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Meeting was called to order at 1:37 p.m. by Mayor Seiler.

ROLL CALL

Present: 4 - Mayor John P. "Jack" Seiler, Vice-Mayor Bruce G. Roberts,
Commissioner Bobby B. DuBose (arrived momentarily) and Commissioner
Romney Rogers

Also Present: 5 — City Manager Lee R. Feldman, City Auditor John Herbst,
City Clerk Jonda K. Joseph, City Attorney Harry A. Stewart, Sergeant At Arms
Sergeant Mike Dodson

OB  13-0370 WALK-ON - SENATE BILL 196 - FAMILIES FIRST

Mayor Seiler indicated that the City was asked to provide a letter of support for Senate Bill 196 for
domestic partnership registration similar to what has already been implemented locally. There was no
objection. The City Attorney agreed to review a letter from the City of Miami Beach on this matter
provided to the Commission and draft a letter for the Mayor’s signature in support of this bill.

CONFERENCE REPORTS

CF-1 13-0260 QUARTERLY INVESTMENT REPORT FOR PERIOD ENDING
DECEMBER 31, 2012

In response to Commissioner Rogers, the City Manager advised that the City's Investment Advisor has
been asked to include the rate of return for the City’s investments in these reports. He directed
Commissioner Rogers to page 13 of Exhibit 1 to Commission Agenda Memorandum 13-0260. He
provided the following annualized return information: total City operating, capital and bond reserve funds
was .40 percent; the Cemetery Trust Fund and the General Employees’ Retirement System was 5.72
percent; and the Police and Fire Pension was 8.75 percent.

CF-2 13-0178 EMERGENCY SANITARY SEWER REPAIR - Replacement of 18"

Clay Pipe at NE 19 Avenue from NE 6 Court (Pump Station) to NE 7
Street.

There was no discussion.
CF-3 13-0309 SOUTH SIDE SCHOOL UPDATE

In response to Mayor Seiler, the City Manager advised that Nova Southeastern University (Nova) has
indicated that a decision will be made by mid-March. He has also been talking to YMCA representatives
who are very interested in the facility. Commissioner Rogers indicated that District IV constituents are
frustrated because a year has passed without progress. The desire is to remediate the mold and at least
install air conditioning and bathrooms.

Mayor Seiler opened the floor for public comment.

Donna Mergenhagen, 1374 SE 17 Street, thought the dream for South Side School can still be achieved
however the project seems to be moving backwards. The playground is beautiful, but lacks a shade
structure and, therefore, cannot be used during the summer months. The playing fields have no restroom
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facilities. The initial efforts on the school house and outbuildings were positive, but there is a $35,000 cost
increase from being behind schedule. Perhaps, completion of this project is beyond the City’s capability.
However, other complex projects have been started and finished since the time when the South Side
project was started. She thought the Eula Johnson House (Johnson House) is a comparable project that
was completed by the target date. Commissioner DuBose and Mayor Seiler disagreed. They went on to
point out that there was nothing preserved with the Johnson House and it does not have a historic
designation. Ms. Mergenhagen thought focus, commitment and solid deadlines were associated with the
Johnson House project and the same are needed to complete South Side. Until two years ago, South
Side was operating on budget but costs are now going through the roof. Mayor Seiler disagreed. Unlike
South Side, the Johnson House had the NAACP in place as an end user, no component to be preserved
and a comparatively minor budget. He agreed that more focus is needed to complete South Side, but it
would likely be finished now if an end user had been in place. An RFP has not been issued for an end
user because of use limitations related to the deed and grant restrictions.

Commissioner DuBose thought comparing the Johnson House with South Side is a gross
misrepresentation. The Johnson House is only 1,100 square feet and did not have modification
restrictions due to a historic designation like South Side. Things that happened with the Johnson House
could happen to any other project. Ms. Mergenhagen maintained that there are parallels between the two
projects in terms of neighborhood impact and historic appreciation. She pointed out that Harbordale Park
was initiated and completed under budget. Mayor Seiler reasoned that only the gates at Harbordale had
to be preserved which was a minor expense. He emphasized Commissioner Rogers’ work to get South
Side completed since taking office in 2009. When this Commission inherited South Side, about $8 million
had already been spent; there was no end user and there was a mold issue. If the $14 million cost to
complete South Side was known when the project originated, he thought alternatives would have been
examined. Commissioner DuBose mentioned that the Johnson House project was not inherited by this
Commission but South Side was well underway. Vice Mayor Roberts thought Ms. Mergenhagen is raising
a project management issue. The record at South Side casts doubt on the City’s in-house ability to
manage it. However, staff is working on implementing long-term project management improvements.
Commissioner DuBose stressed that there are inherent difficulties exclusive to South Side that would
prove challenging for any project manager. Mayor Seiler pointed out that the Commission learned about
the mold after a period of four years.

Ms. Mergenhagen asked whether the City can move forward with South Side, and inquired about the
short-term and long-term plans. She agreed with Commissioner Rogers that, at least, the mold should be
remediated and the air conditioning installed. She felt these two items would be expected by any
seriously shopping tenant. Installation of shade structures has been delayed since last October. In
response to Mayor Seiler, the City Manager explained that the shade structures are out to bid, and the
bids will be opened on February 27. Albert Carbon, Public Works Director, was uncertain of the timeline,
but construction is estimated to start in May. Commissioner Rogers explained that the delay was caused
by problems with the bidding. Ms. Mergenhagen thought the City spending $35,000 to reissue expired
permits is a misuse of tax dollars. In response to Mayor Seiler, the City Manager noted that this bid
matter was brought forward in December. Staff's pre-bid estimate was about $340,000, but responses
were $615,000. Therefore a professional estimator was utilized and it was readvertised with the new
figure in January. Bid award will likely come forward on March 19 although April would be the normal
timeline. Mayor Seiler stressed the bid award be scheduled for consideration in March.

Commissioner DuBose cautioned that shade structures involve a lengthy permitting process. The City
Manager explained that there are additional building code requirements for anchoring shade structures
that involve soil testing and for the foundations to be site specific. The contractor will be responsible for
permitting the shade structures, including soil testing. Mayor Seiler suggested the City proceed with the
soil testing before going out to bid in order to save time and money. The City Manager was uncertain if the
contractor would be comfortable relying on the City’s tests as they are ultimately held responsible.
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Although Ms. Mergenhagen believed the City can do better, she expressed appreciation for all of the
Commission’s work, and indicated that City staff is phenomenal.

Commissioner Rogers noted that nothing is being done about the mold because air conditioning issues
have precluded it. He was uncertain if there is a temporary solution for the air conditioning. He advocated
for installing an upgraded air conditioning system even though it costs $100,000 more than an average
one. Summer is approaching and the heat will worsen matters. The City Manager noted that the windows
have been repaired. The most significant air conditioning issue is determining how to circulate air without
installing duct work which is a concern because the end use is still unknown. Commissioner DuBose
asked whether an industrial hygienist has been consulted. A circulation system must be in place to
prevent humidity which contributes to mold growth. But the duct work and air conditioning system can
become contaminated if the mold is not removed prior to installation. Albert Carbon, Public Works
Director, explained that an interim air conditioning system has not been addressed with the City's
industrial hygienist, EE&G. But their recommendation was to not complete the mold remediation until the
building has positive air flow. He pointed out that over-sizing the air conditioning system will also cost
more long-term in higher operational costs.

Commissioner DuBose asked whether a temporary air conditioning solution could be utilized to address
the mold while the other things are looked at. He agreed it is unacceptable to not do anything. The mold
is a life safety issue that must be attended to. Mr. Carbon indicated that he will consult EE&G for their
recommendation. If a temporary unit is not possible, Commissioner Rogers wanted to move forward with
remediation and installing an air conditioning system rather than waiting to determine the end user. The
unit size is selected based on capacity, not duct work. Commissioner DuBose thought there may be a
way to air condition the building without installing duct work. Mr. Carbon clarified that the primary concern
is balancing the system and providing adequate air flow into each room which impacts the unit size.
According to the two uses under consideration, there is an 80-ton unit and a 120-ton unit. The capital and
operating costs are significant. Commissioner DuBose thought this could possibly be addressed with
ceiling fans depending upon the level of air flow needed. Mr. Carbon agreed to ask EE&G.
Commissioner Rogers thought all options should be explored. The City likely has a 120-ton unit in its
inventory which could be tested on South Side and installed elsewhere if it is ultimately not suitable. Not
doing anything is unacceptable. He urged the Commission to direct the City Manager to take action now.
Even if Nova decides to move forward in March, the delay related to their adding an out-building would
take the timeline into summer. The building must be air conditioned. There is no logic to waiting.

In response to Clay Wieland, member of Friends of South Side, Mayor Seiler explained that the contract
with Nova was placed on hold when other issues arose. Nova decided not to occupy South Side, but has
since circled back to the City. The City has had discussions with other potential end user. The desire was
for the end user issue to resolve itself in order to avoid spending excess funds on installing an air
conditioning unit that is either over or under capacity. However, he agreed with Commissioner Rogers
about moving forward with mold remediation and air conditioning if an end user is not in place by March.
He stressed that no member of this Commission was involved in the first six years of this project, whereas
the Johnson House project was started and overseen by this Commission. Ms. Mergenhagen
commented that Mr. Carbon is a phenomenal public works director who is not given direction, but blamed
for every shortfall. These issues will not be resolved unless direction is forthcoming. Mayor Seiler
acknowledged that Mr. Carbon does a good job, but he pointed out that this project was also inherited by
the City Manager. Further, lawsuits related to South Side have caused increased frustration. He
reiterated that this is ultimately an end-user issue. The City Manager noted that the building is being
designed to house the Parks and Recreation offices if the private end-users, Nova or the YMCA, do not
come to fruition. The anticipated bid opening is July. Staff needs to be informed by March if the
Commission does not agree with this plan. In response to Mayor Seiler, he thought there will be
adequate parking from a staffing standpoint. Commissioner Rogers had no objection but reiterated the
mold needs to be addressed before summer.
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There was no one else wishing to speak.

CITY COMMISSION REPORTS

Events and Matters of Interest

Members of the Commission announced recent and upcoming events and matters of interest.

Automobile Accidents; [-95 and State Road 84 Interchange

Commissioner Rogers wanted to inform FDOT (Florida Department of Transportation) of the City's
concern about accidents at the 1-95 and State Road 84 interchange and determine alternate routes.

Pavement Management System (PMS)

In response to Commissioner Rogers, the City Manager advised that the Pavement Management
Software System (PMSS) will be on the March 5 regular meeting agenda. Albert Carbon, Public Works
Director, explained that data input will take ninety days after the contract is initiated. In the meantime, all
paving is on hold. He went on to offer examples of the criteria that will be used to decide upon the timing
of resurfacing a street.

Florida Department of Transportation, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Program

Vice Mayor Roberts noted the MPO (Metropolitan Planning Organization) Board’s comment that the
FDOT (Florida Department of Transportation) pedestrian and bicycle safety program in Broward County
should be directed toward elementary school students. The thinking is safety measures can be more
easily taught to youngsters who can then help modify behavior of adults. He asked the City Manager to
coordinate this.

Motion Picture Film Industry, Permitting

Vice Mayor Roberts indicated that residents are concerned about a reality show being filmed in the Coral
Ridge neighborhood. The notification process as related to film permitting is not working. He wanted to
know how permitting is handled by the City and County. He asked the City Manager to followup on this
matter.

Notification for Rezoned Properties and for Properties that Impact Neighborhoods

Commissioner DuBose indicated that District 11l constituents wish to be notified of upcoming rezonings
associated with development projects. The City Manager explained that no notification is given if
rezoning is not required. But notice is provided for a rezoning or for a site plan level three or four. Greg
Brewton, Sustainable Development Director, indicated that notice is accomplished via mail to property
owners within a 300 foot radius. Also, the homeowners association president (association president) is
provided the agenda. He thought staff highlights any pertinent agenda items when it is sent to the
association president. If this is not being done, he could make sure this practice is initiated. If it is a
significant development, it is required to go through the DRC (Development Review Committee) process
and that agenda is mailed to the association president. He offered to make certain that such projects are
highlighted on the agendas that are sent out to the association presidents. Commissioner DuBose
explained there may be projects that would not require notification, but residents are nevertheless
interested in being informed. He left it to the staff’s discretion and asked for a followup report.
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Communications Services Tax

Commissioner DuBose indicated that he had discussions with members of the State Legislature on this
matter and felt hopeful from those discussions, although he noted the final outcome is unknown.

Redistricting

In response to Commissioner DuBose, the City Attorney advised that public hearings are required for
redistricting. This will be brought to the Commission when the District Il commissioner has been seated.
The Charter provides that redistricting is based upon the centennial census which is the population. In
further response, he indicated that the figures can be juxtaposed to provide Commissioner DuBose with
what the redistricting results would have been if the voting age population had been used. He agreed to
provide such information and indicated it would take at least a week to put the information together.

Beach Restoration Project

Mayor Seiler drew attention to the fact that the beach restoration will be loud and disruptive. The speed
limit has been reduced. He wanted it publicized that the project will be done as quickly as possible.

OLD/NEW BUSINESS
BUS-1 13-0353 NEIGHBOR SURVEY RESULTS

Amy Knowles, Structural Innovation Manager, made introductory remarks about the usefulness of such a
survey. She indicated that this first survey is a baseline on neighbor perceptions about the quality of
government services and quality of life in Fort Lauderdale. Itis intended to be done annually. The results
will be integrated into other planning documents. The survey will be posted online, shared with
employees and presented to advisory boards as appropriate. It is statistically valid in that it represents all
Commission districts.

Karen Falk of ETC Institute (ETC), presented slides concerning this matter. A copy of the slides is
attached to these minutes. The following information was furnished by Ms. Falk in response to questions
raised by the Commission.

Concerning the survey question posed about a place to raise and educate children, Mayor Seiler and
Vice Mayor Roberts suggested the question be separated in the future. Mayor Seiler indicated that he
receives positive feedback about the City’'s parks and recreation programs for children, but negative
feedback about the schools. The schools are operated by a separate entity. Ms. Knowles noted that
education is a stand-alone component in some survey questions.

The national sampling was 4,000 and the Florida sampling was about 200. The survey question was
worded, overall flow of traffic. The question about homelessness did not distinguish between simply
getting the homeless off the streets and eradication by providing facilities and resources. Mayor Seiler
wanted to make that distinction going forward. Private schools were not addressed in the survey. Mayor
Seiler wanted the survey results to be brought back for a more extensive review as relates to long-term
planning. Vice Mayor Roberts thought there is a disconnect between the survey results for the level of
safety felt by residents and crime prevention. Ms. Falk pointed out that the crime prevention category is
unusual because residents want it to remain a priority, even if they currently feel satisfied with crime
prevention. Vice Mayor Roberts mentioned that the perception of safety is likely more important than
actual crime statistics.
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Mayor Seiler recalled a consultant’s recent suggestion to raise parking costs, but the survey shows that
most are dissatisfied with the cost of parking. Ms. Falk explained to Commissioner Rogers that a state
and national comparison was not done on the cost of parking. In response to Mayor Seiler, the City
Manager clarified that the consultant’s reasoning was that dissatisfaction with the cost would promote
transportation alternatives. Nonetheless, Mayor Seiler did not want to increase the dissatisfaction level
just to modify behavior.

During discussion on the survey results relating to water quality, Vice Mayor Roberts noted the concern
has not been about water as much as it has been about water color. Vice Mayor Roberts emphasized
the relationship between survey responses and effective communication with residents about community
issues and the importance of residents understanding the issues. Ms. Falk agreed.

Mayor Seiler opened the floor for public comment.

Mrs. Falk responded to a question from Fred Carlson, 625 Orton Avenue, on how the results of this
survey compare to those published in national media. Concerning national benchmarks, she referred to
Money Magazine and the most liveable cities’ data. ETC looks for resident response.

In response to Marilyn Mammano, 1501 SE 15 Street, Ms. Falk stressed that the survey results is based
on a random selection of every household in the community which includes both renters and property
owners. The demographic data was collected and is reflected in the tabular report.

Mayor Seiler requested that the survey results be posted as a link on the City’s website.

The City Manager indicated that the plan is to conduct this survey annually. In response to Mayor Seiler’s
remark that the results may be different if the sampling is different next year, the City Manager indicated
it is a scientific random sampling.

There was no one else wishing to speak.

BUS-2 13-0355 2035 VISIONING UPDATE

Samantha Timko, Senior Management Fellow, presented slides concerning this matter. A copy of the
slides is attached to these minutes. She pointed out that the Marine Advisory Board hosted a
meeting-in-a-box (not shown in a slide) and their ideas included maintaining the City’s status as yachting
capital of the world and to continue hosting the Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show. Ms. Timko
explained to Commissioner DuBose that neighbor interactions included telephone town hall meetings
where the call lasted for 20 minutes or more, but not repeat callers. She noted the importance of working
with the City’s community partners in order to achieve many components of the community vision.

Having been skeptical of the community outreach component initially, Commissioner DuBose indicated
he is pleased with what was done. Staff was commended. Commissioner Rogers remarked that there
has been a shift from emphasis on water to equal emphasis of land as well as water. Therefore, he
guestioned whether the City's “Venice of America” moniker should be reevaluated. Commissioner
DuBose thought Fort Lauderdale will always be the Venice of America and is possibly a given in that it is
part of the City’s permanent infrastructure. He questioned how Fort Lauderdale fits into the county.
Visioning involves building a new infrastructure, but County initiatives must also be considered. Vice
Mayor Roberts mentioned working with Broward County Metropolitan Planning Organization, Fort
Lauderdale Downtown Transportation Management Association and other organizations, and
commented that it seems everything is moving together in an organized way, making the future exciting.
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BUS-3 12-2594 CITY REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) — ANNUAL LEASE OF BRYAN
HOMES

The City Manager highlighted information set forth in Commission Agenda Memorandum 12-2594. The
most important goal is to activate the Riverwalk. Hence, the approach should focus more on creating an
activity maker and less on a revenue maker. A considerable amount of private sector investment will be
needed to bring this up to commercially viable standards. The City Manager noted that a provision for a
renewal and replacement fund will be added to the RFP. Commissioner Rogers cautioned about the City
not budgeting for historic properties that are leased for lengthy periods. It is important to have a budget or
sinking fund, so to speak, to utilize when the property no longer has a tenant. He wanted to move forward
as soon as possible. There was consensus approval.

Mayor Seiler opened the floor for public comment.

Courtney Crush, representing Kathleen Robinson, expressed her client’'s interest in the proposed
property which lends itself to a restaurant use. The property needs repairs in order to be functional and
meet code requirements. In response to her question, the City Manager explained that the City has been
approached with bed and breakfast and restaurant concepts. In terms of use, staff is open-minded with a
focus on the activity it will draw to Riverwalk.

There was no one else wishing to speak.

BOARDS AND COMMITTEES

BD-2 13-0100 BOARD AND COMMITTEE VACANCIES

Community Services Board Robert B. Ettinger (Consensus — New)
Nuisance Abatement Board Syretta Simon (Consensus - Alternate — New)
Utility Advisory Committee James Dunmire (Mayor Seiler — Reappointment)

Eric Seidmon (vice Mayor Roberts — Reappointment)
Deborah Frederick (Ccommissioner DuBose — Reappointment)

Note: Please see regular meeting item R-4.

BD-1 13-0099 COMMUNICATIONS TO CITY COMMISSION AND MINUTES
CIRCULATED - period ending February 14, 2013

Historic Preservation Board

Motion made by Ms. Scott, seconded by Mr. Schulze to request
the City Commission direct staff to amend the resolution to include
the Historic Preservation Board as one of the Boards whose
meetings would be televised. In a voice vote, motion passed 7-1
with Ms. Thompson opposed.

Mayor Seiler noted that the following boards are televised: Board of Adjustment; Beach Redevelopment
Board; Charter Revision Board; Marine Advisory Board; Parks, Recreation and Beaches Board; and
Planning and Zoning Board. The City Clerk explained to Commissioner Rogers that there is no budgetary

Page 8
City of Fort Lauderdale



City Commission Conference Meeting Meeting Minutes - APPROVED February 19, 2013

component. In response to Commissioner DuBose, the City Clerk advised that the currently televised
boards were selected by a former commission. Some discussion followed about televising all
guasi-judicial boards. In response to Commissioner Rogers, the City Clerk advised that there is stationary
camera capability in the chambers and 8" floor. Mayor Seiler asked the City Clerk and City Manager to
bring back a comprehensive recommendation.

Marine Advisory Board

Motion made by Mr. Herhold, seconded by Vice Chair Harrison,
that the Marine Advisory Board has heard from the captains of
Cakewalk (289 ft.) and Lady Sheridan (190 ft.) at their December
and February meetings, and while both expressed a strong desire
to continue visiting Fort Lauderdale due to its amenities and
synergy of marine services, concern was clearly expressed over
the limited number of dockage slips (three) for vessels over 250 ft.
within the City. Both captains suggested that the City investigate
the feasibility of stern-to-dockage in front of the Convention Center,
as utilized by other waterfront communities, particularly in the
Mediterranean. The Board recommends that the City also meet
with the Broward County Commission to begin feasibility studies to
ensure this proposal is included in any future RFP for a Convention
Center hotel. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

There was consensus approval for the City Manager to pursue this matter.

Motion made by Mr. Herhold, seconded by Ms. Scott-Founds,
that the Board is also concerned with impacts to river traffic,
especially for vessels traveling to Marina Mile boatyards, and
requests that FEC continue dialogue with both the City and marine
interests, particularly the Marine Industries Association of South
Florida (MIASF), to ensure any impacts caused by the All Aboard
Florida bridge closures are minimized and mitigated. In a voice
vote, the motion passed unanimously.

Sustainability Advisory Board

In 2008, the Florida Legislature adopted Section 403.7333, which required
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to conduct a
study of the regulation of plastic and other retail bags. The statute also
prohibited local governments from regulating bags until such time as the
legislature took further action.

The study, “Retail Bags Report for the Legislature* was completed on
February 1, 2010 by FDEP, which clearly outlines the detrimental effects of
paper and plastic bags and styrofoam with recommendations to effectively
address this pressing issue. To date, the Legislature has failed to act or to
reinstate the ability of local governments to take regulatory action.

Because of this current state of stalemate, we encourage the support and
passage of the resolution as a means by which to move this initiative
forward. We are urging the Florida Legislature to repeal section 403.7033,
Florida statutes to allow municipalities to exercise home rule regarding the
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passage of retail bag regulations. The Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB)
took this under discussion through several board meetings and on
November 26, 2012 unanimously voted to support this resolution.

There is local support for this as an identical resolution was recently
passed via the consent agenda by the Town of Davie’s Town Council on
October 17, 2012. Municipalities in Florida that have also considered

regulations:
e Sarasota
e Parkland
e Miami
o Key West

Additionally, the Broward League of Cities and the Florida League of Cities
know informally of local municipalities’ interest and support of this issue.

There is no fiscal impact to this resolution.

As a next step, we will seek to share this with other municipalities, to
request inclusion of this resolution in the Sustainability Stewards of
Broward Clearinghouse and to share these progressions formally with the
Broward League of Cities and the Florida League of Cities. Our
RECOMMENDATION is to approve the resolution.

Motion to Approve

Through unanimous consent, the motion was made by Darin Lentner,
seconded by Vicki Eckels to forward the plastic bag communication to the
City Commission.

Mayor Seiler asked staff to bring this back to the Commission, and include copies of the resolutions

passed in other cities noted in the communication. He would not object to anything in furtherance of home

rule. Commissioner DuBose noted that he will look into this matter with the Florida League of Cities.
CITY MANAGER REPORTS — none

The meeting adjourned at 4:48 p.m.
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Purpose

To objectively assess resident satistaction with the
delivery of City services (“resident” including
silent majority)

Establish base-line data to be able to measure
trends over time

To gather input from residents to help set
priorities

To compare Fort Lauderdale’s performance with
other communities

To have defendable data

13-0353 3
30f86



Methodology

Survey Description

The survey was 7 pages long
Each survey took 15-20 minutes to complete

Method of Administration

mailed to a sample of 5,000 households in the City
could be completed by mail, phone, or on-line

A total of 600 residents completed the survey
Confidence level: 95%, Margin of error: +/- 4%

Home address was geocoded to allow GIS Mapping

Exhibit 3
13-0353 4
4 of 86
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Bottom Line Up Front

The City of Fort Lauderdale ranked higher than
the national and Florida averages in the
categories of;

Overall quality of city services

Public Transportation

As a place to visit

Emphasis for Fort Lauderdale over the next 2
years:
Overall efforts to prevent crime
Overall flow of traffic
Maintenance of City streets, sidewalks, infrastructure
Prevention of storm related flooding
Prevention of tidal related flooding

Exhibit 3
13-0353
6 of 86
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Q1. Overall Ratings of the City of Fort Lauderdale:

by percentage of respondents who rated the itemas a 1to S on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)
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A5 a place to raise and educate children
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%

Overall Ratings of the Community
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or % on a S-point scale
where S was "excellent” and 1 was "poor” (excluding don't knows )
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A5 a place to retire

89%

A5 a place to visit

599
53%
57%

A5 a City that is moving in the right direction

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

BFort Lauderdale BFlorida OS5,

Source: 2012 ETC Institute
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= Q3. Overall Satisfaction with City Services

by percentage of respondents who rated the itemas a 1o 5 an a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Overall quality of police and fire services 29% W 16%
Quality parks and recreation programs/facilities 28% W 18%
Landscaping in parks/medians/other public areas 24% W I 19%
Cwerall quality of City services 17% I W I 24%
Customer service you receive from City employees 18% I W | 27% |

Maintenance of City buildings and facilities 14% W 30%
Maintenance City streets/sidewalks/infrastructure 16% W 23%

Overall enforcement of City ordinances 13% I W | 30%

Haowy well the City is prepared for disasters 16% W 32%

Effectiveness of communication with the community 13% W 36%

How well the City is preparing for the future 13% W 37%
Overall flow of traffic Kk W 30%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|-Very Satisfied (5) maSatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) mDissatisfied (1/2) ‘

Source: ETC Institute Direction Finder (2012 - Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Q4. Which THREE of City services should receive the most
emphasis from City leaders over the next two years

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

30%
Maintenance City streets/sidewalks/infrastructure - 2:9%

Crerall flow of traffic

Howr well the City is prepared for disasters

Owerall quality of police and fire senvices

How wiell the City is preparing for the future

Overall quality of City services

Quality parks and recreation programs/facilities
Landscaping in parks/mediansfother public areas
Overall enforcement of City ordinances
Effectiveness of communication with the community
iZustomer service you receive from City employess

haintenance of City buildings and facilities 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

|-1st Choice ™m2nd Choice m3rd Choice

Sawrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder {2012 -Fart Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

OVERALL

Most Importance-
Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
High Priority (IS .10-.20)
Overall flow of traffic 30% 1 39% 12 0.1830 1
Maintenance City streets/sidewalks/infrastructure 29% 2 54% 7 0.1334 2
How well the City is preparing for the future 19% 5 44% 11 0.1064 3
How well the City is prepared for disasters 22% 3 53% 9 0.1034 4
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Overall quality of City services 16% 6 67% 4 0.0528 5
Overall quality of police and fire services 20% 4 75% 1 0.0500 6
Effectiveness of communication with the community 9% 10 48% 10 0.0468 7
Overall enforcement of City ordinances 10% 9 54% 8 0.0460 8
Customer service you receive from City employees 9% 11 58% 5 0.0378 9
Landscaping in parks/medians/other public areas 12% 8 69% 3 0.0372 10
Quality parks and recreation programs/facilities 12% 7 75% 2 0.0300 11
Maintenance of City buildings and facilities 5% 12 58% 6 0.0210 12
Exhibit 3
13-0353
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2012 City of Fort Lauderdale DirectionFinder

Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Overall-

{points on the graph show deviations from the mean impotance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lawer importance/higher satisfaction

Quality of parks/recreation programs & facilities

Continued Emphasis

higher impaortancefhigher satisfaction

.Q uality of police and fire s ervices

Less Important

lovwer importancedlower satisfaction

E‘ .Lam’s-::aping in parks /medians/other public areas

= Overall quality of City serviceg® L
S 5
14 Qualiy of customer service provided by the city :'3
g Maintenance of City buildings and fat:il'rties_ . {8
— Maintenance of city streets, ]
O S idewalks and infrastructure E
1] . L
S - . =
ﬂ Overall enforcement of City ordinances How well the City is prepared for a disaster E
e =
ul'g *Effectivqness of communication by the city B

*How well the city is preparing for the future

*Overall flow of traffic

Opportunities for Improvement

higher importance dower satisfaction

Lower Importance

Source: ETC Institute (2012)

Importance Rating

Higher Importance
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Overall Satisfaction with Various City Services
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a S-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied” [excluding don't knows)

Folice, fire, & ambulance service

58%

Emergency preparednsss

7304

City streets, sidewalks, & infrastructure

City communication with the public

Management of traffic flow & congestion

Wiater Utility senvices

_?4 C':r’u

Wyastewater utility services

1]
Mooy |

Fublic transportation services

!

46%
43%

Farks/recreation programs & facilities

Customer service

Enforcement of codes & ordinances

' u
_ an o
71% ¢
0 !
”%5%
I, 04
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
BFort Lauderdale BFlorida U5, Exhibit 3
13-0353

Source: 2012 ETC Institute
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= QS. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of Iltems that
Influence the Perception of Fort Lauderdale

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1to 5 on a S-point scale {sxcluding don't knows)

Overall appearance of the City 19% W 22%

Acceptance of diversity 20% W 25%

Overall feeling of safety in the City 11% W 26%
Availability of preventive health services 12% W I 30%
Owverall value received for City tax dollars/fees 9% W I 34:%
Availability of affordable quality heatth care  ERERA W I ZT%I
Cwverall planning for growth 8% W I 3I3%
Awailability of affordable housing R M/ 3%
Availability of affordable quality care for aging 9% W | 36%

Quality of public schools  [EDEA W 28%
10% 7 45%
6% 38%
Efforts in eradicating homelessness LA W 30%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|mExcellent (5) z2Good (4) CiNeutral (3) mBelow Average (112) |

Availability of affordable child care

Availability of employment

Sowrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder {2012 - Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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= Q6. Satisfaction with Fire Rescue and Emergency
Management Planning

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to S on a 5-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Overall quality of local fire protection 40% 13%
Quality of Emergency Medical Services (EMS) 12%
Howe quickly fire rescue responds 911 emergencies 12%
Frofessionalism employees responding emergencies 13%
Quality of lifeguard protection at City beaches 32% 21%
0% 2d% 4d% Ed% BDI% 100%

WVery Satisfied (5) EaSatisfied (4) CINeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Sowurce: ETC hstitute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
by CBG (merged as needed)

LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where:

B 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
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Q6(a). Level of Agreement with Fire Rescue and Emergency

Management Planning

by percentage of respondents who rated the tem as a 1 to 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

My household is prepared wisupplies for emergency

| knows wihere to get information during emergency .

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

‘-StronglyAgree (5) Z2Agree (4) CONeutral (3) EDisagree (1/2)

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fart Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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- Q7. Which Two of Fire Rescue and Emergency items
should receive the most emphasis from City
leaders over the next two years?
by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top two choices
Howr quickly fire rescue responds 911 emergencies 31%
Quality of Emergency Medical Sernvices (EMS) 29%
Cwverall quality of local fire protection 20%
Frofessionalism employees responding emergencies 1 6%
| know where to get information during emergency. 15%
Quality of lifeguard protection at City beaches
My household is prepared wifsupplies for emergency 89%
0% 20% 40%
|m1st Choice T2nd Choice |
Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey) it

13-0353
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Fire Rescue and Emergency Management

Most Importance-
Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating

Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)

How quickly fire rescue responds 911 emergencies 31% 1 85% 3 0.0465 1
Quality of Emergency Medical Services (EMS) 29% 2 85% 2 0.0435 2

| know where to get information during emergency. 15% 5 78% 6 0.0330 3
Overall quality of local fire protection 20% 3 85% 1 0.0300 4
Professionalism employees responding emergencies 16% 4 84% 4 0.0256 5
Quality of lifeguard protection at City beaches 9% 6 76% 7 0.0216 6
My household is prepared w/supplies for emergency 8% 7 79% 5 0.0168 7

Exhibit 3
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Satisfaction Rating

Source:

2012 City of Fort Laud

erdale DirectionFinder

Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Fire Rescue-

[points on the graph show deviations from the mean importan

ce and satistaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lower impaortance/igher satistaction

Overall quality of local fire protection® **How
respon

Quality of Emergency Medical Services (EMS)

Continued Emphasis

higher importanceigher satisfaction

Professionalism employees

uickly fire rescue . y
* responding emergencies

Hs 911 emergencies

| know where to get information”
during emergency

Less Important

lower importance/lower satisfaction

. My household is prepared
wisupplies for emergency

'Qual ity of lifeguard protection at City beaches

Opportunities for Improvement

higher importanceflower satisfaction

Lower Importance

ETC Institute (2012)

Importance Rating

Higher Importance

mean satisfaction

Exhihit 3
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Overall Satisfaction with Fire and Ambulance Services

Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or % on a 5-point scale
where & was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

85% |

Quality of fire services 939:(4:

909 |

85% |

Fire & emergency medical response fime 58%

87% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

BFort Lauderdale BFlorida OS5,

Source: 2012 ETC Institute

120%
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Q8. Level of satisfaction with Public Safety

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1to 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Frofessionalism employvees responding emergencies

Owverall gquality of local police protection.

How guickly police respond to 911 emergencies

The visibility of police in neighborhoods

24%

The City's efforts to prevent crime

28%

0% 20%

40% 60% 80% 100%

|-"«r'neer:,,ar satisfied (5) EaSatisfied (4) ONeutral(3) B Dissatisfied (2/1)

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fart Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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LEGEND
Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: s

1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral

3.4-4.2 Satisfied

4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied

Other (no re%@%@g’és)

33 of 86
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Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
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038d. VISIDIITY

-

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where: s

B 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

- 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
. { E 2.6-3.4 Neutral
2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey ~ 3.4-4.2satisfied

Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents Lo
by CBG (merged as needed) - 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
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Q9. Which Two of Public Safety items should
receive the most emphasis from City
leaders over the next two years?
by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top two choices
The City's efforts to prevent crime 48%
The wisibility of police in neighborhoods 42%
Howy guickly police respond to 911 emergencies 27%
Overall quality of local police protection. 27%
Professionalism employees responding emergencies 1 4%
0% 1UI% 26% 36% 46% 50%
|m1st Choice [12nd Choice
Exhibit 3

Source: ETC Istitute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)

13-U303
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Public Safety

Most Importance-

Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Very High Priority (IS _>.20)
The City's efforts to prevent crime 48% 1 50% 5 0.2400 1
High Priority (1S .10-.20)
The visibility of police in neighborhoods 42% 2 53% 4 0.1974 2
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
How quickly police respond to 911 emergencies 27% 3 65% 0.0945 3
Overall quality of local police protection. 22% 4 68% 2 0.0704 4
Professionalism employees responding emergencies 14% 5 70% 1 0.0420 5

Exhibit 3
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2012 City of Fort Lauderdale DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Police Services-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satistaction ratings given by respondents to the surey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lawear importancefhigher satisfaction

Professionalism employees
responding eEnergencies

Overall quality of loca

How qui::kl*_»..nr police respond
to emergeficies

Continued Emphasis
higher importanceMigher satisfaction

police protection

Visibility of police in
neighborhoods

Satisfaction Rating

Less Important

loweer importancedower satisfaction

Efforts by local government
to prevent crime

/

Opportunities for fmpruvement

higher importancedower satisfaction

ower Importance

Source: ET C Institute (2012)

Importance Rating

Higher Importance

mean satisfaction

Exhibit
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Overall Satisfaction with Police Services
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or5 on a S-point scale
where o was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

Local police protection 51%
Yisibility of police in neighborhoods
Folice response time to emergencies
Crime prevention B3%
52%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
BFort Lauderdale BFlorida OO 5.
Source: 2012 ETC Institute
Exhibit 3
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= Q11. How safe you Feel in Fort Lauderdale

=

by percentage of respondents who ratedthe itemasa 1 to 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

ialking in your neighborhood during the day 62%

In commercial/business areas during the day 47%

At special events 44%

Along the beach corridor 42%

In the downtown entertainment area 30%

In City parks 29%

Walking in your neighborhood at night 27%

In commercialbusiness areas at night 15% W

|-Very Safe (4) EaSomewhat Safe (3) COSomewhat Unsafe (2) mVery Unsafe (1) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
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1.0-1.75 Very Unsafe
1.75-2.5 Somewhat Unsafe
2.5-3.25 Somewhat Safe
3.25-4.0 Very Safe
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- 1.0-1.75 Very Unsafe

I:I 1.75-2.5 Somewhat Unsafe

2012 City of Fort B Community Survey ___ 2:5-3.25 Somewhat Safe

Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
by CBG (merged as needed)
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How Safe Residents Feel in Their Community
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or & on a S-point scale
where 5 was "very safe" and 1 was "very unsafe" [excluding don't knows)

93%
In your neighborhood during the day 958

892%

In wour neighborhood at night

79%

[N Downtowin TS%
53%
74%
In City parks
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

BFort Lauderdale BFlorida WS,

Source: 2012 ETC Institute
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Senree:

Q12. Level of satisfaction with
Neighborhood Enhancement

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1 to S on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Cleanup of litter and debris on private property 16% % 21%
Mowing/cutting of weeds/grass on private property 15% % 28%
Enforcing maintenance of business property 15% / 32%
Enfarcing the maintenance of residential property 14% / 28%

60%

80%

100%

|-Very satisfied (5) EaSatisfied (4) CONeutral(3) mm Dissatisfied (2/1) |

ETC Istitute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Overall Satisfaction with City Maintenance
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or 5 on a S-point scale
where o was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

49% |
56%
52%

Condition of sidewalks

55%
Adequacy of City street lighting 65%

63%

67%
63%

Mowing/rimming of streets & public areas

Cleanliness of City streets 68%

64%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

BFort Lauderdale BFlorida OU.S.

Source: 2012 ETC Institute

100%
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Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where:

B 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

2.6-3.4 Neutral

- 3.4-4.2 Satisfied
- 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
3%%%% Other (no responses)

2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey

Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
by CBG (merged as needed)
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R S

P Q18. Level of Agreement with Various Aspects of
Sustainability

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1to 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Single stream recycling reduced garbage disposal 38% % 20%
| have observed coastal water level increases 32 W 17';'/1':
| have observed increased flooding 30% % 16%:
My household is water efficient 22% W I 22";/6
My household is energy efficient 21% | W I 25%I
| have observed increased weather temperatures 23% | % | 29% |
| am informed about local climate change issues 21% | M I24%
Amount of tree canopy coverage 13% W 27%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|-StronegAgree (5) E2Agree (4) CINeutral (3) EDisagree (1/2) |

Sowrce: ETC Inatitute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Planning and Development

by percentage of respondents who rated the itemasa 1 to 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Importance of historic preservation in the City

Importance of sustainable construction

Frocess-inspections/construction/renovation

Effectiveness/efforts to revitalize low-income are

FProcess-permits for construction/renovation

Q13. Level of satisfaction with Community

29%

38%

34%

14% % 34%

20 29%

0% 20% 40%

60%

80%

100%

\-Very satisfied (5) ESatisfied (4) ONeutral(3) = Dissatisfied (2/1) |

Sawrcer ETC Institute DirectionFinder {2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)

Exhibit 3
13-0353

50 of 86



LEGEND
w.%,E

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where:

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
- 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
|:| 2.6-3.4 Neutral
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Q14. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of

Parks and Recreation Services

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 110 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Froximity of your home to City parks
Maintenance of City parks
Guality of athletic fields

ity special events and festivals
Quantity of athletic fields
YVariety of parks programs

Availability of information City parks/recreation
The City's youth athletic programs
Availability of green space near your home
Ease of registering for programs

iZost of parks programs and facility fees

The City's adult athletic programs

30%
26%

13%

18%

26% 21%
25% 26%
23% 25%
22% 30%

20% 27%

22% 30%

19% 23%

22% 34%

21% 32%

18% 34%

20% 80% 100%

|-‘~ui’ne=r'1..nr Satisfied (5) EaSatisfied (4) ONeutral (3) mDissatisfied (1/2) |

Sowrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder {2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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I 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
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Q15. Which THREE of Parks and Recreation services

should receive the most emphasis from City leaders
over the next two years

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

taintenance of City parks 35%
Availability of green space near your home
iCity special events and festivals

Availability of information City parks/recreation
Variety of parks programs

Cost of parks programs and facility fees

The City's youth athletic programs

The City's adult athletic programs

FProwimity of your home to City parks

9%
7%
6% |

Cuality of athletic fields
Quantity of athletic fields

Ease of registering for programs

0% 10% 20% 30%
|m1st Choice m2nd Choice m3rd Choice |

Sawrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Parks and Recreation

Most Importance-
Most Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating

Category of Service Important % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Medium Priority (IS <.10)

Availability of green space near your home 21% 2 58% 9 0.0882 1
Maintenance of City parks 35% 1 77% 2 0.0805 2
Availability of information City parks/recreation programs 19% 4 60% 8 0.0760 3
City special events and festivals 20% 3 67% 4 0.0660 4
Variety of parks programs 16% 5 60% 6 0.0640 5
Cost of parks programs and facility fees 14% 6 57% 10 0.0602 6
The City's youth athletic programs 13% 7 59% 7 0.0533 7
The City's adult athletic programs 10% 9 53% 12 0.0470 8
Quality of athletic fields 9% 10 72% 3 0.0252 9
Ease of registering for programs 6% 12 56% 11 0.0264 10
Quantity of athletic fields 7% 11 65% 5 0.0245 11
Proximity of your home to City parks 10% 8 79% 1 0.0210 12
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Satisfaction Rating

Source:

2012 City of Fort Lauderdale DirectionFinder

Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Parks and Recreation-

(points on the graph show desiations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations

lower importance/higher satisfaction

Proximity of your home to City parks .

Quality of athletic fields.

Cluantity of athletic fields
L]

Continued Emphasis
higher imporance/higher satisfaction

Maintenance of City parks'

City special events and festivals
L]

Awailaility of information City

Youth athletic programs in your area

L )
Cost of parks programs and facility fees

Less Important
loweer imp ortancedower satisfaction

Variety of parks programs

L]
City's adultfathletic programs

ElE R TIENEE

+ Avallability of green space
near your home

Fase of registering for city programs

Opportunities for Improvement

higher importance Aower satisfaction

Lower Importance

ETC Institute (2012)

Importance Rating

Higher Importance

mean satisfaction
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Overall Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or S on a S-point scale
where & was "“very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied” [excluding don't knows)

17%
Maintenance of local parks ‘}"8%
7%
72%
Outdoor athletic fields 71%
59% |
Youth recreation programs
59%
56%
Ease of registering for programs 55:%
52%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
EFort Lauderdale BEFlorida CU.S.
Source: 2012 ETC Institute o
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Water, Wastewater
Sanitation Services

Exhibit 3



Waterways, Flooding, Sanitation

Q16. Please rate your satisfaction with Water, Wastewater,

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 110 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Residential recycling senvices 41% W

11%

Residential bulk trash collection 40% W

12%

Residential garbage collection 38% W

11%

Quality of sewer (wastewater) sernvices 18%

Overall quality of drinking water 17%

Cleanliness of waterways near vour home 12% W
Prevention of storm water-related flooding 9% /W 29%
Prevention of tidak-related flooding R W 30%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

‘-Very satisfied (5) EASatisfied (4) CINeutral(3) I Dissatisfied (2/1) |

Sowrce: ETC hstitute DirectionFinder {2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Mean rating A
on a 5-point scale, where:

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral

.~ 3.4-4.2satisfied
- 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied

Exhibit 3

Other (no responses) 13-0353

£ O
0Z 0T 00

2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey

Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
by CBG (merged as needed)




LEGEND

Mean rating
on a 5-point scale, where:

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
2.6-3.4 Neutral

B

| ! \ i

2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 3.4-4.2 Satisfied
Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents - 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
by CBG (merged as needed) EEEEEE Other (no responses)

B 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisf W

~N

%_E
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Q17. Which THREE of Water, Wastewater, Waterways, Flooding,
Sanitation services should receive the most emphasis
from City leaders over the next two years

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Frevention of storm water-related flooding

Owerall quality of drinking water

Frevention of tidal-related flooding

Cleanliness of waterways near your home

Quality of sewer (wastewater) services

Fesidential recycling services

Fesidential garbage collection

Residential bullk trash collection

8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 20% 60%

|-1st Choice CI2nd Choice B3rd Choice

Sowrce: ETC hstitute DirectionFinder {2012 -Fart Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Water Services

Most Most Importance-

Important  Important Satisfaction Satisfaction I-S Rating
Category of Service % Rank Satisfaction % Rank Rating Rank
Very High Priority (IS >.20)
Prevention of storm water-related flooding 47% 1 34% 7 0.3102 1
Prevention of tidal-related flooding 39% 3 34% 8 0.2574
High Priority (IS .10-.20)
Overall quality of drinking water 43% 2 59% 5 0.1763 3
Cleanliness of waterways near your home 31% 4 44% 6 0.1736 4
Medium Priority (IS <.10)
Quality of sewer (wastewater) services 14% 5 61% 4 0.0546 5
Residential recycling services 13% 6 84% 1 0.0208 6
Residential garbage collection 9% 7 83% 3 0.0153 7
Residential bulk trash collection 8% 8 83% 2 0.0136 8
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2012 City of Fort Lauderdale DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Water Services-

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations
lovwer irnpart nce! igher satisfaction

/ Residential garbage collection
Residential bulk trash collection

Continued Emphasis

higher importancefhigher satisfaction

CIeanliness of waterways near your home

Prevention of storm water-rel.ated flooding
L]
£

Residential recycling services
.

Satisfaction Rating

Less Important

lower importance/lower satisfaction

Quality of sewer (wastew ater) serviges

Prevention of tidal-related flooding

L]
Overall quality of drinking water

Opportunities for Improvement

higher importance/lower satisfaction

Lower Importance

Source: ET C Institute (2012)

Importance Rating

Higher Importance

mean satisfaction
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e Overall Satisfaction with Utility Services
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S
by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or % on a Spoint scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)
84%
Fecycoling senvices
83%
Bulky item pick up/fremoval services
81%
Quality of trash collection services 81%
81%
Wifastewater service T2%
74%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
BFort Lauderdale EFlorida LS.
Source: 2012 ETC Institute Exhtics
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Transportation and
Mobility

Exhibit 3



Q25. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
TRANSPORTATION AND MOBILITY

by percentage of respondents who rated the tem as a 1o 5 on a S-point scale (excluding don't knows)

Overall cleanliness of streets 16% A . 24%,
Ayailability of sidewsalks in the City 19% MY . 18%
Maintenance of street signs/pavement markings 15% A ) 24‘5',‘:-.
Maintenance of streets in your neighborhood 15% A A 22%
Adequacy of street lighting  [IERA ' A5 71 23%
Condition of sidewalks [EEEA ) 25%

Ayailability of public parking  [KEEA 5% ) 29%,
Awvailability of public transit options 15% ) 34%
Safety of walking in the City  [IEFEA s 29%
Availability of City mass transit (Sun Trolley) 14% ) 37%

Ayailability of greenways for walking or biking 15% 7 ) 25%
Traffic signal provides efficient traffic flow  EIEA 3 24%,
Awyailability of B-Cycle stations  JREEA a8 39%
Availability of public parking downtown  JEEA W% 28%
Ayailability of public parking at the beach  IEFRA W% 25%
Availability of biking paths and amenities KIS 28% /) 27%
Safety of biking in the City  [EEA %77 26%
Awyailability of alternative public transportation 10% 707
Cost of public parking KXY/ 24%
Cost of private parking (X% 6% ] 24%

47%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

‘-Very Satisfied (5) EZSatisfied (4) CONeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Mean rating

LEGEND

ot
> ; on a 5-point scale, where:
= LI{jjjiLim R= - 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied
,;.: = — s - 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied
T 2}3 “ M | 2:6-3.4Neutral
—— T 3.442satisfied
n ity Survey - 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
m Other (no responses)
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2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey

Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents
by CBG (merged as needed)

LEGEND
Mean rating w %k =
on a 5-point scale, where: A
B 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

2.6-3.4 Neutral

3.4-4.2 Satisfied

- 4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied "
m Exhibit 3
Other (no responses) 13-0353
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Overall Satisfaction with City Maintenance
Fort Lauderdale vs. Florida vs. the U.S

by percentage of respondents who rated the item 4 or % on a S-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied" and 1 was "very dissatisfied" (excluding don't knows)

49% |
56%
52%

Condition of sidewalks

55%
65%
63%

Adeguacy of City street lighting

67%
63%

rowingfArimming of streets & public areas

68%
64%

Cleanliness of City strests

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

BFort Lauderdale BFlorida OLLS.

Source: 2012 ETC Institute

100%
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Communication

Exhibit 3



Q19. Satisfaction with Various Aspects of
Public Communication and Outreach

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 1to S on a S-point scale {excluding don't knows)

Quality of waw. fortlauderdale. gov 19% 32%

Ease of access to information about City senvices 17% 395 31%

Opportunities to participate in local government 13% /ir},";.' 359%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|-"»"|er'_n,.nr Satisfied (b) EzSatisfied (4) CNeutral (3) EDissatisfied (1/2) |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fart Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Q20. Which of the following are your primary sources of
information about City issues, services, and events?

by percentage of respondents

Television/News 53%
www fortlauderdale.gov
Major Newspaper

HOA Newsletter

City Newsletter
Community Newspapers
HOA ASSN Meeting
Radio

TV-78

Email subscription

City Hall 954-828-8000

Facebook

Twitter

0% 20% 40% 60%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Q24. How important was each reason in your

decision to live in Fort Lauderdale?

On a scale from 1 to 4 where 4 is "very important" and 1 is "unimportant,"

Safety and security

Access to restaurants/ entertainment
Availability of parks and recreation

Access to quality shopping

Access to the S. Florida region
Availability of cultural activities and arts

Affordability of housing

Near family or friends

Employment opportunities

90%

87%

82%

81%

79%

79%

7%

76%

Sense of belonging to the community

Availability of transportation options

65%

Location College/UniversitylVocational Institution

159%,

Quality of public schools

- 559%

73%

72%

0% 20%

40%

60%

80% 100%

|-‘\.r'er5.nr Important E2Somewhat Important

Sowrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)
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Q24(a). Are your needs being met in about in Fort

Lauderdale?

by percentage of respondents who responded “yes”

Access to restaurants/ entertainment
Access to the S. Florida region

Access to quality shopping

Availability of parks and recreation
Near family or friends

Availability of cultural activities and arts
Safety and security
Sense of belonging to the community
Location Collegel/UniversitylVocational Institution
Affordability of housing

Availability of transportation options
Employment opportunities

Quality of public schools

0%

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)

65%
63%
63%
61%

1599,

40%

60%

80%
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The Importance of Various Reasons
for Choosing to Live in vs. Needs
Being Met in Fort Lauderdale

12

13

=Y
(1]

—
—

w

n

Order of Importance
Order of Needs Being Met
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Red points above the blue line are needs that
are not being met relative to their importance.

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2012 -Fart Lauderdale)
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Q28. Which Three of these Capital Improvement options
would you select as most important?

bty percentage of respondents

More wallkable and bikeable streets

Favement rehabilitation/roadway repairs

Wastewater collectionfwater dis. improvements

Fark renovationsfimprovements

Bridge repair

ity facilities renowations or replacement

0% 20%

Source: ETC Institute Direction Finder (2012 - Fort Lauderdale, FL Survey)




In Summary

The City of Fort Lauderdale ranked higher than
the national and Florida averages in the
categories of;

Overall quality of city services

Public Transportation

As a place to visit

Emphasis for Fort Lauderdale over the next 2
years:
Overall efforts to prevent crime
Overall flow of traffic
Maintenance of City streets, sidewalks, infrastructure
Prevention of storm related flooding
Prevention of tidal related flooding
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Questions?

THANK YOU

Karen Falk, Vice President, ETC Institute — 913-829-1215 Exhibit 3
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‘el SEEKING BIG IDEAS

2035 Vision
Community Feedback and
Vision Plan Writing...
We are Almost There!
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VISION STAFF TEAM

+ Susanne Torriente, cMO + Hal Barnes, Ns

s Jimmy Koeth, pwD + David Soloman, Ns

s Adrienne Ehle, pwD + Junia Robinson, Ns

s Amy Knowles, s| % Sheri Roberts, NS

s Samantha Timko, s s Stephanie Denham, Ns
s Chaz Adams, PA s With assistance from:
+ Shannon Vezina, PA s ITS - GIS

s Eden Volkert, pPA s Parks & Recreation

s and many more!




Stakeholder
Interviews

Phase |

Open Houses

10 Working

sl Categories & Trends

-
s
D
>

5
®
>
-

5
O

2035 Vision
Statement

Phase llI

Vision Plan

VISIONING
INTERACTION MECHANISM

CATEGORIES FOR THE SEGMENTATION
AND SUMMATION OF IDEAS

OurVisionFTL.com

Telephone Town
Hall Meetings

Meetings-in-a-Box

Email, Facebook,
Twitter

BIG IDEAS Fort 3 Overarching
Lauderdale Categories

9 Sub-Category
Titles

Neighbor Summit

WE BUILD COMMUNITY



PHASE | IDEAS: STAKEHOLDER
INTERVIEWS AND OPEN HOUSES

* “One of our greatest assets
Is our developing tropical
urban lifestyle...urban
center meets the beach.”

» “Use waterways as
transportation arteries/park
downtown and take a
water taxi to work.

» “We need to define for
ourselves what ‘space’ our
city occupies in Broward,
South Florida, and in the
nation.”

BULONGS warewavs  USE
GOVERNMENT AMERICA

P“H“nnmwsmmm TRANSPORTATION

TRANSIT
“PEDPLE

UVERESIDENTS
BROWARD

ENERGYRAIL ;ypgsray NEW

URBAN BRING
INTERNATIONAL

FACUS DESTINATION
T DEVELOPMENT




PHASE 2: MEETINGS-IN-A-BOX IDEAS

o B s sipe

o £
» “Fort Lauderdale has solved RO e conomic

its homeless crisis making NRWSTRGGTG(TIVITIES

PGRT sv MEKE

downtown Fort Lauderdale . CENTERS PEOPLE rracnons
an oasis of arts, history, and 2 COMMUDITY S5

commerce.” sipéwaies RIVERWALK PLACE ‘"“"'St’ém

BUST DOUINTOUN o KiD
~aeep SChOOLS wivezs.

GETLEOMES EV B pi UK€
0y aReASs SChoolPUBUC 2l
< “Fort Lauderdale schools B e lP B ot nes GumonTy

rooTeau (MAINTEIN (om h BLUSINESSES

provide superior education amoumRESIDENTS B € L) St
_snomer TRAONSPORTATIONE Y ne

for all children.” coogecrcen namep [ )€ NISTORYL

Y‘?.E‘,.%“...;“PF}RILIDG YEARS Iy CTIES

o5 TReeNMAKEN €L ETCrcoc,
. _ _ 2= ssP YRR S=,
% “City needs an icon like the oS VOLOnTeERS

St. Louis Arch, San Antonio e O R O OO
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Riverwalk or New York mvhometsuss

Empire State Building.” wme mezov [EED'S
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PHASE 2: NEIGHBOR SUMMIT IDEAS

s+ “In 2035, Fort Lauderdale will | u'un;';u'tlultur.lﬂlﬂﬂ“
have permeable infrastructure _Za:mrgmgm“m"
that allows for proper drainage et A0 anEEI‘tS e
and reuse of water.” =l hllunﬂﬂdstmns[l
infrastructiire=:
< “In 2035, integrate mass transit ""’hﬂiiﬁ{ﬁ'ﬂfﬂu ural:
system, inclusive of regional " SATEL) ecenabl et
commuter rail with the WAVE mﬁmmﬁ"amﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂﬁ%u
connecting downtown, beach, m&ﬁ‘l#gmgll“mdmw )
the port, and the airport, Enw:::'::talsl-.lstemparlksassets
utilizing citywide neighborhood newtpans uptatmnhfu",',";*%}hfm
master plans, interconnecting I‘t hl] ﬁ“"“““d
parks and destinations, funded mtnEI hhnrl;l::l(]lsu“
by impact fees and assessment "mlwm%dssm;mn f'lluumng =
from development projects.” T T
dr€dchanging Underground

buslding igsjy ,jll TG
stabions mmnrm'ahvr




ALL PHASES: VISIONING OUTREACH

Unique Vision Ideas 437
Vision Ideas 1 - 562

Neighbor Interactions 5 g 548
= I )7 f"“wl




IDEAS INVENTORY

Fort Lauderdale 2035: Our City, Our Vision - Segmentation of Ideas

Fhase 1: Mmay fo
December 2011

Calegaries Ideas FPhase 2 June to November 2012 Fhases 1 & 2

Telephone
Transporiation. Pedestrion Frlendliness, Smart| Tak=halder Errail Town Hall | Mestings in a |ourVisienFILe

Elg |deas Heighbor
Land Use, and Conneciive Development Interviews | Open Houses Facebook, M — bl Event Summill Tadal

eefings
Fabems [-*-;1 :‘:‘7" (Ot 2017) Twiter [""';;I'z;}d [Alg‘mﬂd I:JLH;ll-i;lm' (Gt 2012) [Nav 2012) Wiewp-int

Pubdic Transit
[Bue ez troreit sheters 1
2 |Bench ot ey bus shon

=

[

¥ |Bostfo West connection [ight nail)
4

Feopke moves commarter rail ]
5 |FEC pommenger 3 5
Incrense oocessfarmaunt of &
cvches gnd mg e gffordob ke
Ao, connecied, refiobe,
feainde, ond corvenient options
[frarepodgion hubd

Incenfves for using miass tronst 2
Expeand busfroley sfops L roufes
[including in W Cistic

ricre bicyche rerdal locotions
WANE

A LA Bal

Green fronsporofion

Imipdamient road sofety educotion
4 |ifor all vsers - divers, pedesiians,
bricyc ot

Increase public waserboot

" |ironsportotion
Todal

[
=1 el B

Trafic/ Congestion
Chosing sireet o coms on
4 [weekernds (o pemnarenthy)
i lwding ks odgsl
Reduce congasion (inciuding af
the besch)
B |Adpust foffic signals ¥
g |Reduce speeding 1
A |[Mose vrdemames and tunnes
21 |Los Olas as pedeshman mall

(5
(X}

Sustainable Development
Connected Development
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L L
"
fwqu
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UPDATES TO VISIONING COMMITTEE
and CITY COMMISSION

(

December §, 2012

CITY MANAGER'!
VISIONING INITIA
PREPARED FOR Tk

Office of the City Manager
Visioning Initiative Status Update #5
Prepared for the Visioning Committee

OFFICE OF THE (

VISIONING INITI OFFICE OF THE

PREPARED FOR T VISIONING INIT
PREPARED FOR

- -
-V

-~ I
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PERCENT OF VISION IDEAS
BY CATEGORY

M Sustainable
Development

M Quality of Life

M Prosperity
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WE BUILD COMMUNITY



VISION IDEAS BY SUB-CATEGORY

Connected Development
Prosperity

Culture & Public Spaces
Neighborhoods
Sustainability
Infrastructure
Governance & Services

Healthy Communities

Safety

1 | | | | | | | _
A 3Tl
e 26T

R 132

D B4 2

147

WE BUILD wamuww



2035 VISION & 2012 NEIGHBOR
SURVEY

<*Economic Diversification 134 35%
s Complete Streets 133 60%
“+Public Transit 124 30%
<Parks 88 21%

s Attention to Primary &

0
Secondary Education 68 42%

BE I N N N N N R N -E‘d@ |
WE BUILD COMMUNITY



DECEMBER VISIONING
COMMITTEE MEETING: WRITING KICKOFF

 The 2035 Vision Statement will be:
— Aspirational
— Inspirational
—Inclusive
—Unique to Fort Lauderdale

—In priority order of community
feedback



VISIONING STAFF TEAM
BRAINSTORMING SESSIONS
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We are We are
Prosperous Community
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WE BUILD COMMUNI



SUE
Bikes
Pedestrians VlSlON P
Public Transit
Land-use
Complete Streets

SANNON 1. We are
Partnerships COF‘I HECfEd

City Services

5. We are
Prosperous

AMY
Economic Diversity
Education &

Mentoring
Tourism
Marine
Urban
ADRIENNE
Parks
Arts & Culture

Open/Green Spaces
Beach/Ocean
Community Image
Beavutification & .

Gateways

LAN DIRECTIONS

JIMMY
Water

sustainability
Sea-Level
Rise/Climate Change
Infrastructure

Drainage
Roads

SAM
Neighborhoods
Homeless

Healthy
Safety/Crime

Social Services
Code Enforcement
Historic Preservation




Strategic N
Plan THE DECTING

Neighbor Survey ® ® % Leadership
Vision Feedback +» Connections

Draft Strategic Plan o Commitment
Q@ ..

Budget
Community
X
VNP
2\52@%

0’0 0’0 0’0 0’0 0’0

FL?STAT Meetings
Commission Annual

0’0 0’0

Investment Plan
\ 877
@),/ %j%

Action Plan = N~o/
* Benchmarking Ko l\\ﬁ
. N¥Px
¥ ClearPoint . _
% Performance € 9
Indicators

WE BUILD COMMUNITY



CONCEPTUAL VISION SCORECARD

(for illustrative purposes only)

We are Fort Lauderdale

WE ARE Landscaping WE ARE

UNITED Community Identity Complete Streets CONNECTED

City Services
Public Transit

Tourism

Attention to Primary and Connected Development

Secondary Education

WE ARE
PROSPEROUS

S Environment
Economic Diversification

Long-Term Water Supply
and Quality

Beach Renourishment Neighborhood
Improvements

Riverwalk/New River WE ARE

Homelessness
Crime Reduction COMMUNITY
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IMPORTANT DATES AND VISION PLAN TIMELINE

Internal Budget Kickoff 2/6
Visioning Committee Writing Session 2/6
Visioning Committee Regular Meeting 2/12
City Commission Conference Meeting (Survey Results, Vision Feedback Summary) 2/19
Vision Plan Writing Complete 2/28
Vision Plan Editing, Layout, Publishing 3/1-3/31
City Commission Regular Meeting 3/5
Election Day and Visioning Committee Regular Meeting 3/12
City Commission Regular Meeting and swearing in of new Commissioner 3/19
Joint Vision Plan Roll-out by Visioning Committee and Staff Team 4/1-4/15
City Commission Regular Meeting 4/2
Department Directors Preparation for FY 2014 Commission Priority Setting 4/9
City Commission Regular Meeting (Visioning Committee presents Vision Plan to Commission) 4/16
City Commission FY 2014 Priority Sefting Session 4/22
Strategic Plan Alignment with the Vision 4/17-5/31




IMPORTANT DATES AND
VISION PLAN TIMELINE

City Commission Regular Meeting 5/7
City Commiszion Regular Meeting 5/21
Shrategic Plan Editing, Layout, Publizhing &1

City Commission Regular Meeting &/4
Preliminary Budget to City Commission &/7
City Commission Budget Workshops June
City Commission Regular Meeting /18
City Commission Regular Meeting 7/2

Manager's Proposed Budget, Community Investment Plan, and Strategic Plan to Commission July
Budget Hearings Sept
Adoption of Budget, Community Investment Plan, and Strategic Plan Sept




Visioning Committee Update

The Visioning Committee unanimously recommends
that the City Commission adopt the Vision Plan. It is
substantially acceptable as presented, subject to
editing and/or other wordsmithing by staff.

- February 12t Visioning Committee Meeting
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