
DRAFT 
MEETING MINUTES 

CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE 
INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

FORT LAUDERDALE EXECUTIVE AIRPORT 
RED TAILS CONFERENCE ROOM  

6000 NW 21 AVENUE, FORT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 
MONDAY, APRIL 1, 2024 – 2:00 P.M. TO 4:30 P.M. 

 
January-December 2024  Attendance 

Marilyn Mammano, Chair (arr. 2:11)  P  4  0 
Peter Partington, Vice Chair    P  3  1 
Gerald Angeli      P  4  0 
Gregory Barnett     P  1  0 
Shane Grabski (arr. 2:03)           P  3  1 
James LaBrie     P  4  0 
Michael Lambrechts     P  4  0 
Marta Reczko     P  3  1 
Roosevelt Walters      P  4  0 
Ralph Zeltman      P  4  0 
 
As of this date, there are 9 appointed members to the Committee, which means 5 would 
constitute a quorum. 
 
Staff  
Omar Castellon, Assistant Director of Public Works -- Engineering 
Semele Williams, Senior Administrative Assistant 
Jill Prizlee, Chief Engineer  
Yvette Matthews, Assistant Director, Office of Management and Budget 
J. Opperlee, Recording Secretary, Prototype, Inc.  
 
Communication to the City Commission 
 
None. 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

i. Roll Call 
  
Vice Chair Partington called the meeting to order at 2:01 p.m. Roll was called and it was 
noted a quorum was present.   
 

ii. Approval of Agenda 
 
Motion made by Mr. Walters, seconded by Mr. Angeli, to approve the Agenda as written. 
In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously. 
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iii.  Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes – March 4, 2024 
 
Motion made by Mr. Walters, seconded by Mr. LaBrie, to accept the minutes with or 
without changes. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mr. Grabski arrived at 2:03 p.m.  
 

2. Old Business 
 

i. Reimagine City Hall Upcoming Workshop 
 
Sheryl Dickey, president of Dickey Consulting, provided a recap of the March 2024 
Reimagine City Hall workshop, which had addressed not only procurement 
methodology, but financing options as well, including targeting federal grants as well 
as identifying revenue-generating opportunities.  
 
Vice Chair Partington recalled that some members of the public at the March workshop 
had asked why the City was constrained to the options provided. He added that a 
progressive funding method had been previously mentioned, and asked if this was 
discussed at length. Yvette Matthews, Assistant Director of Management and Budget, 
stated that the City’s Purchasing Director had indicated this funding method presented 
challenges under the City’s Procurement Code and guidelines.  
 
Ms. Reczko advised that at the March 4, 2024 Committee meeting, she had 
recommended including a progressive design build method as one of the proposed 
funding methods. This method would allow for costs to be seen immediately while the 
project is being designed. She asserted that this is a preferred method by other 
municipalities at present, but acknowledged that the City would have to pass an 
Ordinance allowing it to be used.  
 
Vice Chair Partington explained that he would like the summary of the March workshop 
to capture the fact that members of the public had asked why their choices for methods 
of financing were restricted and did not discuss the progressive design build option. 
 
Chair Mammano arrived at 2:11 p.m. 
 
Mr. Walters requested clarification of what was intended by “revenue-generating,” 
recalling that the Committee had had discussions of possible services that could be 
provided at City Hall at no charge. Ms. Dickey replied that there had been no discussion 
of a specific percentage of revenue to be generated.  
 
Chair Mammano commented that during the breakout session, other attendees at her 
table had indicated they did not want to pay more taxes to fund a new City Hall. Mr. 
Walters confirmed that he had heard similar feedback from the community as well.  
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Ms. Dickey addressed the survey results from the March workshop, noting that there 
have only been 21 responses to that survey thus far. The respondents to the survey 
were asked to rank their preferred responses regarding the proposed facility. Of the 21, 
13 respondents chose maintaining public ownership of the land and building as their 
highest priority. The second-ranked option indicated that respondents preferred 
intergenerational equity to pay for City Hall over a term equal to the building’s useful 
life. The third-ranked option recommended financing the total cost of the project.  
 
Mr. LaBrie asked if the top-ranked choice, maintaining ownership of the land and 
building, would eliminate the public-private partnership (P3) option. Chair Mammano 
explained that a P3 would mean the City would own the facility and building, although 
they would not have full control of either until the end of the term.  
 
Chair Mammano expressed concern that it is difficult to draw conclusions based on 
feedback from only 21 survey respondents. Ms. Dickey stated that her team is seeking 
more information from the community by contacting homeowners’ associations and 
encouraging responses from their members. Chair Mammano suggested that the 
Committee ensure the City Commission realizes there has not been a great deal of 
general public interest in the subject of a new City Hall.  
 
Ms. Dickey advised that today’s meeting would allow the Committee to draw on the 
information gathered from each of the workshops in preparing the final presentation. 
She reviewed the aspects of City Hall emphasized at previous workshops, as well as 
potential amenities. Feedback from the most recent workshop included financial and 
procurement information. 
 
Ms. Dickey continued that the presentation will include boards with information from 
each of the individual workshops, including information from survey respondents 
indicating their City Commission Districts and demographic information.  
 
Vice Chair Partington commented that he felt the demographic summary was 
misleading, as many responses may have come from the same individuals attending 
multiple workshops. Ms. Dickey acknowledged this concern, but noted that this was the 
typical method of capturing survey information. Vice Chair Partington suggested that 
the figures could be marked with an asterisk to indicate the possibility of overlapping 
responses.  
 
The Committee members discussed how feedback would be provided in the final 
workshop, including whether or not responses should be weighted and what that 
information would indicate. It was determined that respondents would be able to show 
their priorities among the topics discussed throughout the workshops. It was also 
emphasized again that although the Committee, Staff, and the consultant team had 
done their best to engage the public, the overall response had been less than what was 
hoped for.  
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Mr. Walters asked if the Committee plans to meet again before taking its 
recommendations to the City Commission. Chair Mammano noted that Staff’s 
preference was to have the recommendation reach the Commission before the 
beginning of summer.  
 
Mr. Zeltman commented that although Ms. Dickey and City Staff had done everything 
possible to generate a greater public response, that response had not been what was 
expected. He did not feel it would be appropriate for the Committee to provide the City 
Commission with a recommendation based on the small survey samples, or to interpret 
those responses as representative of the City’s overall population. Chair Mammano 
suggested that the Committee’s final report could state that they were unable to 
ascertain a statistically valid sense of what the public wants.  
 
Vice Chair Partington proposed that the Committee should feel empowered to make 
recommendations to the Commission, even based upon the limited feedback gathered 
during the process. Mr. Walters advised that feedback from the final workshop would 
be key in making a recommendation.  
 
Ms. Dickey concluded that it had been her intent from the beginning to assign some 
type of ranking to the categories discussed at the individual workshops. The Committee 
members further discussed how the ranking process at the final workshop would be 
carried out. 
 
Mr. Walters stated that the Committee would need to determine the top priorities from 
the workshop process at their next meeting. Chair Mammano asked if the Committee 
should take the results from a small sample size of survey respondents and make 
recommendations based on those results. Mr. Walters emphasized that while less than 
2% of the City’s population may have responded to the survey, the Committee 
members have discussed all the considerations at length and should address them in 
their final report to the Commission.  
 
Vice Chair Partington reiterated that the Committee members should combine the 
available public input with their own personal preferences in the final report. There was 
consensus among the Committee members to proceed in this way, with Mr. 
Lambrechts noting that the members have sufficient collective knowledge and 
experience to make a recommendation.  
 
3. New Business  

 
i. Schedule for ITFAC Draft Recommendations 

 
Chair Mammano asked how Staff plans to present the Commission with the information 
gathered throughout the workshops. Ms. Matthews stated that the Commission will see 
the gathered information from the public through the surveys and workshops. They will 
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also see the Committee’s guiding principles. A third component of information from the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) may also be provided.  
 
Ms. Dickey continued that the Committee will receive a “wrap-up” report on the series 
of workshops at their May 2024 meeting. Their joint workshop with the City Commission 
is tentatively scheduled for June 4. This will give the Committee time to review and 
digest the information gathered at the workshops.  
 
Vice Chair Partington characterized the proposed date of June 4 as ambitious, pointing 
out that this timeline may be driven by the City Commission’s summer schedule. Ms. 
Matthews explained that the Commission would like to begin the process before their 
summer break.  
 
Chair Mammano asked if the workshop report will be finished by the time of the 
Committee’s May 6, 2024 meeting. It was noted, however, that the Committee will need 
to prepare their draft guidelines for the Commission after the May 6 regular meeting, 
and that the Committee members may not communicate with one another outside 
meetings due to the Sunshine Law. This would require a second meeting in May to 
review the draft guidelines prior to the joint workshop with the Commission.  
 
Motion made by Ms. Reczko, seconded by Mr. Barnett, to call a special meeting on 
May 20, 2024 at 2 p.m. at Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport. In a voice vote, the motion 
passed unanimously.  
 
Chair Mammano concluded that her intent for the final public workshop was not to 
gather additional information, but to ensure the members of the public who participated 
in the process have expressed their preferences, which will be provided to the City 
Commission.  

 
ii. FDEP Warning Letter 

 
Omar Castellon, Assistant Director of Public Works (Engineering), stated that over the 
last 30 months, the City experienced eight boil water notices and had difficulty passing 
water sampling tests that followed some of these incidents. As a result,  the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has sent the City a warning letter  
 
Mr. Castellon explained that many of the City’s pipes are old, which makes it more 
difficult to get rid  of bacteria. Staff is communicating with FDEP to let them know which 
projects will be prioritized in the areas where they experienced difficulties. Funds will be 
reshuffled from other projects in order to prioritize the City’s water needs.  
 
Mr. Castellon explained that in some types of pipe breaks, water will still flow but bacteria 
can grow in the pipes. The pipes are then flushed to get rid  of bacteria, and water from 
those pipes is sampled to ensure that the process worked. If the City does not pass this 
sample testing, it is necessary to close the section of pipe and heavily chlorinate it, after 
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Mr. Walters noted that the FDEP letter specifically notes several distribution water mains 
have exceeded their useful lives. It also states that the City will be subject to fines if the 
issues are not addressed.  
 
Mr. LaBrie asked what the Public Works Department is doing in terms of long-range 
planning and maintenance/replacement schedules. Mr. Castellon replied that every 
year, as part of the annual budget process, the Utilities Department identifies pipes that 
are experiencing issues. The two Departments meet to review the budget and determine 
the priority of pipes to be addressed. Once these priorities have been determined, the 
City will work on those prioritized projects over the next five years.  
 
Mr. Walters observed that the City Commission is not typically willing to inform the public 
that more money will be needed to maintain its infrastructure.  
 
Mr. Castellon explained that the City develops an annual budget to address pipes which 
would require a certain amount of funding, which the City Commission does not fully 
fund. This is not a process that is expected to change. Mr. Zeltman commented that 
another issue of concern is fire flow protection, which is also affected by the age and 
condition of the pipes. Ms. Reczko also noted that the condition of the pipes that will 
connect to the new water treatment plant will affect the quality of the water coming from 
that facility.  
 
Mr. Castellon advised that he would look into additional information related to the water 
Consent Order and bring it back to a later meeting.  
 

4. Public Works Update 
 

i. CIP Financial Report 
 

ii. Water & Sewer Breaks Report w/Mapping 
 

5. General Discussion and Comments 
 

i. Committee Members 
 
Mr. Walters recalled that recent Urban Land Institute (ULI) meetings had focused on 
flooding elevations and the effect of flooding on City roadways. He recalled that at one 
of these meetings, the ULI’s discussion had focused primarily on flooding in the Las Olas 
area. He requested a copy of the ULI’s report on these meetings when it becomes 
available, noting that some of the City’s neighborhoods which are prone to flooding were 
never discussed at the meetings.  
 
Chair Mammano pointed out that the ULI meetings focused only on tidal flooding in a 
small area and did not address other issues such as severe rain or storm surge. She felt 
this limited focus made the meetings less useful.  
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which it will be tested once more. This has happened on a number of pipes, which drew 
the attention of FDEP.  
 
Mr. Lambrechts asked why the City has not already prioritized the affected older pipes 
in the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Mr. Castellon advised that if an older 
pipe breaks, repairing that pipe becomes a priority and the CIP is re-prioritized so that 
break can be addressed.  
 
Chair Mammano also noted that the City is in the process of conducting a 
comprehensive review of its water pipe system with the assistance of consultants, and 
requested an update on the status of this effort.  
 
Mr. Barnett asked if FDEP is asking the City to replace older pipes or to ensure its water 
quality meets required standards. Mr. Castellon replied that they will need to replace the 
older pipes where breaks have occurred.  
 
Ms. Reczko requested information about the City’s plans to address this need, including 
how many miles of pipe can be replaced. Mr. Castellon stated that the CityWorks system 
is intended to map the City’s entire pipe infrastructure for both sewer and water, and will 
indicate the age of the pipes as well as the probability of breaking. This will help identify 
which pipes are likely to break before others or what kind of maintenance will be 
necessary for them. He did not have an update on the progress of the CityWorks system 
at this time.  
 
Vice Chair Partington remarked that he had been surprised by the number of 
“superchlorination” requests made by the City, which had resulted in the attention of 
FDEP. He suggested that in the future, the Committee see information on where 
additional chlorination has been necessary as well as where breaks have occurred, 
emphasizing that the Committee may be able to help secure funding for this need.  
 
Mr. Castellon recalled that of the last eight breakages, two required superchlorination. 
Chair Mammano asserted that the Committee should see a list of these incidents from 
2023 through 2024 thus far.  
 
Vice Chair Partington asked how impact fees collected by the City are used, suggesting 
that some of these dollars could be shifted to address the prioritized breakages. Ms. 
Reczko advised that these fees can only be used to increase capacity, and cannot be 
used toward regular maintenance of infrastructure.  
 
Mr. Barnett asked if there are ways other than chlorination to minimize bacteria after a 
break. Mr. Castellon replied that chlorination is the standard method, and can be affected 
by the length of time necessary to repair the pipe.  
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ii. Public Comments 
 
None.  
 

6. Adjournment – NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: Monday, May 6, 2024 
 

There being no further business to come before the Committee at this time, the meeting 
was adjourned at 4:16 p.m. 
 
Any written public comments made 48 hours prior to the meeting regarding items 
discussed during the proceedings have been attached hereto. 
 
[Minutes prepared by K. McGuire, Prototype, Inc.] 



Workshop 5 Summary: 
Highest Preferences from the Public 

Engagement Workshops 
 

1 

Highest Priorities Based on the Red Dots Only 
• Overall Design 

o 3 - Architectural Significance 
o 3 - Affordable Housing 
o 1 - Weather Resilience & Energy Efficient 

• Space Allocation 
o 3 - City Officials and Staff should have Dedicated space 
o 2 - For the People 
o 1 - Make it Convenient 

• Amenities 
o 5 - A Community Resource 
o 4 - Make the Location Easily Accessible 

• Financing and Procurement 
o 2 – A Financing Mix – Federal Grants, Bonds, and Revenue Generating 
o 2 – Keep it Local (contract, architect, etc.) 
o 1 – Consider a Public Private Partnership 
o 1 – Hire a Development Process Manager to Facilitate the Transition from 

Procurement to Execution 

  



Workshop 5 Summary: 
Highest Preferences from the Public 

Engagement Workshops 
 

2 

Topics that Received More than 15 Dots 
• A Community Resource (23 Yellow; 5 Red) 

o Exhibit Local Artists and Fort Lauderdale History 
o Provide Collaborative Opportunities for Local Businesses & Organizations 
o Serve as a Welcome Center for the Area 
o Neighbor Services Division/ Localized information hub 
o Expand services offered by the Housing Development Office (e.g. where to find 

rental apartments, etc.) 

• Make the Location Easily Accessible (13 Yellow; 4 Red) 
o Make the Location Accessible 

 Repurpose the Federal Courthouse Building 
o Make Parking Free, Secure, and Accessible 
o The Meeting Place for all City Advisory Boards and Committees as well as Local 

Civic Associations 

•  Architectural Significance (14 Yellow; 3 Red) 
o Consider historical, timeless architecture 
o Consider the surrounding area’s architecture  
o Create an architecturally attractive building that is an expression of the city. 

• City Officials and Staff should have Dedicated Space (14 Yellow, 3 Red) 
o Space for city auditor, city manager, city clerk, elected officials, city attorney 
o Secure administrative space 
o Centralize administrative functions in one location 

• The Community Should have Flexible Space (17 Yellow) 
o Expanding/Contracting rooms with adaptable technology 
o Single level spaces that promote collaboration and communication 
o Flex space for displaying the City’s history, art exhibits, education, and a 

collaboration hub 
o Community Meeting Space (grassroots space for residents) 

• Outdoor Spaces (16 Yellow) 
o Outdoor spaces must consider shade 
o Have dedicated green space 
o Include a public gathering space (e.g. outdoor amphitheater, farmer’s market) 

  



Workshop 5 Summary: 
Highest Preferences from the Public 

Engagement Workshops 
 

3 

Topics that Received More than 10 Dots 
1. Interface with the Public (14 Yellow Dots) 

o User Friendly Technology to Welcome the Public 
 Self-service kiosks and printers 
 Technology based translation services 

o Use People to Welcome the Public 
 Educate visitors on accessing City services 

o Attract and Serve Youth 
 Host robust internship programs and civic education workshops 

2. Create a Campus (13 Yellow Dots) 
o Make the Structure Inviting 

 Architecturally Attractive 
 Wayfinding signage 

o Offer Expansive Public Outdoor Facilities 
 A plaza for public speaking 

o Provide Staff What They Need 
 Innovative technology 

3. Consider Affordable Housing (8 Yellow; 3 Red) 

4. Financing Mix – Federal Grants, Bonds, and Revenue Generation (9 Yellow; 2 Red) 

5. For the People (9 Yellow; 2 Red) 
o A place you want to go to 
o A place to come together 
o Consider a campus that becomes a gateway to Fort Lauderdale  (combine blocks) 
o A customer service-oriented facility 

6. Consider a hybrid procurement process that is not linear, such as Progressive 
Design-Build, if allowed by the State (10 Yellow) 
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REIMAGINING CITY HALL 



EMPLOY EE  
FEED BAC K

R
E

IM
A

G
IN

IN
G

 C
IT

Y
 H

A
L

L
 –

R
E

V
IE

W
 A

N
D

 N
E

X
T

 S
T

E
P

S



EN G AG EMEN T  METH O D S
Solicited employee feedback through a 
Citywide survey and townhall, which were 
open to all employees for participation

• Received 132 completed surveys, 
another 58 surveys with at least one 
response were collected

• Received feedback from more than 50 
employees at an employee townhall
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EMPLOY EE  SU RV EY  K EY  F IN D IN G S

• Employees enjoyed the downtown location of the prior City Hall with multiple 
departments centralized in one building as well as employee common areas

• Most employees felt very or adequately secure at the previous City Hall

• Design elements such as incorporated green spaces, natural lighting, and 
integrated retail (e.g., doctor’s office, dry cleaners) are desired

• More conference rooms are needed

• Amenities such as a gym, cafeteria/coffee shop, outdoor space, and 
centralized wellness center are desired
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EMPLOY EE  TOW N H A LL  IN PU T
H IG H EST  R ATED  PR IO R IT IES

• Security (Features and Security Staff Presence)
• All public facing services on the ground floor
• Modern technology and facilities
• Flexible conference rooms and multipurpose space
• Flexible workspace that can accommodate hybrid work environments
• Outdoor space for events (i.e., Employee Appreciation Lunch, 

Neighbor Support Night)
• Mixed use to allow easy access to businesses
• Amenities for employees such as a gym, cafeteria/coffee shop, and 

childcare facility/daycare
• Employee Wellness Center on site
• Natural lighting
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Administered by 
ZenCity

January – March 2024
A Statistically Valid 
Sampling of the City



W H AT WO U LD  YO U  F IN D  MO ST  
IMPO RTA N T  IN  A  N EW  C ITY

H A LL  FAC IL ITY ?

Respondents found
accessibility 

(ease of access, centrally 
located, hours of operation) 

most important in a new 
City Hall facility.
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30%

12%

9%

11%

12%

7%

7%

6%

4%

2%
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PR EFER EN C ES  
FRO M TH E  PU B L IC  
EN G AG EMEN T  
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WO R K SH O P  5  FEED BAC K
H I G H E S T  P R I O R I T I E S  B A S E D  O N  R E D  D O T S  O N L Y

Overall Design
• 3 - Architectural Significance 
• 3 - Affordable Housing
• 1 - Weather Resilience & Energy   

Efficient

Space Allocation
• 3 - City Officials and Staff should have 

Dedicated space
• 2 - For the People
• 1 - Make it Convenient

Amenities
• 5 - A Community Resource
• 4 - Make the Location Easily 

Accessible

Financing and Procurement
• 2 - A Financing Mix – Federal Grants, 

Bonds, and Revenue Generating
• 2 – Keep it Local (contract, architect, 

etc.)
• 1 – Consider a Public Private 

Partnership
• 1 – Hire a Development Process 

Manager to Facilitate the Transition 
from Procurement to Execution
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WO R K SH O P  5  FEED BAC K
M O R E  T H A N  1 5  D O T S

1. A Community Resource (23 Yellow; 5 Red)
o Exhibit Local Artists and Fort Lauderdale History
o Provide Collaborative Opportunities for Local Businesses 

& Organizations
o Serve as a Welcome Center for the Area
o Neighbor Services Division/ Localized information hub
o Expand services offered by the Housing Development 

Office (e.g. where to find rental apartments, etc.)

2. Make the Location Easily Accessible (13 Yellow; 4 Red)
o Make the Location Accessible

 Repurpose the Federal Courthouse Building
o Make Parking Free, Secure, and Accessible
o The Meeting Place for all City Advisory Boards and 

Committees as well as Local Civic Associations

3. Architectural Significance (14 Yellow; 3 Red)
o Consider historical, timeless architecture
o Consider the surrounding area’s architecture
o Create an architecturally attractive building that is an 

expression of the city

4. City Officials and Staff should have Dedicated Space 
(14 Yellow, 3 Red)
o Space for city auditor, city manager, city clerk, elected 

officials, city attorney
o Secure administrative space
o Centralize administrative functions in one location

5. The Community Should have Flexible Space (17 Yellow)
o Expanding/Contracting rooms with adaptable technology
o Single level spaces that promote collaboration and 

communication
o Flex space for displaying the City’s history, art exhibits, 

education, and a collaboration hub
o Community Meeting Space (grassroots space for 

residents)

6. Outdoor Spaces (16 Yellow)
o Outdoor spaces must consider shade
o Have dedicated green space
o Include a public gathering space (e.g. outdoor 

amphitheater, farmer’s market)
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WO R K SH O P  5  FEED BAC K
M O R E  T H A N  1 0  D O T S

1. Interface with the Public (14 Yellow Dots)
o User Friendly Technology to Welcome the Public

 Self-service kiosks and printers
 Technology based translation services

o Use People to Welcome the Public
 Educate visitors on accessing City services

o Attract and Serve Youth
 Host robust internship programs and civic 

education workshops

2. Create a Campus (13 Yellow Dots)
o Make the Structure Inviting

 Architecturally Attractive
 Wayfinding signage

o Offer Expansive Public Outdoor Facilities
 A plaza for public speaking

o Provide Staff What They Need
 Innovative technology

3. Consider Affordable Housing (8 Yellow; 3 Red)

4. Financing Mix – Federal Grants, Bonds, and Revenue 
Generation (9 Yellow; 2 Red)

5. For the People (9 Yellow; 2 Red)
o A place you want to go to
o A place to come together
o Consider a campus that becomes a gateway to Fort 

Lauderdale  (combine blocks)
o A customer service-oriented facility

6. Consider a hybrid procurement process that is not 
linear, such as Progressive Design-Build, if allowed by 
the State (10 Yellow)
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EX A MPLE  FRO M TH E
W ATER  TR EATMEN T  PLA N T  

G U ID IN G  PR IN C IPLES

ITF was in favor of broadly considering a Public private partnerships (P3) 
providing that no form of the P3 allows the City to give up ownership of:

• Water

• Water quality

• Rate structure
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SU MMA RY  O F  FEED BAC K  B Y  
WO R K SH O P  TO PIC

Overall Design
• Architectural significance
• Affordable Housing
• Outdoor Spaces
• Natural Lighting
• Modern Technology and Facilities
• Security (Features and Staff Presence)
• Access to Parking and Transportation

Space Allocation
• City Officials and Staff should have Dedicated 

Space
• The Community should have Flexible Space
• Flexible Conference Rooms and Multipurpose 

Space
• Central Location to Meet with Elected Officials

Amenities
• Make the Location Easily Accessible
• A Community Resource/ Nonprofit Community 

Meeting Space
• Create a Campus
• Interface with the Public
• Onsite Gym, Café, Childcare, and Employee 

Wellness Center

Financing and Procurement
• A Financing Mix – Federal Grants, Bonds, and 

Revenue Generating
• A Hybrid Procurement Process that is not Linear, 

such as Progressive Design-build, if Allowable by 
the State 

• Maintain Ownership of the Building and Land
• Balance Cost and Features

* Employee Feedback * Survey Results R
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From: Miguel Arroyo <MArroyo@fortlauderdale.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2024 3:33 PM 
To: Omar Castellon <OCastellon@fortlauderdale.gov> 
Cc: Talal Abi-Karam <TAbi-Karam@fortlauderdale.gov>; Rafeela Persaud 
<RPersaud@fortlauderdale.gov>; Gabriela Gladstone <GGladstone@fortlauderdale.gov>; Jason 
Snifeld <JSnifeld@fortlauderdale.gov>; Alan Dodd <ADodd@fortlauderdale.gov> 
Subject: FW: Main repair results (three areas) - Water Quality in Distribu�on System 
 
 
 
Subject: FW: Main repair results (three areas) - Water Quality in Distribu�on System 
 
Hi Omar, thanks for your call a few minutes regarding how the City’s NELAP (national 
environmental laboratory accreditation program) and ISO 17025 accredited laboratory 
conducts the sampling. Below I have made a summary as it applies to the lab and for 
clarity below is also an earlier email that is a summary of what other PW-Utilities units 
did during the various events. 
 
Environmental Laboratory has: 
 
a. Rota�on of samplers to address any concerns regarding common mode failure. 
b. Lab conducted daily blank tes�ng as well as performed field blanks. 
c. Addi�onal sampling of the consecu�ve systems master meters. 
d. Cer�fica�on renewal recommended via annual NELAP/ISO audit (Jan 24 through 
26, 2024). 
e. Secured a high range chlorine meter for field use. 
f. Completed nitrite sampling in the 11 sampling sites (up from 8 sampling sites), all 
values under 0.4 mg/L. Allowable threshold for nitrites leaving the plant is 1 
mg/L. 
g. Especial samples grabbed to check for chloride, conduc�vity, etc. 
h. QC Successful posi�ve and nega�ve QC on sampling botles and powder pillows 
must be performed before using any new lot of botles or pillows. This was also 
successfully performed again during the event. 
 
Although not listed above please be aware that simple elements such as the use of proper PPE 
(gloves), storing during transient of the sample, chain of custody, use of proper new sample 
test botles and use of a Standard Opera�ng Procedure QA-021 (atached) I have also included 
BL-004 SM9223B-7 for the actual processing of the samples for the colilert test. 
 

I hope this informa�on helps and if you need anything else let me know. Thanks. 
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Environmental Laboratory 

949 NW 38th Street 
Fort Lauderdale, FL  33309 

Phone:   954-828-7888 
 
 
 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 
 

BL – 004 
 

Enzyme Substrate Test 
(Colilert) 

 

 Revision # 7 
 

  Effective Date: 3/12/18 
 
 

Prepared by: _______________________________    Date:_______________ 
 

 
Reviewed by: _______________________________   Date:_______________     Quality Assurance Officer 

 
 

Approved by: _______________________________   Date:_______________ 
                          Laboratory Supervisor 
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1). TEST METHOD 
 
SM 9223B Enzyme Substrate Test (Colilert) 
 
2). MATRIX  
 

x  Aqueous     Non- Aqueous Solid 
                                                 
     
    Wastewater (Effluent)     Compost 
    
   Wastewater (Influent)     Sludge 
 
    Surface Water     Soil 
     
    Ground Water 

 
  x  Drinking Water 
 

3). DETECTION LIMIT 
 
Not applicable  
 
4). SCOPE AND APPLICATION  
 
Colilert © bottles from IDEXX © are used in this procedure. They will give a positive 
or negative result for total coliform and E.coli. Total coliforms will metabolize Colilerts 
© nutrient indicator; ortho-nitrophenyl-B-d-galactopyranoside (ONPG); and turn the 
sample yellow. E.coli will metabolize Colilerts © nutrient indicator, 4-
methylumbelliferyl-B-d-glucuronide (MUG), and give a fluorescent product when 
viewed under a 366 nm wavelength UV light. This method is to be used on potable 
water and is not quantitative. 
 
5). SUMMARY 
 
One hundred mls of potable water bacteriological samples are collected in Colilert © 
bottles from IDEXX ©. These bottles are delivered sterilized. The sample is kept at < 
10 C until returned to the lab. Upon arrival, a powder pillow; WP 200 ©, is added to 
the bottle. The bottle is shaken and placed in an incubator at 35 C (+ or – 0.5 C) for 
24 hours. The sample bottle will be removed and checked for the presence of a 
yellow color. A yellow color indicates the presence of total coliform. The sample can 
be compared to a controlled positive sample to ensure validity. A positive sample will 
be placed under a 366 nm wavelength UV light and checked for a fluorescent color. 
This will indicate the presence of E.coli.  
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6). DEFINITIONS 
 
See SOP QA-028 
 
7). INTERFERENCES 
 
The major interference involved in bacteriological testing is contamination of the 
sample bottles.  All lots of Colilert © bottles or WP 200 © pillows must be verified to 
be free from bacteriological contamination.  
 
8). SAFETY 
 
Incubated samples may contain coliform colonies so care must be taken when 
handling. Wear gloves and labcoats when working with samples. This will prevent 
contamination of the samples and /or to the analyst. Read MSDS on the reagents for 
more information 
 
9). EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 
 
9.1) Equipment 
 
pH meter, Orion Star Model A211; s/n# X16903 
Incubator, Fisher Scientific #1; s/n#  302N0026 
Incubator, Thelco Precision #2; s/n# 604091033 
Autoclave, Market Forge Sterilmatic #2; s/n# 198013 
Autoclave, Market Forge Sterilmatic #3; s/n# 220239 
Refrigerator, Whirlpool; s/n# EH4123194 
Dishwasher, Whirlpool s/n # FX513164 
Mettler PE 1600, Analytical Balance; s/n# C24812 
366 nm wavelength UV light - Spectroline Mini Max UV-5A            
 
9.2) Supplies 
 
Colilert © bottles from IDEXX        
Colilert © Comparator WP 104 from IDEXX©    
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10). REAGENTS AND STANDARDS 
 
10.1) Reagents 
 
WP 200 © pillows from IDEXX©  
Buffer Water 
1N NaOH 
MgCl2-6H2O (solid) 
Potassium Dihydrogen Phosphate (solid) 
Escherichia Coli (purchased in loops) 
Kiebsiella Pneumoniae (purchased in loops) 
Pseudomonas aeruginosa (purchased as pellets) 
DI Water –Filtered 
 
 
Buffer Water ( two methods)  
Choose one of the two methods to prepare buffer water 
 
Method #1 (HACH) 
 
Add the contents (HACH Dilution Water Concentrate, APHA Cat # 21431-66) 
of two large pillow (Magnesium Chloride) and two small pillow (Dihydrogen 
Phosphate)   to two liters of DI water. Check pH and ensure it is between 7.0 – 7.4 
pH units. Out of range pH’s will require the buffer to be remade. Sterilize in autoclave 
between 15 to 30 minutes at 15 PSI and 121 C. Perform the required QC as per 
section 12. 
 
Method # 2 (SM 9050 C (1)) 
 
 
Make the 1.0 N NaOH by the following 
 
Normality  desired             Grams of NaOH crystals Volume prepared (mls)   

1.0 40 1000 
 
 Buffer Water, Dissolve 34 grams of Potassium Dihydrogen Phospate in 500 mls of 
water. Adjust pH between 6.7 – 7.7 with 1N NaOH and dilute to 1 liter with DI water 
(This is the Stock Phosphate Buffer Solution).  Add 81.1 grams of MgCl2-6H2O 
into 1 liter of DI water (This is the Magnesium Chloride Solution).  Add 2.5 ml of the 
Stock Phosphate Buffer Solution and 10.0 mls of the Magnesium Chloride 
Solution into 2 liter of DI water. Check pH and ensure it is between 7.0 – 7.4 pH 
units. Out of range pH’s will require the buffer to be remade. Sterilize in autoclave for 
1 hour. Perform the required QC as per section 12. 
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10.2) Standards 
 
The Colilert © Comparator WP 104 from IDEXX© shows how a positive sample will 
look. 
 
11) SAMPLE COLLECTION, PRESERVATION, SHIPMENT, AND STORAGE 
 
The holding time for potable water is 30 hours. The laboratory will set a policy of 
having the samples analyzed within 6 hours of sample time unless on ice which 8 
hours would be allowed.    
 
The sample bottles contain their own sodium thiosufate thus none needs to be added 
to the bottles.  Samples are kept refrigerated or on ice to < 10 C. Samples analyzed 
within 15 minutes after collections do not need to be kept at < 10  C.  DEP FS - 1000 
gives detailed information on collection, preservation, shipment and storage.     
 
12) QUALITY CONTROL 
        
12.1) Data Assessment and QC Acceptance Criteria 
 
Per Lot 
 
Each new lot will have three bottles filled with 100 mls buffer water. The three bottles 
will have a loop dipped into them containing  Escherichia coli and Klebsiella 
pneumoniae, Pseudomonas aeruginosa will be added by dropping one pellet into the 
bottle. After the proper incubation the  Escherichia coli bottle will turn yellow and 
fluorescent under the UV light. The Klebsiella pneumoniae bottle will turn yellow but 
will not show fluorescents under the UV light. The Pseudomonas aeruginosa bottle 
will not turn yellow or show fluorescents under the UV light. All three must pass in 
order to use the lot of Colilert bottles.  
 
For each new lot perform the Colilert level check by first taring an empty vessel. Next 
add 15 ppm chlorine standard to the level line indicated on the vessel (bottom 
meniscus should be touching the line). This vessel will then be weighed and checked 
to see that the weight is between 98.00 - 102.00 grams. Next using chlorine strips 
check to see if the chorine has been dissipated. At this point the vessel can be used 
for the fluorescence check. Check the Colilert bottle with the fluorescence lamp and 
look for the presence of fluorescence light. Next add the powder pillow, shake and 
use the filled vessel to the check pH. The pH should be between 7.0 –7.6 units.  
Failure of the chlorine; weighing; DI fluorescence check and / or pH will require an 
investigation and subsequent retesting. Record the results on form BL-008.     
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Check sterility of Colilert bottles once per lot by aseptically adding 100 mls of Tryptic 
Soy Broth (TSB). Incubate at 35 C (+ or – 0.5) for 48 hours. No growth indicates 
sterility. Note: if the Colilert bottle becomes very turbid (indicating non-sterile 
conditions), this will be considered a failure. Failures will require an investigation and 
subsequent retesting.  Record the results on form BL-008. 
 
Daily  
 
Buffer water is used as a blank.  Analyzed at least one blank any day that Colilert 
samples are set up. Duplicates will be performed with distribution runs.  
 
Monthly / Quarterly / Annually 
 
DI water is analyzed monthly for TOC, conductivity, ammonia, chlorine and HPC. It is 
also analyzed yearly for metals and quarterly for a student T-test. 
 
12.2) Corrective Actions for Out of Control Data 
 
Trouble shoot as necessary to determine the problem. One of the main concerns is 
contamination. The following are performed to prevent contamination: The autoclave 
is serviced annually by a private company. The autoclave-timing device is checked 
against a stopwatch quarterly. The autoclave is checked weekly with biological 
indicators to ensure proper sterilization of glassware and media. The autoclave is 
wiped down monthly and cleaned with a mild soap and a soft cloth. The UV sterilizer 
bulbs are cleaned monthly with alcohol. Empty the Erlenmeyer collection flask when 
it reaches ¾ of total volume. Wipe counters with anti bacterial soap after use. 
 
 All sample bottles, filters, forceps and glassware are washed weekly in the  
Whirlpool dishwasher and autoclaved for 45 minutes. Each piece of equipment 
contains a maintenance section in their respective operations manuals for additional 
information. Any unsuspected positive result for coliform should be resampled. If the 
sample is from a distribution run then an up and a down sample should be taken 
Attempt to resample or reanalyze after troubleshooting. See SOP QA-021 for 
distribution sampling requirements. 
Note: All funnels and filters are to be washed and autoclaved after each use  
 
12.3) Contingencies for Handling Out of Control Data. 
 
QC outside of theses tolerances that cannot be corrected must be reported with a 
qualifier (see QA – 015). If additional unusual events, or out of control data occur, see 
the supervisor for further instruction. 
 
13) CALIBRATION 
 
Calibrate pH meters in accordance with laboratory SOP’s 
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13.1) Linear Dynamic Range 
 
There is no linear dynamic range associated with this method. 
 
14) PROCEDURE 
 
All potable water samples will be collected at 100 mls (no dilutions will be made). The 
Colilert bottles have 100 ml markings. This is accomplished by filling to the 100 ml 
line on the bottle. Note:  If the sample is to have chlorine check performed fill slightly 
about the 100 ml line. Shake the sample vigorously and then pour off the amount to 
be used in the chlorine check into the designated test tube. Care should be taken to 
keep the Colliert bottle volume at or above the 100 ml line. Shake the sample 
vigorously and then pour off additional sample to adjust the level back to the 100 ml 
line when finished if needed. If the sample falls below the 100 ml line the sample is 
invalidated and will need to be recollected.   
 
 The sample will be kept at < 10 C until returned to the lab. The holding time is 8 
hours when on ice. Clean the counter space to be used in the analysis.  Next add a 
powder pillow, WP 200 ©, to the bottle. The bottle is shaken vigorously until all of the 
powder is mixed. The sample bottle is then placed in an incubator at 35 C (+ or – 0.5 
C) for 24 hours (There is no tolerance for the 24 hours). Note the time in the 
incubator. The sample bottle will be removed after 24 hours and checked for the 
presence of a yellow color when compared to a Colilert © Comparator WP 104. A 
yellow color the same or greater than the comparator color indicates the presence of 
total coliform. If the incubated sample looks cloudy, put it back in the incubator for 4 
more hours and then recheck for color against the comparator. A positive sample will 
be placed under a 366 nm wavelength UV light and checked for a fluorescent color 
when checked against the comparator. This will indicate the presence of E.coli. This 
is a positive / negative test for total coliform and E.coli. It is not quantitative and thus 
no calculations involved determining presence / absence for total coliform and E.coli.   
 
Note; Shaking the bottle vigorously before any pour offs adequately homogenizes the 
sample. Sample integrity is compromised by pouring off some of the sample without 
adequate homogenization.  
 
 
15) CALCULATIONS 
 
This is a positive / negative test. It is not quantitative and thus no calculations are 
involved to determine presence / absence for total coliform and E.coli.   
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16) METHOD PERFORMANCE 
  
The laboratory will perform all blanks daily and two duplicates for each distribution 
run. All analysts will have to have a “Demonstration of Capability” prior to performing 
this method. The laboratory will participate in “Proficiency Testing” for this analyte on 
a six month basis with passing grades on 2 of the last 3 studies required.    
 
 
17) POLLUTION PREVENTION 
 
Some samples may contain high levels of bacteria. Wipe up any spilled powder 
pillows. Care must be taken to prevent any spills from spreading over the counter. 
Proper protective clothing should be worn to prevent the spread of contamination. 
Wipe down all areas before and after completion.    
  
 
18) WASTE MANAGEMENT 
 
All negative Colilert samples may be flushed separately down the sink with water.  
Positive Colilert samples must be autoclaved for 35 minutes then disposed of down 
the sink .The empty bottles can be disposed of in the regular refuse. See QA –017 
for more waste disposal. 
 
 
19) REFERENCES 
 
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater, 9223B,  21st Edition 
 
IDEXX© instructions for Colilert ©    
 







Bond Funded Projects by Category Budget Actuals % Spent to Date Commitments Encumbrances Remaining Balance

Finance 23,595,311             21,854,845                   93% -                           933,486                     806,980                     

Fiveash Upgrades 24,194,845             10,745,964                   44% 548,288                     4,430,500                   8,470,092                   

GTL Upgrades 15,527,725             482,526                       3% 1                              4,424,733                   10,620,465                 

I&I 17,303,547             15,132,831                   87% 181,123                     120,827                     1,868,766                   

Master Plan/Report 2,109,625               1,492,579                     71% -                           430,689                     186,357                     

Peele Dixie Upgrades 163,133                 97,125                         60% -                           -                            66,008                       

Sewer Basin 1,821,149               1,377,532                     76% 103,775                     29                             339,814                     

Sewer Force main 187,920,548           86,835,309                   46% -                           85,118,361                 15,966,878                 

Watermain 20,732,832             20,172,552                   97% -                           391,093                     169,187                     
Grand Total 293,368,715         158,191,263               54% 833,187                    95,849,718               38,494,548

Index Code / Project Title Category Project Status  Budget Actuals % Spent to Date Commitments Encumbrances Remaining 
Balance

FD495.01 WATER & SEWER MASTER PLAN 2017 Finance Implementation 21,611,457              19,992,301                93% 0 906,029 713,127
FD496.01 WATER & SEWER REGIONAL MASTER PLAN 2017 Finance Implementation 1,983,854               1,862,544                  94% 0 27,457 93,853
P10814.495 CENTRAL NEW RIVER W/MAIN RIVER CROSSING Watermain Construction 1,364,926               1,015,828                  74% 0 204,780 144,317
P10850.495 VICTORIA PARK A NORTH-SMALL WATERMAINS Watermain Warranty 4,435,773               4,434,668                  100% 0 0 1,105
P11080.495 PORT CONDO SMALL WATER MAIN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Close-Out 932,320                  915,442                     98% 0 0 16,878
P11563.495 VICTORIA PARK SEWER BASIN A-19 REHAB I&I Design 5,832,153               5,783,483                  99% 53,558 6 -4,895
P11566.495 RIO VISTA SEWER BASIN D-43 REHAB I&I Design 4,268,936               4,268,921                  100% 0 14 1
P11589.495 FIVEASH WTP DISINFECTION IMPROVEMENTS Fiveash Upgrades Construction 15,915,533              2,729,291                  17% 548,288 4,359,800 8,278,155
P11887.495 NW SECOND AVE TANK RESTORATION Fiveash Upgrades Construction 40,000                    -                           0% 0 40,000 0
P11901.495 VICTORIA PK STH SM WATERMAINS IMPROVEMNT Watermain Warranty 5,149,658               5,142,772                  100% 0 0 6,886
P11991.495 DOWNTOWN SEWER BASIN PS A-7 REHABILITION I&I Design 2,000,000               296,204                     15% 127,565 0 1,576,231
P12049.495 FLAGLER HEIGHTS SWR BASIN A-21 LATERALS I&I Construction 1,318,983               900,760                     68% 0 120,794 297,429
P12055.495 BASIN A-18 SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTM REHAB I&I Design 3,883,475               3,883,462                  100% 0 13 0
P12133.495 PUMP STN A-13 REDIRECTION E OF FEDERAL Sewer Force main Complete 478,014                  478,014                     100% 0 0 0
P12180.495 CROISSANT PARK SMALL WATER MAINS Watermain Complete 2,822,718               2,822,718                  100% 0 0 0
P12184.495 DAVIE BLVD 18" WM ABAN I-95 TO SW 9 AVE Watermain Hold 297,692                  297,692                     100% 0 0 0
P12202.495 LIFT STATN D-11 FLOW ANALYSIS & REDESIGN Sewer Basin Complete 1,224,358               1,224,358                  100% 0 0 0
P12214.495 INFILTRATION AND INFLOW PROGRAM I&I Master Plan & Report -                         -                           0% 0 0 0
P12319.495 EMERG REPAIR 30" FM - REPUMP TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Complete 2,697,299               2,697,299                  100% 0 0 0
P12352.495 S MIDDLE RIVER FORCE MAIN RIVER CROSSING Sewer Force main Finance 609,000                  609,000                     0 0 0 0
P12367.495 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12367.496 ASSET MANAGEMENT & CMOM PROGRAMS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12368.495 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12368.496 SEWER CAPACITY ANLY FOR GRAVITY & FM Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12375.495 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning 1,462,500               1,031,708                  71% 0 428,497 2,295
P12375.496 PROG MGMT OF CONSENT ORDER PROJECTS Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning 115,000                  112,578                     98% 0 2,192 230
P12383.495 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Design 12,889,764              368,398                     3% 0 6,201,438 6,319,929
P12383.496 NE 25TH AVE FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Design 5,642,266               1,344,351                  24% 0 4,290,181 7,733
P12384.496 NE 38TH ST 42" FM & NE 19TH AV 24" FM Sewer Force main Project Initiation Planning 31,189,144              1,961,200                  6% 0 28,539,549 688,395
P12385.496 SE 10TH AV 48" FM REPL & 36" BYPASS Sewer Force main Cancelled 18,326                    18,326                      100% 0 0 0

Water & Sewer Bond Expenditures Summary 
as of 04/25/2024

Page 1 of 2



Index Code / Project Title Category Project Status  Budget Actuals % Spent to Date Commitments Encumbrances Remaining 
Balance

P12386.496 54" FM RPL SE 9TH/10TH AV & NEW PARALLEL Sewer Force main Cancelled 6,072                      6,072                        100% 0 0 0
P12387.496 EFFLUENT MAIN REHABILITATION Sewer Force main Design 49,274,618              1,393,910                  3% 0 45,533,546 2,347,162
P12388.495 NE 13TH ST 24" FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Warranty 3,313,090               3,025,556                  91% 0 0 287,534
P12389.495 18" FM RPL ACROSS NEW RVR FRM 9TH/ BIRCH Sewer Force main Complete 2,112,550               2,105,749                  100% 0 0 6,801
P12390.495 16" FM ALONG LAS OLAS BLVD PHASE 2 Sewer Force main Complete 2,410,943               2,410,943                  100% 0 0 0
P12391.495 BERMUDA RIVIERA SML WTRMN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Complete 4,424,433               4,424,433                  100% 0 0 0
P12393.495 FIVEASH ELEC SYSTM REPLACEMENT (2015-20) Fiveash Upgrades Design 256,828                  31,116                      12% 0 0 225,712
P12395.495 PEELE DIXIE ELECTRICAL STUDIES Peele Dixie Upgrades Master Plan & Report 63,133                    63,133                      100% 0 0 0
P12396.495 PEELE DIXIE SURGE PROTECTION UPGRADES Peele Dixie Upgrades Construction 100,000                  33,992                      34% 0 0 66,008
P12399.495 FIVEASH WTP PCCP REPLACEMENT Fiveash Upgrades Complete 33,511                    30,379                      91% 0 0 3,132
P12400.495 PROSPECT WELLFIELD ELC STUDIES & TESTING Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning 185,000                  1,168                        1% 0 0 183,832
P12402.495 PEELE DIXIE WELLFIELD ELC STUD & TESTING Master Plan/Report Complete 47,670                    47,670                      100% 0 0 0
P12404.495 EXCAVATE & DISPOSE OF DRY LIME SLUDGE Fiveash Upgrades Warranty 4,228,973               4,228,973                  100% 0 0 0
P12406.496 REDUNDANT FORCE MAIN FROM B-REPUMP Sewer Force main Cancelled 10,377                    10,377                      100% 0 0 0
P12407.495 SUBACQUEOUS FM CROSSING REINSTATEMENT Sewer Force main Cancelled -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12410.495 PUMP STATION C-1 REPLACEMENT Sewer Force main Project Initiation Planning 620,000                  39,935                      6% 0 0 580,065
P12412.495 PUMP STATIONS A-16 UPGRADE Sewer Force main Construction 3,000,000               3,012,857                  100% 0 40,938 -53,795
P12413.495 FM FROM PUMP STN D-35 TO D-36 UPSIZE Sewer Force main Complete 517,445                  517,445                     100% 0 0 0
P12414.495 GRAVITY PIPE IMPV TO DWNTWN COL SYSTM Sewer Force main Hold 3,335,370               193,227                     6% 0 0 3,142,143
P12415.495 PUMP STATION A-7 UPGRADE Sewer Force main Close-Out 2,396,575               2,396,575                  100% 0 0 0
P12418.495 WTR & W/WTR D & C SYSTEM MAPPING Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12419.495 FORCE MAIN ASSESSMENT Master Plan/Report Complete -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12419.496 FORCE MAIN ASSESSMENT Master Plan/Report Complete -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12456.495 SEWER BASIN D-40 REHAB Sewer Basin Design 169,237                  65,031                      38% 103,775 29 403
P12463.495 CORAL SHORES SML WATERMAIN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Warranty 1,118,998               1,118,998                  100% 0 0 0
P12485.495 FIVEASH WTP FILTERS REHABILIATION Fiveash Upgrades Construction 3,720,000               3,726,205                  100% 0 30,701 -36,906
P12528.496 GTL CHLORINE FLASH MIX REMODEL GTL Upgrades Construction 1,527,725               125,929                     8% 0 1,401,613 183
P12529.496 EFFLUENT PMP STNBY GENERATOR & ADMIN BLD GTL Upgrades Design 14,000,000              356,597                     0% 1 3,023,120 10,620,282
P12566.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM NORTH TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Complete 25,225,638              25,203,118                100% 0 0 22,520
P12567.496 REDUNDANT SEWER FM SOUTH TO GTL WWTP Sewer Force main Close-Out 33,722,015              33,722,015                100% 0 0 0
P12569.495 NE 5TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT Sewer Force main Complete 1,928,910               1,928,910                  100% 0 0 0
P12570.495 36TH STREET FORCE MAIN IMPROVEMENT Watermain Complete -                         -                           - 0 0 0
P12605.495 NEW PUMPING STATION FLAGLER VILLAGE A-24 Sewer Force main Construction 681,244                  634,371                     93% 0 44,494 2,379
P12608.495 TRIPLEX PUMPING STATION FLAGLER VILLAGE A-24 Sewer Force main Design 502,013                  149,984                     30% 0 88,908 263,121
P12618.495 DOLPHIN ISLES B-14 SEWER BASIN REHAB Sewer Basin Project Initiation Planning 427,555                  88,144                      21% 0 0 339,411
P12619.495 BAYVIEW DR 16" FM TO PUMP STATION B-14 Sewer Force main Design 2,530,000               95,579                      4% 0 81,528 2,352,892
P12620.495 LAS OLAS MARINA PUMP STATION D-31 Sewer Force main Construction 2,500,000               2,202,221                  88% 0 297,779 0
P12628.495 INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH POMPANO BEACH Master Plan/Report Project Initiation Planning 299,455                  299,455                     100% 0 0 0
P12731.495 GRAVITY SWR RPR BAYVIEW FRM 36 TO 40 ST Sewer Force main Warranty 309,875                  309,875                     100% 0 0 0
P12803.495 POINSETTIA DR SMALL WATERMAIN IMPROVEMENTS Watermain Project Initiation Planning 186,313                  -                           0% 0 186,313 0
Totals 293,368,715          158,191,263            54% 833,187 95,849,718 38,494,548

The commitment column is a new field in the City's Financial system and is used for the be bid purchase orders that are necessary for our consultants and construction contracts as well as Purchase Orders that are currently in process of being executed 
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FY 2023 (Revenue (Posted as of 03.20.2024) Fiscal Month 1 
(Oct. 2023)

Fiscal Month 2 
(Nov. 2023)

Fiscal Month 3 
(Dec. 2023)

Fiscal Month 4 
(Jan. 2024)

Fiscal Month 5 
(Feb. 2024)

Fiscal Month 6 
(Mar. 2024)

Fiscal Month 7 
(Apr. 2024)

Fiscal Month 8 
(May 2024)

Fiscal Month 9 
(June 2024)

Fiscal Month 10 
(July 2024)

Fiscal Month 11 
(August 2023)

Fiscal Month 12 
(September 

2024)
Year-to-Date Total

FD452.01 WATER EXPANSION/ IMPACT FEE CONSTRUCTION 111,246            60,180              40,608              28,305              56,404              133,625            163,755            -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     594,122                 
324-210 (B251) W&S IMPACT FEES - RESIDENTIAL 13,839               9,885                 9,885                 20,759               33,609               91,931               15,816               195,723                 
324-220 (B252) W&S IMPACT FEES - COMMERCIAL 97,407               50,295               30,723               7,546                 22,795               41,695               147,939              398,399                 
FD453.01 SEWER EXPANSION/ IMPACT FEE CONSTRUCTION 115,547            57,471              38,780              27,031              381,211            129,498            156,387            -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     905,923                 
324-210 (B251) W&S IMPACT FEES - RESIDENTIAL 13,216               9,440                 9,440                 19,824               32,096               89,680               15,104               188,800                 
324-220 (B252) W&S IMPACT FEES - COMMERCIAL 102,331              48,031               29,340               7,207                 349,115              39,818               141,283              717,123                 
324-220 (N963) IMPACT FEES - SEWER -                        
TOTAL 226,793            117,651            79,387.10         55,335              437,614            263,123            320,141            -                     -                     -                     -                     -                     1,500,045             

FY 2024 Water & Sewer Expansion Impact Fees
April 25, 2024
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