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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; I-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 I-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 III 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 II 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.  It is 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 
questioned 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 (Commissioner 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 
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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 
quasi-judicial boards. In response to Commissioner Rogers, the City Clerk advised that there is stationary 
camera capability in the chambers and 8th 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: 
 

• Sarasota 
• Parkland 
• Miami 
• 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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To objectively assess resident satisfaction 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     
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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 
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Location of Survey Respondents 

2012 City of Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 
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 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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OVERALL RESULTS 
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Q1e. As a place to visit 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Poor 

1.8-2.6 Below Average 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Good 

4.2-5.0 Excellent 

Other (no responses) 
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Q1a. As a place to live 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Poor 

1.8-2.6 Below Average 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Good 

4.2-5.0 Excellent 

Other (no responses) 
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Q3b. Quality of Police and fire services 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) Exhibit 3 
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Q3a. Quality of City services 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Q3h. Overall flow of traffic 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) Exhibit 3 
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

OVERALL

Category of Service

Most 

Important %

Most 

Important 

Rank Satisfaction %

Satisfaction 

Rank

Importance-

Satisfaction 

Rating

I-S 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
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Q5d. Appearance of the City 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Poor 

1.8-2.6 Below Average 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Good 

4.2-5.0 Excellent 

Other (no responses) 
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Q5i. Quality of public schools 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Poor 

1.8-2.6 Below Average 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Good 

4.2-5.0 Excellent 

Other (no responses) Exhibit 3 
13-0353 
22 of 86



FIRE, RESCUE,  

AND EMERGENCY 

MANAGEMENT  PLANNING 
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Q6a. Quality of local fire protection 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) Exhibit 3 
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Fire Rescue and Emergency Management

Category of Service

Most 

Important %

Most 

Important 

Rank Satisfaction %

Satisfaction 

Rank

Importance-

Satisfaction 

Rating

I-S 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

I 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 
13-0353 
28 of 86



Exhibit 3 
13-0353 
29 of 86



Exhibit 3 
13-0353 
30 of 86



PUBLIC SAFETY 
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Q8a. Quality of local police protection 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) Exhibit 3 
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Q8d. Visibility of police in neighborhoods 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Public Safety

Category of Service

Most 

Important %

Most 

Important 

Rank Satisfaction %

Satisfaction 

Rank

Importance-

Satisfaction 

Rating

I-S Rating 

Rank

Very High Priority (IS  >.20)

The City's efforts to prevent crime 48% 1 50% 5 0.2400 1

High Priority (IS .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% 3 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
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Q11a. Walking in your neighborhood during the day 

LEGEND 
Mean rating  
on a 4-point scale, where: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.75 Very Unsafe 

1.75-2.5 Somewhat Unsafe 

2.5-3.25 Somewhat Safe 

3.25-4.0 Very Safe 

Other (no responses) 

2012 City of  Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 
Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents  

by CBG (merged as needed) Exhibit 3 
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Q11h. In City parks 

LEGEND 
Mean rating  
on a 4-point scale, where: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.75 Very Unsafe 

1.75-2.5 Somewhat Unsafe 

2.5-3.25 Somewhat Safe 

3.25-4.0 Very Safe 

Other (no responses) 

2012 City of  Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 
Shading reflects the mean rating for all respondents  
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Neighborhood Enhancement 
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Q12a. Clean up of litter and debris on private property 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 

Exhibit 3 
13-0353 
47 of 86



Exhibit 3 
13-0353 
48 of 86



Planning and 

Development 
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Q13e. Importance of historic preservation in the City 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Parks and Recreation 
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Q14b. Proximity of your home to City parks 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied 

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Satisfied 

4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied 
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Q14a. Maintenance of City parks 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied 

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Satisfied 

4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied 
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Parks and Recreation

Category of Service

Most 

Important %

Most 

Important 

Rank Satisfaction %

Satisfaction 

Rank

Importance-

Satisfaction 

Rating

I-S 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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Water, Wastewater, 

Sanitation Services 
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Q16h. Residential recycling services 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Q16b. Prevention of tidal-related flooding 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
City of Fort Lauderdale, FL

Water Services

Category of Service

Most 

Important 

%

Most 

Important 

Rank Satisfaction %

Satisfaction 

Rank

Importance-

Satisfaction 

Rating

I-S 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 2

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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Transportation and 

Mobility 
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Q25t. Adequacy of street lighting 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied 

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied 

2.6-3.4 Neutral 

3.4-4.2 Satisfied 

4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied 
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Q25n. Cost of public parking 

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: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.0-1.8 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 responses) 
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Q26. Does your household use public transportation options? 

2012 City of  Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 
 

LEGEND 
 
 

 
 

Yes 

No 
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Q27. Does anyone in your household regularly ride a bicycle? 

2012 City of  Fort Lauderdale Community Survey 
 

LEGEND 
 
 

 
 

Yes 

No 
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Communication 
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Other 
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 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 

86 
Karen Falk, Vice President, ETC Institute – 913-829-1215 Exhibit 3 
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 Susanne Torriente, CMO 

 Jimmy Koeth, PWD 

 Adrienne Ehle, PWD 

 Amy Knowles, SI 

 Samantha Timko, SI 

 Chaz Adams, PA 

 Shannon Vezina, PA 

 Eden Volkert, PA 

 

 Hal Barnes, NS 

 David Soloman, NS 

 Junia Robinson, NS 

 Sheri Roberts, NS 

 Stephanie Denham, NS 

 With assistance from: 
 ITS – GIS 
 Parks & Recreation 
 and many more! 
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Phase I 

Stakeholder 
Interviews 

Open Houses 

Phase II 10 Working 
Categories & Trends 

OurVisionFTL.com 

Telephone Town 
Hall Meetings 

Meetings-in-a-Box 

Email, Facebook, 
Twitter 

BIG IDEAS Fort 
Lauderdale 

3 Overarching 
Categories 

Neighbor Summit 9 Sub-Category 
Titles 

Phase III 

2035 Vision 
Statement 

Vision Plan 

VISIONING 

INTERACTION MECHANISM 

CATEGORIES FOR THE SEGMENTATION 
AND SUMMATION OF IDEAS 



 “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.”  

 



 “Fort Lauderdale has solved 
its homeless crisis making 
downtown Fort Lauderdale 
an oasis of arts, history, and 
commerce.” 

 
 “Fort Lauderdale schools 

provide superior education 
for all children.” 
 

  “City needs an icon like the 
St. Louis Arch, San Antonio 
Riverwalk or New York 
Empire State Building.” 
 

 



 “In 2035, Fort Lauderdale will 
have permeable infrastructure 
that allows for proper drainage 
and reuse of water.” 
 

 “In 2035, integrate mass transit 
system, inclusive of regional 
commuter rail with the WAVE 
connecting downtown, beach, 
the port, and the airport, 
utilizing citywide neighborhood 
master plans, interconnecting 
parks and destinations, funded 
by impact fees and assessment 
from development projects.” 

 



Neighbor Interactions       5,548 

Unique Vision Ideas                       437 
Vision Ideas                          1,562 







38% 

34% 

28% Sustainable
Development
Quality of Life

Prosperity
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87 
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342 

376 
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Sustainability

Neighborhoods

Culture & Public Spaces
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Connected Development



Economic Diversification 

Complete Streets 

Public Transit 

Parks 

Attention to Primary & 
Secondary Education 

134 

133 

124 

88 

68 

35% 

60% 

30% 

21% 

42% 

 



• The 2035 Vision Statement will be: 
– Aspirational 
– Inspirational 
– Inclusive 
– Unique to Fort Lauderdale 
– In priority order of community 

feedback 





We are 
Connected 

We are 
Community 

We are 
Prosperous 

W
e 

ar
e 

 
He

re
 

FTL 





Community Vision Strategic 
Plan Tools Culture 

You! 

 Neighbor Survey 
 Vision Feedback 
 Draft Strategic Plan 
 Budget 
 Community 

Investment Plan 
 FL2STAT Meetings 
 Commission Annual 

Action Plan 
 Benchmarking 
 ClearPoint 
 Performance 

Indicators 

 Leadership 
 Connections 
 Commitment 



Complete Streets 

Public Transit 

Connected Development 

Roads 

Environment 

Long-Term Water Supply 
and Quality 

Neighborhood 
Improvements 

Homelessness 
Crime Reduction Parks 

Riverwalk/New River 

Beach Renourishment 

Economic Diversification 

Attention to Primary and 
Secondary Education 

Tourism 

City Services 

Community Identity 
Landscaping WE ARE 

CONNECTED 

WE ARE 
HERE 

WE ARE  
READY 

WE ARE 
COMMUNITY 

WE ARE  
PROSPEROUS 

WE ARE 
UNITED 







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 12th Visioning Committee Meeting   
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