to explain the problem to the Commission an and resolve the issue with recommendations as to 
how to immediately the solve the LOS. You had commented in our meeting that it might be 
possible for developers to contribute to the required open space and it is to that thought that has 
driven the last comment on the illustrated board below for the need to maximize the private 
contribution as much as possible. From my comments to the ITF earlier this month, the city can ill 
afford to provide all of the projected open space required by the Parks Element and must look to 
new and innovative ways for private developers to contribute to that cause. This is a foreign idea 
for most developers who are charged to develop their parcels to the max, driven not by public 
service but by greed. The city cannot expect any private contributions in terms of Open Space- 
plazas, wider sidewalks or fountains we admire in many urban cities and the 10% suggested by 
staff is simply a beginning but not sufficient to produce what I would consider great design 
possibilities. The DSD suggested 10% area for a city block site can be wasted away in small strips 
and isolated areas with little or no visual impact. Any new ordinance must require a larger 
percentage must also include verbiage that would require the DSD  to  evaluate  the 
contribution as providing quality design. I would hope my comments and perhaps some images 
of other city Open Spaces might help make your suggestion a reality.” 
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RE: Comprehensive Plan Comments 
DATE: 6/19/2019 
FROM: Peter Partington 
The Commission decided at yesterday's Conference Meeting that it did not want the ITF to provide 
input/recomendations to the draft Comprehensive Plan. I would like to provide further comments 
as an individual city resident. My comments which were given to the ITF members at their last 
meeting [which I could not attend] follow at the end of this email. The last ITF meeting discussed 
the idea of transportation multi modal capacity and LOS. Questions were raised on the viability of 
this approach. The following link take you to a comprehensive transportation review policy of the 
Transportation Department of the District of Columbia. It illustrates the type of approach which 
should be pursued to address the various transportation modes which will be needed to make the 
City function better in the future. It is  based  on  'person  trips'  as  opposed  to  'vehicle 
trips'. https://nacto.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2015/04/comprehensive_transportation_review_ddot.pdf” 

 
RE: ITF Communication to Commission regarding P &Z Board recommendation 
DATE: 6/23/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“I watched the Commission’s Conference meeting’s review earlier this past week of the ITF’s 
Communication to “ contribute comments on the Comprehensive Plan to the Planning and 
Zoning Board” and was a bit taken back by the uninformed responses made by the 
Commission, Mayor, the CM and most assuredly by the Department Director of DSD and I will 
elaborate. The short version of the origin of the Communication request is that the ITF has had 
heated discussion about the Parks Element and some of the committee thought h that we should 
share our findings with the Planning and Zoning Board as the Local Planning Agency. 

 
First, I would like to point out that the Motion for the Communication request came from Jacquelyn 
Scott, the Commission’s very appointment to the ITF as a member of the P & Z Board and was 
seconded by myself, a 24 year member of the P & Z Board. That should be telling that current and 
past P & Z members thought the ITF’s comments were worth sharing with the P & Z Board. Isn’t 
inter- board communication what the commission desired by having a P & Z board member 
appointed to the ITF? Ms. Scott, as a member of the P & Z Board can certainly comment on her 
knowledge of a Comp Plan Element as a private citizen but three or four hours of the ITF’s 
comments and conclusions certainly seems to be a more appropriate method of conveying ideas 
that the ITF discussed. 

 
Secondly, the ITF has been reviewing the Elements of the Comprehensive Plan since our ITF 
meeting in March. The Back-up information for our meeting/agendas has been provided by the 
staff from the Director of Public Works and staff presentation at our ITF monthly meetings which 
has been led by an employee of DSD. My guess is that the ITF has expended at least an hour and 
a half at each of our last four months meetings discussing the Elements of the Comp Plan. I have 
no idea how much staff time has accumulated on DSD’s clock in preparation for their monthly 
presentations. A snippet of the ITF agenda for June, developed by the Chair, the Deputy Director 
of Public Works and Lorraine Tappen, DSD and listed our discussion certain Infrastructure Elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan including Parks and Recreation, Transportation, and the CIE Element. 

 
It is regrettable that in your conversation with an ITF member you might have been misled but in 
my opinion your comment was a misrepresentation of any ITF’s discussion. The ITF only spoke of 
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money/budget issues as related to the use of City funds for land acquisition from the Parks Bond 
Issue. 

 
The Mayor comment that the ITF was exceeding the Commissions mandate that is operating 
outside of the ITF’s scope was in my opinion, far from reality. The ITF’s responsibility as listed under 
Purpose below would include the “review and identify funding sources”. I have provided an 
abbreviated outline of the enabling Ordinance’s scope below: 
The Purpose of the ITF: 

 To review the City infrastructure, condition and plans for the future needs including; roads, 
sidewalks airports, seawalls, treatment plants, well fields, water and wastewater distribution 
…. Parks and all City facilities. 

 To review and identify funding sources…. 
 To monitor and report progress to the Commission on current and future infrastructure 

programs 
It is the third bullet item that the ITF was looking for direction on as the purpose only lists the 
Commission and not other city boards. It was that area of concern that triggered the 
Commission Communication Request to permit our comments to be disseminated to the 
P & Z Board. 

 
All of the issues raised above are somewhat irrelevant based on the Mayors final comments that 
“there is no need for the ITF to contribute comments to either the P & Z Board or the Commission 
about the Comprehensive Plan.” The Mayor has made the ITF’s past work or any further comments 
a complete waste of staff and members time. 

 
In the last four months I have invested more than 100 hours in reviewing just the Parks Element of 
the CP and have sent two memos to the ITF which are available should you wish to review my 
findings and recommendations. In view of the Mayors comments at the recent Conference 
meeting the Commission seems to agree that there is a complete lack of interest to seek input 
from the ITF on the Comprehensive Plan. “ 

 
RE: Updated FT. Lauderdale Comp. Plan Feedback 
DATE: 6/26/2019 
FROM: Christina Currie 
“I would personally like to see the following for the future of our City. Please plug these into 
whichever areas of your work you find most appropriate: 

 Improved quality of public schools in our City, more public/parks spaces and public art. 
 Affordable housing dispersed evenly throughout the City. 
 When projects go to the DRC and/or Planning and Zoning require contact of adjacent 

neighbors/associations etc. rather than "strongly encouraging." 
 Enact density limitation in RAC-CC and minimum unit sizes citywide. 
 Regarding Development Parking: mandate instead of "strongly encouraging" bike parking, 

"strongly encourage" alt. vehicle parking requirements to consider future technology 
which may develop (ie, scooter), require loading zones in RAC-CC, and eliminate 
exemption of off-street parking requirement in RAC-CC. 

 An increase in green building practices.- not just for new projects but especially on City 
owned space/property. (solar lights/power, recycled water for irrigation) 

 Requirement of aesthetically pleasing fence covers at construction sights. 
 Improved appearance at entry to our City near airport at & along Federal Highway 

corridor: clean-up area bordering port fence and require commercial properties along 
Federal to have more landscaping. In particular, small plazas & small motels to increase 
separation from road/property and increase aesthetics. 
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o Community enhancement  needs to make sure as time passes the    landscaping 
requirements are still being met. 

 Improve appearance at entry to City along Marina mile. Current signage and landscaping 
is unimpressive. 

 Establishment of a youth advisory board to encourage youth engagement specificing # 
of minor's required from EACH district.” 

 
RE: Comments on the Comp Plan 
DATE: 6/27/2019 
FROM: Marilyn Mammano 
“Attached are some preliminary comments on the Comp Plan that were discussed at the last ITF 
meeting. They represent my individual comments since the ITF Committee has not and may not 
take a position. I also want to supplement these comments with some observations regarding the 
recent P&Z workshop especially the discussion about the Parks Element. I would appreciate it if 
you would forward these comments to the members. 
Parks and Recreation Element 
The proposed Comp Plan Parks Element essentially says implement the Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan. So we have to look carefully at that. (See attached) 
1. The inventory of parks and open space includes not only traditional parks and the beach it also 
includes anything that the Parks Department maintains. So some school playgrounds that are not 
always available are counted as well as miscellaneous open spaces like street medians. Therefore 
the inventory number of 956.5 acres is in my opinion on the high side. 
2. The population number is on the low side, using numbers form 2014 of 176,013. Not only doesn’t 
it include the tourists and workers, I don’t think it takes into account the snow birds who are here 
for a few months a year and all use parks. 
3. Therefore saying the current LOS for parks is 5.6 is in my opinion on the high side because the 
park acreage is high and the population number is low. It also is a gross number that as you know 
doesn’t reflect the unequal distribution of parks/open space across the city. If you took out the 
beach the whole LOS goes way down and that is how many city residents experience it. So let’s 
not get so excited about improving on the miserable LOS of 3 acres per 1000 population that was 
in the 2008 Comprehensive Plan. I think the current LOS of 5.6 is misleading and certainly high. For 
sure we should not accept any decrease in that LOS. I think we should do the following: 
1. Recalculate the LOS using more up to date population numbers and count in at least a 
percentage of the non resident population. 
2. Recalculate the LOS from a gross city wide number to an area wide or neighborhood wide 
basis. (Equity and Access) 
3. Plan for not decreasing the LOS but increasing it based on a more sophisticated distribution of 
parks across the city. Perhaps the downtown core needs a more urban LOS and the 
neighborhoods need a higher LOS? 
4. Prioritize the disposition of city owned land 1. Parks where the LOS is low, 2. Affordable housing 
anywhere it makes sense, 3.economic development in redeveloping neighborhoods. 
5. Establish a % of the Parks Bond funds for acquisition of new open space. Maintenance and 
upgrades will eat up that money fast.” 
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RE: Parks and Recreation Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
DATE: 6/28/2019 
FROM: Fred Stresau 
“As you know the Commission turned down the ITF’s request to share information from the 
committees discussions on the Parks and Recreation Element with the P & Z Board last Tuesday so 
I am providing two personal takeaways on the Parks Element of the Comprehensive Plan as a 
private citizen not a member of the ITF. I have attached two documents regarding the Parks and 
Recreation Element. The first document -Memorandum - May 31- is full of technical information 
on what is Loss of Service, the population projections, Bond funding, etc. The second document 
(Scan 0003) is my personal discussion on whether or not the Plan Element should utilize a slightly 
lower LOS than staff is currently recommending. In order to evaluate what the staff is 
recommending, one must determine what the current parks character actually physically looks 
like on the ground. I have posed the question that if the existing parks inventory is satisfactory and 
one were to subtract the 200 acres allocated to the Beach Open Space, then the current LOS is 
at about 4/1000. My focus or reasoning is that the acreage projection for 2045 at 4 acre/1000 is a 
much more manageable acreage number for the City to acquire than the 5 acre/1000 the staff 
is currently recommending. The difference between the 4 and 5 LOS number equates to the need 
for acquisition of about 31 acres at 4/1000 and should the Commission accept the Parks Element 
at 5/1000 there would be a 278 acre shortfall. Far more acreage than either the Bond money of 
the Impact fee could possibly support. One MUST keep in mind that the City Ordinance C-06-14 
which establishes the Park Impact Fee sets a second standard under Policy 1.2.2 which states that 
if the LOS ratio falls below the Parks Element threshold due to the increase population then the 
City cannot issue any further Site Plan approvals until additional park land is acquired. Essentially 
a moratorium! ITF Memorandum from May 31 docx provides below an outline of comments on 
the issues concerning the Loss of Service. 
Page 1 Decision and recommendation for the Comp Plan to utilize LOS at 3 or 5 acres per 1000 
residents 
Ordinance C-06-14 Park Impact fee discussion 
Page 2 Questions raised by the ITF and staff responses 
Page 3 Definition of Open Space 
Page 4 Discussion of population increase as that affects the LOS 
Page 5 Restriction on the issuance of building permits should LOS fall below the ratio of LOS in the 
Comp Plan. 
Discussion on the definition of Open Space. 
Page 6 Open Space discussion 
Page 7 Funding and the Parks Impact fees 
Page 8 RE-cap of the Parks Bond to fund land Acquisition 
Page 9 Development costs for each park type” 
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The second attachment – Scan #0003 – is an analysis of the Parks and Recreation Loss of Service 
An outline below summarizes factors that will affect the decision on what number or ration the city 
finally adopts for the Comp Plan. 
Page 1 Definition of Loss of Service 
Identification of LOS for several Plans. Parks Master Plan/2019 CIP Parks Element/Broward 
County/State Outdoor Comp Plan 
A case for reducing Parks and Recreation Element from 5 to 4/1000 residents 
Page 2 Charts for population growth from the City Strategic Master Plan and he CIP Parks 
Element/April 2019 
Page 3 Population projections with reference to required acreage with different LOS numbers 
Page 4 Identification of Parks Bond monies for Acquisition and Development 
Page 5 Summery of Parks impact fees since 2013” 
Page 6 Summery of potential monies from the Bond and Parks Impact fees thru 2045 
Summation for LOS Reduction based on utilizing 4 acres/1000 residents 
Page 7 Summation for Acquisition and Development costs based on 4 acres/1000 and Parks 
Department cost projections for the Urban and Neighborhood parks” 
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RE: Flood Adaptation and planning for Sea Level Rise 
DATE: 7/1/2019 
FROM: John Barranco 
As most people know, trying to control the forces of nature is a sensitive subject in Florida and we 
should learn from our past mistakes. Not many years ago, a well-intentioned Army Corp of 
Engineers irreparably scarred and altered Lake Okeechobee, the Everglades, Florida Bay and 
many other parts of our natural environment. Now we are trying to correct our own mishaps. In 
the future I want to see solutions from our City that work with nature in a more symbiotic approach 
to counteract the issues that come from climate change. Somehow we will need to adapt and 
live with the idea that water will be part of our everyday lives. Blocking natures intrusion with walls 
is not be the best solution for our natural environment and our communities as a whole. How we 
deal with these challenges can be a huge opportunity for Fort Lauderdale to serve as a model for 
waterfront communities around the world. I have been reading about other older Countries and 
Cities that have been dealing with water in more integrated/ passive ways. If sea level rise is 
inevitable I think we need to shake off traditional ways of thinking and accept the notion that we 
will be living our everyday lives in a water dominated environment. 

 
When it comes to our City’s comprehensive plan I want to see more focus on how our City, that is 
less than 10’ above sea level, will adapt to an incoming sea. How we handle sea level rise should 
be addressed in every element/ section of the comprehensive plan. Sea level is intertwined with 
every decision we will make in our City’s future. 

 FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 SANITARY SEWER, WATER, & STORMWATER ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 TRANSPORTATION & MOBILITY ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS sub section sea level rise 
 CONSERVATION ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 HOUSING ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 EDUCATION ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT sub section sea level rise 
 PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 CLIMATE CHANGE ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 
 SOLID WASTE ELEMENT sub section sea level rise 

Below are some links that I found some good examples for how other communities have dealt 
with water intrusion issues in nontraditional ways. 
https://floodcoalition.org/ 
https://floodcoalition.org/members/fort-lauderdale/ 
http://theconversation.com/design-for-flooding-how-cities-can-make-room-for-water-105844 
https://use.metropolis.org/case-studies/copenhagen-climate-resilient-neighbourhood-strategy 
https://theconversation.com/higher-density-in-a-flood-zone-heres-a-way-to-do-it-and-reduce- 
the-risks-86608 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VpKA3sj2nFo 
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RE: John Sandell 
DATE: 9/9/2019 
FROM: Advance Fort Lauderdale Comprehensive Plan Update 
“Honestly, I am really quite impressed with all of the work you and your team has done to pull this 
kind of document together. I began to make some comments and formulate some questions, but 
as I read through the entire document, my comments were addressed, and quite thoroughly. All 
of you are really the experts, and understand the multiple dynamics of Fort Lauderdale urban 
policy, and working in a governmental capacity, (city, county, state), much much better than 
I. The above said, I would humbly leave you with a couple of remarks for your review. The first 
regards CC1.1 Greenhouse Gases and in relation to Policy CC 2.2.1b (LEED Silver): Could the 
reduction goal be more aggressive? In doing so, it could impact the choice of building typology 
on the part of designers; prodding designers to be more conscientious of passive energy strategies 
in order to improve comfort levels and reduce energy usage. (Incidentally, Scotland has just 
announced that all new buildings will be required to have zero carbon emissions). The second 
regards Objective CC 2.4: Protection of Natural Environment: Could the policy be more elaborate 
and also include proliferation/restoration of natural habitats on public lands? Could it also be 
encouraged on private land development, where larger swaths of open land within a 
development could be dedicate to restoration of natural habitats? The goal could also indirectly 
help facilitate a (distant) future land use policy which includes reducing the urban footprint 
(across Broward County) and therefore favoring the creation of large water retention areas and 
the natural restoration of these areas that are most vulnerable to future flooding. Finally, because 
of the comprehensive nature of the plan, would it be possible to create a graphic chart that 
outlines the goals and objectives and further explains, (perhaps through feedback loops or other 
graphic means), the interrelationship among all of the elements. I think the public, and including 
developers, need to better understand how the elements are closely knit and can impact one 
another. I can imagine a subsequent step that plans a process for public and private 
development to insure that all applicable objectives are met within any specific context and 
project type. 

 
RE: Percent of Natural Areas Land 
DATE: 9/11/2019 
FROM: George Gann 
“This is complex stuff with a ton of literature out in the world. Species area curves operate at an 
approximate log scale. And there are major differences between short term effects of 
fragmentation (direct habitat loss) and long-term effects of fragmentation (applied island 
biogeography), and differential effects on different kinds of species (e.g., large predators versus 
roadside weeds). All of that is complicated at the landscape scale as most of the fragmentation 
literature is based on a premise of uniform ecosystems, or the effects on specific species groups 
(e.g. birds), not mosaics of distinct ecosystems. If different ecosystems are lost at different rates 
(e.g., scrub versus mangroves), it throws the curves. Doing a super quick search I have attached 
one paper that talks about some of these complexities of measuring fragmentation effects. And 
here is one figure as an example (the below is before fragmentation effects). 
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RE: 2020 Advance Conservation Element 
DATE: 9/19/2019 
FROM: Richard Brownscombe 
“If you use the total acreage of all natural areas in Fort Lauderdale as identified by Broward 
County on the County GIS map as “protected natural areas", it currently totals about 150 acres. 
The problem is that all 14 natural areas (identified by the County GIS) are not actually protected, 
so step one is to do an inventory and assessment and then actually protect them, so that 
subsequent administrators and Commissions cannot develop them (build on them or put them to 
primarily human use). So Fort Lauderdale could have 150 acres of protected natural areas almost 
immediately, just by protecting these 14 natural areas. Step two is to identify 72 additional acres 
(222 acres minus 150 acres equals 72 acres) that should be protected and managed as natural 
areas. For example, certain areas within recreation parks (long a border or in a wetland area or 
as a nature trail or whatever) could be identified and protected for nature, that is, as natural 
areas. Other examples might be the beach fronts adjacent Bonnet House and Hugh Taylor Birch 
that are being managed as natural areas. Some of the climate hardening and sea level rise 
objectives might be achieved by restoring certain beach areas with mangrove natural areas. 
Coontie Hatchee Park could easily be restored as a pineland forest habitat by adding the right 
shrub species along the fences and restoring about a dozen wildflower species beneath the Slash 
Pines (without changing the trail, parking lot, or public use of the park), adding yet another natural 
area and improving the enjoyment of the park. City-owned lots might be identified for future 
restoration as natural areas. Altogether, the short-term goal is 1% of Fort Lauderdale protected as 
natural areas (where nature can live and is protected). “Distinct ecosystem” has a meaning similar 
to habitat. The idea is that the amount of each habitat maintained or restored should reflect the 
percentage of each habitat that was here historically. Cypress wetlands, mangrove swamp, dry 
Florida scrub, and Pine flatwoods are examples of distinct ecosystems (sometimes called plant 
and wildlife communities). If a large part of Fort Lauderdale was Pine flatwoods, then a 
proportionally large amount of natural areas should be maintained or restored as Pine flatwoods. 
If a small amount of dry Florida scrub existed, then a proportionally small amount will be 
maintained. In conservation this concept helps nature better maintain the diversity of species. 
Certain  migratory and  indigenous  birds  used the  food  supply and  shelter they found  in  Pine 
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flatwoods, for example, and providing it helps them survive. There is also a conservation strategy 
using “reference ecosystems” to anticipate climate change and other realities, so don’t take the 
word “historically” too literally. The focus is on what is supportive to nature and the plants and 
wildlife that live here. Restoration does not try to create nature as it was in 1492 in our natural 
areas. We are trying to help extent life thrive. Among other values, there is great scientific and 
research value in keeping living species alive. I took the long term goal of 5% from George Gann’s 
email, too, and I could make a long list of imaginative ways by which we might achieve 5% of Fort 
Lauderdale as places where nature can thrive. It would be better, of course, that we form a task 
force or other group to plan what that would look like long term, both in terms of what nature 
needs, and what would be a wonderful asset to the City and add greatly to its livability, green 
reputation, and interest here. Natural areas are the outdoor rooms of our living natural history 
museum. When we manage them as such with museum-like protection, interpretation for public 
education and enjoyment, and financial support from foundations, we will attract great positive 
attention as an example of how a densely urban area can serve BOTH nature and the people 
who live and visit there.” 

 
RE: Advance Fort Lauderdale Comprehensive Plan Update 
DATE: 9/15/2019 
FROM: Ann Wiley 
“Just the first few sentences of the Policy FLU 1.1.1 are already frustrating as none of the already 
existing polices happened in the Lennar case. It may be that good policy and ordinances are 
written but I don’t see them being enacted. The building in this city is out of control and there has 
been little to no thought for natural areas to be preserved and maintained in or out of the city 
center. “ 

 
RE: 2020 Advance Conservation Element 
DATE: 9/15/2019 
FROM: Richard Brownscombe 
“Let me know if you have any trouble accessing the Comments in the attached PDF. You can 

skip everything in brackets [ ], those notes just say what I was thinking about what I was reading. 
Sorry these recommendation are not more perfect and succinct. Having tried, I have a greater 
appreciation for what you are doing, of course!” 
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RE: Proposed changes to education element 
DATE: 9/24/2019 
FROM: Mary Fertig 
“I have re‐written these to remove names of specific programs and incorporate the goals of the 

programs. Please note the changes to school enrollment/downtown sites, the expansion of the bullet 

point which included the aviation magnet and the last bullet point addressing maximizing parks for 

educational opportunities. 

Suggested changes to Education Element Powerpoint slide 
 
 

 Coordinate annual review of school enrollment projections and school 
capacity 

 Explore alternate measures of student success beyond the school 
grade 

 Support early learning and after schools’ programs 
 Support creative and career – focused programs which build 

academic, character and real-world skills in Fort Lauderdale schools. 
 Annually evaluate school enrollment and projected enrollment to 

ensure that sufficient school capacity and opportunities exist in Fort 
Lauderdale. Where necessary identify sites for school development. 

 Encourage and create lifelong learning opportunities to ensure 
programs and opportunities are available for City residents of all 
ages. 

 Boost social mobility in economically distressed communities by 
focusing on building financial capability among students, workers, 
and residents in Fort Lauderdale 

 Explore with school board support and industry partners the 
establishment of programs which prepare students for careers in 
local industries such as aviation, the marine industries, hospitality 
and tourism, technology and construction. 

 Maximize parks for educational and recreational opportunities 
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RE: Comprehensive Plan Edits/Suggestions 
DATE: 10/7/2019 
FROM: Scott Strawbridge 
“Future Land Use 
POLICY FLU 2.5.1: The City shall ensure staff complete training in the history and structure of racism 
in the United States and in Broward County. In addition, staff shall complete training on implicit 
bias in community sectors (ie., housing, education, economic development, etc). 
POLICY FLU 2.5.2a: The City shall consider all potential outcomes of gentrification including housing 
affordability and displacement, capacity building of impacted populations, preserving cultural 
assets, being responsive to the needs of underserved and underresourced markets, expanding 
minority business ownership and otherwise managing externalities that could overwhelm 
vulnerable populations. 
POLICY FLU 2.6.1: The City recognizes that 80% of an individuals' health outcomes are determined 
by their behaviors, and the social and environmental conditions in which they live, work, and play. 
POLICY FLU 2.6.1a: The City shall increase awareness and support efforts to educate public 
officials, planners, and health practitioners about the Social Determinants of Health. 
POLICY FLU 2.6.1b: The City shall institute a cross-disciplinary approach to addressing the Social 
Determinants of Health and potential impacts to health equity resulting from all land use policy, 
public infrastructure, or services decisions. Considerations shall include potential impacts upon 
individuals': access to clinical care, air and water quality, housing, transportation, jobs & income, 
education, social cohesion, community safety, child development, and diet & exercise. 
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Parks POLICY PR 2.5.1c:The City shall extend opportunities for diverse voices to be included in the 
planning, design, operations, and programming of spaces in order to create a sense of shared 
ownership and connectivity to the public space. When people are co-creators of their spaces, 
those spaces become welcoming to all. 
POLICY PR 2.5.1d: The City shall strive to Intentionally design public space to capture local identity 
and bolster community pride by including the existing community in the planning process and 
designing a space that meets the specific needs of that community. Public spaces can and 
should function as the heart of a community, creating safe space for public life that is healthy, 
social and festive. 

CAM #20-0020 
Exhibit 3 

Page 73 of 95



 

 

 

 

 

 

CAM #20-0020 
Exhibit 3 

Page 74 of 95



 

 

 

 

 

 

CAM #20-0020 
Exhibit 3 

Page 75 of 95



 

 

 

 

 

 

CAM #20-0020 
Exhibit 3 

Page 76 of 95



 

 

 

 

 

 

CAM #20-0020 
Exhibit 3 

Page 77 of 95



 

 

Transit: 
POLICY TM 1.4.1f: The City shall prioritize and construct the LauderTrail and Old Dillard Trail 
pathways to enhance local connectivity. 
POLICY TM 1.7.5b: The City shall perform an equity analysis of all existing and proposed new routes. 
The analysis should include consideration of Social Determinants of Health and their impacts upon 
vulnerable populations. 
Policy TM 1.7.5c: Prioritize improvements based on vulnerable users, at risk populations, and 
locations with higher concentrations of these populations, including, but not limited to schools, 
after care facilities, affordable and senior housing sites,  parks, and healthcare facilities. 
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Public Works: 
POLICY SWS 1.1.1: Infrastructure capital projects will be evaluated using the following criteria: 

1. Meets federal, state or legal requirement; 
2. Project feasibility; 
3. Costs and sources of funds; 
4. Reduces risk and improves urgent safety needs; 
5. Relevant level of service and performance measures; 
6. Addresses aging infrastructure needs and maintenance of existing facilities; 
7. Project consistency with existing approved plans and projects; 
8. Improves traffic, mobility, connectivity, pedestrian safety and cyclist safety; 
9. Environmental benefits; and 
10. Promotes or accelerates sustainable economic development. 
11. Promotes or accelerates social equity, environmental justice, and overall improvement to 
the quality of life for historically marginalized, underserved, and under-represented individuals and 
places within the city. 
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Capital Improvements 
POLICY CI 1.1.3: Capital projects will be evaluated using the following criteria: 
1. Meets federal, state or legal requirement - Whether there is a federal, state, local mandate, 

grant, court order, judgment, or other requirement that the project must be completed. 
2. Project feasibility - Whether there are obstacles to proceeding with the project (land 

acquisition, easements, approvals required, etc.) 
3. Costs and sources of funds - Whether the project would impact the City’s operating costs, debt 

service level, and/or whether the project would yield revenue. 
4. Reduces risk and improves urgent safety needs - Whether the project reduces an immediate or 
future risk, addresses a public health and/or safety hazard, or addresses an urgent safety needs. 
5. Relevant level of service and performance measures - Is the impact of the project 

measurable? Will completing the project improve key performance measures or result in 
efficiencies? 

6. Addresses aging infrastructure needs and maintenance of existing facilities - Whether the 
project helps to repair or replace the City’s aging infrastructure (e.g. bridges, seawalls, roads) 
or provides for capital maintenance of existing City facilities (e.g. community centers, 
swimming pools, or sports complex). 

7. Project consistency with existing approved plans and projects - Whether the project is directly 
consistent with a Commission approved plan, advances the Strategic Plan, the Commission 
Annual Action Plan (CAAP), and/or the 2035 Community Vision Plan. 

8. Improves traffic, mobility, connectivity, pedestrian safety and cyclist safety - Whether the 
project would result in filling mobility gaps, supporting more effective interconnectivity, and 
ensuring increased and safe accessibility to activities, events and locations (bikeway path, 
commuter rail). 

9. Environmental benefits - Whether the project would address sea level rise, flooding, energy 
efficiency, water quality, water efficiency or other sustainability measures. 

10. Promotes or accelerates sustainable economic development - Whether the project would 
directly result in capital investment, increased tax base, increased property values, or improved 
job opportunities. 
11. Promotes or accelerates social equity, environmental justice, and overall improvement to the 
quality of life for historically marginalized, underserved, and under-represented individuals and 
places within the city. 
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Housing: 
POLICY HS 1.2.6: Continue to support Fort Lauderdale Housing Authority programs, including 
Section 8, housing choice voucher administration, homeownership programs, public housing 
construction and management, and self-sufficiency programs including their home-ownership 
programs and the StepUP Apprenticeship program. 
POLICY HS 1.2.12: Utilize job training, apprenticeship programs, and job creation to improve the 
economic status of residents as a partial solution to affordable housing concerns. POLICY HS 2.1.6: 
Ensure that planning and land use still provides for healthy neighborhoods including easy 
accessibility to food, locally determined needs for goods and services and amenities that 
encourage physical activity and collaboratively address the Social Determinants of Health. 
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Economic Development: 
POLICY ED 1.2.4a: Promote the development of walking, driving, and bicycling tours that include 
as destinations, Fort Lauderdale’s historic areas and buildings (such as Himmarshee and Historic 
Sistrunk) and special environments, including local museums, urban trails, and public art. 
POLICY ED 2.5.1c: Promote and identify internships, apprenticeships and training for green sector 
jobs through Broward County School District magnet programs, the Housing Authority’s StepUP 
Apprenticeship program, the colleges and universities, and green technology companies. 
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RE: 2020 Advance Conservation Element 
DATE: 10/16/2019 
FROM: Richard Brownscombe 
“We recently had Jonathan Burgess, a landscape architect, speak to the Broward Chapter of the 
Florida Native Plant Society about the Sustainable SITES Initiative. On this page is the free "SITES 
Client Deck,” a power point introduction that may be useful explaining what Sustainable SITES is. 
In the presentation they monetize sustainable landscaping because the value of sustainable 
approaches to development are undervalued or not valued at all under our current ways of doing 
business. That is a mistake, of course. It seems such an organized and fair way to expect and 
evaluate sustainable building standards. Most people know the LEED standards. I hope we are 
expecting and applying them. But fewer people are aware of the very similar standards applied 
to landscaping. I urge the City to expect, incentivize, and encourage (if not ready to require) the 
use of LEED and Sustainable SITES standards going forward. It seems a relatively easy way for the 
City to get a lot accomplished toward the improvement of development toward a sustainable 
City (not just words, but the real deal).” 
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