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COMMISSION CONFERENCE

2:07 P.M.

NOVEMBER 7, 2000

Present:
Mayor Naugle

Commissioners Hutchinson, Katz, Moore and Smith

Also Present:
City Manager, City Attorney, City Clerk and Police Sergeant

I-B – Temporary Roundabouts on Miami Road (North of Southeast 17th Street)

         and Proposal for Southeast 16th Court to Become One-Way (Westbound)

A discussion was scheduled on the three temporary roundabouts locate don Miami Road, north of Southeast 17th Street, and a proposal for Southeast 16th Court to become one-way westbound from Southeast 10th Avenue to Miami Road.  The City Manager introduced Mr. Peter Partington, City Traffic Manager, to summarize the written report that had been distributed in this regard.

Mr. Partington said that in July, 1998, a trial roundabout had been installed on Miami Road at 12th Court, which had grown out of the Rio Vista, Lauderdale Harbours and Harbordale Portside  neighborhoods’ traffic modification plan.  In 1999, the City Commission had authorized the installation of two additional roundabouts at 16th Court and 14th Street.  He pointed out that information about traffic volumes and speeds had been included in the written report, and he believed the benefits of these measures had been modest in terms of traffic and speed reduction.  Mr. Partington said that a number of residents had perceived safety issues with roundabouts, but the accident records did not show any significant safety issues.  If anything, the number of accidents at 16th Court had gone down.

Mr. Partington noted that traffic calming devices, in the long run, allowed opportunities to increase landscaping so for that reason and because there did not seem to be safety concerns with the roundabouts, staff recommended that these measures be left in place for awhile longer.  He advised that small roundabouts prevented large trucks from making left turns, and some residents felt that was a problem, but there were no documented cases indicating this was a major issue.

Mr. Partington stated that the idea of making 16th Court one-way westbound to cut down on some traffic had been presented.  He requested Commission direction in that respect.

Ms. Odile Gracey said she lived across the bridge, but she frequently traveled in the subject area.  She had not heard Mr. Partington mention how much traffic speed had been reduced.  Mr. Partington stated that the average speed reduction had been 2 to 3 miles per hour.  He noted that did not sound like a great difference, but speed humps only reduced speed by about twice that much.  Ms. Gracey did not think this idea made much sense.  She could not drive her car around the pots and, from an aesthetic point of view, she thought Fort Lauderdale looked like a City “under siege” with all the barricades.  Ms. Gracey felt there had to be some other way to do this other than pots filled with weeds.

Dr. Gene Ingles, President of the Harbordale Civic Association, said this had been done as a means of calming traffic in the neighborhood, and he submitted some correspondence from neighbors and the local school in support of these measures.   He advised that there had been seven traffic deaths this year, and the various Associations had worked together to bring some traffic calming devices into the area.  Dr. Ingles stated that Rio Vista had tried various devices for several years, and this traffic plan had subsequently been devised.  He noted that former Commissioner Latona had been his neighborhood’s “champion,” and had suggested several devices rather than just one.  As a result, Dr. Ingles felt the roundabouts caused drivers to pause and think, and that slowed traffic coming off streets with higher speed limits such as Federal Highway.

Dr. Ingles felt the experiment had been a tremendous success, and there were three different businesses that had agreed to sponsor the roundabouts so they would not cost the City any money.  He advised that there were three different plans that would be presented to the Association for approval.  Dr. Ingles believed there were those who were opposed to the roundabouts, but the statistics indicated that there had been only one “fender-bender,” and that had been due to one individual who insisted on going through the roundabouts in the wrong direction.

Ms. Sharon Dressler, a resident of Southeast 14th Street, said that before installation of the roundabouts, she had never experienced any problems getting out onto Miami Road.  However, she had come closer to more accidents than ever before since the roundabouts were installed.  She felt Miami Road was just too narrow for these features and, if anything was going to be done to slow traffic, she suggested 4-way stop signs.  Ms. Dressler pointed out that stop signs did not require a lot of maintenance, and there were too many incidents of people “barreling through” the roundabouts.  She felt the roundabouts were absolutely useless, and she did not believe this issue had been very well publicized outside the Associations.

Ms. Dana McDonald said she lived on the other side of Miami Road and agreed with Ms. Dressler.  She felt too many people went through the roundabouts at the same time, and she submitted a petition containing 178 signatures of people who opposed the roundabouts.

Ms. Betty Christiansen advised that she lived on Southeast 15th Street and owned property on Miami Road.  She had been under the impression that Mr. Partington felt the roundabouts were too large for the street, and she did not know why he had changed his mind.  Ms. Christiansen stated that a lot of people had worked against Commissioner Latona’s reelection because he had ordered two more roundabouts even thought that was not what the people wanted.  She felt the Civic Association held “secret” meetings in this regard, and she did not believe Dr. Ingles even lived in the neighborhood.  Ms. Christiansen felt the roundabouts should be removed.

Ms. Helen Ferris said she had never had a discussion with Dr. Ingles in this regard.  When she had first heard about them, however, she had gone to see Mr. Partington.  She did not understand why Mr. Partington believed the Civic Association wanted the roundabouts because there was no Association since officials had never been elected.  Ms. Ferris advised that she had requested an itemized bill, and the total cost of each roundabout was $4,431, but that had not included surveys or signage.  Nevertheless, this was taxpayer money.  Ms. Ferris asked how much the permanent roundabouts would cost.  Mr. Partington replied that they would cost approximately $17,000, and the one at 16th Court would cost a little more than that because it was larger.  Ms. Ferris was opposed to the roundabouts and stated that the Harbordale Association did not even exist.

Mr. Marvin Chaney, 1850 Miami Road, was opposed to the roundabouts.  He did not feel they were aesthetically pleasing, and the turns were just too tight because there was not enough space on Miami Road.  He did not believe most people understood who had the right of way in a roundabout, and he felt a more appropriate solution would be 4-way stop signs.

Ms. Margaret Reeser, Manager of Harbor Park Warehouse, stated that her customers were opposed to the roundabouts because the road was too narrow.  In fact, stakes had been placed on the swales, and there were no sidewalks or curbs to address pedestrian safety.  Ms. Reeser did not think roundabouts worked in this country because everyone had to get there first, so the drivers did not slow down.

Ms. Karen Coach, of Southeast 16th Court, had photographs of illegally parked trucks and buses on Southeast 16th Court.  She pointed out that they had to travel through the roundabout and all managed to do so.  Ms. Coach stated that prior to the roundabout being installed at Miami Road and 16th Court, there had been nine accidents, but there had been none since the installation.  She felt that was a significant decrease and important to the safety of the neighborhood.  Ms. Coach believed that replacing this roundabout and replacing it with 4-way stop signs would be ineffective because people just ignored them since they wanted to make the light at 17th Street.  Ms. Coach pointed out that this would not cost the City any money, and she stated that the Harbordale Civic Association was registered with the State of Florida.

Commissioner Hutchinson had obtained the minutes from a couple of meetings at which this subject had been discussed.  On February 2, 1999, Mr. Partington had indicated that a roundabout on Southeast 12th Court was inappropriate because there was too much traffic and the road configuration did not lend itself to this feature.  She noted that a petition had been presented yesterday and, after eliminating the signatures of those who did not live in the neighborhood, there had been 133 people who did not support the roundabouts.  In addition, a phone survey had been conducted, and 28 of the 34 people called were opposed.

Commissioner Hutchinson noted that the City had participated in a meeting with the Harbordale Civic Association, which had been publicized, but there had only been 10 people present.  Of those, about half had been strongly opposed to the roundabouts due to safety concerns and congestions.  She did not believe 5 people constituted a majority of those who lived in the neighborhood.  Commissioner Hutchinson understood the Harbordale Civic Association was registered with the State, but 5 people who attended meetings was insufficient.

Commissioner Hutchinson said she was in favor of making 16th Court a one-way street, although she opposed the roundabouts.  She also understood the school principal supported the roundabouts, but she could not support them in light of the fact that most of the residents were opposed.  Commissioner Hutchinson noted that the petition of opposition had included 21 signatures of people who worked at the school who did not support the roundabouts.

Mayor Naugle asked Commissioner Hutchinson what she thought should be used instead of roundabouts.  She felt stop signs would be a better alternative.  Commissioner Smith believed there was a misconception that the City could install stop signs.  Commissioner Hutchinson understood the City would have to petition the County for that, but the roundabouts had to be replaced with something.

Commissioner Hutchinson wondered if traffic volume was very high.  Mr. Partington recalled that traffic volume was something like 4,000 vehicles per day.  He advised that traffic was heavier southbound than northbound, which indicated there was cut-through traffic in the southbound direction.  Commissioner Hutchinson asked him if he thought 4-way stop signs or speed humps would be a better way to approach the problem.  Mr. Partington replied that speed humps were intended to address speeding and safety, and the criteria were written to address roads with fairly high speeds.   He explained that reduction in the use of a road was a side effect of speed humps, but roundabouts did not cut down the volume of traffic.

Commissioner Smith asked Mr. Partington to explain how stop signs were handled.  He explained that the City had to deal with Broward County, and the County Commission had taken a position against stop signs that did not meet national standards relating to the volume of intersecting traffic.  Although the traffic volume was sufficiently high on Miami Road, the cross streets did not have sufficient traffic.

Mayor Naugle asked Ms. Dressler if she objected more to the two northernmost roundabouts or the one at 16th Court.  He wondered because his parents used to live near that intersection and, while they lived there, there had been about 20 serious accidents at that intersection.  There had been 9 accidents in a three-year period.  Mayor Naugle pointed out that the roundabout was at right angles in this location, while the others were not, but he wondered if an alternative might be to leave the roundabout at 16th Court and eliminate the other two in favor of speed humps or some other feature.  Ms. Dressler agreed her primary concern involved the two roundabouts to the north.

Mayor Naugle felt strongly that there should be wide notification before making 16th Court one-way westbound.  Commissioner Hutchinson understood the bank had been contacted, but there could be some other business owners that could be affected in terms of trash collection, for example.  Mayor Naugle suggested an evening meeting on the idea of making 16th Court one way and to make a decision on the roundabout in that location.  However, he felt the Commission could make a decision on the other two now.

Mr. Partington advised that the Commission would have to make a decision to view the other 2 roundabout locations as exceptions to the current criteria for speed humps.  Commissioner Hutchinson asked if a “fictitious” speed limit of 25 MPH could be created in order to meet the 85th percentile.  Commissioner Moore thought that if the 2 roundabouts were removed, the speed of traffic would warrant speed humps.  Mayor Naugle agreed that was possible, but the City would have to wait for the traffic speed to increase.

Mayor Naugle understood Commissioner Hutchinson was recommending the installation of speed humps with Mr. Partington recommending the location to be discussed at an evening meeting when the one-way road was considered.  Commissioner Hutchinson agreed she supported the idea.  Commissioner Smith understood the idea was to remove the 2 temporary roundabouts and have a public hearing on making 16th Court one way.  Mayor Naugle suggested that a sign be posted on 16th Court about the meeting.

Commissioner Katz did not want to start making exceptions to the policy with respect to speed humps or everyone would be lining up to get them installed.  Commissioner Moore agreed.  Mr. Partington believed the public hearing could be scheduled for January after the 3 roundabouts were removed and a speed study had been conducted.  Commissioner Moore asked if staff could also examine planning for 16th Court in terms of interference with visibility at that intersection.

Action:
As discussed.

I-A – Las Olas Intracoastal Municipal Parking Lot

A discussion was scheduled on the Beach Redevelopment Advisory Board’s recommendations regarding the proposed development of the Las Olas Intracoastal Municipal Parking lot site.  The City Manager introduced Mr. John Amodeo, Chairman of the Board, who noted that the recommendations had been submitted to the Commission in writing.  One thing that had not been included had been some responses from various members of the community, but the Board had tried to incorporate that input into its recommendations.

Commissioner Smith understood staff concurred with the recommendations except for the one related to the transportation hub area.  He wondered why the Board thought Parcel B was the most appropriate location for the transportation hub.  Mr. Amodeo stated that the Board had discussed this at some length, and the residents were interested in more greenery.  Since there were concerns from the residence in this regard, the Board had not wanted to lock in anything.

Commissioner Katz wondered why the Board was strongly in favor of residential use rather than a hotel use.  Mr. Amodeo explained that Ms. Linda Gill had made some suggestions, and it had been the opinion of the Board that a hotel would be problematic next to residential uses due to deliveries, traffic, etc.  Mayor Naugle believed in the past everyone had thought a hotel would be the best use for this property, and he was concerned about more full-time residents on the barrier island because of the difficulty of evacuating in a hurricane.  He hoped the recommendation had not been due to deliveries and traffic.  Mayor Naugle thought the Board had questioned whether or not someone would be interested in investing in a first-rate hotel project on a site that did not have an oceanfront view.  Mr. Amodeo agreed that had been discussed.

Commissioner Smith did not think residential and hotel uses mixed very well, which was why there were so many complaints from beach area residents.  He pointed out that tourists began their evenings at 9 o’clock at night while residents were getting ready for bed.  Mr. Amodeo agreed that had been the consensus of the Board.

Commissioner Moore concurred with the concerns Ms. Gill had raised during discussion with the Board, but he believed the marketplace should dictate the use of this property.  Mayor Naugle noted that if a proposal for a hotel was received, the developer could explain how deliveries, etc. would be handled.

Mr. Bob Reynolds pointed out that Broward County residents had recently voted for a bond issue to acquire more green space, and he suggested that these 2 parcels be acquired for preservation and parking.  He did not think a hotel or stores would be good for the people of Fort Lauderdale.

At 3:00 P.M., Commissioner Moore left the meeting.  He returned at 3:02 P.M.

Mr. Art Lear said he lived in the area, and he was amazed the City wanted to develop this small piece of property.  He thought it seemed as if there was a lot of construction going on in the beach area, and he understood a high-rise building was proposed for the south side of Las Olas Boulevard as well.  Mr. Lear felt Fort Lauderdale was the nicest community he’d ever seen, but he was concerned about all the high-rise construction going on.

Mr. Lear said he was a resident of the Venetian Condominium, and he did not feel this issue had been very well publicized.  He thought some type of low-rise, townhouse development might be appropriate for this property.

Ms. Shirley Smith, of the Venetian Condominium, stated that the plan devised by the Central Beach Alliance had been presented to the Condominium Board, and no one wanted buildings everywhere.  She referred to the small place in front of the Venetian proposed for a transportation hub, and everyone thought it would be a nice to have in that location rather than in a large development.

Mr. Joe Hessmann recalled that the tunnel downtown had been viciously opposed 40 or 50 years ago, but it had been the right thing to do.  In fact, it had only been closed one time since its construction.  He pointed out that people were always going to continue to come to Fort Lauderdale’s beach, and there was a great need for parking.  Mr. Hessmann said that many of his friends came to attend the Boat Show and always experienced parking problems.  He agreed the transportation hub was an excellent idea, and he was concerned about bringing it to the beach if these last 6 acres were developed with uses that competed with other beach area businesses and restaurants.  He thought this property should be used for parking and for a central transportation hub.

Mayor Naugle referred to the parking.  He asked how many extra spaces over the number existing today was recommended in this proposal.  Mr. Chuck Adams, Economic Development, stated that the there were 474 parking spaces on the north side, and the recommendation was that the RFP include at least 1,000 public parking spaces.  Mayor Naugle noted that if there were a grocery store, a drug store, and few village-type stores, additional parking would be needed.  Mr. Adams advised that required parking would have to be provided for the retail.

Commissioner Smith pointed out that the parking lot was almost always empty.  In fact, he had only seen it filled on Sunday afternoons during the season.  Mr. Amodeo advised that the parking studies incorporated current and future needs.  Commissioner Hutchinson inquired about the size of the south parcel, and Commissioner Smith believed it was 2 acres.

Commissioner Smith said one developer’s Architect, Chuck McKirahan, had shown him a plan for a low-intensity village development on the north side of the bridge, of either 4 to 6 stories or 3 to 5 stories.  It was his understanding that it could accommodate twice the existing number of parking spaces in several buildings with European style streets and shops and a 16-story condominium south of the bridge.  There was a promenade along the Waterway that would provide a public amenity, with the parking on the interior, and Commissioner Smith thought it could be a lovely addition to Fort Lauderdale.

Commissioner Moore agreed this idea was wonderful, but it might not be economically feasible, so he wanted the RFP to be flexible enough to accommodate other ideas as well.  Commissioner Smith agreed, but he wanted the intensity of a development limited.  Commissioner Moore did not think it was necessary to decide on a height or other features until proposals were received.  As to parking, he liked the idea of placing the parking so it could be staged as needed to provide 1,000 public parking spaces, but that could mean increasing the height.

Mayor Naugle suggested addressing the recommendations point by point. Instead of “parking at grade,” he felt the RFP should call for accommodating proper access to the Marina Facility.  He noted that a developer might have a creative way of dealing with that need besides surface parking.

II(1)
South Side Height.  It was the consensus of the Commission to limit the height on the south side of the bridge to no more than 16 stories.

II(2a)
South Side Use.

Commissioner Smith agreed with the Board that the use should be primarily residential.  He pointed out that there was already a lot of new hotel business in the beach area.  Commissioner Katz felt more hotel rooms were needed and that this should be left open in the RFP.  Commissioner Moore agreed.  Mayor Naugle suggested a combination, and Commissioner Hutchinson preferred residential use.  Commissioner Moore did as well and suggested the RFP indicate that residential units would be preferred and make the decision when proposals were submitted.  He felt this should be dictated by the marketplace.

Commissioner Smith believed it was easier to build and sell condominiums than to develop hotels, and a residential use would be more compatible with the surrounding uses.  Mayor Naugle suggested a primarily residential use, but allowing up to half in hotel use.  Commissioner Moore thought it should be left to the market.  Commissioner Smith said he had other concerns because he received complaints from his constituents in the beach area.  Mayor Naugle pointed out that certain upscale hotel rooms would not have the problems Commissioner Smith was concerned about, but it could be left open at this time.

The City Manager reminded the Commission that during the design seminar last week, partnering with someone for a Conference Center had been mentioned by Dr. Cantonese, of Florida Atlantic University.  Therefore, it might be best to leave the use flexible so all sorts of ideas could be examined.  Commissioner Moore agreed the marketplace should drive the development.  Commissioner Smith had no objection as long as the intensity and height were restricted.

It was the consensus of the Commission to leave the South Side Use open in the RFP with the exception of hotel use.

III(2)
North Side Uses.

Commissioner Moore supported the Board’s recommendation that the development incorporate a minimum of 1,000 public parking spaces.  Commissioner Smith supported a minimum of 500 along with the ability to add another 500 spaces as necessary.  Commissioner Hutchinson understood the initial 500 parking spaces would be in addition to the parking necessary for the development itself.  Commissioner Moore wondered if the proposer would also have to demonstrate the financial wherewithal to provide parking in the future.

Mr. Bruce Larkin, Director of Administrative Services, advised that there were currently 474 parking spaces north of the Las Olas Bridge, and another 100 to the south for which permits were sold.  Commissioner Moore suggested that 600 public parking spaces be provided initially, with the ability to add another 500.  Commissioner Hutchinson preferred to leave it out since it could always be adjusted later.

At 3:33 P.M., Commissioner Moore left the meeting.  He returned at 3:35 P.M.

Commissioner Smith felt 1,000 parking spaces was too many.  He thought the result would be an empty garage for 5 years.  Commissioner Hutchinson noted that they would not all be built in initially.  The City Manager understood it was not necessary to build all the parking at one time, but the proposers had to demonstrate the capacity to provide additional public parking as needed in the future.  In addition, 575 public parking spaces and whatever parking was necessary to support the development itself would have to be constructed initially.  Mayor Naugle noted that one developer might wish to construct all the parking at once, while another preferred to present a plan to build 575 spaces now and the rest later.

Commissioner Smith felt there had to be a public pedestrian component along the Intracoastal Waterway near the Marina.  He hoped there was an opportunity to rearrange Las Olas Circle so a pedestrian boardwalk could be provided.  Commissioner Hutchinson did not want to lose the ability to make the loop.  Commissioner Smith agreed.

Mayor Naugle referred to the transportation hub on Parcel B.  Commissioner Smith agreed Parcel B was the perfect place for such a hub, and Mayor Naugle agreed.  Commissioner Katz wanted to hear what an urban planner had to say in that regard.  She was interested in the best use for the property.  Commissioner Katz did not think a trolley terminal would look nice, and she preferred it be hidden, perhaps in the garage.  Then, some green space or some other amenity could be provided.  Commissioner Smith suggested that this issue be left flexible.  It was agreed.

Mayor Naugle asked when the RFP would be released.  The City Manager believed the RFP could be presented for final approval of the Commission on November 21, 2000, and it could be released immediately thereafter.

Commissioner Smith believed clarification from the State was necessary.  The City Manager understood that and said he would present additional information in this regard when the RFP was presented for final approval.

Action:
As discussed.

I-C – Proposed Road Closure – Southwest 26th Street at Southwest 8th Avenue

A discussion was scheduled on a proposal to permanently close Southwest 26th Street at Southwest 8th Avenue in connection with a proposed redevelopment of the old Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) office building on State Road 84, as requested by Commissioner Hutchinson.  There were no objections to the proposal.

Commissioner Smith said he wanted to discuss the philosophy of how temporary road closures were handled.  Commissioner Hutchinson said her concern was the 8th Avenue driveway.  She explained that the neighborhood wanted 26th Street closed at 8th Avenue in order to funnel traffic east to head west because it would come through the neighborhood otherwise.  However, the driveway from the FDOT site could not access the large parking lot at the rear.

Mr. Scott Miller, Development Review Coordinator, stated that the plans showed an emergency access onto 8th Avenue at the rear of the building.  He advised that staff would be working with emergency personnel to see if that need could be accommodated without that additional access point onto 8th Avenue.  He was hopeful that this access point could be limited to just emergency use.  Commissioner Hutchinson felt that if it was not limited to emergency access, closing 26th Street would be a waste of time.

Action:
Approved.

I-D – State Road 84 – Designation as an Interdistrict Corridor

A discussion was scheduled on a proposal to establish an interdistrict corridor requirement for properties fronting State Road 84, from Federal Highway (U.S. 1) to Interstate 95 (I-95), which might include requirements for setbacks, yards, landscaping, sidewalks, and architectural features.  Notice of the public discussion was published on October 28, 2000.

Mayor Naugle asked if the Commission wanted to consider the option of extending this westward.  Commissioner Hutchinson wanted to consider that and advised that she had a meeting scheduled with the President of Marina Mile to discuss working together.  Commissioner Moore suggested simply extending it now.

Mr. Dan Siff, Planner II, stated that the initial scope of the site centered on the area covered in the 1998 Charette, which was U.S. 1 to I-95.  Commissioner Moore wondered if there was any reason not to extend it westward simultaneously.  Mayor Naugle did not want to delay Phases I and II.

Commissioner Smith said his only concern was the requirement that at least 75% of the linear frontage of a parcel had to be occupied by a ground floor building wall no more than 5’ from the pedestrian pathway along the street.  He stated that this had been done in his District, and it had served to inhibit development.  Commissioner Hutchinson noted that most of the buildings were already existing.  Commissioner Smith thought there would be applications for changes in use that would be denied, so a retail shop could not be converted to restaurant use, for example.

Mr. Chris Wren, Manager of Community and Comprehensive Planning, advised that there was a process for a change of use through the DRC with mitigation.  However, it was possible that a restaurant use would not be allowed, for instance, without demolition of some existing structures.  He advised that this had been a major point from the Charette, and staff suggested the 75% rule be employed to see how it worked.  Mr. Wren believed the parcels along State Road 84 were fairly large.

Commissioner Smith believed developers wanted their customers to be able to park out front and, if that were not possible, they would choose other locations.  He felt this was an attempt to make developers conform to an ideal that planners liked, but the retailers did not.  Commissioner Moore stated that there were other communities, such as Boca Raton, that had successfully encouraged this type of development.  Commissioner Smith understood that, but it had taken a long time.  Mayor Naugle wanted to try this but, if it became an obstacle to redevelopment, it could be reconsidered.

Mr. Wren stated that Commission approval was necessary to implement zoning in progress in this respect.  The Commission approved.

Action:
Approved as discussed.

At 3:40 P.M., Commissioner Moore left the meeting.  He returned at 3:41 P.M.

I-E – Water and Sewer Master Plan

A discussion was scheduled on the proposed financial component of the drafted Water and Sewer Master Plan.  The City Manager stated that there had been considerable discussion about the need for sewers in those areas that had not yet been sewered, and some options for addressing these needs were being examined.

Mr. Greg Kisela, Assistant City Manager, explained that almost $500 million would be needed in capital projects over the next 20 years, including the installation of sewers in the western portion of the service area.  He noted that about $100 million of that amount would be necessary for retrofitting the Fiveash and Peele-Dixie Water Treatment Plants.  In addition, the master plan included $90 million for sewers in the western portion of the community, and $70 million to recapitalize for replacement of sewers in the eastern portion.  From an equity standpoint, Mr. Kisela explained staff was trying to ensure everyone was getting what they paid for.

Mr. Kisela said that there were different alternatives based on various assumptions factored into the financial model.  He advised that over the next 20 years, a 2.5% inflationary operation and maintenance increase had been factored in to cover labor, material, chemical costs and electrical costs.  He explained that the consultant had originally been asked to examine sewering the western portion of the City over 20 years and, recently, the consultant had been asked to condense that over a 10-year period.  Mr. Kisela stated that there were some financial ramifications due to the revenue stream that would help finance an accelerated program.

Mr. Kisela stated that when central sewer systems were installed, people would have to connect within six months in order to generate the revenue stream necessary to finance the improvements.  He explained that the fundamental assumption in this $500 million Capital Improvement Program was that the Lohmeyer Wastewater Plant continue the present operation, which was rated at 43 million gallons per day, and it would be rerated at 53 million gallons per day at a relatively low cost.  That would provide additional capacity to serve the needs of the western community.

Mr. Kisela advised there were a number of different funding mechanisms that could be utilized, and staff was not recommending any one over the others at this time.  The first would be an across-the-board water and sewer rate increase, once or several times, which would represent a 5% to 10% rate increase for everyone.   He stated that another option would be to apply a surcharge to the new sewer customers.  That would mean an increase for new customers of 10% to 20%.  A third option was a one-time sewer connection fee of $1,500 to $2,500, which would assist in paying the capital cost of the new sewers.  Mr. Kisela stated that if a General Obligation Bond Issue was passed, that would result in a 15% to 20% property tax increase for everyone in the City.

Mr. Kisela noted that the current policy for sewers involved special assessments, and that method would cost $.60 to $.80 per square foot.  Mayor Naugle believed a standard lot of 6,000 square feet would have to pay a $3,600 assessment.  Commissioner Smith believed the average assessment would be about $4,500.  Commissioner Hutchinson noted that there were also plumbing charges involved, which that figure did not include.  Mr. Kisela agreed that was correct.  He added that this program would ensure that everyone received new sewers by 2020.

Mayor Naugle wondered if a funding system could be designed that combined a rate increase for everyone, a surcharge for new customers, and the special assessment.  Mr. Kisela replied staff would follow the Commission’s direction.  Commissioner Smith noted that if the surcharge method were used, the new customers would pay about half the capital cost others had paid for sewers in the past.  Mayor Naugle preferred a combined method to achieve equity.

Mr. Kisela felt the current policy of assessing the benefiting property owners for the full cost of sewers was somewhat antiquated because as new customers connected, they would be subsidizing sewers in the eastern areas.  He explained that staff tried to achieve equity through the rates, but perfect equity could not really be achieved.  Mr. Kisela thought it would be fairly close in 2020.

Commissioner Smith pointed out that those who already had sewers had paid for them and had paid all the rate increases over the years.  He did not feel even a blend of methods, as suggested by Mayor Naugle, was equitable for those who had paid for their sewers, but perhaps it was necessary.  Nevertheless, he wanted everyone to understand it was not equitable.  Mayor Naugle thought the costs could be spread out.  Commissioner Smith thought the City should move ahead to sewer the western areas, but make those who could afford it pay the full cost just as those had in the east.  He felt those who could not afford it could be subsidized or allowed 30 years to pay.  Commissioner Smith did not think it would be fair to allow speculators in Lauderdale Manors who owned 6 or 7 houses, for example, to get away with a half price sewer system.

Commissioner Moore agreed with Mayor Naugle that some combination of the methods would be the most equitable.  Mayor Naugle thought a blend of the top three alternatives would be workable.  Commissioner Moore concurred.  Commissioner Smith suggested an increase in the surcharge for new customers.  Mayor Naugle preferred to wait until staff could analyze a blend and present the figures.  Commissioner Smith wanted to try to be fair.  Mayor Naugle agreed that was his goal as well.

Commissioner Moore said he had met with 11 civic association presidents last night who had examined this agenda item, and they were urging the City Commission to utilize a blend of methods.  Commissioner Smith asked how many had come from the east side, and Commissioner Moore acknowledged that he did not represent associations from the east, but all those present supported this idea.

Mayor Naugle recalled that this plan had started out with a plan for a General Obligation Bond, which raised property taxes.  Commissioner Smith acknowledged that a blended plan would be better than a Bond Issue, but he thought it could be even better.  Mayor Naugle noted that all he was suggesting was that staff examine the figures associated with a blended method.  It was the consensus to have staff investigate further, but with a cap of 2.5% on a rate increase.

Mayor Naugle thought it would also be necessary to work in neighborhoods like Sailboat Bend, Riverside, etc., where there might be a development surge.  He noted that there could be both desirable and undesirable development impacts.

Mr. Kisela advised that staff would bring this back with an analysis of a blended method, with a rate increase capped at 2.5%.  Commissioner Smith thought people with sewers were ready to be charitable to those who did not so the City would be better and cleaner.  Mayor Naugle believed there was another thing to consider in that there might be a way to provide low-interest financing of the connection fees.  Commissioner Moore agreed that would be the problem for those with low incomes.

The City Manager stated that staff could bring this issue back in January.  Mr. Kisela wanted to emphasize that he felt this was achievable, but the City would be spending a half billion dollars on the water and sewer system.  He explained that by accelerating the sewers and retrofitting the Fiveash and Dixie Plants, some $30 million to $35 million per year would be spent.  Mr. Kisela pointed out that it would be a real challenge to get the sewers done over the next decade, although he believed it could be achieved.

Commissioner Smith wanted to know up front if there would be temporary expenses for bringing in additional personnel to accelerate the sewer installation schedule.  Mr. Kisela advised that those costs would be included.  Commissioner Smith was glad staff was looking to the future.  Mayor Naugle pointed out that the retrofitting of the Fiveash and Peele Dixie Plants was federally-mandated.

Action:
Approved as discussed.

I-F – Neighborhood Capital Improvement Program (NCIP)

         Proposed Projects for Fiscal Year 2000/2001_______

A discussion was scheduled on the proposed projects for the Fiscal Year 2000/2001 NCIP.  Commissioner Moore applauded staff on a job well done.   Commissioner Hutchinson asked for additional explanation about the signs proposed in the Harbour Inlet neighborhood.  Ms. Marisol Negron-Lotito, NCIP Program Manager, explained that the neighborhood had submitted an application last year for signs included in its master plan and special assessment project.  During discussion of the special assessment project, the sign aspect had been removed in order to stay within budget.  As a result, the community had applied for NCIP funds.

Commissioner Hutchinson believed this application had ranked fairly high but, because the assessment was not ready, the neighborhood had been told to reapply this year.  Then, the application had been denied.  Commissioner Smith understood there was no money left in this year’s cycle, and Commissioner Moore believed the project would be automatically funded next year.  Ms. Negron-Lotito stated that there had been $240,000 in the budget.

Mr. Chris Wren, Manager of Community & Comprehensive Planning, stated that because the sign program was no longer in the assessment project, it could not technically be in the NCIP but, due to the circumstances, staff felt the money should be awarded anyway.  That was the reason Commission direction was being sought.  He stated that it had originally been eligible for NCIP funding because it had been included in the assessment project, but it had subsequently been removed.  Mr. Wren viewed this as an anomaly.

Commissioner Moore wondered if funding this project would cause problems for other civic associations.  Mayor Naugle asked if there were any other projects with similar situations, and Mr. Wren replied there were not.  Ms. Negron-Lotito advised that the assessment project amounted to about $345,000.  Commissioner Moore supported the funding.

Commissioner Katz required clarification.  If the matching money was no longer being provided through the assessment project, she wondered where the matching funds would come from.  Commissioner Moore pointed out that the neighborhood was contributing $345,000, and the City was contributing $25,000, so the 4 to 1 match was being sustained.  Mr. Wren agreed.

Mr. Hal Barnes, Project Engineer, explained that when the master plan was devised, it had included a number of items and a budget had been established.  The neighborhood had attempted to cap the assessment at no more than $1,375 per home.  Several items could not be funded, so the neighborhood had applied for NCIP funds last year, but the construction timing had not been right so the funding had not been granted at that time despite a high ranking.  Therefore, the neighborhood had been instructed to reapply this year.

Commissioner Katz said she would need a memorandum in this regard so she could explain it to the community.  Mr. Wren advised that he could provide a written explanation.  Commissioner Smith understood Commissioner Hutchinson had been making efforts to increase the NCIP budget because there were so many applications that could not be funded.  She agreed that was correct.  Ms. Negron-Lotito reported that there were 11 applications recommended for funding today, and another might be qualified, but further research was necessary.

Commissioner Smith noted that about $260,000 was contributed through the Community Services Board process, and the Commission had talked about the appropriateness of the City being in the business of charity.  Mayor Naugle believed that subject was scheduled for discussion.

Ms. Marsha Goldsby, of the Lauderdale Manors neighborhood, asked if the civic associations had been notified of which projects had been recommended for funding.  Ms. Negron-Lotito replied that letters would be sent out after this meeting.

Action:
Approved.

I-G – Ordinance No. C-00-54 – Patron Age Restrictions

A discussion was scheduled concerning the current status of Ordinance No. C-00-54, its enforcement and its exemptions.  The City Attorney explained that there had been a few emergency hearings over the last few weeks with respect to this ordinance.  He stated that the courts had authorized the City to continue to enforce the ordinance, although physical arrests could not be made at this stage due to some concern over the criteria and sufficiency of the definition of what constituted a restaurant.

The City Attorney stated that the existing ordinance mirrored the definition of a restaurant used by the State, which was 51% of sales from food.  However, in order to ensure that the City could enforce its ordinance, including making arrests, he wanted the Commission to consider an ordinance that would bolster and expand the definition of a restaurant to go beyond State requirements.  It would spell out criteria relating to tables, chairs, kitchen facilities, service area, items offered on the menu constituting four meals, etc.

The City Attorney advised that a draft had been prepared for distribution now.  If the Commission wanted to adopt it on first reading this evening, that could be done, and there would be time for advertisement of a full public hearing in two weeks.  He also proposed a mechanism for businesses that were not certain to ask the City for a preliminary determination as to whether or not they met the criteria for a bona fide restaurant.  If a business did not qualify, there would also be an appeal process through the special masters.

Commissioner Hutchinson believed there were some individuals present who wanted to address this issue.  Mayor Naugle did not have an objection, but he did not believe there could be any discussion relating to the currently pending litigation.  The City Attorney agreed that would not be appropriate at this time.  He believed the court had raised some concerns about the level of detail contained in the ordinance definition of a restaurant.  The City Attorney also noted that a written request had been received from the Chili Pepper relating to a separate area where patrons under 21 years of age could be accommodated without alcohol being served.  However, that was a separate issue.

It was the consensus of the Commission to review the drafted ordinance today and consider it on first reading this evening.

Commissioner Smith reported that his landscaping company had a business arrangement with one of the clubs in question.  He thought it might be construed that he could obtain some personal benefit, and it would be safer to recuse himself from voting, although he could participate in the discussion.  Commissioner Smith said he had informed his client, and the business arrangement had been terminated, but the City Attorney still felt it would be more prudent to abstain from voting on issues in this regard.

Mr. Eric Levin, owner of the Chili Pepper, explained his proposal for providing a separate area for under-age patrons.  He stated that a large investment had been made in this property, and it had been instrumental in establishing the Riverfront area.  Mr. Levin said this new venue had been created, with 38,000 square feet used as a concert hall and dance club.  He advised that the success of the venue was based on national acts and concerts, and alcohol was typically served at these types of venues throughout the country.  He noted that was particularly important with a smaller venue because ticket sales did not generate sufficient profit to support national acts.

Mr. Levin said his business had been sustained in the past by selling alcohol to patrons over 21 years of age, but the new ordinance did not allow the serving of alcohol to anyone if there were under-age customers present.  He explained that the facility had an indoor area and an outdoor area, and they were separated by a main door.  There were two separate entrances from the patio area and from the street side.  Mr. Levin had provided a walk-through tour to various City officials, in order to demonstrate how the venue could be separated to achieve the City’s goals and still maintain the viability of the business.

Mr. Levin stated that the Chili Pepper had never been cited for serving under-age patrons in 4 years of business, and off-duty police officers were hired to monitor the situation.  He believed this was one of the strictest clubs in terms of requiring identification, and he wanted to continue to operate his business in order to recoup the investment.

Mr. Skip Murray, of the Chili Pepper, believed everyone wanted to provide young people with an appropriate venue rather than the beach and without commingling with those drinking alcohol.  He felt the Chili Pepper was the perfect venue, and he thought it would be a lot easier to enforce the City’s ordinance in an area like the club’s patio where younger people could not enter and no one could leave with alcohol.  Mr. Murray believed it was easier to monitor young people in a closed environment like this one than in a more open environment such as on the beach.  He thought this was an ideal situation for young people who wanted to enjoy live music, and the Chili Pepper offered an option.

Mr. Greg Oliferis, owner of the Culture Room, said he had a plan similar to that of the Chili Pepper involving use of an upstairs balcony.  He explained that the Culture Room was only open when live entertainment was being presented, but he could not sustain the business if he catered only to those over 21 years of age.  Mr. Oliferis stated that he had checked with other operators throughout the country, and he advised this was a popular way to make this type of venue work.  He explained that only those over 21 would be allowed upstairs, and no one would be allowed downstairs with an alcoholic beverage.

Mr. Murray advised that he was from Denver, which had an under-21 restriction since around 1980.  He stated that separating the age groups had worked as long as the club owners wanted it to work.  Mr. Oliferis added that the Culture Room had also never been cited in 3 years of doing business.

Ms. Alysan Childs, President of the Central Beach Alliance, stated that beach area residents had never intended to deprive anyone of music or of their business.  All they wanted was to see a continued decrease in crime in the beach area.  Ms. Childs stated that there had been a decrease in assaults and gang activity, and she wanted that downward trend to continue.

Ms. Linda Danoff, of Gill Hotels, was pleased with the effects of the new ordinance.  She, too, wanted to see the downward crime trend continue in the beach area.

The Police Chief said he sympathized with the business owners, but there were more than 20,000 business licenses in Fort Lauderdale.  He had heard statements indicating that there had been no infractions, but there had been 188 EMS calls to the Chili Pepper since it opened.  Of those, 41 had involved patients who were unconscious; 9 seizures; 7 persons down; 30 overdoses; 4 suicide attempts; 13 medical calls; 7 with breathing problems; 3 traumas; 21 assaults; and, 53 miscellaneous calls.  He felt this was indicative of the type of establishment that was catering to and providing a venue for young people, and he did not think this was a healthy situation.  The Police Chief stated that these incidents had occurred while police officers were working details at the Chili Pepper.

The Police Chief said the Police Department would not continue to furnish officers for details at establishments that were having problems.  He reported that 8 or 9 arrests had been processed today as a result of an undercover operation at the Chili Pepper, 1 of which involved a management employee.  The Police Chief explained that he was not trying to single out the Chili Pepper, but its representatives had continually offered itself as an example of an excellent establishment providing a healthy venue for young people.

The Police Chief felt the larger issue was the commingling of those under 21 years of age with adults consuming alcohol.  He stated that the idea of separating the age groups on the same premises, would put the Police Department back into the same position it had been in before.  He believed there would be a repeat of the problems that had occurred in the past and in various venues.  The Police Chief thought that if this ordinance modification was adopted, there would be sporadic problems.

The Police Chief said he could provide a video that had been aired on “60 Minutes” about an establishment similar to the Chili Pepper and the abuse of various drugs.

Action:
Drafted ordinance to be considered at Regular Meeting.

At 4:45 P.M., the meeting was adjourned for a closed door session regarding litigation strategy in connection with New River Village Associates,  Ltd. v  City of  Fort  Lauderdale  (Case  No.  0-5634[14]) and for the purpose of discussing labor negotiations.  The meeting was reconvened at 5:43 P.M.

I-H – Performance Evaluations for City Attorney, City Clerk and City Manager

A discussion was scheduled regarding performance evaluations for the City Attorney, City Clerk, and City Manager.  Commissioner Moore felt Ms. Masliah had the personality, ability and professionalism for the position of City Clerk and had only compliments.  He also felt her staff met the challenge of a very intense job, particularly in light of some difficult issues over the past year.  Commissioner Moore attributed this to Ms. Masliah’s management skills in selecting the right people to work with the citizens of Fort Lauderdale.  For that reason, he felt the City Clerk should receive a salary increase consummate with the cost of living.

Commissioner Hutchinson said this performance evaluation issue had been a challenge for her as a new Commissioner, and she agreed with Commissioner Moore.  She felt Ms. Masliah had gone above and beyond the call of duty as the City Clerk on all levels, and her staff worked wonders.  Commissioner Smith agreed Ms. Masliah did a wonderful job, but he preferred to discuss these matters privately, as did Mayor Naugle.  Commissioner Katz also agreed Ms. Masliah did an excellent job and had a high-quality staff.  The Commission supported a 2.5% salary increase.

Mayor Naugle pointed out that the City Clerk was classified as a Management Category III position, but he felt this department head position should be reclassified as a Management Category I.  He advised that would provide Ms. Masliah with 4 additional vacation days each year, and the vehicle allowance would be increased from $170 per month to $300 each month.  Further, instead of reimbursed for half the cost of a complete physical each year, the City Clerk would be reimbursed in total to a maximum of $250.

Commissioner Moore supported Mayor Naugle’s suggestion.  Commissioner Smith felt the Commission should be prudent with tax dollars and offer the City Clerk either the pay increase or the elevation in management category.  Mayor Naugle pointed out that the 2.5% was only reflective of the increased cost of living.  It was the consensus of the Commission to support both.

Commissioner Katz said this year had been very difficult in terms of legal issues, and she had found the City Attorney more than willing to explain everything carefully.  She appreciated that extra effort and supported a cost of living increase, which she believed was 3%.  Commissioner Smith noted that the City Attorney was also allowed to work at his firm and bring certain City business to the firm, but he supported the increase.

Commissioner Katz had not had a chance to read the City Manager’s contract very carefully, but she had spoken with him privately.  She had confidence in the City Manager and enjoyed working with him, but she did have a couple of concerns that would affect his contract.  One involved the discrimination claims against the City, and she felt more proactive measures should be taken to let the public know what the City was doing to address these concerns.  She also wanted to ensure that if something was going on, it was taken care of quickly and effectively.  Commissioner Katz also wanted to see a more proactive stance as to economic development and planning for the future.

Commissioner Smith was more comfortable discussing these matters privately with the personnel involved because it was easier to be completely candid in private.  He appreciated all their hard work and professionalism.  Commissioner Hutchinson concurred, particularly since she was a new Commissioner.

Commissioner Moore had met with Mr. Johnson, and he thought the City had responded appropriately to the discrimination claims that had been raised.  He recalled what the City had been like when he had arrived, and he had witnessed a tremendous change since that time.  Commissioner Moore pointed out that there were a number of African Americans in management positions, and he was very pleased with the diversity within the Police Department, too.  As to the existing discrimination complaints, Commissioner Moore thought they could have brought to a closure more quickly rather than allowing it to fester.  He felt the first step would be to correct misinformation.  It was his understanding that there had been only one legal action filed since Mr. Johnson had been the City Manager, although there had been some complaints.  Commissioner Moore pointed out that there had been one person of African descent who was a Sergeant in the Police Department when he had joined the Commission, but there had been no others in any management positions.  He felt the public should know this story, although he acknowledged no one was perfect, and there was always room for improvement.

Commissioner Moore did not feel the Equal Employment Officer (EEO) should be located within the Personnel Department or the City Manager’s Office.  He was concerned because people did not feel they could speak with the EEO freely, and he felt this should be changed immediately.   Commissioner Moore felt the EEO should report directly to the City Manager, but not be located within the same office.  In every other respect, Commissioner Moore was pleased with the performance of the City Manager.  He thought much of the visioning as to economic development had been done already before Mr. Johnson had become the City Manager, and it appeared that redevelopment was starting to take place under his leadership.  Commissioner Moore believed the City Manager was following the Commission’s direction, although perhaps not as quickly as he might always like.

It was the consensus of the Commission that they would like a recommendation from the City Manager about relocating the EEO.

Commissioner Moore referred to the second paragraph on the second page of the City Manager’s contract.  He suggested the contract be renewed for 4 years rather than 3 years.  Mayor Naugle believed the existing term was 4 years, with 3-year renewal periods thereafter.  Commissioner Moore thought that was acceptable.  Mayor Naugle recalled that rewewal period was intended to complement the election cycle.  He also noted that the severance package had been limited, and it provided for new contract terms to be considered 30 days before expiration.

Commissioner Smith did not think municipal managers wanted to be locked into the political process.  The City Attorney advised that the contract term was staggered so the City Manager’s contract would not come up for renewal in an election year.  Mayor Naugle agreed that had been the reasoning behind the initial 4-year term followed by 3-year renewal terms.  He advised that other contract changes were minor.

Commissioner Katz felt the City Manager’s contract should be limited to 1-year or 2-year terms to ensure there would be continued progress with established benchmarks.  Commissioner Moore stated that his only concern in that respect was continuity.  He pointed out that the voters elected Commissioners for 3-year terms, and it was extremely difficult to implement any agenda in a year.  He pointed out that the City Manager could be terminated at any time for cause.  The City Manager agreed that regardless of the term, the contract provided for annual evaluations.

Commissioner Smith suggested a reduction in the severance package.  He understood there was a 2-year payoff.  Mayor Naugle agreed most cities had 3-year payoffs.  He noted that really made this a 2-year contract.  Commissioner Smith suggested a 1-year payoff.  Commissioner Hutchinson pointed out that the Commission had the ability to evaluate and/or terminate on an annual basis.  Commissioner Smith said he had confidence in Mr. Johnson, but he felt a need to be frugal and preferred a 1-year payoff.

The City Manager noted that comparative data had been provided, and he wanted the public and staff to get the message that there was confidence and stability in his performance.  He was also hopeful for an indication of how the Commission valued his services.  The City Manager believed people in every profession compared themselves to others in their fields, and unfortunately the measure of success was often compensation.  Nevertheless, he had not entered into this contract negotiation lightly.  Mayor Naugle stated that the terms of the contract had already been “whittled down,” and he felt the City Manager had met the Commission halfway in terms of the severance package.

Commissioner Hutchinson was satisfied with the contract as written.  Commissioner Moore concurred and suggested discussion of compensation.  Mayor Naugle stated that Fort Lauderdale was low in pay as compared to many cities.  He noted that a $15,000 increase in the base pay would still make Mr. Johnson’s salary $6,000 less than Mr. Hanbury’s when he had left the City 3 years ago.  Commissioner Moore supported a $15,000 raise, which would bring the salary level to the 60th percentile.

Commissioner Smith said he would support a $30,000 raise with a 1-year severance package.  Commissioner Moore suggested that the housing allowance be increased from $800 to $1,000.  Commissioner Katz did not favor that idea, and nor did Mayor Naugle.  Commissioner Hutchinson wondered how the City Manager felt about these ideas.  He said he would be willing to take the greater salary increase with the reduced severance package.  Commissioner Hutchinson supported a $30,000 and a two-year severance package.  Mayor Naugle said he would not vote against the contract, but he preferred it as presented with a $15,000 raise and a two-year severance package.  It was the consensus of the Commission to authorize a $30,000 salary increase with a one-year severance package.

Action:
Formal action to be taken at Regular Meeting.

IV – City Commission Reports

1. FDOT Project on A-1-A

Mayor Naugle reported that the merchants along A-1-A wanted the FDOT to halt its construction project until the day after Easter.  He wanted to support the merchants because the merchants were unanimous in this request.  Commissioner Smith believed he had raised this issue a couple of months ago, and now it would cost a lot of money to delay the project.  Commissioner Moore inquired about the business differential between season and non-season, and Commissioner Smith thought it was a huge amount.  Mayor Naugle said that there were 2 figures that had been used.  One was based on bed tax collection, but rates went up during the season so that figure was not “pure.”  However, the Airport had just experienced its greatest month in July.  Although there was a seasonal difference, it was growing less and less each year.

Commissioner Smith pointed out that all summer long, one could cruise along on A-1-A, but that was not the case during the season.  Mayor Naugle stated that the merchants had not known about this issue before, but they were unanimous now, and he felt the Commission should make the request of the FDOT.

The City Manager advised that FDOT representatives had been present at the meeting with the merchants today, and the City had requested a delay in the project.  However, this project would take 288 days, so one season or another was going to be interrupted.  Commissioner Smith thought the period of December, January and February, could just be “carved out,” and the project continued the rest of the year.

Mr. Hector Castro, City Engineer, said his concerns were that if the project was delayed until after Easter, there would be an increase in the contract time because of rain delays.  Then, the hurricane season would commence.  Mr. Castro noted that a delay until April would also impact the Air & Sea Show, and it would probably impact the next Boat Show.  He stated that the FDOT had indicated it might consider a delay but, if it incurred significant additional cost, it would be looking to the City for assistance.

Commissioner Moore believed that people coming to Fort Lauderdale during the season had already made their hotel reservations, and he did not believe this would project would cause anyone to change their plans.  Commissioner Smith thought it might influence whether or not they ever returned.  Commissioner  Moore was sure people understood that a construction project would not go on forever, and the delay would be costly.

Commissioner Smith inquired about mobilization costs.  Mr. Castro stated that the contractor was currently working in two locations.  There were subcontractors ready and materials had been accepted.  Mayor Naugle wondered if they could continue to work until January and then shut down for 3 months.  Mr. Castro advised that option had not been explored, but FDOT officials planned to make the decision within the week and wanted City guidance.  Mayor Naugle suggested that idea be explored.  Mr. Castro stated that the “delay figure” mentioned by the FDOT today had been $200,000.

Mayor Naugle wanted to take a position today that the work continue now, be shut down in January, and then resume a day after Easter.  He also felt the FDOT should cover any additional cost, since it affected State taxpayers.  It was agreed.

Action:
As discussed.

Meeting adjourned at 6:35 P.M.

NOTE:
A MECHANICAL RECORDING HAS BEEN MADE OF THE FOREGOING PROCEEDINGS, OF WHICH THESE MINUTES ARE A PART, AND IS ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK FOR A PERIOD OF TWO YEARS.

