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MIAMIDADE

Memorandum

Date: April 10, 2007

To: Honorable Chairperson and Members
Governmental Operations and Environment
Committee

From: George M. Burgess

County Manager - W?"“"

Subject: Requested Changes to the
Governmental Operations and Environment
Committee Agenda

Withdrawals

3A Sen. Javier D. Souto

070453 ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO ZONING; AMENDING SECTION 33-13 OF
THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA ENTITLED "UNUSUAL
USES", SPECIFICALLY, UNUSUAL USE REGULATIONS FOR
CARNIVALS AND CIRCUSES; REQUIRING CLEARANCE BY THE
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO OPERATING
CIRCUSES OR CARNIVALS; PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION
IN THE CODE, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE
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Chair’s Remarks
April 10, 2007
GOE

Good Morning. We have a number of issues today that will require some discussion; and
others that have already had plenty of discussion. We have a public hearing today
relating to Murals that will be heard when Chairman Barreiro arrives-and this item may
take some time.

There is no need for further public input on the Watershed Plan. I have placed a
Resolution on today’s agenda to advance this issue to the BCC. When we get to it, if the
members wish to discuss the Resolution (item 3J) we will. But, I do not intend to open
the floor for testimony.

Last week we held a Workshop on the Mitigation issue. I want to thank all the members
who attended. We heard an excellent presentation from Jennifer Glazer-Moon, we heard
from the legal representative of the cities, and we heard from the County Manager. I
believe the Resolution before us today captures the essence of the discussion at the
workshop. I am pleased that we finally are at the point of phasing out the mitigation for
these three cities, and want to thank everyone who participated. When we get to that
item, [ will ask the County Attorney to walk us through the process so everyone is clear
about what has to happen in order to formally adopt the phase-out.

An issue that is not on this agenda, but one that is of primary importance to all of us is the
effort to get the 20-year consumptive-use permit from the Water Management District.
Two weeks ago, I was at a meeting with the Director of the District, Carol Ann Wehle
(weel-ee), two State Representatives (Lopez-Cantera and Anitere Flores), the Builders
Association and our Water and Sewer Staff. At that meeting, everyone seemed to agree
that the conditions of the District had been met.

Last week, John Renfrow and I met with Governor Crist to advise him of the situation
with the 20-year permit. He was extremely interested in our progress and was most
supportive of our efforts to work constructively with the District. On Thursday, the issue
will be discussed in Palm Beach by the South Florida Water Management District Board.
I believe Mayor Alvarez will be representing the County at this critical meeting.

Last week I spoke with Mayor Alvarez about the need to have a clear coordinated plan to
finally complete the improvements on NW 87™ Avenue in my district. He agreed with
the need to proceed in an orderly manner, beginning with the improvements slated for the
intersection of Miami Gardens Drive, and then we will continue working our way south.
Later this morning, we will be considering a resolution that asks for a construction plan
on this corridor. (Item 31).

Next month I would like to have a report of our efforts to organize the “Water fgr
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People” Project. Any departments that would like to have a presentation to learnimore ~ EXHIBIT




about this program should contact Water and Sewer Director John Renfrow. Our small
efforts to support this program can make a tremendous difference in the lives of people
needing fresh water.

I am also looking forward to the proposed water conservation policies for future
development in Miami-Dade County. Next month I would like to have a Report or a
Resolution to roll out these ideas. The staff at Water and Sewer has been working with
the Builders and other interested parties to reach consensus...I think it is time to put the
proposals before this committee.

With that, Madam Attorney, are there any changes to the agenda today?



MIAMIDADE

Memorandum

Date: April 10, 2007 GOE 2A Supplj
AgendaltemNo.______L

To: Honorable Chairman Bruno A. Barreiro and Members,
Board of County Commissioners

From: George M. Burgess . —_
County Manager wfﬁ"“
Subject:  Supplemental Inférmation to Soutf Dade Wetlands Purchase

There is one South Dade Wetlands land purchase agreement scheduled for the April 10,
2007, Governmental Operations and Environment Committee, and, subject to approval, the
May 8, 2007, Board of County Commissioners (Board) meeting. _

By way of background, offer letters were sent to over 600 landowners on April 4, 2006.
These purchase offers contained the most recent appraisals reflecting the increase in land
values that have occurred in recent years. Many of the owners in these areas have been
eager to receive offers containing the new appraisal data and responded positively to the
offer letters. This positive response by willing sellers is translating into an elevated number
of these EEL purchase agreements.

Attachment A is a summary sheet showing the acreage, address, and price per

acre of this property, which is $7.984. Attachment B is a summary sheet listing
the ownership history of the property.

£ il

Assistant County Manager




Attachment A

Supplemental Information to South Dade Wetlands Purchases Scheduled for the April 10, 2007

GOE and May 8, 2007 BCC

OWNER GROUP LOCATION FOLIO NO. TOTAL | APPRAISAL| APPRAISED
ACRES | VALUE PER| VALUE
_ ACRE
Carrazana Unpaved road frontage, west of SS  |30-8811-000-0062 2.48 $7,984 $19,800
187 Ave.
TOTAL 2.48 $19,800




Attachment B

Ownership History of South Dade Wetlands Purchase Scheduled for the April 10,
2007 GOE and May 8, 2007 BCC

Carrazana Family Limited Partnership, L.P.
Tract: 702-014, Folio: 30-8811-000-0062
1. 1986, April - Purchased by Enrique A. Carrazana and Maria Diaz de
Carrazana from Florida Estates Development Company, LTD. For the amount
of $16,000
2. 2006, February — Deeded to Carrazana Family Limited Partnership, L.P. from
Enrique A. Carrazana and Maria Diaz de Carrazana. No money involved.



My name is Barbara Bisno, 1000 Venetian Way and | am president of the Venetian Causeway
Neighborhood Alliance, a homeowners association in a downtown neighborhood.

We do not favor any mural signs in downtown Miami and are particularly offended by the failure of
the City of Miami and Miami-Dade County to enforce existing ordinances in regard to mural signs
to require their removal as well as the premise of this proposed ordinance that Miami will be
aesthetically enhanced by these commercial murals.

We hope the County does not change its ordinance which now does not aliow murals.
That said, we hope that at a minimum you amend this proposed ordinance as follows:

1) Please provide for enforcement resulting in removal rather than simply the payment of fines. -
Also, fines should be at the level of $1,000 a day if not removed within 10 days of citation.

2) Please reduce the number of illuminated murals from 30 to 10 and not allow any within 100
feet of any residential building. It is the least you can do to protect the unsuspecting buyers of the
high end condos being developed in the downtown core and along Biscayne Bivd.

3) In any event, please amend Section 33-96 regarding illumination to prevent vertical light
pollution and require that all illuminated murals be point lighted (only the sign is illuminated and
no surrounding area is lit) at no more than 1 foot candle (equivalent to a street light).

4) Not allow any murals along the Miami River.

5) Return to a previous provision in this proposed ordinance which calls for a lottery to assign
permits if more than 30 applications come in.

6) Do not allow any company or building owner which has been cited in violation of the existing
ordinances to be included in the 30 murals aliowed for five years from passage of this ordinance.
Otherwise, you encourage unlawful activity throughout our county, perpetuating the atmosphere
that has brought us the criminal scandals related to affordable housing etc.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.
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s Qutdoor Murals

Trilogic Outdoor

World Wide Rush Outdoor
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Fashion: Calvin Klien
Automotive: Jaguar
Apparel: Nike

Spirits: Diageo

Toys: Play Station
Movies: WB
Television: HBO
Retail: GAP

Financial: CitiBank
Public Service
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Team Metro's very latest list of mural violations

If the enforcement list is supposed to be comprehensive, why does
this booklet contain very recent photographs of 17 signs that are
MISSING from the list? The list does prove one truth about this
brazen industry: Illegal mural goes up. Notice is given. Mural
comes down. Case is officially closed. MURAL GOES RIGHT BACK UP!

In living color - Pictures worth 1000s of words

Colorful proof of rampant, gigantic code violations, courtesy of
extremely sophisticated companies and individuals who well know
the meaning of "criminal."

Burgess to Arriola - Your mural ordinance is illegal
As the City of Miami contemplated creating a "mural district"
downtown, the county manager gently reminds the city manager (as
he had done in writing before) that the Miami-Dade Sign Code is
the governing law of the entire community, including all cities.

Sorenson to Burgess and Ginsburg - Enforce the sign law

Angered by brazen, willful and increasing violations of the Sign
Code, one county commissioner seeks action from the county mayor,
county manager and county attorney.

Big surprise - City of Miami fails to enforce mural law
The Sign Code requires the City of Miami to enforce the ban on
illegal murals; instead, the city wants to facilitate
installation of many more. Proliferating murals prove enforcement
is non-existent.

Bigger surprise - Arriola admits murals are illegal

Finally. Still, Arriola to county commissioner: Butt out.

County to world at large, again - Murals are illegal

As if any doubt remains, then-Planning and Zoning Director Diane
O'Quinn Williams re-re-re-re-affirms that murals must come down.

Not a surprise - City of Miami issued no mural permits
Despite remarkable assertions that mural companies actually
obtained city permits to install their illegal signs ... Not!

Biggest surprise of all - City in bed with mural firms
Given media attention and urging by the county to, at long last,
begin to enforce the law, city officials schedule initial
hearings —-- at which they cut an unpublicized deal with owners of
nine buildings: Plead guilty, pay us $7,500 per month per
building, and continue violating the law. Webster's defines
prostitution as the act of deliberate debasement (as for money)
and, also, as devotion to corrupt purposes.

Logical conclusion - City goes to bat for illegal murals
Upon being informed at a public City Commission meeting that its
administration had become business partners with illegal mural
ventures, those elected officials in attendance vote unanimously
to ask Miami-Dade commissioners to make the unlawful signs legal.




Miami Murals Photo Index

Taken March 10, 2007:

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

27.

McCormick Building, north, along expressway, 111 SW Third St
McCormick Bldg., east face along I-95 exit to Biscayne Blvd
New World Tower garage, east face, 100 N Biscayne Blvd
Chantres Cleaners, west face, 2555 SW Eighth St

New World Tower, north face, 100 N BiscaYne Blvd

new construction, south face, 1000 Biscayne Boulevard
Storage Mart, west face, facing I-95, 640 SW Second Ave
Miami Herald, southwest face, I-395 at edge of Biscayne Bay
Miami Herald, southeast face, I-395 at edge of Biscayne Bay
SoutheastFirst Bldg., south face/Dupont Plaza, 200 SE 1lst St
Miami Herald, northwest face, overlooking Venetian Causeway
Borinquen Clinic, west face, along I-195, 3601 Federal Hgwy
Borinquen Clinic, east face, along I-195, 3601 Federal Hgwy
office building, west face, on I-395, 1236 N Miami Ave
office building, west face, along I-395, 1348 N Miami Ave
office building, south face, along I-395, 1348 N Miami Ave
Cingular building, south face on Palmetto, 9700 S Dixie Hgwy
office building, west face, along I-95, 591 NW 54th Street
Hotel City Inn, east face, along I-95, 660 NW 8lst St

Hotel City Inn, nofth face, along I-95, 660 NW 81lst St

Hotel City Inn, south face, along I-95, 660 NW 8lst St

club district, north and west faces, I-395, 1035 N Miami Ave
office building, east face, abutting I-95, 301 SW 17th Road
office building, east, facing I-395, 1236 N Miami Ave

club district, north and west faces, I-395, 30 NE 11th St
industrial building, east face, along I—95, 650 NW 123rd St

industrial building, east face, along I-9%5, 10501 NW 7th Ave



Miami Murals Photo Index (cont'd)

Taken April 7, 2007:

28..
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

One Bayfront Plaza, north face, 100 S Biscayne Blvd

new construction, east face, Biscayne Boulevard/Flagler
New World Tower garage, east face, 100 N Biscayne Blvd
vacant building, west face, along I-95, 594 NW 23 St
new construction, south face, 1000 Biscayne Boulevard
office building, west face, on 1-395, 1236 N Miami Ave
Lumnmus Park Manor, east face, along I-95, 350 NW Second
Lorusso Apartments, east face, along I-95, 345 NW Third

office building, north and east faces, 1348 N Miami Ave

St

St

St



Governmental Operations and Environment Committee

April 10, 2007 Agenda Item 3B Substitute No, 2

Miami Murals

Crime in the Magic City *

Exlalk # 3

| RECEIVED BY GLERK
* Well, in a few other parts of Miami-Dade County, too! But almost all in Miapy.
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Memorandum Erme

Date: April 4, 2007

To: Alex Mufioz '
Assistant County Manager

From: Sam Walthour, MSM, Director
Team Metro Department

Subject: Murals (Bucslip 168920)

Please find the attached report regarding murals for your review and approval.
Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to call me at
305.375.3021.

c ‘Honorable Carlos A. Giménez, Commission District 7
Roger M. Carlton, Assistant County Manager

Aftachment




TYPED PIPRESS DIES noT £XIST

Team Metro - Mural Report
Unincorporated Dade / Municipalities
(As of 3/28/2007)

" City of Miami Downtown Core |

Sried
1035 N. Miami Ave Jaguar Mural Ticket Issued Appeal filed. Ulo
1236 N. Miami Ave G.M. Mural Ticket Issued PendingeCompliance / Yjoket not paid
SKYY sriel
30 NE 11 St odka Mural Ticket lssued Appeal filed. P
1348 N. Miami Ave Bud light Mural Ticket issued Pending Wﬂc@i tickst not paid
E———
. 1774 ¢
1000 Biscayne Blvd. Mercury Marines Mural Ticket lssued Compliance(/" case closed } VP
100 E. Flagler Yeflow Tail Mural Tickel lssued Compliance / ticket not paid
_STiL vP
100 Biscayne Bivd. Sprint / Yeliow Mural & FL Water Ticket Issued Pending’Com/pliance Nicket not paid
8Ack
" - - /, ’an B
640 B.W._2nd Ave ™ Microsoft Windows Mobile Mural Ticketl Issued ¢ [Compliancs / ticket not paid ve
il FACK
05 S.W. 3rd St Mexico's Teguila Murat Warning Notice Compliance m vl
e
577L0
200 S.E. 1st St Jaguar Mural Ticket Issued Pendiagﬁ?ﬁance]ﬁspemion ve
1040 Biscayne Blivd. Mercury Mariner Mural Ticket Issued Pending Compliance inspection
vl
866 Waest Flagier LN e} The Concourse Office Tower Waming Nolice Compliance / case closed
A
i SR e BACY
B58.W.3rd St T | b~ Wade Converse Muraf Ticket issued Compliance’/ case cl (74
ST <
~| g
350 NW 2nd ST. K Sears Mural | Ticket issued Compliance ; case closed
< Ak
540 SW 2ND Ave ) Microsoft Windows Mobile Mural Warning Notice Pendin Compnanoe}uspectton
2
956 Biscayne Bivd. \ Shag #1 MIA Warning Notice Pending Compliance Inspection
= AR
It < s . — Back
205 SW 3rd St. v Wade Converse Mural Warning Natice i} Pending Comgliance inspectigh ¢/ P

531 Biscayne Bled.

Radison Mural

Warhing Notice

1 West Flagler

Honda Mural

Warning Notice

iy
Compliance / case closed

G601 Federal Highway

I-Pod and Chevron Mural

Ticket issued

/_' S vp

Pending Compliance#ticket not paid

2961 NE 2nd Ave

Wrangler Jeep Mural

Warning Notice

Compliance/case closed

3430 NW 2ndd Ave

Mercury Venicies.com Mural

Ticke! Issuad

Comgpliance / case closed

i

G4 MW 23rd St

Freddy's Diamonds

Warning Natice

—_— S77ec

Pendinﬂ’f;pﬁéng;’ Inspection ¢/

6132

3¢5+30

[+
/O

[+

[tA

Comp!iancg’?c'/asa’am MOVED 70 4 TERR

[2+13

3/
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Unincorporated Dade / Municipalities
(As of 3/28/2007)

Team Metro - Mural Report

226 NE 13l Ave

582 NW 27th St.

Altolds-Mints

Everglades Skyway Mural

Warning Nolice

Warning Notfice

Pending Compliance inspection

Compliance / case closed

NEGS
AD
2525 SW 8 St Budweiser Welcome {o Little Havana | Ticket issued Appeal filed. VP
12271 SW 27 Ave Rex on the Beach (wing) Ticket Issued Compliance / case closed

Bank

Warning Notice

Pending Compliance / ticket not paid

2170 NW 11 St

BMW vehicle Mural

Waming Notice

Compliance / case closed

1925 NW 1st Ave

Hands on Miami, Miami, inc.

Warning Nolice

Pending Compliance inspection

701 NW 12th Ave

Nautica Condos Mural

Warmning Notice

Compliance / case closed

42 NW 27 Ave

Heineken Bar scene

Ticket Issued

Pending Appeal

Jewelry Store

Warning Nofice

MiA AA Tennina-l LEG—A L

Pending Compliance inspection

10501 NW 7 AVE

Mamu & TagHeuer

Issued Citation

Compliance / case closed

B870-82 NW 112 8T

We buy Hoses

Warning Nolice

Compliance / case closed

651 NW 116 ST

Don Baily Carpet

Warning Natics

Compliance / case closed

652 NW 116 ST

Cash for your Ugly Home

Warning Notice

Compliance / case closed

881 NW 108 ST

Fumiture Homes/ Resort

Warning Notice

‘Compfiance / case closed

€65 NE 100 ST

For Josie Perez Velis

Warning Notice

Compliance / case closed

3855 N MIAMI AVE

Flamingo

Ticket issued

Pending Compliance / licket not paid

BISCAYNE BLVD& 114 8T

Paradise

Ticket Issued

Compliance / case closed

7601 E TREASURE R

For Beauty Express

. |Warning Notice

Compliance / case closed

S0 13780 Sw 271 TER

CONSTRUCTION SIGNS

Warning Natice

Pending Compiiance Inspection

SUBDIVISION SIGN WITHIN 15' GF

13660 SW 253 ST ROW Waming Notice Pending Compliance Inspection
ST
9700 S, DIKIE HWY Special K Tickel issued Appeal filed. ve

5 13630 SW 288 §T

3 DEVELOPER SIGNS

Warning Notice

Pending Compiiance inspection

19100 BW 177 AVE

SHOPPING CTR DIRECTORY SIGN

Ticket lssued

Pending Compliance/Payment

04/04/2007
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Team Metro - Mural Report
Unincorporated Dade / Municipalities
(As of 3/28/2007)

6800 S. Dixie Hwy Perrine Rentals Warning Motice Pending Compliance Inspection

7800 S. Dixde Hwy Mural Warmning Notice Pending Compliance inspection

7852 S. Dixie Hwy Mural Warning Notice Pending Compliance Inspection
8040 S. Dixie Hwy Auto Pawn 305-255-CASH Warming Notice Pending Compliance Inspection
W0 15020 SW 136 5T BRC Construction Warning Notice Pending Compliance inspection
N/W ¢ SW 120 ST & SW 137
JAVE Monaco Estales Ticket lssued No Comptiance / ticket paid

3 04/04/2007
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Miami Dade College
presents
. - MIAMI
INTERNATIONAL
FILM
FESTIVAL -

‘CRADLE of CHRISTIANITY

13
ORGANIZED BY THE ISRAEL MUSEUM. JERUSALEM

" (305) 405-MIFF (6433)
www.miamifilmfestival.com

A




R
i

a7y




[,

ECT

ave Your Money

S

LU DIR

ING &

e QAVQ o
E

@ The Drange Savings Accoupt”




Yo
(% [ ’,&
Y,
P

OREG
& [

7T
t







3VHOLS 1v0g
30 QUVONVLS HaHEH v

- .




.
4ok g
€3 3.
KT
oma Q

| X5 i3
- 2&
HE ES :
cCao ?
As_.u.*m\s.
(o)
ut

==




AHIGHER STANDARD OF
BOAT STORAGE




31

32

W W
AR

S
S .w e
AR

,’. 0’4

SO
PR

Y/

“w«.ﬂ.»&
0%0%




“@“ﬁ‘-‘b@g-man

mm.vqmaﬂss 23




Office of County Manager
111 NW T1st Street » Suite 2910
Miami, Florida 33128-1994

T 305-375-5311

MIAMHDADE

miamidade.gov

ADA Coordination

Agenda Coordination
Ar in Public Places

Audit a-nd Managemenl Services Oc tobe r 2 7 ’ 2 0 0 4
Aviation

Building Code Compliance

Building
Bustness Development
Capial improvements Joe Arriola, City Manager
Citizen’s Independent Transportation Trusl Clty Of M iaml

Commuanications

3500 Pan American Drive
Miarmi, FI. 33133

Communily Actlion Agency
Communily & Economic Development
Community Relations .

Consumer Services Re: City Ordinance entitled “Arts and Entertainment Mural”

Corrections & Rehabititation
Countywide Healthcare Planning
Cultural Affairs

Dear Mr. Arriola:
et It has come to my attention that City staff has prepared an ordinance for
consideration by the City Commission that may conflict with the County’s

" Emergency Managentent

Employee Relatlons

Enterprise Technology Services ordinances relating to allowable signage.
Environmental Resources Management
Fair Employment Pracices For your reference, the item is entitled as follows:
Finance
Fire Rescue

An ordinance amending Chapter 62, Zoning and

General Services Administration

Historic Preservalion
Homeless Trust

Housing Agency

Housing Finance Authority
Human Services

Independent Review Panel
International Trade Consortium
Juvenile Assessment Cenler
Medical Examiner
Metropolitan Planning Organization
Park and Recreation

Planning and Zoning

Police

Procurement

'Prcpeny Appraiser

Public Library System

Public Works

Safe Neighborhood Parks
Seapont

Solid Waste Management
Stralegic Business Management
Team Melro

Transil

Urban Revitalization Task Force
Vizcaya Museum and Gardens

Waler and Sewer

Planning, of the City of Miami Code, by adding a new
Article Xl entitled, “Arts and Entertainment Mural
Regulations”, creating definitions; providing for license
and permit requirements; providing for an application
and approval process; providing for violations and
enforcement process; containing a repealer provision
and a severability clause; and providing for an effective
date.

Article VI of the Code of Miami-Dade County (the “County Code”) states:

“This article shall be known as the ‘Sign Code of Dade
County, Florida’ and shali be applicable in the
unincorporated areas of Dade County, and specifically
in the incorporated areas of Dade County. When the
prowsxons of thls article are appllcable to a-mumCI ality,




Mr. Arriola, City Manager
Page 2

regulations form the minimum standards for regulations within the municipalities and that no-
municipality shall adopt mare liberal regulations, which directly conflict therewith,

After a prehmmary review by the appropriate staff of the County's Department of Planning and
Zoning, it is my understanding that the provisions of this ordinance would allow more liberal
signage than those regulations within the County Code relative to signage.

You may recall that in December of last year | wrote to you regarding another ordinance that the
City was about to consider relating to “signs of graphic or artistic value” and “jumbo-tron signs”. In
that instance County staff found that the proposal was also in conflict with the county-wide
regulations within Miami-Dade County's Code. Subsequent to your receipt of my letter our
respective staff met to discuss the issue and it is my understanding that the matter was resolved.
It appears that another meeting of appropriate staff members to discuss the Mural Ordinance is
now warranted. Additionally at that meeting | might suggest that staff of the City and County
develop a method by which ordinances on signage proposed for City Commission consideration
may first be routed to County zoning staff for review and comment. Conversely new ordinances
adopted by the County Commission which amend county-wide signage regulations would be
routed to City zoning staff as an update to the regulations.

| trust that you will understand the concern of this office regarding these issues. As always, | look
forward to working with you on this and other issues relative to Miami-Dade County’s future image.
Please contact Pedro Hernandez, Deputy County Manager at (305)375-1253 to schedule a
meeting. .

Sincerely,

eorge M. Bm

County Manager




MEMORANDUM
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

TO: George Burgess, County Manager . DATE: November 19, 2004
Robert Ginsburg, County Attormey

FROM: 'Katy Sérenson, Vice Chair | SUBJ'E-CT: Enforcement of Miami-Dade -
Commissioner, District 8 County Ordinance

In Apnil 13, 2004, I sponsored Resolution R-471-04, which was approved unanimously by the Board of
County Commissioners, instructing the manager to initiate dialogue with all Miami-Dade municipalities
regarding enforcement of the countywide sign ordinance. I applaud the diligent effort by members of your
staff in this regard; however, dialogue clearly is not achieving the compliance we desire and deserve.

As arecent article in The Miami Herald (copy attached) makes abundantly clear, flagrant violations of our
countywide sign ordinance continue to proliferate within the City of Miami - and, perhaps, within other cities’
boundaries as well.

We are a nation and a community of laws. These violations of our sign ordinance do not equate to “‘differences
of opinion” between your staff and various municipal officials. These violations are an affront to this

government and to the outdoor-advertising regulations promulgated by the Board of County Commussioners in
1985.

I am particularly appalled that at least three new expressway billboards have just been erected within the
“protected zone” along Interstate 95 and Interstate 395. These three egregiously illegal billboards join the
many others that the City of Miamu allowed to be erected in recent years, in violation of long-existing law.

For the very next available and appropriate committee and/or Commission agenda(s), please prepare:

A. A status report on meetings and discussions with municipal officials since adoption of Resolution R-471-
04; and

B. For my sponsorship, legislation necessary to:
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municipalities, acknowledging that concurrent enforcement responsibility was assigned to each city in
1985.

2. Increase, to the maximum allowable level, the financial fines, penalties or levies that may be applied
to violations of our sign ordinance — including involved property owners as well as those responsible
for the erection and/or installation of illegal signs on those properties.

3. Clarify any ambiguity that may exist in our existing ordinance, in order that all variety and manner of
signs clearly are regulated by our comprehensive criteria.

Please consider this a matter of utmost importance and urgency.

Thank You.

Attachment -

ce: Aonorable Carlos A. Alvarez, Mayor

Honorable Chairperson Barbara Carey-Shuler
and Members Board of Courty Commissioners

Honorable Harvey Ruvin, Clerk of Courts
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Building ads sending different messages

Miami wants to allow 60 additional outdoor advertising murals to hang from buildings in the city. The county

calls the idea illegal. Others say it's just plain ugly.

BY MICHAEL VASQUEZ
mrvasquez@herald.com

In neighborhoods across Miami, but especially in the city's downtown core, the buildings are talking -- or, more
accurately, selling.

With clever slogans and gargantuan designs, they make their pitch -- be it for the latest Audi (Port of Miami Hotel, 1100
Biscayne Blvd.), a bottle of Yellow Tail Australian wine (New World Tower, 100 N. Biscayne Blvd) or an iPod (Borinquen
Health Care Center, 3601 Federal Hwy). These outdoor commercial wall murals, or "wallscapes,' are sprouting up in
major cities across the world, and Miami is no exception.

Miami leaders, in fact, are set to welcome 60 additional murals, even as county bureaucrats warn the city it has no right
to do so, and despite gripes from some residents that the city's natural charm and beauty are being eclipsed in the name
of commerce. :

""It's advertising that you cannot turn off," laments Miami civic activist Steve Hagen. " " You can't turn the page; you
can't turn the dial. It's there to confront you 24 hours a day.”

City Commissioner Johnny Winton, whose district includes many downtown businesses, is decidedly more receptive to
the ads, some of which he said * " are cool as heck."

"I've got a lot of issues that are hot-button with me," Winton said. " “This ain't one of them.'

City leaders say that approving the additional murals would create an infusion of local arts funding -- Miami would begin
charging up to $10,000 per mural in annual licensing fees, all of which would be directed to the city's Arts and
Entertainment Council.

Mural supporters often mention New York's ad-filled Times Square as an example of how murals enhance a city's visual
appeal, not detract from it.

Each new mural would need the City Commission to sign off on its design before going up.

Winton, for one, predicted commissioners will ultimately vote in favor of the mural plan, as they already unanimously
gave the idea tentative approval last month. Final city approval could come as soon as Thursday.

Not so fast, says Miami-Dade County.

Several weeks ago, County Manager George Burgess sent a letter to City Manager Joe Arriola warning the city was about
to approve rules that are, in effect, illegal.

The county for decades has had its own, stricter, set of laws when it comes to murals, laws that apply within Miami city
limits as well. .

Miami is supposed to enforce those strict county rules in its own city, but -- judging by the dozens of apparently iilegal
murals within city limits -- that isn't happening.

City Commissioner Tomds Regalado acknowledged there are "many" murals in his city of questionable legality.



City and county "need to sit down and work things out," said county Planning and Zoning Director Diane O'Quinn
Williams.

Winton, who said he is unsure whether Miami's current signs violate county law, said he would be willing to alter Miami's
mural proposal in order to win the county's support. If the two entities cannot reach a compromise, they may find
themselves'in a legal dispute over the matter.

O'Quinn Williams called murals essentially the same thing as traditional blllboard advertisements, with both sharing the
same flaws.

Not only are they potential eyesores, but a plethora of street ads could distract motorists, O'Quinn Williams said.
Miami has a mixed record of dealing with billboards, something mural foes are quick to bring up.
Throughout the 1990s, the city didn't bother enforcing laws that barred the outdoor ads from main streets.

Billboards sprouted in places they never should have been, such as the east side of I-95, where they can block downtown
and bay views.

Eventually, angry city leaders took the billboard industry to court and won settlements that forced the removal of some -
- but not ali -- illegal billboards. Miami was hampered in its lawsuits by the fact that unwitting city employees had
repeatedly issued permits for illegal billboards over the years.

Many companies that hawk billboard ads also deal in murals, meaning the 60 additional murals Miami might approve
could end up steering thousands of dollars a month’'in advertising revenue to some of the same corporations the city just
sued.

Nevertheless, City Commissioner Regalado said Miami should not consider past billboard fights when deciding which
companies get to put up murals.

"To me, it's a totally different issue,” he said. * "This is a new thing."

While advertising firms would surely benefit from more murals, some local property owners would as well -- though not
as much. Typically, the building a mural hangs from gets a small cut of the profits.

Even that easy money can have its complications, however.

The Borinquen Health Care Center in Miami's Wynwood neighborhood endured some criticism several months ago when
it allowed a mural advertising Lucky Brand Jeans to cover one of its walls. A local newspaper serving the neighborhood's
Puerto Rican community said the mural made the clinic look "cheap." Borinquen's wall now advertises Apple's IPod MP3
player.

The clinic's director of administration, Paul Carl Velez, said naysayers overlooked the fact that Borinquen is using its
mural money to help pay for needed building repairs. The clinic cannot continue to serve the poor and uninsured without
a well-maintained, functioning facility, Velez said.

But some ads are off-limits. "We do take care of people who have chronic illnesses, so it would be ludicrous to have a
tobacco company up there," Velez said.

© 2004 Herald.com and wire service sources. All Rights Reserved.
http:/www miami.com
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POLITICAL BEAT
Compiled by Herald Staff

Crackdown urged on illegal billboards

Saying that ongoing talks between the city of Miami and Miami-Dade County are ““not
achieving the compliance we desire and deserve," Miami-Dade County Commissioner Katy
Sorenson recently fired off an angry memo to County Manager George Burgess urging a
get-tough approach when it comes to county rules governing outdoor advertising

billboards and murals.

Miami-Dade has rules that severely limit where billboards and murals can pop up, but the
county doesn't enforce those guidelines within cities - it lets city code enforcement take
care of that.

The city of Miami has been criticized for historically lax policing of both billboards and
murals. In the 1990s, the city routinely allowed billboards to sprout in areas where they
shouldn't have been - like the east side of Interstate 95, where they can block downtown
and bay views.

Now Miami is considering a law that would allow 60 additional advertising murals,
something county bureaucrats say runs afoul of county rules. City and county have been
trying to work out a compromise, but Sorenson's memo said it's time for the county to take
code enforcement into its own hands, even within Miami city limits.

“'We are a nation and community of laws," Sorenson wrote, adding she is *“particularly
appalled" by three new illegal billboards she spotted in Miami.

Miami City Manager Joe Arriola acknowledged that new illegal billboards have surfaced
and that some of the city's current advertising murals are also illegal.

He said the city has fined the violators and doesn't need Sorenson weighing in on the issue
when the city is already talking with the county attorney's office about it.

"This is not even her distribt, for heaven's sake," Arriola said.

- MICHAEL-VASQUEZ
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If Signs are Outlawed...

...Then Only Outlaws Will Have Signs
BY KIRK NIELSEN

For Barry Rush, the energetic CEO of Metro Lights, the trouble
starts when you call his billboards "signs." "They're not signs," he
insists, referring to the eight vast non-signs his firm has draped on
the sides of various buildings in downtown Miami. They're
"wallscapes" or "murals," he explains, sipping spring water and
relaxing in his running gear at an outdoor cafe at the Loew's Hotel

Jonathan Postal

on South Beach.

Other things in Rush's world are not as they appear. For example, Buildings serve a new
lobbyist Lucia Dougherty, whom he hired about eighteen months gﬁ{g::f dzsi':lihfizcto
ago, is not a lobbyist. "She's a lawyer," Rush says of Dougherty. cutting-edge town

"We have not hired any lobbyists." To bolster that argument he

notes that he has paid Dougherty, who makes a living winning

zoning variances from the city commission, only about $20,000 for

her assistance. Miami commissioners are considering a new law to legalize the approximately fifteen
wallscape signs currently deployed, including Rush's, and about thirty-five others. The new measure
would require sign companies to pay the city a $10,000 fee, to be used by the city's Arts and
Entertainment Council to promote arts and entertainment.

Rush says one important thing to remember is that there is a big difference between a billboard that
covers a wall and a standalone billboard that blocks something else. "We haven't done anything to
impact the view of the landscape," he submits. Rather, Metro Lights, which is based in the very
billboard-intensive borough of Manhattan, takes a blank, "in some cases ugly," wall, and beautifies

it, Rush adds. "We think we've added vitality to the city."

Still, there are striking similarities between wall billboards and non-wall billboards. Miami zoning
officials issued Rush and other wallscape advertisers permits for their signs, even though city and
county laws passed in 1985 prohibit any new expressway billboards south and east of I-95. "The first
thing we did was file for permits," Rush says. "We didn't come in the middle of the night and do it."
Starting in 1996, Miami officials also issued permits to Carter Outdoor, Viacom, and Miami
Outdoor Advertising for more than twenty illegal expressway billboards in the prohibited zone.
(Despite the watchful eyes of Miami's tireless code enforcement inspectors, sign companies have
managed to sneak up at least three new illegal non-wallscape billboards in the restricted area in
recent months, raising the ire of county commissioner Katy Sorenson. Last month she sent a memo
to county manager George Burgess, saying she was appalled by the development, which she termed
an "affront to this government.” "These three egregiously illegal billboards join the many others that
the City of Miami allowed to be erected in recent years, in violation of long-existing law." She
called on Burgess to prepare legislation to "assert" the county's right to enforce its sign ordinance in
Miami and other municipalities. "We are a nation and community of laws. These violations of our
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sign ordinance do not equate to differences of opinion between your staff and various municipal
officials," she scolded. "These violations are an affront to this government and to the outdoor
advertising regulations promulgated by the Board of County Commissioners in 1985.")

Another resemblance: Whether a sign is against wall or sky, if visible from an expressway it can
generate $10,000 to $20,000 per month. And regardless of billboard location, that kind of cash flow
is handy when someone from the mayor's office phones to ask for a campaign donation. Like this
past September, when Rush received a call from Otto Budet-Murias, one of Mayor Diaz's aides,
asking for a contribution to help fund the county's general obligation bond campaign. Rush gave
$10,000 to the Neighbors Building Better Communities political action committee. Another outdoor
advertiser, New Jersey-based Wallscape Media, also donated $10,000. (The PAC raised a total of
$1.1 million in about six weeks.) Rush dismisses any suggestion that his contribution was in any
way related to the pending legislation to legalize his signs. "I respect this city too much to think that
I would have been in trouble if I didn't write that check," he says. "Sometimes people do things
because they're the right thing to do," he says.

A third similarity: Miami-Dade County's planning and zoning director, Diane O'Quinn Williams,
says the wallscapes are just as illegal as the others. "We consider those billboard signs," she affirms.
"They have to be spaced a certain distance from one another. They can't be near expressways. They
have to be on certain zoned properties. They're too large. A whole bunch of things. They don't
comply."

Which raises a final comparison between Rush and the non-wallscape counterparts with whom he
has so little in common, Like them, if the county or any government orders him to remove his signs,
he will sue. "And we will win," he assures.

But he'd rather not take that route. "I'm a young guy trying to make a living and I believe in this city.
It's not a dirty thing to have commerce."

At press time, the city's ordinance to legalize Rush's billboards was on hold, pending discussions
between O'Quinn-Williams and Miami officials.

The Miami Model for Sign Business Start-up

Miami Mayor Manny Diaz is sticking with his pledge to run city government like a business, which
means that sometimes businesses run the government. The Illegal Billboard Plan, which continues to
work well for several CEOs, consists of the following steps:

1. Put up billboards near expressways, even if they are illegal.
2. Secure permits from city zoning officials, even if signs are illegal.
3. Contribute generously to political campaign of the mayor's choosing.

4. Press city commissioners for new law to make your illegal signs legal. (Numbers 2 and 3 can be
inverted.)

5. When you realize that it is a county law that governs billboards, press county commissioners for
new law to make your signs legal.
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Billboard Verdict: Illegal!
BY KIRK NIELSEN

Extracting a straightforward answer from the City of Miami was like
pulling teeth, but at last came a confession: The new billboards
plastering the walls of the city's high-rise buildings are illegal. At
press time 21 of the signs, which contain gargantuan images of beer
and vodka bottles, gyrating iPod iPodsters, sports cars, and guys in
swimsuits, were polluting views from Brickell to the Design
District. They join 31 free-standing billboards that have gone up in
that area since the Eighties, despite a countywide ordinance that
prohibits any whatsoever between I-95 and Biscayne Bay, and
allows just ten along expressways running through the City of
Miami.

Whether a billboard is on a wall, pole, or anything else, Miami's own laws require a permit to put it
up. Building department director Hector Lima provided a list of all such permits issued since the
wall billboards began appearing a year and a half ago. Three companies are responsible for nearly all
21: Wallscape Media, Metro Lights, and Dade Media. "If they are not listed on that list," Lima says
sternly, "then there are no permits issued for those companies." None of the three firms is on the list.

That's odd, because in an interview earlier this month Barry Rush, the CEO of Metro Lights, assured
New Times that when he arrived in Miami from New York, "the first thing we did was file for
permits" ("If Signs Are Outlawed," December 9). He said he did so after meeting with Miami Mayor
Manny Diaz, the mayor's chief of staff, Francois Illas, and other officials.

Following that meeting, Wallscape Media and Metro Lights, at the mayor's request, contributed a
hefty $10,000 each to the bond campaign that netted $275 million for new downtown museums.

Following that selfless act, city manager Joe Arriola asked the Miami Commission to pass an
ordinance that would legalize the illegal wall billboards. Arriola put the measure on hold only after
county manager George Burgess informed him that, if passed, the ordinance would violate the
county's billboard law.

Luckily for Rush and the other purveyors of wall billboards, city officials seem content to ignore this
new trend in zoning-law corruption, even though Miami-Dade's planning and zoning director, Diane
O'Quinn-Williams, confirms that the wall billboards are prohibited by county law.

Requests for comment from Barry Rush and his counterparts at Dade Media and Wallscape Media
went unanswered. Illas, the former mayoral chief of staff whom Rush has now hired as a lobbyist,

pleads ignorance regarding his client's lack of permits. (Illas's gig: Persuade county commissioners
to legalize the illegal wall billboards.) Adopting the dodgy demeanor that has long enshrouded the
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billboard industry, Illas won't admit that Rush's signs are illegal. "I'm not a lawyer," he hedges, then
submits that the countywide ordinance is “interpretive" as regards billboards on walls. "You've got
to get a bunch of lawyers in a room with a judge and then have somebody give us an interpretation.
For me to give an opinion doesn't have value because I don't know all the laws."



STIPULATED DISPOSITION OF NOTICES OF VIOLATION

The City of Miami (“City”) and the Owners of certain properties thetein, as
named below, (the “Owners”) wish to enter into the following plea of guilt and
disposition of Code Enforcement Notices of Violation (the *Stipulation™), through their
respective attorneys indicated below:

CASE | OWNER ADDRESS REPRESENTING
NO. ATTORNEY
[05-12727 1040 Biscayne Associates, 1040 Biscayne Lucia A. Dougherty
LLC. Blvd.
05-06340 Brookwood Biscayne Tower 100 Biscayne Blvd. | Lucia A. Dougherty
Investment, LLC.
05-06370 200 SE First Land, LLC. 200 SE 1* Street Lucia A. Dougherty
F05—08645 Berinquen Health Care Center, 3601 Federal Daniel Weiss
Inc. Highway
05-06289 WSMP MW-East, LP. 640 SW 2"* Avenue Danie] Weiss
p05—06275 Julio de Quesada Living Trust 7105 SW 8 Street Daniel Weiss
05-06539 Gallo Development, LLC. 2590 S. Dixie Daniel Weiss
Highway
05-06377 Eastern Union Corporation 111 SW 3" Street David Koretzky
05-08649 1035 N Miami Ave LLC 1035 N Miami Ave Daniel Weiss

l.

The Notice(s) of Violation (“NOV”’) and Summons to Appear were issued
to the Owners alleging a violation of Zoning Ordinance 11000, as amended, Article 10,
§10.4.5, §10.5.4.(1)-(6), and §10.6.3(1)-(25) relating to illegally erected, placed, or
mounted outdoor advertising signs; and




2. The City passed on first reading a proposed “Arts and Entertainment
Mural Regulations” Ordinance (the “Ordinance™); and

3. The City contemplates changes to said Ordinance by amendment, which
has not been reviewed by the Planning Advisory Board nor adopted by the City
Commission; and

4. some of the attached NOV’s and Summons may be rendered moot by the
adoption of the proposed Ordinance. However, via the owners™ plea of guilt today, this
possibility will not invalidate or rescind this stipulation, in any way, and all monies paid
to the City via this stipulation shall remain with the City; and

3. It is recognized by the Owrners that the new Ordinance may not permit
some of the signs for which the NOV’s have been issued. The City cannot, in any way,
contemplate or ensure that said Ordinance will actually benefit all the participating
owners in this Stipulation.

6. By entering into this Stipulation, the Parties agree that said Stipulation will
not prejudice or affect, in any way, future applications by the Owners or their respective
sign companies for signs permitted by the proposed Ordinance.

~

7. Upon execution of this Stipulation, the Owners agree to pay a fine of
$250.00 per day (the “Fine™) per property from the date of the Code Enforcement
Hearing approving this Stipulation until such time as the City Commission considers the
proposed Ordinance or decides that it shall not pass.

8. So long as this Stipulation remains in effect, such Fine shall be due and
payable to the Office of Code Enforcement on the 1** day of each month beginning June
1, 2005. The first monthly payment will include the prorated amount of $250.00 per day
from the date of the Code Enforcement Hearing on May 23, 2005 to the first payment
date of June 1, 2005. If pavment is not received by the Office of Code Enforcement by
the 15™ day of each month thereafter, the City may place the case before the Special
Master for further consideration of the matter and enforcement of this Stipulation.

9. In consideration for the benefits derived by the Owners, which the City of
Miami acknowledges constitutes good and sufficient consideration, the City agrees that it
will not issue any additional Notices of Violation against the Owners under Article 10 or
under any other provision of the City Code relating to illegal placement of signage untll
such time as the City Commission considers the new Ordinance.

10. This Stipulation may be modified or amended or released as to the
Property or any portion thereof by a written instrument executed by the City Attorney or
his designee and the Owners.

11. This Stipulation shall remain in full force and effect and be binding upon
the Owners and their respective heirs, successors and assigns.



12. This Stipulation is made exclusively in favor of the Owners and the City.
No parties other than the Owners and the City shall be entitled to any benefit hereunder
or to enforce the terms hereto. -

13. This Stipulation shall automatically terminate upon the consideration of
passage or denial of the new Mural Ordinance, and in no way reflects the intention of the
City to create an Ordinance that benefits these owners exclusively, as the final provisions
of this Ordinance have not been fully contemplated.

14, This Stipulation shall be interpreted and enforced by the Special Master.

1S. This Stipulation is between the owners and the City and in no way reflects
any agreement with Miami Dade County as to the enforcement of its sign regulations.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties and/or their designated representatives
have hereunto placed their hands and seals on the date above written.

Danie] Weiss, Esq.

Lucia A. Dougherty, Esqg.

David Koretzky, Esq.

Victoria Mendez,
Assistant City Attorney
City of Miami
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HOUSING CODES ARE DIFFERENT FOR RICH, POOR

Ana Menendez, amenendez@MiamiHerald.com

After years of indifference, the city of Miami appears to be stirring from its long
aesthetic slumber. The keepers of the city's standards have, in recent months,
rediscovered their mandate to beautify and purify. Legions have fanned out across
town to crack down on the ugly, the illegal and the permit-challenged.

As with so much in the city, managing the wrath of the enforcers too often comes
down to a matter of money and influence. If you're a prominent business mogul and
your ugliness is a massive, illegal ad on a downtown building, the city might enter
into a deal with you and even try to change the law to accommodate your
proclivities. _

If you're Milgyan Guerra, 45-year-old single mom, your troubles have only just
begun. '

http:/ml.newsbank.com/nl-search/we/Archives?p action=doc&p doc...
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In 2003, Guerra bought a house on Southwest Seventh Street near 71st Place. The
place featured, among other things, a cozy guest room. Just about every house on
the sickle-shaped block has an extra room exactly like it. In 1948, when the homes
were built, the spare rooms were probably garages. At some point, the garages

were enclosed. No one has been around long enough to remember exactly when
that happened, though anecdotal evidence suggests that Dwight Eisenhower was
president at the time.

The problem is, either permits weren't always obtained or, if they were, some were
lost in the intervening half-century.

NO ONE CARED

For years, no one seemed to care. “'I've lived here 18 years," said Guerra's
neighbor, Rolando Gonzalez, ““and | never saw anyone from the city."

That changed a few months ago when neighbors suddenly began to receive letters
telling them their homes were flouting all sorts of city codes.

Guerra, who clears $300 a week working at a pet shop, learned that her house
carried numerous violations, among them a front yard that had been paved over by
previous owners and a converted garage for which no permits could be found.

| was so shocked. It's not just the economic, but the moral. They make you feel like
a criminal," she said. Before she could continue, Guerra started to cry. | feel so
trapped.”

Guerra has aiready paid $500 to tear up part of her driveway. Next, she will have to
hire an architect to certify that the spare room is built to city standards. The
estimate: $3,500. Guerra would need to go deep into credit card debt to pay the bill.

“What am | going to do?" she said, and once more began to cry.

In contrast to the poor souls of Southwest Seventh Street and their converted
garages, the multimillion-dollar mural industry seems to inspire a gentle,
understanding charity from the city of Miami.

The majority of the ad murals appearing on downtown buildings seem to violate a
county ordinance that charges cities with enforcing a no-mural rule. But after an
initial half-hearted crackdown, the city has now settled with some building owners to
“allow the murals (which bring in thousands in revenue) in exchange for a $250 daily
fine while the city moves to make them legal.

TWO OPTIONS

Guerra and her neighbors, meanwhile, face two options: tear down part of their
homes or pay thousands to have professionals sort out the permit mess.

When Rolando Gonzalez spoke before the City Commission on Thursday to beg
for relief, he got a tongue-lashing from Commissioner Angel Gonzalez. Laws are
laws, the commissioner thundered: *“You have to live with them, | have to live with
them, we all have to live with laws."

There was no such lecture for the mural industry, when, just a few minutes later,
Gonzalez voted with his colleagues to ask the county to allow murals in some parts
of the city, a move that would turn the mural scofflaws back into respectable
citizens.

As for Guerra, she's on her own. If she and her neighbors don't like the way the law
is enforced, Commissioner Gonzalez had some parting advice: Hire a lawyer.

Copyright (c) 2008 The Miami Herald
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THE VISION, THE PLAN

This report is about the future of South Miami-Dade County. It is a report that presents a vision and
a plan for a healthy and sustainable environment and economy for this important Watershed. This
vision and plan are based on nearly four years of public input and over 4,000 pages of technical
analysis.

South Miami-Dade County will change between now and the year 2050. The population will
increase - perhaps even double as projected. Existing issues of land use, traffic and water
resources will intensify. At stake is the protection of national treasures like Biscayne and Everglades
National Parks, the preservation of agriculture and natural resources, and the overall sustainability
of the region. The decisions made foday on these issues will determine the quality of life for future
generations.

Miami-Dade Counfy should be commended for its efforts over the past few decades to promote
good planning in the Watershed. The County has a talented and dedicated professional planning
staff. As such, this report should not be construed as a criticism of the County's planning program
or staff. This report recognizes the enormous pressures that the County is beginning to face as new
developments are proposed in the Watershed. In just the past year, the County leadership and
stoff have reviewed nine requests for developments outside the existing Uban Development
Boundary. The Watershed Study provides the County unequivocal data on the substantial negative
impacts associated with moving the UDB for low density sprawl development. The Watershed Plan
provides the County a sustainable approach for the future.

The Watershed Plan presented in this report is based on the well recognized and tested concepts
of Smart Growth and sustainability. The Watershed Plan, if adopted and implemented, will demon-
strate great vision and leadership and put South Miami-Dade County on a sustainable path to
2050. The Watershed Plan will help protect the waters of Biscayne Bay, reduce tiaffic congestion,
preserve wetlands and agriculture land, promote fourism - - and cost billions of dollars less than
the current path of sprawl.

Dixie Highway 1935.

o

Dixie Highway 2007.




WATERSHED STUDY AND PLAN |
The Best Chance to Get it Right

Where is the South Miami-Dade Watershed?

Recognized as one of the most critical watersheds in Florida, the South
Miami-Dade Watershed is located in the southeastern portion of Miami-
Dade County between two national freasures:  Biscayne National Park
and Everglades National Park. It comprises 371 square miles (237,440
acres), The Watershed plays a vital role in the healih of Biscayne Bay as
well as providing for the urban and agriculture needs of the County.
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The South Miami-Dade Watershed

What is the South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and
Plan?

The South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan (SMDWSP) is com-
prised of two basic parts: the Watershed Study and the Wafershed
Plan. The Study includes a wide-ranging look af South Miami-Dade
County's projected population growth; land uses (including agriculture,
industrial and urbban land uses); water quality; fransportation and water
resources infrastructure; natural resources; and economy. The Study
resulted in over 4,000 pages of scientific analysis and evaluation. The
Plan, which is based on the Study results, provides the County with a
planning roadmap to the year 2050.

Why undertake the Study and Plan?

The SMDWSP allows Miami-Dade County to influence the future of the
Watershed in a positive manner. Far too offen communities and their
elected leadership only react to population growih -- long after the
opportunity for a meaningful response has passed. One only needs to
look af poorly planned communities to confim the negative



conseqguences of this reactive approach. The SMDWSP is a proactive
look into the future based on the assumption that the population wil
nearly double by the year 2050. In 2000, the Watershed was inhabited
by approximately 791,000 people - the population is estimated to
reach 1.5 million by the year 2050,

While it may be appropriate to debate the policy of allowing
the population to nearly double, it is important 1o understand
that this Study was not a camying capacity study. Specifically,

the scope of the Study dictated an evaluation of ihe impacis
of the projected population growth at 2025 and 2050 and
how such impacts might be mitigated. In short, the goal of
the Plan was to properly plan for the projected growth.

Pursuant to the CDMP Land Use Policy 3E, the Study evaluates potential
policy choices on how growth might occur and locks at the conse-

-quences of each of those choices. Armed with better information,
leaders in the County and municipalities can make more informed
choices today. If implemented, the Watershed Plan will help reduce the
impacts that population growth will have on Biscayne Bay, agriculture,
community character, the economy, natural resources, transportation,
and private property rights.

Who Conducted the Watershed Study and Prepared the
Watershed Plan?

Miami-Dade County, the South Florida Regional Planning Council
(SFRPC), and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) are
signcatories 1o a Memorandum of Understanding that authorized the
SFRPC to manage the consulting contract. The consultant, Keith and
Schnars, PA., completed the Study and wrote the Plan. The SFRPC, the
County and the SFWMD provided review support to the Keith and
Schnars Team.

The Watershed Study Advisory Commiftee (WSAC), representing a
diverse range of interests, helped shape the scope of work, reviewed
Study reports and provided a venue for stakeholder and public input,
The 29 member WSAC, which met 55 times throughout the Study, was
chaired by Roger Carlton. In addition, the Technical Review Commiitiee
(TRC), an independent, 17 member panel of water, planning and nat-
ural resources experts, complimented the Keith and Schnars Team by
reviewing methodologies and commenting on work products, The TRC
was moderated by Jim Murley, Director of Florida Aflantic University’s
Center for Utban and Environmental Solutions.
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LAND USE
SCENARIOS

POPULATION GROWTH
Final Work Product

THE PLANNING PROCESS

Using Sound Science and Planning

The SMDWSP is based on technically sound and established practices for the formulation of iarge-scale water and land use plans. The Study was divided into
five major task areas, each of which contains mulfiple sub-tasks. Each task is part of a logical progression that created the information necessary to complete
this comprehensive 43-year land use and water management plan for South Miami-Dade County (the Watershed Plan). All final documents are posted on the
project website, and may be reviewed by visiting www.southmicmidadewdatershed.com.

t

TASK 4

To assist the County in implemen’ri'ng the Plan and to mifigate for impacts from growth on the County and Biscayne Bay, a set of
Implementation Strategies for the preferred land use scenario was developed in Task 5. These strategies include site development
standards, best management practices for protecting water quality, and land preservation techniques, including regulatory
incentives. These strategies help address potential effects on propery rights and include measures to mitigate such effects. A
watershed land use design guide map and the implementation strategies make up the Watershed Plan.

Task 4 involved the development of a draft preferred land use scenario. The development of the draft preferred scenario was
informed by the results of the test scenario assessments completed in Task 3. The draft preferred scenario was refined based on
input from the WSAC, stakeholders, the public, and the TRC. The revised draft prefered scenario was then assessed against the
same 21 parameters and thresholds used in Task 3.

The impacts of the six test land use scenarios were assessed against the 21 parameters and thresholds developed in Task 1, and
compared to the baseline condition. This evaluation included an assessment of the impacts of each scenario on water resources,
agriculture, natural resources, community character, employment, economy and infrastructure.,

Potential opportunities for, and constraints against, future development were defined and mapped. A baseline map was created
depicting 2003 land uses, The final step in Task 2 was the development of hypothetical test land use scenarios based on
three different land use policy directives, Both. 2025 and 2050 population projections were utilized, resulting in six test land use
scenaros.

Baseline conditions that create the foundation for the Study were established In Task 1. This included an analysis of population
projections and inventories of development features, water resources, and natural communities. In addition, a wide-ranging series
of parameters and thresholds for assessing the impacts of various land use scenarios were developed in Task 1. The 21 parame-
ters inciuded water qudlity, development patterns, transportation, parks, agricultural lands, flood protection, and wetlands.



PUBLIC INPUT AR ERES]
Engaging the Public ond S’rokeholders

An integral part of the Study was an extensive public involvement pro-
gram to disseminate information and gather input from stakeholders
and the public at key stages throughout the planning process. Clear
and continuous communication was essential for members of the
public to understand that their input to the Study is vital and is key to the
Plan's development and future success. This effort began in the
initial stages of the Study with a Public Involvement Plan, a plan that
defined the goals and objectives of the Study s it related to the
public, stakeholders and elected officials within the Watershed,

Providing information, obtaining public input and identifying the
public's concerns and issues were accomplished through consistent,
ongoing efforts that included active consultant participation in over 45
WSAC meetings, six public meetings, 28 public events, numerous
meetings with officials from Miami-Dade County as well as cities locat-
ed within the Watershed, forums with community and agricultural
inferests, events with the Keith and Schnars Mobile Information
Station, newsletters, e-mail campaigns, editorial boards, fact sheets,
the project website and media releases.

As noted above, the WSAC played an important role throughout the
Study in providing Information to the public and to stakeholders. Many
WSAC members provided opportunities for the consulting team to pres-
ent information to stakeholders, opinion leaders and to the public,

CHOOSING A DIRECTION FOR THE
WATERSHED

Choosing a Sustolnoble Future

Faced with a projected doubling of the population and associated
development, the Watershed will dramatically change over the next
several decades. The Study clearly shows that the Watershed cannot

grow as projected without substantial consequences to its water and
natural resources, quality of life and community characteristics, The
land and water use management challenges confronting the
Watershed will only increase. Without a well thought out plan,
reconciling these challenges will be vitually impossiole, and the
consequences will negatively change the Watershed and the County
forever.

After nearly four years of study, thousands of pages of
analysis and scores of meetings with stakeholders and the

public, what has emerged is a clear picture of two poten-
fial futures for South Miami-Dade County - - a future based
on either a sprawl scenario or a Smart Growth scenario.

From a watershed-level planning perspective, the two major policy
choices for the future can be characterized as either a Sprawl Scenario
or a Smart Growth Scenario. The long-term conseguences of a sprawl
scenario are enormous. This is the path that the County is on today.

The Smart Growth choice will require the County to take some bold, but
achievable, policy steps. The benefits of choosing a Smant Growth
policy are substantiated by the Study and supported by the literature.

EXECUTIVE
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What is Sprawl?

Sprawl is generally defined by non-contiguous, scattered or teap-frog
patterns of development. Sprawl dlso includes numerous low-density
subdivisions that fan out from established urban cores and absorb
open lands. The environmental impacts of sprawl include the loss of
ecologically significant open areas such as wetlands, forests and agri-
cultural lands. Sprawl development and the associated impervious
surface interrupt surface water flows and reduce infilfration into the
groundwater. More impervious surface resulfs in increased stormwater
runoff and conveyance of polluted water to Biscayne Bay.

In addition, sprawl creates negdtive fransportation impacts resulting
from greater reliance on the automobile. Longer trips between the
suburbs and urban core job centers result in more air poliution, more
roads requinng long-term maintenance, and additional demand for
parking spaces. The scattered, fragmented nature of sprawl develop-
ment increases the costs of infrastructure and municipal services. The
Study concluded that this approach would cost approximately
$8 billion more than a Smart Growth approach.

What is Smart Growth?

Smart Growth is a concept based on a set of principles that encourage
land use patterns that are more compact, fransit-oriented, walkable,
bicycle-friendly, and include mixed-use development with a range of
housing cholces. Smart Growth promotes:

o communities with a unigue sense of place;

o the preservation of natural and cultural resources;

e a more equitable distribution of the costs and benefits of develop-
ment;

e expanded transportation options;

e more employment and housing choices;

® the long-range, regional considerations of sustainability over a
short ferm focus; and

e healthy communities.

By locdating people near each other, near employment centers, near
shopping and promoting transit-oriented development, fravel times
and transportation infrastructure costs will be reduced. As aresult, these
communities improve quality of life and promote a hedalthier lifestyle
with less pollution.

The Smart Growth principle of compact building design creates livable
urban nelghborhoods and aftracts more people and businesses to the
community. This results in communities that are economicdally viabie
and environmentally sustcinaole. Smart Growth is an alteindtive fo
sprawl and its associated fraffic congestion, disconnected neighbor-
hoods, and potential urban decay.

The Impacts of Sprawl

The sprawl scenario will negatively and irreversioly change the charac-
fer of the Watershed:

e the waters of Biscayne Bay will be subject to substantial increases
in water pollution;

e three-fourths of the agricultural lond will e lost to low density resi-
dential developments;

e dlready imperiled natural resources such as wetlands and rem-
nant forests will be diminished further;

e fraffic congestion will increase; and

o the effectiveness of the restoration of America's Everglades will be
reduced.

A policy path of sprawl will not be a path of sustainability for the envi-
ronment or the community.



It is estimated that a sprawl scenario in the Watershed will cost necarly If adopted, a Smart Growth scenario will afford the Watershed the best EXECUT'V
$8 billion more for infrastructure than the Recormmended Watershed chance for a sustainable future. While it will take a long-term vision and SUMM ARY
Plan between now and 2050. This does not include the subbstantial envi- the courage to make difficult decisions today, the Smart Growth
ronmental costs, including impacts to Biscayne Bay and other natural scenario reflected in the Recommended Watershed Plan will leave a
resources, that will result from a sprawl development pattern. While legacy of vision and leadership for generations to come.
certain upfront development costs are often shared between the

private and public sectors, it is important to note that the long-term life-

cycle infrastructure costs to support sprawl developments are bome by

municipalities and the County.
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THE RECOMMENDED WATERSHED PLAN
S ‘- Choosing the Future Today

The Recommended Watershed Plan is about choosing a different’

future for the Watershed - - a future based on the concepts of
Sustainability and Smart Growth.

The Recommended Watershed Plan consists of two major parts: the
Watershed Plan Design Guidelines and the Implementation Strategies.
Part one, the Watershed Plan Design Guidelines, creates a tempordl
and spatial policy framework for Smart Growth and resource protection
o the year 2050.

THE DESIGN GUIDELINES AND ASSOCIATED
DESIGN GUIDE MAP:

Provides direction to the County, developers and the
communities in the Watershed on how to facilitate and
promote a Smart Growth development pattern and
resource protection;

Increases predictability for developers and property
owners;

Establishes a general framework for development - it is not
a parcel-based zoning map; and

Does not dictate future land use of any given parcel, but
rather provides general guidance that allows the exercise
of good judgment consistent with Smart Growth concepts.

General Watershed Plan Guidelines:
e More compact building design;
e Mix of commercial and residential land uses;
e Greater densities along transit corridors;
® Variety of transportation choices;
e Cregtion of walkable neighborhoods;
® Preservation of open space, wetlands and farmland;

® Befter protection/management of surface and ground
waters; and
® Enhancement of fourism and economic development.

Specific Watershed Policy Guidelines:
Temporal Policy Guideiines
e 2007 through 2025: Allocation of 100 percent of the required
102,000 dwelling units inside the existing Urban Development
Boundary (UDB) through 2025;
e 2026 through 2050: Allocation of a minimum of 60 percent
(61,000) of the required 102,000 awelling units inside the existing
UDB between 2026 and 2050;
- Consistent with the CDMP and Implementation Strategies, alloca-
fion of a maximum of 40 percent (41,000} of the total required
dwelling units outside the existing UDB between 2026 and 2050,

Spatial Policy Guidelines

e |n coordination with local municipal plans, utilize the eight existing
consensus-based charrette arecs in the Watershed at 75 to 100
percent of the densities approved and agreed upon by the
municipdiities, resulting in 40,000 to 50,000 units in the charrette
arecs;

® Make completion of enhanced transit coriidors a priority, Includ-
ing compiletion of the Metrorail to Florida City;

e Establish two major zones (A and B) along enhanced transit
corridors to guide the allocation of dwelling units;

o Consistent with the charrette areas and Zones A and B, establish
a minimum of five major development nodes along transit
cormidors;

® Encourage municipalities located in Zones A and B to utilize Smart
Growth approaches, including higher residential densities and
mixed use developments. The determination of how to distribute
the density would be determined by municipalities; and

e Establish an open space/conservation zone (Zone C) that ensures
that lands needed for the protection of Biscayne Bay are
available for stormwater treatment, wetlands restoration and
open space.
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Watershed Plan Guideline Zones

Zones A and B are established for the purpose of creating a general
guide for a higher density, transit oriented development pattem. These
zones do not create rigid regulatory boundaries and it is not the intent
that the entire area within these zones will achieve the average densi-
ties prescribed.

® Zone A: Located V4 mile on each side of US 1. Minimum density
of 15 units per acre and average density of 21 units per acre, It is
not intended or recommended that every acre in Zone A would
have these densities.

® Zone B: Generdlly located 2 mile on each side of US 1 and along
other major corridors such as Kendall Drive and 137th Avenue.
Density range s 6 to 20 units per acre with an average of 10 units
per acre, It is not intended or recommended that every acre in
Zone B would have these densities.

e Zone C: Located on the eastern portion of the Watershed near the
confluence of Canals C-1, C-102 and C-103 with Biscayne Bay.
This approximately 18,000 acre area may be used for a combi-
nation of stormwater freatment areas (STAs), wetlands restoration
(including the Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands CERP project) and
open space (including agricutture). 1t is important to note that it is
not anticipated that all of this area will be needed. A larger area
than potentially needed was selected to provide the County and
willing seller landowners the greatest flexibility in the use of Zone C.

Zone C is an infegral part of the Recommended Watershed Plan.
Under dll growth scenarios the discharge of water pollutants into
Biscayne Bay increases. In this regard, it will be necessary to capture
and treat stormwater runoff before it enters the Bay. The area of Zone
C was selected because of its landscape position in relation to the
three magjor canals that result in the highest pollutant load increases.

Part two of the Recommended Watershed Plan is a set of 67 imple-
mentation strategies that provide the policy direction needed to make
the Plan effective and implementable. These strategies were devel-
oped after extensive discussions with the WSAC and stakeholders, |If
adopted, many of these strategies, along with the Design Guidelines,
would be codified in the County's CDMP or other policy documents.

The implementation strategies are organized into the following
categories:

Overarching Policy Framework of the Watershed Plan
e General Implementation Strategies
Thematic Implementation Strategies
e Agriculture
® Economy
® Housing
® Natural Communities/Open Space
Property Rights
Smart Growth Economic Incentives
Transportation
Water Resources

The Implementation Strategies are provided in Chapter 5.




The Cost of Growth - - Paying for the Recommended
Watershed Plan

Several of the advantages associated with the Smart Growth based
Recommended Watershed Plan are discussed in this report. While the
Recommended Watershed Plan will result in substantial costs savings
compared to the sprawl scenaiio, it nevertheless will require a signifi-
cant investment of resources. There is no free lunch where the popuia-
fion Is doubling.

The infrastructure assessments identified the capital improvement
projects required in South Miami-Dade by using population and hous-
ing projections out to 2050. This is useful because the current capital
improvement plan only looks out 15 1o 20 years. Ensuring funding for
the Recommended Watershed Plan wil be vital to its successful
implementation. The report discusses some of the curent copital
improvement programs that can help fund the infrastructure required
to implement the Recommended Watershed Plan.

Conclusion

After nearly four years of science-based analysis, public input and
technical review, a clear picture of two different futures for the
Watershed has emerged. One picture is on a canvas with increased
water pollution, increased traffic congestion and the substantial loss of
agrculture land and natural resources, This picture reflects the dark
clouds that are cast over a future based on a spraw! approach to
accommodating population growth.

A second picture of a future South Miami-Dade Watershed is framed
with the potential for a healthy and sustainable environment and econ-
omy for the generations that follow the leaders of today. This Smart
Growth picture highlights the blue waters of Biscayne Bay, a stronger
economy, viable agiiculture, efficient transportation, safe communi-
ties, protected natural resources - - dll resulting in a good qudlity of life
for South Miami-Dade communities.

In addition to the contrasting pictures of the future, other important
facts have been brought to light by the Study. These include:

e With the projected increases in population, all scenarios will result
in impacts to the enviionment, economy and the quality
of life;

e The Smart Growth scenario allows the County and municipalities
to more effectively manage and mitigate for the impacts of
growth, including the impacts to Biscayne Bay:

e Sprawl development costs more than Smart Growth develop-
ment;

e The County must work with the municipalities to build on
existing Smart Growth approaches and adopt new approaches
as necessary;

e The County must develop a coordinated strategy for funding the
infrastructure for a Smart Growth based future;

e If adopted, the Recommended Watershed Plan will position
the County better for State and federal funding and policy
support; and

e There is noO silver bullet response to the issues facing South Miami-
Dade County - - but there are many silver BBs.

The leadership of Miami-Dade County should be commended for the
courage and vision they exhibited in caliing for the Watershed Study
and Plan. The decisions that are made now will put the first brush strokes
on the picture depicting the future of the South Miami-Dade
Watershed, The Recommended Watershed Plan provides the County
with a vision of what the picture can lock like - - a healthy and sustain-
able Watershed. It is now up to the County to take the brush and
paint the picture. While challenges exists, the opportunities are far
greater. The County has the ocpportunity to leave a legacy of planning
responsibly today to ensure the future for generations to come.

EXECUTIVE
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THE BEiS_T ,C;'HANCE TO GET IT RIGHT

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the South
Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan (SMDWSP). Specifically, infor-
mation will be provided on: Where the Watershed is located, What the
SMDWSP is, and Why it is being completed.

Where is the South Miami-Dade Watershed?

The South Miami-Dade Watershed is located in the southeastern portion
of Miami-Dade County between itwo national freasures: Biscayne
National Park and Everglades National Park (Figure 1.1). it is for this
reason that this area is recognized as one of the most critical water-
sheds in Florida. The Watershed, which comprises 371 square miles
(237,440 acres), plays a vital role in the heaith of Biscayne Bay as well
as providing for the urban and agriculture needs of the County. it
includes eight municipalities and 20 percent of the total land area in
the County. Like all watersheds, every activity on the land in South
Miami-Dade County potentially affects the aguatic, natural and
human environment.
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Figuie 1.1 South Miami-Dade Watershed
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MASTER PLAN

Av Amended through Aprl 2005

ADOPTED COMPONENTS | -

COMPREHENSIVE | !
DEVELOPMENT |

MIAMLDADE COUNTY, FLORIDA |

What is the South Miami-Dade Watershed Study
and Plan?

The SMDWSP is a long-term land planning and water resources study
and plan required by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive
Development Master Plan (CDMP). The SMDWSP is comprised of two
basic parts: the Watershed Study and the Watershed Plan. The Study
includes a wide-ranging look at South Miami-Dade County's projected
population growth; land uses (including agriculture, industrial and
urban fand uses); water qudlity; transportation and water resources
infrastructure; naturd resources: and the economy. The Study resulfed
in over 4,000 pages of analysis and evaluafion. The Plan, which is
based on the Study results, provides the County with a planning
roadmap to the year 2050. The Study process, which is based on stan-
dard planning practices, Is explained in more detail in Chapter 2 of this
report, The Plan is presented and discussed in Chapter 5.

Why undertake the Study and Plan?

The SMDWSP allows Miami-Dade County to influence the future of the
Watershed In a positive manner including the protection of Biscayne
Bay. Far too often communities and their elected leadership can only
react to poputation growth and other changes -- long after the oppor-
tunity for a meaningful response has passed. One only needs to look
at other South Florida communities to confim the negative conse-
quences of a reactive approach fo planning. The SMDWSP is a
proactive look into the future based on the assumption that the popu-
lation will necily double by the year 2050. In 2000, the Watershed was
inhabited by 791,000 people. The population is projected to reach 1.5
million by the year 2050 (Figure 1.2).

While it may be appropriate to debate the policy of dllowing the pop-
ulation to nearly double, it is important fo understand that this Study is
not a canying capacity study. Specifically, the scope of the Study
dictated an evaluation of the impacts of the projected population
growth at 2025 and 2050, and the goal of the Plan is to determine how
such growth can be accommodated in an environmentally sustain-
able manner.

Weat i1 4 W,

océan. In addition fo moving water, ‘wd' 15
their water bodies also transport sediment
materials (including pollutants), energy,
types of organisms.

Watersheds come in all shdpes and sizes

county, state, and national boundcries. Larg

sheds, like the Mississippi River:ba

thousands of smaller watersheds.:

watersheds are defined by the ridge line on

of mountains. In other places, like South: FI
watershed "divide" is much less prominent and :ma
be difficult to see. In South Miami-Dade County the
watershed is characterized by drolnqge nals
basins. :

Extensive scientific' studies have demonstrated fhcut
man's activities, such as land use changes, can have.
a profound impact on the health of a watershe




The Study evaluates potential policy choices on how growth might be distributed and looks af the consequences of each of those choices. Armed
with beiter information, leaders in the County and local municipaiities can make better, more informed, choices foday that can chart a positive and
sustainable course to the year 2050. The Plan will serve as the guide, or roadmap, for sustainable development and Smart Growth. As defined by the
United States Environmenial Protection Agency, Smart Growth makes it possible for communities to grow in ways that support economic development
and jobs; create strong neighborhoods with a range of housing, commercial, and fransportation options; and achieve healthy communities that pro-
vide families with a clean environment. If implemented, the Watershed Plan will help reduce the negative impacts that population growth will have
on Biscayne Bay, agriculture, community character, the economy, natural resources, transportation, and private property rights.

What are the Specific Objectives of the SMDWSP?
The SMDWSP was developed consistent with the objectives of CDMP Land Use Palicy 3E, which was adopted by the Miami-Dade Board of County

Commissioners on October 10, 1996, The objectives of this policy are:

1) To identify and protect lands, including their uses and functions, that are essential for preserving the environmental, economic and community
values of Biscayne National Park;

2} o identify and establish mechanisms for protecting constitutional private property rights;

3) Tosupport a viable, balanced economy including
agriculture, recreation, tourism, and uroan devel-
opment in the Plan area; and

4) To assure compatible land uses and zoning deci-
sions in the Watershed Study Area are consistent
with long term objectives for a sustainable South
Miami-Dade.

CHAPTER 1

Overview of the South
Miami-Dade Watershed
Study and Plan .




To help ensure that Land Use Policy 3E is met, the Watershed Study
Advisory Commiffee (WSAC), a diverse stakeholder group, formulated
seven godls for the SMDWSP The WSAC godls clearly reflect the
importance of environmental and economic sustainability and
communify character, The purpose of the SMDWSP is fo formulate a
land use plan that meets these godls.

The Watershed Plan contains the policies, strategies and procedures
necessary to balance the various competing inferests in South Miami-
Dade - providing the framework for a sustainable economy and
environment through the year 2050.

strong Idientities that achi

Honor private property right

Support eéonomicclly di‘

Ensure a healthy and sustdlndb‘le Bisca
and Blscayne and Everglades Natlor

Preserve historic. quality G
a strong sense of jocal ©
stewardship. -




Biscayne National Park

Th -South Mldl’ﬂl Dade - Watershed is located between Everglades and Biscayne National Parks Unprecedented nciufdl,

es both surround the Watershed and are intricately woven into the ecosystem and its hydrological processes. As the

al cctchment area for the Watershed's drainage function, Biscayne Bay's environmental health is defermined by land use.

dec lons cmd urban developmeni patterns occurring within the Watershed. The type and m|x of land uses affect the water
quamy of the Bay, its natural communities and the recreational value of this resource.

erglade Nchonql Pairk is designated by UNESCO as a World Heritage Site. Key components of the most cmblﬁous ecosys-‘ ‘

. tem restol tion program ever undertaken, the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, are proposed in the Watershed, :
mcludlng the Blscoyne Bay Coasial Wetlands Project.

CHAPTER 1
Overview of the South
Miami-Dade Watershed
Study and Pian




Who Conducted the Watershed Sfudy and Prepared the Watershed Plan?

The South Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC), Miami-Dade County and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) are signatories
to a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that authorized the SFRPC 1o manage the Watershed Study contract,

The SFRPC through a compstitive process, with input from the County and the SFWMD, selected Keith and Schnars, PA. as the project Consuitant. The
Keith and Schnars Team completed the Watershed Study and Plan. The SFRPC, the County and the SFWMD provided technical support to Keith and
Schnars. Together, these four entities formed the Project Management Team. Several County departments, including the Department of Planning and
Zoning (MDPZ), Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM), Water and Sewer Department, Public Works, Parks and Recreation and
the Miami-Dade County School Board assisted in this effort.

A Technical Review Committee (TRC), a 17 member independent panel of technical experts, complimented the Project Management Team by
reviewing methodologies and commenting on work products. The TRC was comprised of experts in Land Use Planning/Urban Design/Rural Design;
Water Modeling/Hydrology; Land Use Law/Property Rights; Natural Areas/Habitat Management; Economics; Marine Biology; and Engineering.

The WSAC, a citizens aadvisory group, was established to represent a broad cross section of interests and stakeholders. The WSAC served as a conduit
for information between the Project Management Team and their respective organizations. The WSAC also reviewed work products and made
recommendations to the Team. Additional information on
public involvement and the WSAC is provided in Chapter 3.

rida Regional Planning Council and Consulfant

WSAC Chair, Miami-Dade County, South Flo
sign project contract (May 2003).




Introduction

The SMDWSP is based on technically sound and established practices
for the formulation of large-scale water and land use plans. The Study
was divided info five major task areas, each of which contains multiple
sub-tasks. Each task is part of a logical progression that created the
information necessary to complete this comprehensive 43-year land.
use and water management plan for South Miami-Dade County:. (i
Watershed Plan). The main "building blocks" of each task are illusfiote
in Figure 2.1 and discussed in more detail below. ' .

The Study resulted in over 4,000 pages of analysis. All fincl
are posted on the project website, and may be revidwed b
www.southmiamidadewatershed.com. o

2.1
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e

on input from the WSAC, stakeholders, the public, and the Technical Review Committee andithen assessed against the same advance thinking and planning.

21 parameters and thresholds used in Task 3. o - Winston Churchilt-

-estoplished in Task-1. This inc

Surces, and'natural cornn ot
‘of various land-use scenarios;
hs, transportation, ekc‘ohor'hlo'ks',‘

i :

T ASK 4 informed by the results of the test scenario assessments completed in Task 3. The draft preferred scenario was refined based Let our advance worrying become l
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FINAL REPORT

Technical Review Committee for the South
wiomr-Dade County
Watorshed Study and Plan

"PEER REVIEW -
The Technical Review Committee

Peer review was an infegral part of the
Watershed Study. In light of the unprece-
dented nature of the study, its complexity
- in terms of professional disciplines and the
" large spatial extent, an independent 17-
member commiftee of State and nation-
" al experts was assembled to review key
study components. The Technical Review
Committee (TRC) assisted and comple-

. _mented the Keith and Schnars Team by

ldentifying additional data  sources,
reviewing methodologies and comment-
Ihg on work products, Moderated by Mr.
Jim Murey, Director of Florida Atiantic
‘University's  Center for Uban and
Environmental Solufions, the TRC was
composed of experts in vaiious fields
ranging from land use planning, urban
.and ural design fo natural areas man-
agement and economics. The TRC,

. which met on seven occasions, served as

the principal technical peer review body.

The ultimate success of the Watershed
" Plan will turn on its sfrong technical basis,

the WSAC's involvement and its inclusion
" in the County’s CDMP,

2.4

The Study and Plan were completed by Keith and Schnars, PA., a full service planning, environmental, engineering, public involverment and survey-
ing firm based in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida. The Keith and Schnars Team included experts in the fields of planning, natural resources, water resources,
economics, transportation pllonningr property rights and public outreach. Keith and Schnars was assisted by a Project Management Team (PMT) con-
sisting of representatives from the South Florida Regional Planning Council, Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning and the South
Florida Water Management District.

KEITH AND SCHNARS KEY TEAM MEMBERS
Michael L. Davis, Vice President - Senior Profect Manager [ Princlpal-in- Chcrge
'John Abbott, PG., Director of Environmental Smences DepuryProjecf Moncrger

ic Silva, AICP, Director of Plcrnnrng ' N Deputy Project Manoger

r Grles Director of Public Involvement : Public Cufreach Manager
Juan Ccrrrzo PE. SRR .j:_'- e Water Reso rroes Manager :
Dr. Fq ‘Ncrsscr PE. R : Tronsporfarr nP/annlng Manager .
.Ch Qi, PE. ‘ R : ch‘er I?esources Englneerlng
R . . . L Planner/GIS Manager
J ,vnrfer Herdgerken S L TN Grahle Deslgn Manager
Christing Pate LT ‘ ERES Public Ou reqch. Specrclllsr
Icrn Miller (Ecology crnd Envrronment) BRI E e ‘Economlc Eva/uaﬂons
Dr. Robert Cruz (Barry Unrversﬂy] B T o Econom/c qulucﬁons

: Secrn Ebersold (Ecology and Envrronment) : '_ = Plcmnlng Supborf :
ﬁenderier [Lewrs, Longmcrn and Wclker) R Legol Advlsor/Properry nghrs i

Rlchqrd Pe'mgrew (Former. Charr of Governors © " Plan cnd Pollcy I?evlew
Co mrssron for a Sustaingble South Florida) :

South Florrdq Wcter i Plcn drrd P_v cy I_?ev'lew i

Manag ment Drstnct)

ROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM MEMBERS
Bob Danrels Assrsrant to the Drrecior. Polrcy crnd qunnrng South Florida Regloncrl Plonnlng Couno/l .
Crndy Dwyer rrncrpcrl qunner e : o ' Miaml- Dode Coum‘y P/cnnlng and Zonlng
Evcn Skornick; Lead Warer Resources Manager ) Soufh Florldo Water I\/Ionogemem‘ Dlsmor‘



FIVE STEPS TO A SOLlD WATERSHED PLAN

TASK 1

.:Parameters.and”:
+ Thrgsholds -

The purpose of Task 1 was 1o establish key baseline conditions that cre-
ated the foundation for the Study. This Included an analysis of popula-
fion projections and inventories of development features, water
resources, and natural communities. In addition, a wide-ranging series
of parameters and thresholds for assessing the impacts of various land
use scenarios were developed in Task 1. The 21 parameters included
water quality, development densities, fransportation, parks, agricultural
lands, flood protection, and wetlands,

Relevant Studies (Sub-fask 1.1)

An important part of the baseline information was an understanding of
previous and on-going research and studies that may have relevance
to the Study. In Sub-task 1.1, 87 documents were reviewed and eval-
uated for such relevance. Severdl factors, including regulatory jurisdic-
fion and relationship to the Study objectives, were considered and
documented for future reference.

Population Growth (Sub-task 1.2)

Like Florida in general, and South Florida in particular, the population in
the Watershed will dramatically increase, With a sub-tropical climate,
Florida will remain a refirement destination. Immigration from Latin
America and the Caribbean along with natural increases (births minus
deaths) will be the main drivers for growth in Miami-Dade County, More
than any other factor, impacts associated with population growth will

shape the future of the South Miami-Dade Watershed. Water resources,
natural resources, traffic, housing, agriculture and the economy will all
be influenced by increases in the number of people living in the
Watershed. The magnitude of such impacts will depend on the actual
amount of growth and how and where it is accommodated.

In light of the potential impacts of growth on the Watershed, a key part
of the Study was the development of population and household
projections for the years 2025 and 2050. For the Study, these projec-
fions were based on methods reviewed and approved by Miami-Dade
County and the Technical Review Committee, Projections were com-
pleted at the census tract level and were geo-referenced to the five
major Watershed diainage basins. Methods included the use of a
logistic curve fitting at the Minor Statistical Area (MSA) level of detall,
statistical extrapolation and other shift share methods accepted by
demographers for sub-area population and household projections.

Based on the extensive andlysis documented in the Sub-task 1.2 report,
the population and household projections in Table 2.1 and Figure 2.2
were developed. These projections suggest that the Year-2000 popu-
lation of 790,835 will increase to nearly 1.2 milion by 2025 and to
nearly 1.5 million by 2050, It is important to understand that the
population projections developed in this sub-task and used throughout
the Study are for planning purposes only and are not infended to
advocate for such growth.

Final Work Product

25"



Table 2.1 Development Features (Sub-task 1.3)
Watershed Population and Household Projections

Before the test iand use scenarios could be formulated in

Y opulation . © “Househofds. ™ ' ... ousﬁﬁgzﬁ; o Sub-task 2.2, it was necessary to understand existing devel-
2000 790,835 265,559 2.98 opment features in the Watershed. Existing land uses and
2003 839.419 280,728 3.00 infrastructure systems form the built environment baseline
20056 871.807 290.840 3.00 condition. The Sub-task 1.3 report analyzed existing land
2010 952,779 316,121 3.01 use and proposed land use changes. In addition, baseline
2015 1,088,751 341,402 3.08 infrastructure such as power distrioution, water and waste-
2020 1.097,384 361917 508 water, natural gas distribution, fransportation, schools and
2025 1,161,016 382,431 3.04 . . .
2030 ) 224,649 402,946 300 solid waste were evaluated. Figures 2.3 and 2.4 provide
2035 1288082 223 461 304 examples of the information presented in this sub-task. The
2040 1.351.914 443,975 3.05 Information was mapped using Geographical Information
2045 1,415,547 464,490 3.05 Systern (GIS) technoiogy.
2050 1,479,180 485,005 3.06

16000007 Il Households 1'479'10

1,400,000 [ poputation

1,200,000 1,097,384 1’16

1,000,000 952'_779

790,835
800,000+

600,000+

400,000

200,000+

o=

2000 2010 2020 2025 2050

Figure 2.2 Watershed Projected Population and Households
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Naturali Communities [Sub-fask 1.4)

In the Sub-task 1.4 report, the natural resources located in the
Watershed were identified to further establish the baseline conditions
for the Study. This baseline was used to compare and assess impacts
from projected future land uses at 2025 and 2050.

Major natural community types located in the Watershed include:

Remnant Natural Forests
® Pinelands
® Hammocks

Wetlands
¢ Freshwater Marsh
e NMail Prairie and Rocky Glades
® Salt Marsh
® Mangroves

Transitional Communities
¢ Undeveloped Lands
® Exofic-dominated Lands

Other Lands
¢ Row Crops and Cpen Pasture
® Tree Crops and Ormamentdals

28

The natural communities inventory was based on existing information
and programs. The information was mapped using GIS technology.
Figure 2.5 provides a graphical description of the relative compaosition
of the natural communities compared fo the built environment. Figure
2.6 provides a spatial overview of the major community types in the
Watershed.

The natural communities in the Watershed range from relatively pristine
to highly disturbed. Some are imporant to regional hydrological
restoration goals and others have suffered substantial historical losses.
Some, like remnant natural forests, include globally imperiled ecosys-
tems that cannot be replaced or restored. Figure 2.7 provides a histor-
ical perspective of the naturdl vegetation in 1943 - - prior to the
dlterations resulting from the year 2000 built environment as reflected
in Figures 2.5 and 2.6.

Remnant Natural Forests
1%

Freshwater Weilands
13%
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Water Resources (Sub-task 1.5)

Anintegral part of the Watershed Plan Is the protection of the waters of Biscayne Bay.
This requires a solid understanding of the water resources and how they are affect-
ed by changes in land use as the population increases. The Sub-task 1.5 report
established the baseline water resources conditions for the Watershed. This included
background on the hydrologic and hydraulic characteristics of each basin. The Sub-
task 1.5 report also included a discussion of model set-up, cdlibration and verifica-
tion and a listing of maximum flows and stages for each basin. The model includes
"blocks" for each basin to simulate wnoff, system hydraulics and pollutant transport.
These blocks and how they work are discussed in the Sub-task 1.5 report.

The five major basins in the primary study area were evaluated using the Expert
Stormwater and Wastewater Management Model (XP-SWIMM) version 8.5. The basins
modeled were C-1, C-2, C-100, C-102 and C-103 (Figure 2.8). The Miami-Dade
Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM) provided input data
and along with the SFWMD reviewed the results of the modeling. The 18 square mile
C-3 basin is essentially built out and was not modeled.

The C-1, C-2 and C-100 candls
drain 151 square miles of primari-
ly urban lands. The C-102 and C-
103 canals drain 66 square miles
of mixed urban and agriculture
lands. Generally, the major canal
systems were designed to pro-
vide a 1-in-10 year level of flood
protection by discharging excess
i B water fo tide during fiood events.
protecting Our Water Resource’é y The condls include coastal stiuc-

; x: tures to limit saliwater intrusion
‘ and storm surges.




Regulatory Jurisdictions {Sub-task 1.6)

The successful implementation of the Watershed Plan requires interagency coopera-
fion, coordination and collaboration. Further, an undérstonding of existing regulatory
and planning Jurisdlictions is required to evaluate options for development, restoration
and resource protection within the Watershed., The Sub-task 1.6 report provided an
inventory of regulatory and planning agencies having jurisdiction in the Watershed
and Biscayne Bay. The report contains a description of federal, State and local
agency programs that may affect the Watershed. This includes a listing of local
municipdlities within the Watershed existing at the fime the Sub-task 1.6 report was

completed.

Land Inventory (Sub-task 1.7)

Sustainable development in the Watershed will include the reuse and redevelopment
of previously used land. Also, vacant and certain agricutture lands are often desirable
sites for development. The Sub-task 1.7 report identified 10 "Significant Areas" with the
highest probability of development, redevelopment or preservation. Each of the
Significant Areas were placed into one of three categories: 1) an abundance of
vacant tand; 2) large fracts of land in agricultural use; and 3) parcels with a high
probability for redevelopment. The Sub-task report included maps of Significant Areas
(Figure 2.9), environmentdlly sensitive lands and land targeted for redevelopment by
the County. Using GIS, these maps were used to help formulate the test land use

scenarios In Sub-task 2.2,
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Parameters and Thresholds (Sub-task 1.8)

One of the most crucial components of the Study was the develop-
ment of measurable characteristics (parameters) and associated
tolerance levels (thresholds) for assessing land use scenarios and deter-
mining if the overall planning objectives have been met.  For the Study,
these planning objectives are based on the Miami-Dade County
Comprehensive Development Master Plan Land Use Policy 3E and the
Watershed Study Advisory Committee's (WSAC) goals and vision state-
ment.

The 21 parameters developed for the Study in Sub-task 1.8 are the
environmental and economic metrics for determining the health of ihe
Watershed. Further, in the aggregate, the parameters help paint a
picture of the desired community characteristics - - clean and abun-
dant water, safe and efficient fransportation, open space, and a
landscape of mixed uses, including cities, parks, agriculfure and
wetlands. The parameters were organized into the following functional
categories:

e \Vater Resources;

o Natural Communities;

® Land Use/Community Character;
® Employment/Economy; and

® [nfrastructure,

For each parameter, thresholds were developed to establish: 1) the
minimum or maximum limits or conditions acceptable; or 2) the rela-
tive performance of each test scenario in comparison to the baseline
condition. In this regard, the 21 parameters (Table 2.2) were utilized
during Tasks 3 and 4 to determine the performance of each of the test
scenarios and the draft preferred scenaiio.

Table 2.2

ﬁébd'Protecﬁon

Tidal Wetlands

, o \"N\otlve-Planf-Domlnated Freshwater Wetlands

s s Exohc*ﬂgnl -Dominated Freshwater Wetlonds

\ }?orks Recreation and Open Spdce’

FHL




In Tosk 2, potential opporfunities for, and constraints against, future
development were defined and mapped on a GIS baseline map
depicting 2003 land use paiterns. The final step in Task 2 was the devel-
opment of hypothetical test scenarios based on three different land
use policy options. Both 2025 and 2050 populatfion projections were
utilized, resulting in six test land use scenarios.

Opportunities and Constraints
(Sub-task 2.1}

The purpose of Sub-task 2.1 was to: 1) identify those lands in the
Watershed where changes in land use are clearly appropriate in terms
of sustainable development (opportunities); and 2) identify those lands
where changes in land use are clearly not appropriate (constraints).
Using baseline information from Task 1, GIS data was sorted into oppor-
tunities and constraints and associated magps were prepared. A list of
all opportunity and constraint maps is provided in Table 2.3. These
maps were used in the preparation of the test land use scenarios
prepared in Sub-task 2.2. Figures 2.10 and 2.11 provide two examples
of opportunity and constraint maps.

Table 2.3
Opportunities and Constraints

Community Redevelopment Areas

Wellfield Profection Areas

Potential Brownfield Areas

Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan

Eastward Hol

Miami-Dade County Environmentally
Endangered Lands

Enterprise Zones

Save Our Rivers

Empowerment Zones

Parks

Planning Charrette Sites

Federal Emergency Management
Act Floodplatns

Transit Corddors

Historic Resources

Infrastructure Service Areas

Transporation and Utllity Facilities

Homestead Alr Reserve Base

Mitigation Areas

Developments of Regional Impact

Sustainable Development Concepts

Urban Centers

OPPORTUNITIES
and CONSTRAINTS
Final Work Product
Auguse 2004
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Test Land Use Scenarios (Sub-task 2.2)

A key part of the Study was projecting how population increases to the years 2025 and 2050 could change land use and impact the Watershed.
Understanding such changes, and assessing their impacts, formed the foundation of the Study.

in Sub-task 2.2, test land use scenarios were formulated based on the following planning policy approaches:

® Scenario 1 - continuing current development practices - - low density growth inside and outside the existing Urban Development Boundary (UDB)
(See Figure 2.12 for UDB location);

® Scenario 2 - full implementation of existing County policies, including applying certain "Srnart Growth" planning practices and allowing expansion
of the existing UDB; and

LAND USE ] ® Scenario 3 - maintaining the existing UDB at its current location.

SCENARIOS

METHODOLOGY
Gctobar 2004

Each policy approach was applied to the projected population for the years 2025 and 2050 -- resulting in a total of six test scenarios. The test sce-
narios reflect the land use that could result from each policy atf the projected population. As noted in Table 2.4, the primary driver, in terms of land
use and potential impacts, is the requirement to absorb the 204,000 new residential dwelling units expected by 2050. For example, where and how
you allocate these dwelling units will have the greatest impact on water resources, agriculture, natural resources, transportation and other quality of
life parameters, For each test scenario, land uses were dllocated to create a GlS-based assessment map (Figures 2.13, 2.14 and 2.15). As explained
in the next section, the iImpacts resulting from each test scenario were assessed in detail in Task 3.

Table 2.4
Maijor Inputs for Creating Test Scenarios

839,419 1,161,016 1479180

Residential 382,431 485,005

280,728
(Dweling Units) 07 (+ 101,703 (+204,277)
i 3 ,860

Commercial 4,806 7,06 9
(Acres) (+2,257) (+5,054)

i 423 . 1,582
Industial 1232 1.42
(Acres) (+191) {+350)

Note: Cther input included parks, schools, hospitals, etc.
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Tamiami Trail /‘ H ) ,
- - I What is the UDB?
S | @<
/\ @ The Uban Development Boundary (UDB) is
Lo . included on the County’s Land Use Plan map
Everglades National ]
o Pk to distinguish the area where urban develop-
o, ment may occur from areas where it is
o ’ “'w.,, limited to 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres.
LT
ow o st : Development proposals will generailly be
H , approved within the UDB provided that
i_ £ level-of-service standards  for necessary
S—
E‘ public facilities will be met.
3
!
i i ® The Uban Expansion Area (UEA) is the specif-
E ic area adjacent to the UDB where future
| - (D expansion might be appropriate after the
'=_‘ Naﬂzf,zﬂzm capacity within the UDB is redlized.
H
&
i History of UDB Amendment Activity
2
T O i 1975 366
S it H 1976-80 9 375
" : ., H
RN ‘? i 1981-87 145 390
T LR i
. s // ., i 1988 Update 25 414
L R kY H
- ’ 1989-95 075 415
e B Legend
T LT Mjor Roadvway 1996-2005 0.93 416
- [N C aaam Existing Urbon Dovolopmont Boundary
T aswms Existing Utban Expansion Aea Total 50 416
R =V\hlonhndsludyAlﬂn -
°._=’='_-,.. *Entire Miami-Dade County
Urban Development Boundary | Source: Miaml-Dade County.

Figure 2.12




TEST SCENARIO 1

Test Scenarios

1A (2025} and 1B (2050) - -

Current Development Practices or
*Sprawl Scenario”

. Jest Scenarios 1A and 1B are based
- ~on the policy of applying current
* " land development practices to the
two population increases projected
for 2025 and 2050 respectively. A
review of existing land development
practices in the Watershed was
undertaken as part of this effort.
JExisting and recently approved
resldential densities were examined
and the equivalent density units per
‘acre were allocated to vacant
. parcels, representing future growth
. trends. Expansion of the existing UDB
SWas necessary to accommodate
the projected 2025 and 2050 popu-
lations under this test scenaric which
represents the current development

practices.
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TEST SCENARIO 2

Test Scenarios

2A {2025) and 2B (2050 - -

Full Implementation of County
Policies, Including Certain "Smart
Growth" Practices While Allowing
UDB Expansion

Test Scenarios 2A and 2B are based -
on a policy of applying fully existing -
County policies, including certain
Smart Growth approaches and poli-
cies with the population increases
projected for 2025 and 2050 while
dllowing limited expansion of the
existing UDB. These fest scenarios
assume expansion of the UDB may
be necessary to dllocate the
projected population growth in the
most efficient development pattemn
with the implementation of existing
planning and smart growth policies.
Test Scenario 2 represents how' .
development  pattems  would:.
appear if existing smart growth poli-
cies were applied fully. The assess-
ment results from Test Scenarios 1.
and 3 were used in the formulation
of Test Scenario 2.
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* JEST SCENARIO 3

Test Scenarios

3A (2025) and 3B (2050) - -
“Smart Growth” With No UDB

. Expansion

- Test Scenarios 3A and 3B are based
on a policy of distributing land uses
with the population increases
projected for 2025 and 2050,
respectively, while maintaining the
‘existing UDB at its 2003 location. For
these test scencrios land use cate-
gories were assigned in @ manner
that would not require expansion of
.the UDB. Policy and zoning changes
‘would be required to distribute all
new development within the UDB.

Smart Growth approaches and
policies were applied more aggres-
sively to intensify development

within the UDB.
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The successful formulation of a watershed or land use plan requires a
comparison of dltematives (test scenarios) against the current condi-
fion (baseline), using a consistent set of metrics, In this regard, the
impacts of the six test land use scenarios were assessed against the 21
parameters and thresholds developed in Sub-task 1.8, and compared
to the baseline condition. This evaluation included an assessment of
the impacts of each test scenario on water resources, agriculture, nat-
ural resources, community character, employment and economy and
infrastructure.

Scenario Assessments
(Sub tasks 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6)

Output data from modeling and impact assessments (Sub-tasks 3.1
through 3.5) were compared to the threshold established for each
parameter. This comparison {Sub-task 3.6) determined whether a par-
ficular test scenario met the overdll planning objectives and which fest
scenarnio had the best overall performance.

While no single scenario met all of the criteria contained in the WSAC
vision and goals and Land Use Palicy 3E, a clear distinction can be
made between Test Scenario 1 (Current Practices) and Test Scenarios
2 and 3. For most of the 21 parameters, the assessment results for Test

Scenario 1 show a much higher exceedance of established thresholds,
leading to the conclusion that Test Scenarios 2 and 3 (Smart Growth
based) are more successful at meeting the WSAC goals and vision and
Land Use Policy 3E. As noted in Table 2.5, overall, on a comparative
basis Test Scenario 3 performed substantially betfter than Test Scenario
1 and slightly better than Test Scenario 2. The results clearly indicate
that under any of the fest scenarios substantial policy changes and
infrastructure investments must be implemented to mitigate the
impacts of popuiation growth and associated land use changes. This
requirement is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

Highlights of the results of the test scenario assessments are presented
below, grouped in five major areas:

® Water Resources

® Natural Communities

® [and Use/Community Character
® fconomics

® Infrastructure

For detailed information on methods, underlying data and assessment
results, see the complete Sub-task 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6
reports.

DY J

ey erramment amd

5 HAVALUATION OF k1
TEST SCENARIO ASSESSMENTS |

PINAL WORK PRODUCT
h 2

® Overdll, Test Scenario 1
resulted in substantially
greater negative impacts
on the Watershed.

® All test scenarios resulted in
some negative impacts.
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ASSESSM
WATER QUALITY,
SURFACE WATER FLOWS
AND FLOORING

FINAL WORK PRODUCT
Decombar 2008

Table 2.5
Test Scenario Assessment Performance

Water Quality ] : n
Groundwater Demand w .
Surface Water

Flows/Distrbution “

Flood Protection ]

Tidal Wetlands w = .
Native-Plant-Dominated

Freshwater Wetlands - "
Exofic-Plant-Dominated

Freshwater Wefiands " = "
Transitional

Freshwater Wetlands "

Remnant Natural Forests ] [ n
Development Densifies [] . N
Agricultural Land [] . ]
Proximity of Housing and

Employment to Transit - - .
Parks, Recreation and

Open Space " . "
Economic Base a ] ]
Cost of Housing & . [
Mix of Wages M

Transportation [

Public Schools [ ] ]
Potable Water [ ]
Wastewater [} ]
Alr Quality [ ] ]

u Lowest Performance Mid-Level Pefformance & Best Pefformance

Note: The color descriptions in this fable are for comparison purposes only and
do not necessarily suggest acceptable performance. In some cases, two or
more test scenarios exhibited similar performance on a parameter and were
labeled the same color.

WATER RESOURCES

Concern over the health of Biscayne Bay was the key reason behind
the requirement to complete the Watershed Study and Plan, As such,
the impacts associated with population increases and associated land
use changes on the waters of the Bay are an integral part of the
Watershed Studly.

To dllow decision makers to understand better the consequences of
different approaches to land use changes on water resources, the
Study compared the current condition of water resources to each test
scenario af the years 2025 and 2050, The areas evaluated were: water
qudlity, groundwater demand, surface water flows to Biscayne Bay, and
flood protection.

Summary of Water Resources Assessment Resulfs
The results of the water resources comparafive assessments are sum-

marized below. More detailed information on these assessments may
be found in the Sub-task 3.4 and 3.6 reports.




Water Quality

Comparative assessment using the 14 pollutants in the DERM stormwater XP-SWMM model (Table 2.6);

All test scenarios resulted in increases in pollutant loadings to Biscayne Bay, an "Outstanding Florida Water", compared to the baseline;
Under Test Scenario 1, current development practices, pollutant loading increases were substantially higher than Test Scenarios 2 and 3; and
For the year 2050, the more compact development pattem of Test Scenario 3 had the best overall performance.

Summary: The low densilty development pattern of Test Scenario 1 resulted in substantially greater impacts in terms of water quality compared
fo the more compact development in Test Scenarios 2 and 3. All three fest scenarios, however, resulf in pollutant load increases compared fo
the baseline.

Table 2.6
Water Qudlity Comparative Assessments for ail Basins
(C-1, C-2, C-100, C-102, and C-103)

203,034 358,674 264,712 248,095 :
CcOoD 1,087,243 1,941,088 ] 1,446,700 33 1,348,420 24 ]
Tss 895,850 1,420,126 1184517 27 1,072,811 20 WATER POLLUTANTS EVALUATED
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, : (BODS): 5 day Biochemical Oxygen
DS 7,868,403 17,676,643 : 12,344,446 57 11,628,019 47 Demand
™ 43,045 66,636 55,357 29 52,778 23 (COD): Chemical Oxygen Demand
NoxN s 3192 17.661 3 8 (788): Total Suspended Sollds
ox- 12,857 925 ! 7 18,666 45 (TDs): Total Dissolved Solids
NH3-N 2,458 4,516 3,524 43 3.259 .33 (NH3-N) {or TN):  Total Nitrogen
TKN 26,488 46,214 35,208 33 33,056 . 25 (NOX-N): Nitrate Nitrite
P 6811 9,880 8,423 24 8115 19 (NH3-N): Ammonia Nifrogen
- (TKN): Total Kleldahl Nitrogen
DP 4,249 7,319 5,881 38 5,573 Y P): Jofal Phosphors
Cd 58 138 95 63 86 . 48 (DP): Dissolved Phosphorus
Copper 764 1,076 992 30 985 29 (Ca: Total Cadmium
Lead 2,531 5,896 3,970 57 3,606 e (Cu: fotal Copper
ea i ! ! ! = (Pb): Total Lead
In 1,810 3,396 2,635 40 2,376 3N @n): Total Zinc
I owest Performance e ? Best Performance

2.23



Groundwater Demand

e The total combined (uban and non-urban sources) average
annual groundwater demands are slightly higher under Test
Scenarios 2 and 3 compared fo Test Scenario 1 (Figure 2.16); and

@ The projections show that the total demand for urban water {that
provided by MDWASD) by 2050 will be less under Test Scenarios 2
and 3 compared to Test Scenario 1,

Summary: Without changes in water sources, groundwater demands
will substantially increase under all test scenarios.

'2.24

Surface Water Flows

o In the year 2025, for all test scenarics, there is slight decrease in

WATER QUALITY, the annual volume of surface unoff from the baseline. The
SURFACE WATER FLOWS

AND FLOODING : decrease ranges from virtually no change with Test Scenaiio 1 to

Saltwater Intruslan:

B ond o Sy a 0.8 peicent reduction for Test Scenarios 2A and 3A;

FINAL WORK PRODUCT

Septermber 2,100 i @ In the year 2050, the decrease of surface water volume flowing to
Biscayne Bay, compared to cuirent conditions is less than 1 per-
cent for Test Scenarios 2B and 3B. Test Scenario 1B resulted in a
slightly higher discharge volume than the baseline (Figure 2.17).

Summary: Surface water flows fo the Bay are not altered significant-
ly under any test scenario.

Acte feet

600

Figure 2.
Public Su

700,0001

400,000

500,0004

400,000+

300,000

200,000

520.5 531.2

2003 Baseline 18 2050 28 2050 3B 2050
Scenario

16 Groundwater Demand = Meeting one in ten year drought demands (Urban
pply + Non-urban)

647,000 649,000 642,000 646,000

fi] L | : i %
2003 8aseline 18 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050
Scenario

Figure 2.17 Surface Water - Flows/Distiibution fo the Biscayne Bay



Flood Protection

® Flooding problems currently exist in the Watershed, with 350 sites
(nodes) exceeding the Flood Protection Level of Service (FPLOS)
standard;

® Test Scenario 1B resulted in a 30 percent increcse in sites exceed-
ing the FPLOS (Figure 2.18); and

® Test Scenario 3B resulted in the smallest increase in the number of
sites exceeding the FPLOS.

Summary: While all test scenarios increase flooding over the base-

line condition, flooding under the low density residential develop-
ment pattern in Test Scenario 1 was substantially worse.
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Special thanks to John Hulsey [SFRPC), Liz Abbott (SFWMD),
and Lee Rawlinson (MDC) who contributed to the Watershed Studly.




The South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan
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Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan Land Use Policy 3E
{Adopted October 10, 1996):

1. By January 1, 2006, Miami-Dade County shall develop and initiate implementation of an integrated land use and water management plan for
southeastern Miami-Dade County, based on a Comprehensive Study (the "Study") as described below. The Plan will direct the comprehensive
management of land uses and surface and ground water, its quality, quantity, fiming, and distribution. The plan will have two fime horizons: 1) a
short-term component extending through the year 2025, and 2) a long-term component extending through the year 2050. The overall goat of
the plan will be to optimize the economic, social, and environmental values currently recognized in the County's Comprehensive Development
Master Plan in the study area. As shown in Figure 1, the primary study area includes Basins C-2, C-100, C-1, C-102, Goulds, C-103, North Candl,
and Forida City; the Model Lands; Drainage Areas DA-3 and DA-4; and the area between South Dixie Highway and Card Sound Road, while the
secondary study area includes Canal C-3.

2. This plan and study, to be known collectively as the South Dade Watershed Plan (the "Plan"), will be prepared by an impartial person or entity
approved by the Board, The selection process will include representatives from the Biscayne National Park Buffer Development Review Committee
(the “Working Group”)on the selection committee. The Working Group will review and make recommendations regarding the final RFR.

3. The Plan must fulfill the following specific objectives:

a. To identify and protect lands, including their uses and functions, that are essential for preserving the environmental, economic, and commu-
nity values of Biscayne National Park;

b. To identify and establish mechanisms for protecting constitutional private property rights of owners of land identified in 3 () above;
¢. To support a viable, balanced economy including agriculfure, recreation, tourism, and urban development in the Plan area; and

d. To assure compatible land uses and zoning decisions in the Study Area consistent with long tferm objectives for a sustainable South Miami-
Dade.
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The list of reports on the right were completed as part of the
South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Pian.

Task 1 Baseline Conditions Reports:

Sub-task 1.1: Relevant Studies

Sub-task 1.2: Population Growth
Sub-task 1.3: Development Features
Sub-task 1.4: Natural Communities
Sub-task 1.5: Water Resources

Sub-task 1.6: Regulatory Jurisdictions
Sub-task 1.7: Land Inventory

Sub-fask 1.8; Parameters and Thresholds
Public involvernent Plan

Task 2 Test Land Use Scenarios:

Sub-task 2.1: Opportunities and Constraints
Sub-task 2.2: Test Land Use Scenarios

Task 3 Test Scenario Assessment Results:

Sub-task 3.1: Land Use and Economics

Sub-task 3.2: Infrastructure

Sub-task 3.3: Natural Communities

Sub-task 3.4: Water Resources

Sub-task 3.4: Water Resources Supplemental: Saltwater intrusion
Sub-task 3.5: Property Rights

Sub-task 3.6: Evaluation of Test Scenario Assessments

Task 4 Draft Preferred Scenario:

Sub-task 4.1: Fiscal Impact Analysis/fEconomic Analysis

Sub-task 4.2: Draft Preferred Scenario

Sub-task 4.3: Evaluation of Draft Preferred Scenario

Sub-task 4.3: Appendix A: Groundwater Demand, Potable Water,
and Wastewater

Sub-task 4.3: Appendix B: Public Schools

Public Involvement Reports 1, 2, 3

Task & Implementation:

Sub-task 5.1: Draft Implementation Strategies

Sub-task 5.2: Public Outreach on Implementation Strategies (Public
Involvernent Repoit 4)

Sub-task 5.3: South Miami Dade Watershed Plan Report
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Public-Private Partnerships. Encouraging local governments to partner
with private, nonprofit organizations can promote greenprinting godls,
leverage conservation resources, and increase support for land con-
servation, Potential partners include land trusts, neighbomood and
community groups, foundations, national conservation organizations,
and landowner groups.

Conclusion

After nearly four years of science-based analysis, public input and
technical review, a clear picture of two different futures for the
Watershed has emerged. One picture is on a canvas with increased
water pollution, increased traffic congestion and the substantial loss-of
agriculture land and naturd resources, This picture reflects a future
based on the current sprawl approach to accommodating population
growth,

A second picture of a future South Miami-Dade Watershed is framed
with the potential for a healthy and sustainable environment and econ-
omy for future generations. This Smart Growth picture highlights the blue
waters of Biscayne Bay, a stronger economy, viable agriculture, effi-
cient transportation, safe communities, protected natural resources - -
all resulfing in a good qudlity of fife for South Miami-Dade communities.

In addition to the contrasting pictures of the future, other important
facts have been brought to light by the Study. These include:

e With the projected increases in population,all scenarios will result
in impacts on the environment, economy and the quality
of lite;

e The Smart Growth scenario allows the County and municipdlities
to more effectively manage and mitigate for the impacts of
growth, including the impacts o Biscayne Bay;

® Sprawl development costs more than Smart Growth develop-
ment;

® The County must work with the municipalities to build on existing
Smart Growth approaches and adopt new approaches as
necessary;

¢ The County must develop a coordinated strategy for funding the
infrastructure for a Smart Growth based future;

e If adopted, the Recommended Watershed Plan will position
better the County for Sfafe and federal funding and policy
support; and

e There is no silver bullet response to the issues facing South Miami-
Dade County - - but there are many sitver BBs.

The leadership of Miami-Dade County should be commended for the
courage and vision they exhibited in calling for the Watershed Study
and Plan. The decisions that are made now will put the first brush strokes
on the picture depicting the future of the South Miami-Dade
Watershed. The Recommended Watershed Plan provides the County
with a vision of what the picture can ook like - - a healthy and sustain-
able Watershed, It is now up to the County to take the policy brush and
paint the picture, While challenges exists, the opportunities are far
greater. The County has the opportunity to leave a legacy of planning
responsibility today to ensure the future for generations to come.
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The Farmland Protection Program (FPP). The FPP is administered by the
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service through state, Trikal, of
local governments or non-governmental organizations. FPP provides
funds to help purchase fights to keep productive farmland in agricul-
tural use though conservation easements. USDA provides up to 50 per-
cent of the costs of purchasing easements.

EPA Targeted Watersheds Grant program. This is a competitive grant
program that encourages the protection and restoration of the
Countiry's water resources through cooperative consesvation. The pro-
gram supports collaborative watershed partnerships that are ready to
implement on-the-ground restoration and protection activities
designed to achieve quick, measurable environmental resuits. The
goal is to build on existing partnerships and coalitions that have evalu-
ated and assessed their watershed, devised a technically sound water-
shed plan and are ready to embark on steps to implement their plans.
The program encourages watershed practitioners to examine local
water related problems in the context of the larger watershed in which
they exist, 1o develop solutions to those problems by credatively apply-
ing the full array of available tools, including generdal, state and locat
programs, to restore and preserve water resources through strategic
planning and coordinated project management that draw in public
and private sector parineis. In the past three years, more than $37 mil-
lion has been awarded to 46 watershed organizations. The
Environmental Protection Agency will award up to $16 million to support
an additional @ - 20 of the nation's outstanding watershed codlitions as
part of the Agency's fourth round of Targeted Watersheds Grants (TWG)
to help protect and restore some of the nation's most highly valued
watersheds, Cost Sharing/Match Requirement: EPA requires applicants
to demonstrate in their proposal submission how they will provide the
minimum non-federal match of 25 percent of the total cost of the pro-
posal. This means EPA will fund a maximum of 75 percent of the total
project cost.

The Coastal Zone Management Program. CZMP overseen by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, is a parnership
between the federal government and 34 states and teritories to better
steward the nation's coastline. The Florida Coastal Management
Program provides grants each year to support coastal management
activifies.

National Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants. Under the National
Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant program, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service provides matching grants for acquisition, restoration,
management or enhancement of coastal wetlands, Projects can
include acquisition of a real property interest (e.g., easement or fee
title) in coastal lands or waters from willing sellers or pariners (coastal
wetlands ecosystems) for long-term conservation or the restoration,
enhancement, or management of coastal wetlands ecosystems for
long-term conservation.

The Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund. Section 6
of the Endangered Species Act provides matching grants to states for
conservation projects that benefit candidate, proposed, and listed
endangered species on state, private, and other nonfederal land.

The Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). TEA-21
provides states with funds fo acquire land for historic preservation, trails,
scenic beautification, and water-pollution mitigation related to surface
fransportation,

The Forest Legacy Program. This program's focus is to protect environ-
mentally important forest areas that are threatened by conversion to
non-forest uses. It is administered by the U.S. Forest Service, States may
receive federal Forest Legacy grants of up to 75 percent of the total
cost of the acquisition, with the remainder to be matched by nonfed-
eral funds,




program is a component of Florida Forever. The SFWMD has land
acquisition programs under the Florida Forever Act that acguire lands
which are used fo restore, preserve and manage water resources.

Florida Communities Trust (FCT} State Grant Program. Administered by
the Department of Community Affairs, Florida Communities Trust is a
state land acquisition grant program that has provided more than
$590 million to local govemnments and environmental nonprofit organ-
izations fo acquire parks and open space. These public funds have
been used to create parks, acquire land for greenways, and complete
other conservation and recreation projects. Local county and city gov-
ernments are eligible, as are qualitying conservation-related nonprof-
its. Most applicants must provide a match of at least 25 percent of the
total project cost. The grants favor projects near developed arecs,
projects that feature natural resource protection, and projects that
offer a variety of recreation enhancements.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF}. LWCEF is the largest source
of federal money for parks, wildermness, and open space acquisition.
The IWCF has a matching grant program that provides funds to states
for planning, development, and acquirng land and water conserva-
fion areas.

Green Utility Ordinances. Florida Statute 369.255 enables local gov-
ermments to establish a mechanism, when deemed necessary by a
county or municipdlity, to provide dedicated funding to plan, restore,
and manage forest preserves, wetlands, and other aquatic zones. The
fees are collected on a voluntary basis as set forth by the county or
municipdlity. Private natural areas may qudality for stewardship grants.

Purchase-of-Development-Rights (PDR) Programs. PDR programs are a
voluntary approach to conservation that allow for protection of the
land combined with continued private ownership. To support the pur-
chase of development rights, states can pass PDR enabling legislation,
work cooperdtively with local governments to purchase easements,
appropriate funds fo local governments and nonprofits, and creafe
PDR programs that are administered at the state level.

FDEP's Invasive Upland Plant Removal Program. This program provides
approximately $9 milion annually for upland invasive plant removal
projects on public conservation lands recognized by the Florida
Natural Areas Inventory.

The North American Wetlands Conservation Act. This act promotes vol-
untary, public-private partnerships to conserve wetland ecosysterms for
waterfowl and other migratory birds. Acquired or restored habitat can
be owned or managed by any federal, state, or nonprofit organization
involved in land management. The Standard Grants Program and
Small Grants Program are competitive, matching grants programs that
support public-private partnerships and must involve long-term protec-
fion, restoration, and/or enhancement of wetlands and associated
uplands habitats,

USDA Wetlands Reserve Program. The Wetlands Reserve Program is a
voluntary program that provides technical and financial assistance to
eligible landowners to address wetland, wildlife habitat, soil, water, and
related natural resource concerns on private lands in an environmen-
fally beneficial and cost effective manner. The USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) provides technical and financial support
fo help landowners with their wetland restoration efforts, Landowners
control access, recreational activities such as hunting and fishing, and
the right fo lease recredtional uses for financial gain. Enrolied lands are
mostly high-risk agricultural lands located in flood prone areas and
restored to wetiands.

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Watershed Protection,
Watershed Surveys, and Flood Prevention. The purpose of the
Watershed Program is to assist federal, State, local agencies, local gov-
emment sponsors, tribal governments, and program participants fo
protect and restore watersheds from damage caused by erosion,
floodwdater, and sediment, to conserve and develop water and land
resources, and solve natural resource and related economic problems
on a watershed basis. The program provides technical and financial
assistance 10 local people or project sponsars, builds parinerships, and
requires local and state funding contribution.
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® State Communily Based Issues. Duing the 2006 legislative
session, the Florida legisiature substantially amended section
403.885, F.S., the statute that generally guides water project fund-
ing. The revisions, which were made in section 73 of SB 888, now
chapter 2006-230, Laws of Florida, removes most of the qualifying
criteria formerly in the law. The County and local govermments
seeking legisiative sponsorship for water projects will need to con-
sider the minimum criteria in the amended law as they complete
the required Community Budget Issue Request (CBIR) application
form for their sponsoring legislators.

® EPA granfs can be used for specific project puiposes such as
water distribution system extension enhancements,

® The Fire Hydrant Fund is earmarked to install hydrants and con-
struct related system improvements.

Water and wastewater capital project financing plans include a mix of
revenue sources that depend on the nature of the specific project. For
example, to fund plant process improvements af the South District
Plant, including injection and monitoring wells and a land buffer, future
WASD bond proceeds could be used. To constiuct facilities for high
level disinfection to meet regulatory requirements, a mix of wastewater
connection charges, State Revolving Loan Wastewater Program pro-
ceeds, and WASD Revenue Bonds could be used in the financing plan,

Public Schools

To fund new public school capacities arising from development in the
Watershed, a mix of revenue sources, both public and private can be
used. The mix of revenue sources used to fund public school capital
projects primarily consists of:

® FEducational Facility Impact Fees padid by private developers,
Developers share part of the cost for capital outlays through the
payment of impact fees but they do not pay the full cost of
adding new schools.

® State and Local Funding. The cost of new facilities is also divided
between State aid (PECO, loftery, and general fund revenues) and
Local Property Tax Revenues. The Local Optional Millage Levy
(LOML) is also used to fund capacity-expanding new school con-
struction.  In Miami-Dade County, the LOML is set at 2 mills. Only
part of the LOML is used for capacity expanding construction. The
rest is devoted towards other capital outiay projects (renovation,
remodeling, fumishings, tfechnology, equipment etc.). In addition
fo the above funding sources, local property tax revenues are
also used to pay down debt service on General Obligation School
Bonds.

Arecent analysis by Innovation & Information Consultants, inc for Miami
Dade Public Schools performed on the average total facility capital
cost per student found that an equitable funding split, given the above
revenue sources, is the following: State Aid (4 percent), Debt Service on
Generd Obligation Bonds (10.8 percent), LOML Millage (24.2 percent)
and the Educational Facility Impact Fee (61 percent).

Environmental Restoration and Land Acquisition

Financing tools to facilitate acquisition and preservation of wetlands,
natural forest communities, and other open space may come from a
variety of sources such as gron'rs', voter-approved bonds and faxes, low
interest loans, and other incentives. Regardless of the source, a key
component to securing any funding is a clear vision and technically-
sound watershed plan.

Florida Forever. Florida Forever provides $300 milion per year
annually for land protection by the Department of Environmental
Protection, Water Management Districts, Florida Cormmunities Trust, and
other State conservation programs.  Since its creation as Preservation
2000 fifteen years ago, Florida Forever has been responsible for the
purchase of thousands of acres of land for parks, wildlife, community
recreation, and other open space needs in vitudlly every part of
Forida, The FDEPs Office of Greenways and Trails Land Acquisition



® State of Florida Revolving Loan Wastewater Program. The State

Revolving Loan Fund is administered by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection through the Water Facilities Funding
Program. The program provides low-interest loans available for
construction, rehabilitation, and replacement of facilities needed
to collect, treat, dispose of, or reuse municipal wastewcater. The
program is called a ‘revolving fund" because loan repayments
are used to make additional loans. The related Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund (SRF} Program provides low-interest loans to
eligible entities for planning, designing, and constructing public
water facilities. Federal and State appropriations have funded
the SRF.

Water and wastewater connection charges are also used to
fund capital projects such as freatment plant infrastructure and
construction of new pump stations.

The Wastewater Renewal Fund and the Water Renewal and
Replacement Fund cre used to replace capital assets as they
reach the end of their useful lives. For example, wastewater
renewal funds would be used to rehabilitate gravity sewers to
reduce infiltration and inflow,

SFWMD Alternative Water Supply Grants. To address the chal-
lenge of ensuring the state's water supply, the 2005 Florida
legislature enacted the Water Protection and Sustainability
Program. The law encourages cooperation between municipali-
ties, counties, and the State's five water management districts in
the protection and development of water supplies. More specifi-
cdlly, the law requires the regional water supply planning function
of water management districts 1o promote alternative water sup-
ply projects to accommodate growth and to reduce the use of
fraditional ground ond surface water supplies, such as aquifers
and lakes. The law provides significant annual recuring State fund-
ing, underscoring the State's commitment to protect and
enhance water supplies. Funds available under the program are
administered and matched by Florida's five water management
diistricts.

For Miami-Dade County, the South Florida Water Management
District administers funds through the Alternative Water Supply
Funding Program. The County, cities, utilifies, homeowners associ-
ations, community development districts, and other water users
and suppliers can apply for up to 40 percent of project construc-
tion costs under the program.

Alternative Water Supply Projects -
are defined as:

use of saltwater & brackish
water;

surface water captured pre-
dominately during wet-weath-
er flows;

sources made available
through the addition of new
storage capacity; -

use of reclaimed water,

stormwater {for use by a con-
sumptive use permittee); and

any other source designated . |
as nontraditional in a regional
water supply plan, :

Alternative Water Supply Projects do

not

include water conservation ¢

projects.




The current Miami-Dade County CIP also lists the following additional
revenue sources for financing fransporation projects:

® Capital Improvement Local Option Gas Tax. The capitat improve-
ment local option gas tax (cdled the "5 cent LOGT") is authorized
by the State Legislature and imposed with local discretion by the
County. This tax is levied on every gallon of motor fuel sold ct retail
within the County. The proceeds from this tax may be used for
fransportation expenditures necessary to meet the needs of the
capital improvements elements of an adopted comprehensive
plan, including public fransportation. The proceeds may not be
used to fund operations. The 5 Cent LOGT may be used as a
security pledge for revenue bond financing. Revenues from this
tax flow to the Local Option Gas Tax Program are administered by
the County's Public Works Department. The Local Option Gas Tax
Program supports both public works and fransit.

e Federal Highway Administration. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), part of the US. Department of
Transportation, provides federal assistance to the states to con-
struct and improve the National Highway System, urban and rurci
roads, and bridges via the Federal Aid Highway Program. There
are five major programs based on funding levels under FHWA:
National Highway System Program (NHS), Surface Transportation
Program (STP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ), Interstate Maintenance Program (IM), and the
Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program
(HBRRP). Federal funds are channeled through the FDOT, who
then allocates the eamarked funds through the regional
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).

® FTJA Section 5307 Formula Grant. The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) of the U.S. DOT provides federal funding
through the Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program
that fliows through to Miami-Dade Trangsit, The 5307 formula grants
program provides transit capital and operating assistance to

urbanized areas with populations exceeding 50,000. Annual grant
funds are based on demographic, level of service and ridership
variables. Miami Dade Transit receives these funds and applies
them to its capital program.

® Miami-Dade Transit Capital Revenues (MDT). To finance capital
projects, in conjunction with other funds, grants and bond pro-
ceeds, MDT also uses revenues from system fares and other oper-
ating revenues. The commercial paper market has also been
tapped to ochieve bridge financing with eventual repayment
through federal fund proceeds. In addition, the County also relies
on revenues from financing to fund capital projects.

These funding instruments have been used successfully in the past.
Glven the long-fange planning horizon of the Recommended
Watershed Plan, it is reasonable to assume that other innovdtive financ-
ing vehicles will also become available in the capital markets.
Recently, third party equity investors have created large infrastructure
funds that invest exclusively in large scale public infrastructure projects.
These investors are often attracted to the stability of the cash flows and
system fares associated with fransportation projects.

Water and Wastewater

Capital funds to finance potable water supply and wastewater infra-
structure are currently drawn from a variety of sources. In addition to
the Building Better Communities Genera!l Obligation Bond Program
described above, funds may be sourced from the following programs:

e Water and Sewer Department (WASD) Revenue Bonds. Revenue
bonds are coliateralized by the net operating revenues of the
WASD. The WASD bond is an enterprise fund and operates in a seif
sustaining nature without recourse to the General Fund. Future
WASD bond proceeds could be eamarked to fund additional
waler or wastewater treatment capacities in the Watershed.



Transportation

Current capital improvement plans for the County show future project
funding in areas that are relevant to the recommendations contained
within the Watershed Plan. The Watershed Plan will help leverage high-
ly competitive federal doliars for transportation projects.

Large scale premium public transportation projects such as the exten-
sion of Metrorail have capital financing plans that rely on a mix of rev-
enue sources. Among these sources are: the Peoples Transportation
Bond Program, FTA Section 5309 Discretionary Grants and FDOT Funds,
These revenue sources are relevant to the Watershed Plan's godis of
pursuing a mix of fransportation options, including premium fransit that
would reduce vehicle usage. Following is a brief description of select-
ed potential revenue sources, -

* Peoples Transportation Bond Program. This program originated
with “The People’s Transportation Plan” (PTP) to address mobility
and accessibility issues in Miami-Dade County by implementing a
comprehensive program of transportation  improvements
designed to enhance the movement and safety of people and
goods on public fransit and local roadways. The Bond Program is
funded by the half-penny transportation surtax enacted by Miami-
Dade County voters in 2002 that provides the local funding source
dedicated exclusively to implement the projects in the PTR

e FTA Section 5309 Discretfionary Granfs. The Federal Transit
Administration's fransit capital investment program (49 US.C.
5309) provides capital assistance for three primary activities:
modermization of existing rail systems; new and replacement
buses and facilities; and new fixed guideway systems (such as
heavy rail, commuter rail, light rail, frolleybus, aerial framway,
automated guideway transit, ferryboats, that portion of motor bus
service operated on exclusive or controlled rights-of-way, and
high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes). Eligible recipients for

capital investment funds are public bodies and agencies. (fransit
authorities and other state and local public bodies and agencies
thereof) including states, municipdlities, and other palitical subdi-
visions, The funding match is generally 80 percent federal,
20 percent focal.

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT Funds). FDOT has
numerous programs designed for various project purposes.
Among these programs is the New Starfs Transit Program (NSTP)
that was designed to assist local governments In developing and
constructing fixed guideway and bus rapid fransit projects to
accommodate and manage urban growth and development.




THE COST OF GROWTH - - PAYING FOR THE
RECOMMENDED WATERSHED PLAN

In Chapter 4, several of the advantages associated with the Smart
Growth based Recommended Watershed Plan were discussed, While
the Recommended Watershed Plan will result in supstantial costs sav-
ings compared 1o the sprawl scenario (see Chapter 4), it nevertheless
will require a significant investment of resources. There is no free lunch
where the population is anticipated to double.

Ensuring funding for the Recommended Watershed Plan will be vital to
fts successful implementation. This section discusses some of the
current capital improvement programs and processes that can help
fund the infrastruciure required to implement the Recommended
Watershed Plan. The taditional capital budget revenue sources for
transit, water, sewer, and public schodls are summarized in more detail,
since these areas require a large share of future capital financing
needs.

The Watershed Study's infrastructure assessments identified the required
capital projects for South Miami-Dade by using long-term popuiation
and housing projections (out to 2050). The Studly is useful because the
current capital improverment plan (CIP) planning horizon goes out 15
to 20 years, while an additional 20-25 year's worth of growth demands
were identified by the Watershed Study. Since the Watershed Study was
a long-term planning level study, specific projects for each element
were not identified. However, the broad infrastructure investments
needed to sustain select essential public services were identified. The
Watershed's projected growth demands for infrastructure can therefore
be related to, and will dovetail with, the County's long-term CIP process.

Potential Funding Sources for Future Capital
Improvement Projects

While no single source of funding will satisfy all of the anficipated
needs, the following funding mechanisms could be used collectively
to help finance infrastructure requirements arising from the projected
population growth in the Watershed.

Building Better Communities Bond General Obligation Bond Program

The recent passage of the Community Bond Program will provide a
total of $2.9 bitlion in funds to finance select capital projects within the
County over the next 15 to 20 years. The bond program will fund the
most urgent infrastructure requirements. The Recommended
Watershed Plan identifies large scale infrastructure requirements aftrib-
utable to population growth that would be eligible for Community
Bond Program funding.

The County created the Office of Capital Improvements to oversee the
program. The bond sdle proceeds are allocated to each locality in
direct proportion to the area’s population (75 percent factor), and
based on the contribution to the County's fax rolls (25 percent factor].
The County is working with the various cities, vilages and fowns to cre-
ate interlocal agreements that will govern the scheduling and distribu-
fion of available funds. As of early 2007, several hundred million dollars

in bond proceeds have been dedicated to projects.

Bond proceeds have dready been used for infrastructure projects that
are similar to the capital projects that will be required to sustain the
future Watershed population. For example, proceeds have been ear-
marked in the current CIP for the installation of water mains and exten-
sion of sewer lines and to provide more accessible handicap-friendly
facilities for public transit,



Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Pian Implementation Strategies

R L R . . Rélevant CDMP
‘Implémentation Strategy SR : . : - -Policy-LU-3E .

-Objectives .

For areas located in Zone C that are recommended for wetiand restoration, stormwater retention, detfention,
WR 6 Tier 1 and/or freatment; flood protection techniques, Including seepage management, shall be utilized as 3E2
appropriate to ensure that existing levels of flood protection are maintained,

The County shall continue fo work with the State and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to expedite the Biscayne Bay
Coastal Wetlands CERP project. The Counfy should promote a project design that, to the extent practicable:

WR 7 Tier 1 (1) maximizes the reduction in pollutant loadings resulting from existing and future development in the 3E1
Watershed, (2) Increases the spatial extent of wetlands, and (3) mimics more closely historic flows to Biscayne

Bary.

The County shall work with the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and the United States

Geologlcal Survey (USGS) to monitor and minimize further sattwater Infrusion to the extent practicable. In
addition, the County shall work with the Florida Departments of Health and Environmental Protection to develop 3E]
a monitoring program for private wells located east of US 1. If chioride levels in these wells become elevated .
above the drinking water standard of 250 ppm, the County shall provide potable water funded on an . i
equitable basis by existing and future development. i

WR 8 Tter 2

The County shall develop a method to ensure the effective coordination of the varlous activities of all County
WR 9 Tier 2 departments involved in water management and regulatory issues, including, but not limited to, flooding, 3E4
water supply, conservation, minimum flows and levels, Total Maximum Baily Loads, and CERP inifiatives.

The County shall conduct a study to identify the most feasible approach to providing water and sewer to all
WR 10 Tler 3 existing developments east of US 1 by 2020. The study shall be completed by December 2010 and include 3E1
an implementation and funding plan.

If a clean, cost effective, and reliable source of re-use water becomes avallable for agricuiture use, the Water
WR 11 Tier 3 and Sewer Depariment shall work with the [FAS Extension Service and the Agricultural Manager's Office and 3E1
DERM to develop a mutually agreeable strategy for utilizing this water.

The County shall evaluate the level of compliance with its landscape requirements to determine the program’s 3E1

WR12 Tier 3 effectiveness in conserving water and promofing the use of native, drought folerant species.




Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Strategies

‘  Relevant CDMP -
Implementation Strategy - R Policy LU-3E ' " -
. Objectives-. -

Strategy

Number '

The County shall establish reduced-fare franslt to create Incentives for resldents to live In Zones A and B and to g3

s Tier 2 increase ridership.

The County shall lead by example by providing financlal incentives that encourage County employees 1o use
Té Tier 2 public fransit. in addlition, the County shall establish a program to encourage other employers to subsidize 3E3
employee use of public franslt.

17 Tler 2 The County shall, In coordination with focat jurisdictions and the State, expand the use of telecommuting a3
options and flexible schedules for employees.

18 Tier 2 The County shall encourage home businesses, where appropriate, in order fo reduce fraffic congestion. This 3E3
shall Include an evaluation of land use and zoning confrols that may create Impediments to this policy.

9 Tier 3 The County shall explore privatization as a means to increase and improve fransit service. 3E3

The County shall protect the lands in Zone C from more Intense development in a manner that allows for:

¥

The construction of necessary stormwater freatment facllities;

WR T Ter 1 Wetlands restoratfion, including the Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands project; ae4
er
The maintenance of open space Including agriculiure;

Y

Implementation of the HARB Accldent Potentlal Zone; and

A A o

Retention of permeabllity and other natural hydrologlc functions important fo Blscayne Bay.

The County shall take immediate steps to implement an aggressive alternative water supply program that
includes an evaluation of environmental Impacts to the Watershed. As a first step the County shall, by 2015, 3E]

WR 2 Tier 1 utllize all of the average daily flow at the South District Wastewater Treatment Plant (a volume anticipated to be
over 130 mgd in 201 4) to recharge groundwater and/or rehydrate wettands.

WR 3 Tler 1 The County shall encourage infill development along major fransit corridors identified In the Watershed Plan g
through financial incentives for water and sewer infrastructure (e.g., reduced connectlon fees).
The County shall revise its building code to achieve, at a minimum, the water conservation objectives adopted

WR 4 Tier 1 in the Water Use Efficiency Five Year Plan adopted by the Board of County Cormnmissioners on April 25, 2006 367

(Resolution R-468-06). The County shall explore innovative water conservation technologies to be
implemented and enforced through the development review and permitting process.

The County shall adopt and require full implementation of appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to
WR 5 Tier 1 reduce flooding and water quality impacts from new developments. This shall include stict adherence to the 3E1
County's “cut and fill” criteria and other approaches to reduce flooding and pollutant loadings at the source.
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Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan implementation Strategies

Imp'iemenfcﬂdn Shategy

The County shall, through a “zoning-by-right” policy, expedite infill and Smart Growth projects in the
unincorporated portions of Zones A and B, The focus of this policy shall be on encouraging development in

Reievant CDMP

Policy LU-3E .7

Objectives,

T

Tier 1

b. Pdlicy, Code and Zoning Audit Tools, In accordance with the Smart Growth Leadership Institute,
that outline an audit process to identify development regulations that should be changed to
enable Smart Growth development.

The County shall allocate existing and future dedicated tfransportation funding sources in a manner that
dellvers fransportation Infrastructure simultaneously with the denslty recommended In Zones A and B.

561 Tler 1 those areas Identifled as major development nodes on the Watershed Plan Design Guide. The County shall 3e4
encourage municipalities in Zones A and B to create simillar Incentives.

562 Ter 1 The County shall work with local municipatities to provide incentives for and expedited approval of infil and aE4
Smart Growth projects in the incorporated portions of Zones A and B.
The County shall ensure that any proposed development outside the UDB (after 2025} Is approved only affer an

SG 3 Tler 1 affimative determination of need and If it Is consistent with the Watershed Plan and CDMP Smart Growth 3E4
policies.
The County shall within 1 year conduct a Smart Growth Audit of the existing CDMP Smart Growth policles and
thelr Implementation. The audit shall include;

56 3 Tier 2 a. Use of a Smart Growth Score Card; and 3E4

3E3

T2

Tier 1

The County shall expedite the planning, funding, and development of premium fransit {e.g., dedicated right-
of-way, enhanced bus, rail, jont use corrdors) along all transit corridors In Zones A and B to encourage the
infenslficaflon of development along those conidors. The US 1 and Kendall conidors should be considered the
highest priority. This includes extension of the Metrorail to Homestead/Forida City.

3E3

T3

Tier 1

The County shall, within 2 years, complete an evaluation to ensure that the ROWs and conidors needed for
future transit faciliies and roadways identified in Zones A and B are designated and reserved. These roadways
Include US 1, Kendall Drive, SW 137™ Avenue north of Biscayne Drive, and Florida's Tumpike,

3E3

T4

Tier 2

The County shall work with the State fo Implement Transportation Management Systems throughout the
Watershed Area. Such systems should include the following directives:

a.  Work with South Florida Commuter Services Transportation Management Inifiatives (TMIs);

b. Promote rideshare altemnatives (e.g., van pools, car pools); and

c. Reduce miles driven and time on the road {e.g., day-care facilities at employment centers),

3E3
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Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan implementation Strategies

Relevant CDMP
Implementation Strategy Policy LU-3E
Objectives

Strategy

Number

1 Col ‘munit‘ies/ Open §)

The County, In coordination with the State and other agencies, shall implement the South Dade Greenway
Network Master Plan and the County’s Parks Master Plan In a manner that considers:

I » The programmatic linkage between natural communities protection and restoration;

b NG 9 lier 2 » The use of primary canals and secondary canals whete feaslble; 361
» The acceleration of funding and implementation of the Biscayne Everglades Greenway;
¥» Locating parks and recreational opporunities within and adjacent to major development nodes and

employment centers with a system of connectivity designed to reduce vehicle use; and

» Anenhanced south county equestrian tralls program.

The County shall ensure that all County land protection, conservation and preservation inifiatives related to the
PR 1 Tier 1 Watershed Plan requiring the use of private property (e.9.. acqulsitions, conservation easements In Zone C) shall 3E2
be through willing seller/participant programs.

The County shall ensure that prior to participation in a protection, conservation or preservation program;
PR 2 Tier 1 properties identified through the Watershed Plan for protection (e.g., Zone C lands) shall not be re-designated 3E2
to a more restictive land use category than in place on January 1, 2007 without the owners’ consent.

- PR 3 Tier 1 The County shall create an outreach and funding source to serve as local/State/federal match to create
.

| incentives for private landowners to engage in restoration/preservation activities on their lands. 3E2

The County, in coordination with the State and federal govemment, shall, within one year, create a
coordinated strategy for the acquisifion or protection of those lands In Zone C necessary for stormwater
PR 4 Tier 1 freatment and/or wetlands restoration. The County will endeavor to acquire, purchase or transfer the 3E2
development tights of, protect through conservation easements, or otherwise preserve the highest priority lands
within 10 years.

The County shall, within two years, conduct an independent evaluation of the methods that consider attributes

other than developability (e.g.. recharge areas, wetlands, historic bulldings) for assigning value to tand to be

PR 5 Tier 2 purchased for protection, conservation and/or preservation purposes. Based on the resulfs of this evaluation, 3E2
the County shall promote changes in legisiation that allow appropriate modification of its property evaluation

methods. .

512



The Recommended
~: Watershed Plan -

Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Strategies

: - R L . " Relevant CDOMP
Tier SR . o E Implementation Strategy " Pollcy LU-3E
' : ST S - v Objectives

| Stategy.

=‘Number,-

TR §: i S

The County, within six months, shall review dll of its fand acguisition programs and funding sources to ensure
that appropriate priority is given to obtaining the lands necessary In Zone C for stormwater freatment andj/or 3T

NC 2 Tier 1 wetlands restoration, Also, as part of this review, the County shall consider fully the importance of protecting
| priority lands located within the Watershed but outside of Zone C,
NG 3 - Tier1 The County shall work with the federal and State govemiment to protect lands necessary for implementation of 3] ;
the Comprehensive Everglades Restoratfion Plan (CERP), ;
NC 4 Tier 1 The County shali maintain the existing policies and programs that substantially prohibit development in fidal 3E]

wetlands and environmentally protected lands. :

The County shall protect the remaining native-plant-dominated freshwater weflands in the Watershed. This shali
NC 5 Tier 1 include a "'no overall net loss” policy and the establishment of a rebuttable presumption that altemnatives to 3E1
impacting such wetlands exlst,

The County shall encourage federal, State, and County regulatory agencies to establish regional generat
permits for minor work (<1 acre) in heavlly exotic-dominated wetlands (>90% exotic coverage in the canopy)
NC 6 Tier 1 within the UDB if certaln mitigation requirements are met, This policy shall include a requirement: 1) to avold 3E1
wetlands where practicable and environmentally desirable; and 2] to restore other exotic-dominated
freshwater wetlands with native vegetaflon where practicable.

The County shall ensure protection of viable natural forest communities through:

> Willing seller acquisition programs;
NC 7 Tier 1 » The establishment of @ management and maintenance fund for both public and private lond; and 3E1 :
» Stengthened regulations that emphasize the avoidance of direct and secondary impacts (e.g.,
clustering developments),
The County shall investigate innovative financing tools to facilitate acquisition and preservation of wetlands, 5
NC 8 Tier 2 natural forest communities, and other open space. This may include voter-approved bonds, establishment of aE]

a green utllity fee as authorized by Florida Stafute 369.255, public-private parinerships using federal andjfor
State funding programs, and other financing tools,

5.11
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Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Strategies

Implementation Strategy

The County shall modify zoning regulations to allow bed & breakfast accommodations conslstent with

Relevant CDMP
Policy LU-3E
Objectives :

E6 Tier 2 community character. 3E3

£7 Tler 2 The County shall work with the tourism community to promote the "Redland Tropical Trail” and other similar 3E3
efforts, and establish a directlonal signage system highlighting participating atiractions.

Es Tier 3 The County shall explore additional regulatory safeguards that would help to protect existing tourlst attractions 3E3

50 as to reduce Impacts to thelr operations and complement existing uses and character.

TN o

The County shall implement a Transit Criented Development (TOD) program that includes incentives for

HI Tier 1 mixed-use development near major fransit stops in Zones A and B. 3e3

H2 Teer 1 The County shall adopt a program that ensures an equitable allocation of workforce/affordable housing in 363
Zones A and B. This may include both incentive and regulatory based approaches.

H3 Tier 2 The County shall work with lending institutions fo expand home ownership through the use of Location Efficient 3E3
Mortgages {LEMs) that recognize the annual savings associated with the reduced use of the automobile.

Ha Tier 3 The County shall explore the establishment of a "live near where you work” program to provide incentives for 363
the purchase or rental of homes In Zones A and B that are located near employment centers or franslt stops,

s Ter3 The County shall explore an impact fee rate stiucture that creates incentives for development in Zones A 3E3

and B.

NC1

Tier 1

The County shall substantially Increase lts efforts to retain and protect natural communities and open space
through mechanisms such as:

Strengthening existing programs for conservation easements;

>

» Credtion of community-based land trusts;

%» Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) Program;
» Rural Lands Stewardship Program; and

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) and Transfer of Development Rights (TDR} programs, The
PDR/TDR programs shall be incentive-based and development densities and intensities in receiving
areas shall be "by right”.

3E1
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Table 5.1 (continued)
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Sirategies

T L ; o Relevant COMP
Implementation Strategy ] o Policy LU-3E "

Obljectives

The County’'s Agricultural Manager shall work with the Beacon Council and the Greater Miami Convention and
Tier 2 Visitors Bureau to promote agriculture and foster recognition of the importance of agriculture to the County's 3E3
economy.

A8

El

The County shall modify its Srategic Plan performance indicator of "no net loss of agricultural or
environmentally sensitive lands” in order to:

» Differentiate between agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive lands;

Tier 2 » Recognize that the economic viabllity of agriculture in south Miami-Dade is not solely dependant on 3E3
the quantity of agricultural lands; and

» Acknowledge the converslon of agriculture lands currently allowed through the COMP amendment

process.

The County shall, In coordination with municlpaliies, promote the development of employment centers In 3E3

Tier 1 Zones A and B as noted on the Watershed Plan Design Guide.

E2

The County shall increase toursm-based revenue In South Mlami-Dade by 50 percent by 2015 and by 100

percent by 2025, This shall include a focus on environmentally sustainable tourlsm and agriculture and be

deeomplished by
» A coordinated marketing effort with tourlst development organizations such as chambers of

Tier 1 commerce, the Beacon Councll, the Tropical Everglades Visitors Association, and the Greater Miami 3E3
Convention and Visitors Bureau;

¥» The promotion of the Watershed Area as a destination for tourlsts visifing Everglades National Park and
Biscayne Natlonal Park; and

¥ The facllitation of the creatlon of medium- and high-end eco-froplcal and adventure resorts.

E3

The County shall allocate at least 50 percent of the Tourist Development Tax collected within the Watershed to a3

Tler 1 further promote tourism therein,

E4

The County and allied business organizations shall develop a South Miaml-Dade industry recruitment program
to atiract and increase clean industries such as blotechnology, flim and entertainment, heaith services,

Tier 2 infernational commerce, tourism, and telecommunications. To ensure a skilled workforce capable of 3E3
supporting these Industries, the County shall develop educational partnerships with local universities, colleges,
vocational centers and high schools.

E5S

The County shall appoint, pursuant to FS 125.0105(4) (e}, a representative reslding In the Watershed Area to
Tier 2 the Tourism Development Council. The County shall encourage the Greater Miami Convention and Visitors 3E3
Bureau to appoint a similar representative.

- CHAPTER 5
‘The Recommended .
Watershed Plan
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Strategy
Number

A2

Tier 1

Table 5.1 (continued}
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Strategies

Implementation Strategy

The County shall establish an exper "Blue Ribbon” Panel by 2008 to identlfy appropilate programs and
techniques to enhance the long-term viability of agriculture, This Panel shall be chaired by the County’s
Agricultural Manager and consult with the Agricultural Practices Study Advisory Board. The Panel should be
appointed by the Mayor/County Manager and Include representatives from agricultural and environmental
interests. The focus of the Panel shall include, but not be limited to:

» A comprehensive review of existing agricultural programs, the County Code, and other regulatory
requirements that affect profitabilify or result in unnecessary barriers to sustainable agriculture;

> Devising mechanisms to enhance the profitability and sustainability of Miami-Dade agriculiure,
taking advantage of the appropriate recommendations contained In'the Miami-Dade County
Agricultural Retfentlion Study;

»  Improving communications between the agricultural communify and the environmentai
community; and

» Evaluation of the on-site processing and on-site sale of agricultural products produced in the
agricuitural areas, including review of regulations related to packing plants and frult stands.

Relevant CDM? ‘
Policy LU-3E
Objectives

3E3

A3

Tier 2

The County shall support and fund through a variety of sources a coordinated, collaborative Miami-Dade
agriculiure marketing campaign, Including the following:

> A plict marketing campaign and communication strategy for South Miami-Dade agriculture;

> Integration with the curent Florida Agricultural Promotional Campalgn (“Fresh from Flotlda”) or
successor program, as appropriate;

> Afocus on the area’s agricultural toursm potential (e.g., Schnebly Winery and Wiliams Grove In the
Redlands);

> A community-based oufreach and education program; and
> An agrcultural fourism signage program.

3E3

A4

Tier 2

The County shall provide additional staff suppor for UF/IFAS extenslon programs that focus on development
and dissemination of best management practices (BMPs),

3E3

A5

Tier 2

To promote interagency coordination and the agricultural industty, the County shall provide appropriate
staffing resources and funding tor the Agricultural Manager position.

3E3

Ab

Tier 2

Beginning in 2010 and thereafter in coordination with the release of agricultural census data, the County
should tund an economic impact analysis of agriculiure and agribusiness in Miami-Dade County. This analysis
shall be prepared by a qualified independent institution and coordinated through the office of the Agricultural
Manager.

3E3
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Table 5.1 .. The Recommende
Recommended Watershed Plan Implementation Strategies . S0 : Watershed Plan

© Relevant CDMP
“Policy LU-3E

‘Objectives

The County, through the CDMP and associated regulations, shall pursue appropriate actions fo ensure the

en Tier 1 long-term protection of Biscayne Bay. 3E1

Gl2 Tier 1 The County shall implement the Watershed Plan and associated policies and regulations in @ manner that 3ED
ensures profection of private property rights.

Gl3 Tier 1 The County shall Implement policles to promote a varlety of fransportation/transit opfions to reduce reliance 33
on single-occupancy vehicles,
The County shall work cooperatively with municlpalltles within the Wotershed to uniformly and equitably

cla Ter 1 implement the Watershed Plan, Including making revisions fo the County and local comprehensive plans as 34
necessary. In the unincorporated areas the County shall lead by example to actively implement the
Watershed Plan.
The County shall evaluate at a minimum of every five years, and as appropriate, adopt successful programs

Gl Tier 1 from other government entittes to effectively advance resource protection, Smart Growth and sustainable 3E4
development,

clé Tler 1 The County shall, through all sources avaltable, adequately fund new Infrastructure needs In an equitable 33
manner, balancing the true cost of growth with needed improvements to existing customers.

a7 Tler 1 The County shall provide oversight and establish a Report Card cycle consistent with the Evaluation and 3E4 ;

Appralsal Report (EAR) process to ensure Implementation of the Watershed Plan.

The County shall work with the State and federal government to maximize Miami-Dade’s competitive
advantage In agriculture by:

Increasing funding for research into tfechnological developments;
Exploring fully and promoting markets for new types of crops:

Establishing cost-share programs for the implementation of innovative technological developments;
and

Working with the Agricultural Practices Study Advisory Board and other interest groups to establish and
advocate positions on leglslation that potentially Impacts Mlami-Dade agriculture.

Al Tler 1

3E3

¥ Vv
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5.6

Part ll. Implementation Strategies

To assist the County in implementing the Recommended Watershed
Plan and to mitigate for the unavoidable impacts from growth, a set of
implementation strategies was developed. These strategies include

" site development standards, best management practices for protect-

ing water quality, and land preservation techniques including regulato-
1y incentives. These strategies also address potential effects on proper-
ty rights and include measures to mitigate such effects.

The implementation strategies were developed in concert with staff
from the agencies on the Project Management Team, including
Miami-Dade County Department of Pianning and Zoning. Further, the
implementation strategies were findlized after extensive discussions
with the WSAC in eight meetings that were open to the public.

The implementation stiategies, listed in Table 5.1, are organized into
the following categories:

® Overarching Policy Framework of the Watershed Plan

—> General Implementation Strategies (Gl}

® Thematic Implementation Strategies
—> Agriculture (A
—> Economy (E}
—> Housing (H)
—> Natural Communities/Open Space (NC}
—> Property Rights (PR}
—> Smart Growth Economic Incentives (SG}
—> Transportation (T}
—>» Water Resources (WR)

To assist the County in setting priorities, the strategies are assigned into
one of the following tiers:

Tier 1 - Those implementation strategies that are critical to the success
of the Watershed Plan.

Tier 2 - Those strategies that are very important to the success of the
Watershed Plan.

Tier 3 - Those implementation strategies that, while likely to be impor-
fant to the success of the Watershed Plan, require further
evaluation.

The Recommended Watershed Plan meets the specific objectives
identified below in CDMP Land Use Policy LU-3E:

1. Toidentify and protect iands, including their uses and functions, that
are essenfial for preserving the environmental, economic, and
community values of Biscayne National Park;

2. To identify and establish mechanisms for protecting constitutionat
private property rights of owners of iand identified above;

3. To support a viable, balanced economy including agricuiture,
recreation, tourism, and urban development in the Plan areq; and

4, To assure compatible land uses and zoning decisions in the Study
Area consistent with long term objectives for a sustainable South
Miami-Dade.

The relevance of the LU-3E objectives to each implementation strate-
gy is noted in Table 5.1.
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may not be higher than it is today. The densities can be achieved
through the utilization of the consensus based charrettes and modest
amounts of additional redevelopment over the next 43 years.

® Zone A: Located Vs mile on each side of US 1. Minimum density
for new development and redevelopment of 15 units per acre
and average density of 21 units per acre.

¢ Zone B: Generdlly located 2 mile on each side of US 1 and along
other major corridors such as Kendalt Drive and 137th Avenue.
Density range is 6 to 20 units per acre with an average of 10 units
per acre.

e Zone C:lLocated on the eastern portion of the Watershed near the
confluence of Canals C-1, C-102 and C-103 with Biscayne Bay.
This approximately 18,000 acre area may be used 'for a combi-
nation of stormwater freatment areas (STAs), wetlands restoration
(including the Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands CERP project) and
open space (including agriculture and recreation).

Zone C is an integral part of the Recommended Watershed Plan.
Under all growth scenarios, including the Dratt Preferred Scenario, the
discharge of water pollutants info Biscayne Bay increases. In this
regard, it will be necessary to capture and treat stormwater runoff
before it enters the Bay. The area of Zone C was selected because of
its landscape position in relation to the three major canals that result in
significant pollutant load increases. Figure 5.2 demonstrates this graph-
ically for the Draft Preferred Scenario. Zone C is also consistenf with the
priority lands identified by Biscayne Nationat Park and the Biscayne Bay
Coastal Wetlands CERP project.

It is important to note that it is not likely that alf of the land in Zone C will
be necessary. Further, specific parcels of land were not selected,
consistent with the willing seller requirements in the Implementation
Strategies.

CHAPTER &
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THE RECOMMENDED WATERSHED PLAN * Spatial Policy Guidelines

®  In coordination with local municipal plans, utilize the

Part I. Watershed Plan Design Guidelines eight existing consensus-based charrette areas in the
Watershed at 75 to 100 percent of the densities
la. General Watershed Policy Guidelines approved and agreed upon by the municipdiities and
e More compact building design the County, resulfing in 40,000 to 50,000 units in the
® Mix of commetcial and residential land uses charrefte areas;
® Greater densities along transit coridors ®  Make completion of enhanced transit coridors a priori-
® Variety of fransportation choices 1y, including completion of the Metrorail to Florida City;
¢ Create walkable neighoorhoods m  FEsfablish two major zones (A and B) dlong enhanced
* Preserve open space, weflands and famiand transit coridors to guide the allocation of dwelling units;
® Better protectio
Better p I n/mor?ogement of surface and ground waters u  Consistent with the charrette areas and Zones A and B,
® Enhancement of tourism and economic development

establish a minimum of five major development nodes

» . . along transit conidors;
Ib. Specific Watershed Policy Guidelines
M Encourage municipdlities located in Zones A and B to

® Temporai Policy Guidelines utilize Smart Growth approaches, including higher resi-
dential densities and mixed use developments, The

—»— 2007 through 2025: 102,000 residential dwelling units
determination of how to distribute the density would e

projected
m Alocation of 100 percent of the projected 102,000 made by municipalties; and
dwelling units inside the existing UDB through 2025 B Establish an open space/conservation zone (Zone C)
that ensures that lands needed for the protection of
—> 2026 through 2050: 102,000 residential dwelling units Biscayne Bay are available for stormwater freatment,
projected wetlands restoration and open space.
m Allocation of a minimum of 60 percent (61,000) of the
projected 102,000 dwelling units inside the existing UDB The above design guidelines are reflected in the Design Guide Map in

between 2026 and 2050 Figure 5.1.

B Allocation of a maximum of 40 percent (41,000) of the
fotal projected dwelling units outside the existing UDB
between 2026 and 2050. This policy on the allocation of
dwelling units outside the existing UDB should not be
implemented without a specific finding of necessity by
the County and until the projects necessary in Zone C
(see below) for the protection of Biscayne Bay have
been completed. '

Guideline Zones

Zones A and B are established for the purpose of creating a generdl
guide for a higher density, fransit oriented developrnent pattern. It is not
the intent of these zones to create rigid reguiatory boundaries. Further,
it is not the intent that the entire area within Zones A and B will achieve
the average densities prescribed. In this regard, it is important to
acknowledge that the density for most of the acreage in each zone
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CHOOSING THE FUTURE TODAY

In Chapter 2 the results of thousands of pages of technical analysis are
presented and discussed. Chapter 3 highlights the extensive outreach
undertaken to ensure that the public, landowners and stakeholders
had many opportunities to influence the Study and Plan. The conse-
guences of coordinating the curent
sprawl scenario and the advantages of
choosing the Smart Growth scenario
are discussed in Chapter 4.

This Chapter presents a plan for a sus-
tainable South Miami-Dade Watershed.
A Recommended Watershed Plan that
was born in a crucible of sound plan-
ning policy, good science, and mean-
ingful public involvement. In short, this
Chapter is about choosing a different
future for the Watershed - - a future
based on the concepts of Sustainability
and Smart Growth,

The Recommended Watershed Plan consists of two major pars: the
Watershed Plan Design Guidelines and the Implementation Strategies.
Part one, the Watershed Plan Design Guidelines, creates a tempordci
and spatial policy framework for Smart Growth and resource protection
to the year 2050. The intent of the Design Guidelines and associated

Design Guide Map is to provide direction 1o the County, developers
and the communities in the Watershed on how to facilitate and
promote a Smart Growth development patftern. This guide is also
infended to increase predictability for developers and property owners.
The Design Guide Map establishes a
general framework for development - it
is not a parcel based zoning map. It
does not dictate future land use of any
given parcel, but rather provides gen-
eral guidance that dllows the exercise
of good judgement consistent with
Smart Growth concepts.

Part two of the Recommended
Watershed Plan is a set of implementa-
fion strategies that provide the podlicy
direction needed to make the Plan
effective and implementable. These
strategies were developed after exten-
sive discussions with the WSAC and
stakeholders. If adopted, many of these strategies, along with the
Design Guidelines, would be codified in the County's CDMPR. Others
would become an element of Capital Improvement Plans and/or
strategic plans for County departments.

" Watershed Pian Design

THE RECOMMENDED
WATERSHED PLAN = -

‘Guidelines
. + -
Impler_nenfqﬁon Strategie

5.1
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Other Costs of Choosing the Sprawl! Scenario

In addition to the fiscal impacts and costs discussed above, the sprawi
scenario will result in substantial costs that are not ecsily expressed in
monetary terms. As expressed in Chapter 2, the results of the water
fesources, natural resources and land use assessments demonstrate
clearly that the sprawl scenaiio will cause the greatest overall negative
impacts on the Watershed. This will have a direct effect on other impor-
tant attiibutes lke tourism and community character.  In short, the
quality of the Watershed will suffer significantly with a sprawl scenario.

Non-monetary impacts to the Watershed resulting from a sprawl
scenanio include the degradation of Biscayne Bay from increased
pollutant loadings and the further 10ss of wetlands and upland forests.
These pervious arecs filter pollutants, reduce flooding, and provide
habitat for plant and animal species.

Conclusion

The costs of sprawl are well documented in the liferature and validat-
ed by the Watershed Study. Extensive woik was completed to measure
the relative costs for the express purpose of documenting how savings
can e achieved for the County and ifs taxpayers through sound long-
term planning.

Under a sprawl scenario the Watershed is characterized by more
impervious surface and less open space, natural areas and agricuitur-
allands. This more extensive and geographically dispersed automobile
dependent development pattermn cosfs more than a Smart Growth
approach - - both in terms of fiscal costs and environmental costs.
While all scenarios, including the Recommended Watershed Plan,
involve unavoidabile costs, such costs are not on the same scale ond
are more easily mitigated when Smart Growth approaches one used.

Future generations will inherit the decisions made today. Two choices
have been presented in this Chapter. Continuing the current pattemn of
development in the Watershed will resuit in sprawl. Choosing a Smart
Growth scenario will chart a new direction for the Watershed - - a
course for a sustainable, healthy environment and economy.
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CHAPTER 4

) Table 4.1 ) Choosing a Direction for
Infrastructure and Social Cost Savings between the Recommended Plan and Test Scenario 1B (Sprawl). . the Watershed
Present Value of Future Annual Savings in $ millions. (2004-2050)

Cost Savings:

Cost Category Sprawl . Recommended Plan Sprawl -
: : Recommended Plan

Potable Water Supply
Water Connection Fees $1,426.9 $1,173.1 $254
Water Mains $1,491.4 $215.6 $1,276
Water Treatment Plant Capacity $85.9 $72.6 $13
Subtotal: $3,004.2 $1,461.3 $1,543
Wastewater infrastruciure
Sewer Connection Fees $5,748.6 $4,726.1 $1,023
Force Malns $1,789.7 $258.7 $1,531
Gravity Sanitary Sewer Lines $2,013.4 $§291.1 $1,722
Sewage Pumping Stations $33.7 $11.3 $22
Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity $2,488.4 $2,488.4 $-
Subtotal: $12,073.9 $7,775.6 $4,298
Public Schools Facliities Costs $1,857.1 $1,625.5 $232
Sources: .
Transportation Infrastructure Costs BRSNS RS
Total Cost to Improve Overcapachy Roads $2,100 $1.700 $400 .. \1USDOT Mermorand uet:, Diep
Soclal Costs of Transportation | . Guidance: for the Valuation of
Total Delays Due to Congestion-(Vehicle Hours) 5,250,634 4,717,978 532,656
Total Delays Due to Congestion-(Person Hours) 9,319,875 8,374,411 945,464 :
Monetized Cost of Delays (Mils. $) \1 $144.2 $129.6 514.6 Oceupattisnal Employr
Billions of Miles Per Year (VMT) 24.4 22.8 1.6 I" " Estimates survey;for M
Vehicle Operating Savings (Mis. $)\2 $14,634.7 $13,675.1 $960 ' KendglliFL Metropoiifein:
"[ Tons of Pollutants Per Day — 2050 ;. /Current prices using'ihe
VOC 2119 2015 10 . Depgnmenfiofll;cbor BLS,
co 388.23 369.19 19.0 | \2 U3 DOY, Buredu of Transportat]
NOx 18.19 17.3 0.9 | Toble 3-14: Average Cost of ¢
Monetized Cost of Air Pollution, Mils. $\3 © Operating an-Auformobli, 20(
voc $284 $270 $14 | totol cost per mile (curten
Cco $359 $342 $18 | -Rublcalionsiational.
NOx $3,929 $3,736 $192 i o P
Subtotal Sum of Air Pollution Costs $4,572 $4,348 $224 ; C.H e 29'04 4.2

: \.sj;représé_ﬁt's:' the &
Subtotal: Total Transportation Costs $21,451 $19,853 $1.598 ¢ of dnnualthedith: oot
| Candumoitality)assoc)

[y - : tants using o 5% discol

Total Costs in Millions: $38,386 L.83076 §7,671 | .. (D&lucchi, 2000),-




Potable Water Supply Infrastructure

The potable water supply infrastructure costs are generally a result of
the capital costs for additional water mains and water freatment
: ‘ capacily to support service extension to newly developed arecs
(including those areas outside of the existing Urban Development
Boundary in the sprawl scenario) These planning level estimates were
made out to 2050. Water connection fees were also estimated.

I Ll

® By 2025. Under the sprawl scenario (Scenario 1), the present value Gk BAVE

cost of the water supply infrastructure (cumulatively measured e Vi '; & q;wma
from 2004 to 2025) and hookups would total $726 milion. This )
compares to $335 milion under the Recommended Watershed
Plan. Bottom line: sprawl-lke development extending outward
within the Watershed adds an additional $400 million in water
supply distribution and expansion infrastructure costs over the
planning horizon extending to 2025. These costs can be avoided
by choosing another path, the Recommended Watershed Plan.

® 2004 - 2050. Under the sprawl scenario, the present value cost of
the water supply infrastructure (cumulatively measured from 2004
to 2050) and hookups would amount of $3.0 bilion, This com-
pares to $1.5 bilion for the Recommended Watershed Plan,
Sprawl development extending outward within the Watershed
would add an additional $1.5 bilion in water supply distribution
and expansion infrastructure costs over the planning horizon that
can be avoided by choosing the Recommended Watershed
Plan.
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household, discharge more wastewater, and require higher connec-
tion fees than higher density developments.

Public Schools Facilities

Providing a high quality public education fo the Watershed's children

represents one of the most valuable investment taxpayers will make
over the next 43 years. Investing in youth will lead to more productive,
meaningful lives and
helps ensure that the
Watershed's econo-
my and community
will remain vibrant
and  diverse. To
accommodate the
projected growth in
population, public
school -enroliment is
estimated to total
159,737 by 2025
and grow to 212,780 by 2050. Select arecs within the Watershed will
require new schools and permanent student stations. Each scenario
evaluated would require substantial investments to meet student sta-
tion deficiencies. However, under the sprawl scenario the cost to meet
student station deficiencies would exceed those identified within the
Recommended Watershed Plan by $232 million by 2050.

Wastewater Infrastructure Costs

Wasstewater infrastructure costs represent the iargest anticipated sav-
ings associated with the Recommended Watershed Plan and would
total approximately $4.3 billion out to 2050. Under the sprawl scenario
the total costs of adding wastewater freatment capacity and collec-
tion system expansion costs are significantly greater primarily because
of the much more extensive linear feet of force mains and sanitary
sewer lines required to accommodate fragmented low density devel-
opments (Table 4.1). In addition, single family residences that charac-
terize the sprawl scenario generally consume more water per

The wastewater infrastructure costs were estimated from future waste-
water foadings resulting from population growth anficipated in the
Watershed. Collecting, moving and routing wastewater to treatrment
facilities would require extensively more physical investment under the
sprawl scenario. The additiondl systemn wide wastewater freatment
capacity was estimated beyond the time horizons contemplated with-
in the County's Wastewater Facilities Master Plan, Projected wastewater
flows or loadings were projected to 2025 and 2050.

Serving low density, sprawl communities with wastewater infrastructure
would be a very costly endeavor that can be substantially avolded by
adopting the Recommended Watershed Plan in Chapter 5.

® 2004 to 2025. Under the sprawl scenario (Test Scenario 1), the
cumuiative present value of annual capital cost expenditures
would total $3.0 billion in wastewater infrastructure costs over the
planning period out fo 2025, This amount compares to $1.8 billion
under the Recommended Watershed Plan. Linear extension of the
wastewater treatment collection system under a dispersed,
sprawl-like pattemn drives the cost differences.

® 2004 to 2050. Under the sprawl scenario, the cumulative present
value of annuat capital cost expenditures would total $12.1 billion
in wostewater infrastructure costs over the entire planning horizon
from 2004 to 2050. This amount compares to $7.8 bilion under
the Recommended Watershed Plan. Wastewater infrastructure
cost savings under the Recommended Watershed Plan would
totat $4.3 billion,

and wadter consenvatio

pol
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Social Costs of Transportation

The term “social costs of transportation” refers to a measure of the
monetized negative social and economic impacts associated with
more vehicle use to support sprawl development under the current
development scenario. For example, the $1.2 billion in total savings
that could be achievable under the Recommended Watershed Plan
includes the following elements:

® Travel Time Savings {$14.6 million).
Travel fime savings represent the
avoided hourly cost of delays due
to congestion that would be
experienced under the current
development path and extended
system of road networks. This does
not include savings that would be
achieved through transportation
improvements such as a complet-
ed Metrorail system.

® Vehicle Operiating Savings ($960
million). Vehicle operating savings
are the result of the approximately
1.6 billion fewer miles of travel
under the Recommended
Watershed Plan, compared to the
current development path. To

® Social Cost of Air Pollufion Savings ($224 million). Air pollutant

emissions from vehicle exhaust affect human health in a variety of
ways. The cost of these health effects is one of the largest social
costs of vehicle usage. The sprawl scenario would result in the
greatest daily tonnages of emissions of volatile organic com-
pounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide {CO) and oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) compared to the Recommended Watershed Plan. The
scenario differences in tons of air pollutant emissions per day were
quantfified and documented in the infra-
structure assessments for the dlternctive
lond use scenarios (Sub-tasks 3.2 and 4.3
work products). These savings include the
reduced heclth costs associated with
emission fonnages or health damages
that would be avoided. Avoided heaith
damages represent the morbidity and
mortality that would not be experienced
by the population because of less motor
vehicle exhaust being emifted into the
Watershed's atmosphere over time under
the Recommended Watershed Plan.

Costs to Improve Road Capacity

The approximate costs necessary fo
improve roadway capacity out to 2050
were quantified under Sulo-tasks 3.2 and
4.3, The sprawl scenario requires sufstan-

estimate these savings, over the entire planning horizon out to tially more roadway infrastructure. The difference in such costs (savings)
2050, the avoided vehicle miles traveled were valued using an between the sprawl scenario and the Recommended Plan is ApPIoxi-
updated average fotal cost per mile figure ($0.60) from the U.S. mately $400 million. By not having to incur these investments in the
Department of Transportation. The average total cost per mile future, the County would free up capital for other important infrastruc-
represents the cost of owning, maintaining and operating ture projects identified in its Capital Improvernent Plan.

Q vehicle.




The Direct Costs of Choosing the Sprawl Scenario

It is estimated that allowing a sprawl scenarrio in the Watershed will cost
nearly $8 bilion more than the Recommended Watershed Plan
between now and 2050. This does not include the substantial environ-
mental costs, including impacts to Biscayne Bay and other natural
resources, that will result from a sprawl development patfern. While the
extraordinary ecological and human value of clean water and healthy
natural resources Is well documented, this value is difficult 1o express in
terms of doliars.

Costs of
Transportation

Transportation Costs to
Improve Road Capacity

Public Schoof Facilities |8

Wastewater
Infrastructure

Potable Water Supply
Infrastructure

Total

Figure 4.4 graphicdlly depicts the savings from the Recommended
Watershed Plan when compared to the sprawl scenario (Test Scenario
1B). The attribution of such savings is discussed below and provided in
detail in Table 4.1.

When considering the costs of sprawt it should be noted that cerfain up
front development costs are often shared between the private and
public sectors. However, it is important to understand that the long-term
lifecycle infrastructure costs to support these developments are borne
by local govemments.

$7.671

$0 $1.58 $3B $4.58
Billions of §

Figure 4.4 Difference in cost (savings) between the Recommended Plan and Test Scenario

1B (Sprawl)

T L —

$6B $7.58 $9B
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The following figures provide a spatial picture of the estimated change to the Watershed from the baoseline condition (Figure 4.1) with a sprawl future

(Figure 4.2) and a Smart Growth future by the year 2050 (Figure 4.3).
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SIX PRINCIPLES OF
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

,, Anticipating and preventing problems is better than
trying to react and fix them after they occur.

Accounting must reflect all long-term environmental
2 and economic costs, not just short-term benefits or
costs.

The best decisions are those based on sound,
accurate, and up-to-date information.

We must live off the interest our environment
provides and not destroy its capital base.

The qudiity of social and economic development
must take precedence over quantity.

We must respect nature and the rights of future

17 WAV BN oo R VA

generations.

Source: www.smartgrowth.org

Sprawl or Smart Growth for the Watershed - -
the choices, the cosls.

The results of the Watershed Study are consistent with the literature on
sprawl and Smart Growth as briefly described above, Test Scenario 1
(Sprawl Scenario) exhibited substantially lower performance and high-
er costs. The scenarios that more closely represent Smart Growth
approaches performed the best and cost less. The Recommended
Watershed Plon presented in Chapter 5 is based on Smart Growth
concepts and approaches.

The sprawl scenaiio, the path that the County is on foday, will negative-
ly change the character of the Watershed forever if it continues. The
waters of Biscayne Bay will be subject to substantial increases in water
pollution. Three fourths of the agricultural land in the Watershed will be
lost to low density residential developments. Already Imperiled natural
resources such as wetlands and forests will be diminished further. Traffic
congestion will increase. The effectiveness of restoring America's
Everglades, the largest environmental restoration project in the world,
will be reduced -- reducing benefits to the County. A policy path that
leads to sprawl will not be a path of sustainability for the environment
or the community.

If adopted, a Smart Growth scenario will afford the Watershed the best
chance for a sustainable future. While it will take a long-term vision and
the courage to make difficuit decisions today, the Smart Growth
scenario reflected in the Recommended Watershed Plan will leave an
unprecedented legacy for the County's leadership - - a legacy that
future generations will be thankful for.
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4.4

Screfary of State . |

What is sustainability and sustainable development?

Objective 3 of the County’'s CDMP LUP 3E is “To ensure compatible land
uses and zoning decisions in the Watershed Study Area that are consis-
tent with long term objectives for a sustainable South Miomi-Dade”,

Sustainability is an approach that provides positive outcomes for the
human and natural environments both now and into the future. It
focuses on the relationships between the economic, social, institution-
al and environmental aspects of human society, as well as the non-
human environment. Sustainability is intended to e a means of shap-
ing human activity so that society and its economies are able o meet
their needs and express their greatest potential today, while preserving
biodiversity and natural ecosystems in the long term.

Society/ Environment
Communlty Requirements
Requirementis

Economic
Requirements

Sustainable development promotes economic opportunity and com-
munity well-being while protecting and restoring the natural environ- .. |
ment upon which people and economies depend. Characteristics of
sustainable communities include compdct mixed-use development,
green “building, . fransit-oriented development, pedestrian-friendly
and blcycle-friendly neighborhoods, common open space, and
diversity in housing opportunities. )

Sustainable development is an approach that promotes development
which seeks 10 create equitable standards of living, satisfy the basic
needs of all peoples and produce economic growth while taking the
steps necessary fo avoid irreversible damages to our natural environ-
ment. This is accomplished by reconciling development projects with
the needs of the natural environment. The concept of sustainable
development is reflected in the following principles:

® Sustainable development is development that meets the needs
of the present without compromising the ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own needs.

® Sustainable development promotes consumption standards and
population growth that are within the bounds of ecosystem
capacities.

® Meeting essential needs depends on achieving economic growth
potential.

® Sustainable development will not endanger natural systems,
including water, soil, and plant and animal species, including their
habitat.

® Sustainable development requires that the rate of depletion of
non-renewable resources not foreclose options in the future.




What is Smart Growth?

Smart Growth is a planning concept based on a set of principles that
encourage land use pattems that are compact, transit-oriented, walk-
able, bicycle-fiendly, and include mixed-use development with a
range of housing choices. This approach keeps density concentrated
in the center of atown or city, reducing the negative impacts of sprawl.

By locating people near each other, employment centers, and shop-
ping and promoting transit-oriented development, travel times and
transportation infrastructure costs are reduced. Smart Growth commu-
nites are designed to maximize access to public transit, and
mixed-use/compact neighborhoods fend to use transit at all times of
the day. As a result, these communities improve the quality of life and
promote a healthier pedestrian-based lifestyle with less pollution.

The Smart Growth principle of compact building design creates livable
urban neighbborhoods and atftracts more people and businesses to the
community, This creates communities that are economically viable
and environmentally sustainable -- reducing sprawl. Smart Growth is an
dliternative to sprawl and the associated traffic congestion, discon-
nected neighbborhoods, and urban decay.

Additional information on Smart Growth may be found at:

General references:
» www.smartgrowth.org
® www.epa.govismartgrowth/
" www.planning.org/policyguides/smartgrowth.htm#(

Smart Growth measures as it pertains 1o the State of Florida:
» www.smargrowth.org/news/bystate.asp?state=FL
Smart Growth and Housing Affordability:
w www.ruralhorme.org/manager/uploads/VoicesWinter2001_2002.pdf
B www . Ippi.org/ps287.himil
Research:
a www law.wfu.edu/x4867 xmi
m www.smartgrowth.umd.edu/index.htm

Success Stories:
& www.smartgrowth.org/library/projects.asp

PRINCIPLES OF SMART GROWTH.

Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices: Providing

quality housing for people of all income levels is an integral .

component in any smart growih stiategy.

Create "Walkable - Neighborhoods: . Walkable communities. ‘are
desirable. places 1o live, work, leam, worship and play; and
therefore a key compoénent of Smart Growth. '

Encourage Commuiriity and- Stakeholder Collaboration: Growth -

can.create great places 16 live, work and play - if it responds to a
community's own sense of how and where it wants 1o grow.

Foster Distinclive, Aftractive' Communities with a Sfrong Sense of .
" Place: Smart Giowth encourdges communities to ciaff o vision and

set standards for-development and construction which respond to

community values of architectural beauty and distinctiveness, as

well as expanded cholees in housing and transportation.

Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective:
For a community 1o be successful in Implementing Smart Growth, it
must be émibraced by the private sector, .

Mix Land Uses: Smart Growth supports the integration of mixed land
uses infto communities as a critical component of achieving better
places fo live, .

Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical
Environmiental Areas: Open space preservation supports Smart
Growth - goals by bolstering local economies, presenving . crifical
environmental areas, Improving our communities quality of life, and
guiding new growth Into existing communtities.

Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices: Providing people with
more transportation ¢hoices Is a key alm of Smart Growth,

Strengthen - .and Direct Development Towards Existing
Communities: Smart Growth directs development towards existing
communities already served by infrastructure, seeking to utiize the
resources that existing nelghborhoods offer, and conserve open
space and Ireplaceable natural resources on the urban fringe.

Take Advantage of Compact Building Design: Smort Growih
provides a means for communities to Incorporate more compact
building design as an altemnative to conventional, land
consumptive development.

Source: www.smarfgrowth.org
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In this Chapter, two choices for the future are discussed. A discussion of
the costs of each choice is included. In Chapter 5 a Recommended
Watershed Plan is presented - - a plan that, if chosen, will put the
Watershed on an environmentally and economically sustainable path.

The Choices

From a watershed-level planning perspective the two major policy
choices for the futwre can be characterized as either a Sprawl
Scenario or a Smart Growth Scenario. The consequences of a sprawl
scenaiio are reflected in the assessment of Test Scenario 1. The sprawl
scenario best describes the path that the County is on today. The Smart
Growth choice will require the County to take some new, but very
achievable, paolicy steps. The benefits of choosing a Smart Growth pol-
icy is substantiated by the test scenario assessments and supported by
the planning literature.

What is Spraw!?

Sprawl is generally defined by non-contiguous, scattered or leap-frog
pattemns of development. Sprawl also includes numerous low-density
subdivisions that fan out from established urban cores and absorb
open lands. The environmental impacts of sprawl include the loss, and
often disappearance, of ecologically significant open lands such as
wetlands and forests. These open spaces perform important functions,
including fittering runoff, assimilating water borne pollutants, recharging
groundwater and providing habitat. Sprawl development and its asso-
ciated patchwork of impervious surfaces interrupts surface water flows
and reduces infiltration into the groundwater. More impervious surface
results in increased stormwater unoff and conveyance of polluted
water to rivers, lakes and the ocean. In the case of the Watershed,
this means increased pollutant {oads discharged into canals and
uitimately into Biscayne Bay.

In addition, sprawt creates negative transportation impacts resulting
from greater reliance on the automobile. Longer trips to and from

outlying areas to urban core area job centers results in the need for
more roads, more air pollutant emissions, more connecting segments
requiring long-term maintenance, and additional demand for parking
spaces. In addition, traffic congestion increases as more and more
drivers commute from outlying areas, resuffing in (ost production and
leisure time. Sprawl analysts have shown that greater dependence on
vehicles also has health impacts and results in less walking/liking to
destinations as these travel modes become untenable. Furthermore,
sprawl requires more municipal services such as police, emergency
medical and fire 1o support the expanding road networks.

The scatftered, frag-
mented nature  of
sprawl  developments
has impacts on
resource efficiency
and public costs such
as infrastructure  and
municipal sefvices.
Connecting scattered
supdivisions to munici-
pal services Involves
extensive linear development of infrastructure such as water mains and
sewer lines, lateral hookups, additional pumping stations, more fre-
quent use of vehicles (and the necessity for parking spaces) and addi-
tional school capacities. While certain up front development costs are
shared between the private and public sectors, long-term lifecycle
infrastructure costs to support these developments are bome by
municipalities and counties.

Example of Spraw!

It has been documented in the planning literature that more compact
forms of urban development make optimal use of established infra-
structure and take advantage of existing capacities. This can result in
economies of scdle in providing municipal services, saving municipal
governments and taxpayers’ money compared 1o the sprawl scenario.



CHOOSING A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE
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Faced with a potential doubling of the population and associated
development, the Watershed will change over the next several
decades. The Study clearly shows that the Watershed cannot grow as
projected without substantial consequences to its water and natural
resources, qudlity of life and community characteristics. The land and
water management chdllenges confronting the Watershed will only
increase. The pressures to develop land and the need fo preserve
natural and water resources will, without the right long-term forwarding-
looking plan, be on an ecological and political collision course. At
stake is the welfare and survival of a mosaic of land uses and lifestyles
that badlance agriculture, residential and commercial development
and a unique and ireplaceable ecosystem.

After nearly four years of study, thousands of pages of analysis and
scores of meetings with stakeholders and the public, what has
emerged is a clear picture of two potential futures for South Miami-
Dade County.
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Public and Stakeholder Presentations:

E-Fair2003 ... .. September 13, 2003
Steven PR ClakCenter ..................... September 23, 2003
Kmart 88th & 140th Ave. . ......... ... ... .. September 24, 2003
Kmart 79th & 104th St ... ... ... September 24, 2003
Kendall Federation of Hormeowner Associations . .December 1, 2003
Everglades Codlition Conference. .............. January 23, 2004
~ Annual Village of Palmetto Bay Picnic ............. March 13, 2004
Miami-Dade County Fair ... .. ..o April 2-3, 2004
Baynanza 04 ... o April 17, 2004
Decision Makers Forum .. ... .o e May 21, 2004
Goulds Codlition of Ministers and Laypersons . . .Septemiber 14, 2004
Rotary Club of Homestead ................. September 15, 2004
E-FQir2004 ... ... September 18, 2004
Dade County Farm Bureau Presentation ........ .. October 5, 2004
Rotary Club of Homestead Luncheon . .......... .. March 30, 2005
Agricultural Practices Study Advisory Board .. ... .. ... Aprit 6, 2005
SemaClubMeeting . ..... ... . i April 8, 2005
Dade County Farm Bureau .. ............... September 19, 2005
Tropical Everglades Visitors Association ... . ... September 19, 2005
Homestead/Florida City Chamiber of Commerce . .October 20, 2005
Dade County Farm Bureau & Florida Nursery . . . .December 9, 2005
Tourism and Economic Meeting ................ January 31, 2006
University of Miami Law School .. .......... ... ... March 8, 2006
Agricultural Practices Study Advisory Board ... ... ... August 2, 2006
Tropical Research and Education ............ November 16, 2006
Center Seminar
Agricultural Practices Study Advisory Board .. ... .. December 6, 2006
South Dade Economic Development . ... ........ January 9, 2007
Council Presentation
Tropical Audubon Society's Conservation ... ... .. January 24, 2007

Committee Meeting

The Project Website

The project website, presented in both English and Spanish, has been
a reference for anyone seeking information on the Study. The website
hosts each of the final project reports that were produced duiing the
Study, Each of these reports can be downloaded directly from the wel-
site in a PDF format. The website also served as a conduit for anyone
who would like to join the SMDWSP database of contacts or to find out
more about the Study, related topics, or upcoming meetings and
events, including WSAC meetings.

 The Watersbed Pliss

Provides the roadmap for how South Miami-
Dade will address planning, water resources,
infrastructure and natural resource issues for the
next 50 years -- facilitating a
sustainable environment and economy.

For more information about the South Miami-Dade
Watershed Study and Plan please visit:
S






FORMAL PUBLIC MEETINGS

September 23, 2003

September 24, 2003

September 30, 2004
October 7, 2004
February 21, 2006

February 22, 2006

.
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3. THE PUBLIC

In addition to the opportunities for public involvement offered through
the monthly WSAC mestings, the public was engaged through six
formal public meetings as well as a variety of other events and venues.
The public meetings provided an opportunity for interested individuals,
private organizations, special interest groups, and local, County, State
and federal agencies to share their opinions and ask questions about
the Study and understand the process. Through these meetings, feed-
back was obtained and used to gain a better understanding of con-
cermns and issues. Surveys, fact sheets, newsletters, and event flyers were
developed in English and Spanish to assist the public. Transiators were
Also provided when necessary.

"
=

. SMDIWSP
Building Blocks

Public Events & Stakeholder Presentations

The Keith and Schnars Team, with other members of the Project
Management Team, provided briefings at neary 30 public events and
stakeholder meetings. These opportunities provided meaningful
exchange in mostly small group seftings fo allow the Team to explain,
in layperson terms, the basis for the Study, where the Study was in the
timeline, and what the next tasks/steps were in the process. Each of
these events and stakeholder presentations were held to garner atten-
tion for the Study and to generate discussions with the public on how
South Miami-Dade can benefit from a comprehensive long
range plan.




2. COMMUNITY COUNCILS,

MUNICIPALITIES AND AGENCIES

Informing elected and appointed officials has been a key part of the
SMDWSP public involvement program, as these are the officials that
must consider adopting and utilizing the Recommended Watershed
Plan discussed in Chapter 5. Briefings for the Miami-Dade Board of
County Commissioners (BOCC) and the South Florida Regional
Planning Council (SFRPC) Board occurred at key points throughout the
Study. In addition, the leadership. of local municipdiities was briefed
and provided opportunities to provide input to the Study. The list below
provides an example of the many meetings and briefings completed
as of March 2007, In addition, the 55 WSAC meetings and six public
meetings provided substantial opportunities for community leaders to

influence and comment on the Studly.

Local, State and Federal Agencies

County Commissioner & Other Elected and
Appointed Official Meetings

Commissioner Katy Sorenson

September 8, 2003

Commissioner Dennls Moss

September 10, 2003

Commissioner Bruno Barriero

September 15, 2003

Commiissioner Rebeca Sosa

September 16, 2003

Commissioner Javier Souto

September 22, 2003

City of Florida Clty Presentation for Elected Officlals

August 25, 2004

Miami-Dade County Commissloner
Katy Sorenson Presentation

September 13, 2004 .

Miaml-Dade County Commissioner
Bruno Barrlero Presentation

September 13, 2004

Clty of Coral Gables Presentation for
Elected Offlcials

September 13, 2004

Village of Palmetto Bay Presentation for
Elected Officials

September 14, 2004

Homestead Commlittee of the Whole Presentation
for Elected Offlcials and the Public

September 14, 2004

Miami-Dade County Commissioner
Javier Souto Presentation

September 20, 2004

City of Pinecrest Appointed Official Presentafion

September 20, 2004

South Florida Regionat Planning Council

October 4, 2004

Briefing for Miami-Dade County
Commissioner Barbara Jordan

October 12, 2004

Briefing for Miami-Dade County
Mayor Carlos Alvarez

November 4, 2004

Briefing for Miami-Dade County
Commissioner Carlos Jimenez

January 28, 2005

CHAPTER 3

Public Inpuf

Us Amy Corps of Engineers May 17, 2005
Communlty Council 12 Meeting May 11, 2006
Community Council 11 Meeting June 8, 2005

Briefing for Tery Murphy, staff to Miami-Dade
County Commissioner Natacha Seijas

January 28, 2005

Community Council 14 Meeting

June 16, 2005

Briefing for Miomi-Dade County
Commissioner Joe Martinez

February 22, 2005

Communlty Councll 10 Meeting

July 6, 2005

Briefing for Miomi-Dade County Mayor's Staff

February 1, 2006

Miami-Dade County BOCC UDB Workshop

February 2, 2006

Communlty Councll 15 Meeting

July 21, 2005

Briefing for City of Florida City

March 21, 2006

South Flortda Regional Planning Council

October 4, 2005

INLUC Committee Meeting
(Miami-Dade County BOCC)

October 13, 2006

South Florida Regional Planning Council

May 1, 2006

Vilage of Palmetto Bay
Commiittee of the Whole Presentation

November 15, 2006

Village of Pinecrest Councll Mesting

December 12, 2006

Community Council 14 Meeting

May 11, 2006

Town of Cutler Bay Mayor and
Senior Officials Meeting

December 18, 2006

US Alr Force, Homestead Air Reserve Base

June 27, 2006

INLUC Commiittee Meeting
{Miami-Dade County BOCC)

January 16, 2007

South Dade Planners Group Meeting

January 17, 2007

Town of Cufier Bay Senior Officials Meeting

February 9, 2007




WATERSHED STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Mr. Roger M. Carlton*, Chairperson

Ms. lvonne Alexander, Miami-Dade
AgriCouncif

Mr. Richard Alget, South Florida Polato
Growers Exchange

Mr. Jose Fuentes*, South Florida Water
Management District, Miami-Dade
Service Center

Mr. Subrata Basu*, Miami-Dade County
Deparfment of Planning and Zoning

Mr. Gerald Case, Florida Avocado
Commiftees

Ms. Amy Condon, The Trust for Public Land

Dr. Guillermina Damas, Miami-Dade
College - Wolfson Campus

M. Carlos Espinosa*, Miami-Dade County
Department of Environmental Resources
Management [DERM]

Mr. Jeffrey Flanagan, Chamber South

Mr, John Fredrick, Dade County Farm Bureau

Mr. Dick Frost, Tropical Audubon Society

Ms. Jamie Furgang, Audubon of Florida

Mr. Robert Johnson, Everglades National Park

Ms. Louise King, Rediand Cifizens' Association

Mr. Mark Lewis, Biscayne Natlonal Park

M. Williarmn Losner, Greater Homestead/
Florlda City Chamber of Cormmerce

M. Bennle Lovett, Fiorida City

Mr. Carter McDowell, Builders Association of
South Florida { Lafin Builders Association

~ M. Reed Qiszack, Miami-Dade Agricultural

Practices Board
Mr. Mark Oncavage, Slerra Club

Mr. Lawrence Percival, Kendall Federation of
Homeowner Associations:

Mr. Armando Perez, Florlda Engineering
Soclety

Ms. Bonnie Roddenberry, Sunny South Acres
Hormeowner's Association :

Mr. Jorge Rodriguez*, Mlami-Dade Water &
Sewer Department

Mr. Mike Shehadeh, Cify of Homestead

Ms. Jane Spurling, Florida Nursery, Growers &
Landscape Association

. Mr. Charles Thibos, Tropical Everglades

Visitor Associatfion

Ms. Julia Trevarthen*, South Florida Reglonal
Planning Council

~*Designates-a-nonvoling-member.o

the commiffee.

Ms. Janice Fleischer, Facllitator

Watershed Study Advisory Committee

Viken

"The South Miami-Dade Watershed area
is composed of vibrant corhmunities with- .
strong identities establisned on founda-
fions that are economically, socially ohq
environmentally sustainable, which hont_jr ‘ |
. private property _righ’rs. e

It suppors economically. vioble.oh‘d';vf _

. diverse agriculture; ensures a healthy and’

sustainable south Biscayne Bay and g
Biscayne and Everglades National Park
ond promotes open space and touris

and recreational faclliies based on its

hoTurol wonders while welcoming ofner
compatible enterprises. -Sustainable urba

‘development preserves historic qualily
and rural character with a strong sehsé of

Idcol cbmmu ty énd stewardship.




and then fypicdlly given a month o reach out o their constituents for
input, The faciiitator and the consultant helped resolve the concerns of
the members. Not every decision was reached through the consen-
sus process, In some cases, such as formulation of the draft preferred
" scenario, the WSAC's input was gathered over many months through a
series of charette-style small
group exercises. Based on this
input from the WSAC, the draft
preferred scenario prepared in
Sub-task 4.2 and discussed in
Chapter 2, was developed.

For another work product, the
water resources assessment in
Sub-task 3.4, the Committee
was not able to achieve con-
sensus on accepting all of the
results of the analysis. In this
case, the Committee achieved
consensus on the following
statement:  "This sub-task has
value to the South Miami-Dade
Watershed Study and Plan as a
comparative tool for planning
level purposes”. This course of
action was inferpreted by some
as a shorfcoming of the Study
process. In fact, this is exactly
what the water resources assess-
ment was intended to do per
the scope of services: "the
(water quantity and gudlity)
models will be executed to complete a comparative analysis against
the parameters established in the parameters and thresholds phase..."
This task was simply not designed 1o provide absolute numbers for spe-
cific parcels of tand. This is also illustrative of the challenges that an

advisory group with varied and diverse backgrounds faces when
reviewing thousands of pages of very technical information.

The only work product that resulted in a WSAC vote was the draft imple-
mentation sfrategies developed in Sub-task 5.1, As discussed in
Chapter 2, the implementation strategies were developed with exten-
sive input from the WSAC over a
period of several months. Using a
self-imposed voting standard
that required 80 percent support
for passage, the WSAC did not
vote to adopt the implementa-
fion strategies. However, many of
the 68 strategies had a near
Each member maijority and several members
of the WSAC supported almost all of the
: strategies. It is important that
. seven of the voling members
hundreds of chose to vote against all 68
hours of their strategies regardless of their
ﬁmé o the views on each implementation
Study: strategy. The consultant Con?ld-
ered fully the WSAC's voting
record on the implementation
strategies and the WSAC com-
ments made during the vote in
the development of the final
implementation strategies.

donated

Each member of the WSAC
donated hundreds of hours of
their time 1o the Study. Their input
was considered carefully and it influenced the formulation of the
Recommended Watershed Plan. It is important to note that the WSAC
was not asked to review, consider consensus, or vote on the
Recommended Watershed Plan.




1. WATERSHED STUDY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (WSAC)

The Watershed Study Advisory Commitiee (WSAC) played an important
role throughout the Study in getting information fo the public and to
stakeholders. The 29 member WSAC was comprised of a broad cross-
section of citizens representing food producers, nursery growers, home-
owner associations, local, State and federal agencies, home builders,
business and environmental leaders. This advisory committee, which
was chaired by Mr. Roger Carlfon, was charged with serving as a con-
duit for information between the Keith and Schnars Consulting Team
and the members' respective organizations. Committee members
were nominated by the organizations included in the establishing
ordinance, recommended by a committee, selected by the County
Manager and approved by the Board of County Commissioners.  Ms.
Janice Fleischer of Flash Resolutions served as the facilitator for WSAC
meetings. Meeting agenda formulation was addressed in an
Organizational Committee that was comprised of the Project
Management Team (SFRPC, MDCDPZ, SFWMD and Keith and Schnars),
the Chair and the facilitator.

Many WSAC members provided opportunities for the Consulting Team
to present information to their member organizations, opinion leaders
and to the public. Examples include the Kendall Federation of
Homeowners Associations, the Dade County Farm Bureau, the Rotary
Ciub and the Tropical Audubon Society.

The WSAC met 55 times, typically on the fourth Thursday of each month
for a full day. The WSAC met in several different locations from Coral
Gables 1o Homestead. The public was provided an opportunity to
comment during each WSAC meeting.

WSAC members reviewed and provided comments on the Study work
products through a professionally facilitated consensus-based process.
The members were provided information for discussion each month

An Honor to Serve

Nearly six years ago. then County Manager

Merrett Sierheim asked me to serve as Chalr of

the South Miaml-Dade Watershed Study Advisory

Committee, | was to serve as the leader of a

group of stakeholders and govemment repre-

sentatives who would represent a diverse anay

of intetests, We would help develop a strategy for guiding the growth of o 371
square mile area of south Miami-Dade County located between two extraordl-
nary resources: Everglades Natlonal Park and Biscayne Natlonal Park.

| accepted this challenge for many reasons, Including: having lived in this wori-
derful area for neary 50 years, believing that the stakeholders wanted o find
solutions and would compromise their historically rigld positions in oider to
achieve consensus, and Q personal history of professional and civic Involve-- -
ment with State and local govemment that continues to be energized by the +
belief that reasonable people can overcome self interest for the collective, .

- good. The assignment was carried out utlizing a nafionally recognized consult- i

ant, dedicated staff from the County and State, a fechnical review commiitee

" and a professional facilitator, During. the past five years, County Managers .

Steve Shiver and George Burgess continued to support me. in the ole of Chai.

- While the issues were often complex and involved the disciplines 6f planning, o

water resources engineeiing, biology and economics, the advisory commttee
worked through them in a professional manner. The diverse perspectives and

‘advice of the members was value added to the Study and did help inform the

Recommended Watershed Plan. | know that the consuttant and the others on -
the Project Management Team listened and utilized the committee’s Input. We .
did not always agree but they always listened,

It has been an honor 1o serve as the Chair of the advisory commitiee, | com: -

mend the members for thelr ime and Input. [t Is my sincere. belief ihat we

- have made a positive difference for the future of the County: Our Input -

helped shape q technically sound and ‘\(l,sionory plan that reflects the most’
envionmentally and economically responsible policy to guide the proiec@ed :

. growth In the Watershed.

The job of the WSAC is now over. It is up. 16 the County leadership fo review thls”
Study and Plan and use its recommendations to meet the requlrements of
- CDMP LUP 3E, To not.capitalize-on this work would be-missing a wonderful.

opportunity fo avoid fhe mistakes of the past.

Roger M. Carlton
Chalr, Watershed Study Advisory Commitfee




An integral part of the Study has been an extensive public involvernent
program to disseminate information and gather input from stakehold-
ers and the public af key stages throughout the planning process.
Clear and continuous communication has been essential for mem-
bers of the public to understand that their input to the Study is vital and
is a key to the Plan's development and future success. This effort began
in the initial stages of the Study with a Public Involvement Plan, a plan
that defined the goals and objectives of the Study cs it relates to the
public, stakeholders and elected officials within the Watershed.

Godadls of the SMDWSP Public involvement Plan included the following:

e |nform and educate the public about the Watershed Study by
sharing factual, understandable, and timely infornation;

® Ensure that all interested citizens, stakeholders and officials have
meaningful opportunities to participate and influence recom-
mendations;

® Listen and respond to concerns and find creative approaches to
resolve them; and

® Build consensus and community support for the Study and the
recommendations in the Plan.

Providing information, obtaining public input and identifying the
public's concermns and issues has been accomplished through consis-
fent, ongoing efforts that included 55 advisory committee meetings, six
public meetings, 28 public events, numerous meetings with elected
officials from Miami-Dade County as well as cities located within the
Watershed, forums with community and agricutturdl interests, events
with the Keith and Schnars Mobile Information Statfion, newsletters,
email campaigns, editorial boards, fact sheets, the project website
and media releases.
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The final formulation of the Watershed Plan occurred in Task 5. The
Recommended Watershed Plan, which is based on the extensive
analysis discussed above, includes two major parts, the final Design
Guide and Implementation Strategies. The process wilt be discussed
in this section and the actual Recommended Watershed Plan is
discussed in Chapter 5.

Implementation Strategies (Sub-task 5.1 and 5.2)

To assist the County in implementing the Pian and to mitigate for the
remaining unavoidable impacts from growth, a set of implementation
strategies was developed. These stiategies include proposed site
development standards, best management practices for protecting
water quality, and land preservation techniques, including reguiatory
incentives. These strategies address potential effects on property rights
and include measures to mitigate such effects.

The implementation strategies were developed in concert with staff
from the agencies on the Project Management Team, including the
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning. Further, the
implementation strategies were findlized after extensive discussions
with the WSAC in eight meetings that were open to the public. While the
WSAC did not achieve the 80 percent support required under its
self-imposed voting criteria, many members supported most of the
implementation strategies. It is important to note, that the WSAC did not
vote on the Recommended Watershed Plan since they were charged

with commenting on its formulation and not its approval. The vote was
on the draft implementation strategies only. Finally, ofter listening care-
fully to the WSAC in over 45 meetings, it was the Keith and Schnars
Team responsibility to prepare the most technically sound
Recommended Watershed Plan based on thorough andlysis and
professional planning experience and expertise. Input from the WSAC,
municipalities, stakeholders and the public was considered fully.

The final Implementation strategies are discussed in Chapter 5 and in
the Sub-task 5.1 report.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Plan - -
The Recommended Watershed Plan {Sub-fask 5.3}

Based on sound science, extensive andalysis and public outreach, the
Recommended Watershed Plan discussed in Chapter 5 was prepared.
This Plan represents nearly four years of consultant and PMT work, thou-
sands of hours of advisory and technical committee time, and an
investment in the future by the leadership of Miami-Dade County.

With the completion of this Study and Plan, the work of the consultant
is essentially finished. The WSAC has completed its advisory role. The
TRC has completed its review role. It is now up to Miami-Dade County
to decide ifs vision for the future. The choices are clear and the differ-
ences stark. In Chapters 4 and 5 these choices are presented for the
consideration by the County’s leaders.



Capital Expansion Costs, Cumulative
Present Value 2004 - 2050
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Figure 2.51 Potable Water (2004 Dollars) = Water connection fees, water mains, WIP capacity*
*Reflects boih public and developer funded projects.

Capital Costs, Cumulative Present

Value 2004 - 2050

$14,000,000,000
$12,073,880,000

$12,000.000,000

$10,000,000,000

$7.623.120,000 $7,775,630,000
$6,988,560,000

$8.000,000,0001
$6.000.000.000
$4,000,000,000

$2,000,000,000

Draft Preterred

§0- 2 d
18 2050 2B 2050

Scenario
Figure 2.52 Wastewater (2004 Dollars) = sewer connection fees, force mains, gravity sanitary

sewer lines, sewage pumping stations, WWTP capacity*
*Reflects both public and developer funded projects.

Summary: The analyses demonstrated that implementation of higher density, transit oriented "Smart Growfh" policies result in a more sustainable
environment and economy compared to the current land development pattern represented by Test Scenario 1. The low density, spraw! develop-
ment pattern of this scenario performed substantially worse than the more compact, higher density transit oriented development approaches.
Test Scenario 1 results in:

more water pollution;

substantial increases in flooding;

greater losses of natural resources;

loss of 75 percent of the agriculture land in the Watershed;
more reliance on the automobile; and

significantly greater costs to the public.

Complete results are provided in the Sub-task 4.3 report. The performance of the Draft Preferred Scenario relative to the test scenarios guided the for-
mulation of the Preferred Scenario and the development of implementation strategies, which together form the Recommended Watershed Plan in

Task 5.

LOOKING TO 2025 AND 2050 -
WHAT HAPPENS IF SPRAWL
CONTINUES?

Water Pollution

Flooding

Loss of Natural Areas

Loss of Agricultural Land

Traffic Congestion

Infrastructure Costs

Community Character

= =P =P P P P )
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Percent Loss
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685 ac
11.5%

18 2050 2B 2050 38 2050 Draft Preferred
Scenario
Figure 2.47 Remnant Natural Forest Losses - 2050
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Figure 2.49 Farm Employment

Acres of Agriculture Land

Capital Expansion Costs, Cumulative Present Value
2004 - 2050
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Figure 2.48 Agricuiture Land

$1,857 M

$2,000,000,000-
$1,723 M

$1,800,000,000 $1,626 M
$1,600,000,000
$1,400,000,000
$1,200,000,000

$1,000,000,000+

$800,000,000
$600,000,000-
$400,000,000+
$200,000,000-
$0+ LAY .
1B 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050 Draft Preferred
Scenario

Figure 2.50 Public Schools (2004 Dollars)*
*Reflects both public and developer funded projects.
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Table 2.27 (continued)
Scenario Assessment Matrix - 2050

Test Scenario Test Scenario Test Scenario Draft Preferred
1B 2050 2B 2050 : 3B 205 Scenario

Parameter . Scope of Threshold Measure Baseline

. Commercial  69.5% Commercial 81.8% | Commercial 81.5% | Commercial 81.4% | Commercial 81.6%
N Employment by industry ; ; ; ; )
o ) Industrial 9.8% Industrial 6.4% | industrial 6.3% | Industrial 6.3% | Industrial 6.4%
o OGBS | ooy e oy | Feoentage ofndusty Insfitufional ~ 19.0% | Institutional  11.7% | Insfitutional  11.6% | Institufional  11.6% | Institutional  11.6%
e Farm 1.7% Farm 0.2% | Fam 0.5% | Farm 0.6% | Farm 0.5%
. Comparison of future
Cost of Housing housing cosfs 2004 Dollars $212,157 $399,603 $411,957 $430,562 $417,038
Mix of Wages Med"i’r:‘cgﬁ;em'd 2003 Dollars §52,551 $112,372 $109,225 $106,263 $107.904

Vehicle Miles Traveled per 66,805,784 miles 65,504,220 miles 64,148,180 miles 62,574,368 miles
D MT] 4,501,864 mi d d d d

X Transportation Adopted level of service ay (YMD) ) 44.501 ,86 rr?ﬂes per day pt?r o ) per day perday per day

, *Data shown Is for entire 16.2 biliion miles per year 24.4 pillion miles 23.9 blliflon miles 23.4 billon miles 22,8 billion miles

: Miami-Dade County per year per year per year per year
Cumulgtive Present Value

Public Schools Public Schools of Future Capitat
Figure 2.50 Infrastructure Cost Expansion Costs (in 2004 N/A $1,857 million $1,723 milllion $1,509 miilion $1,626 miilon

Dollars)

infrastruciure - Seggndcry Pcrarﬁ}e;_le.r

Potable Water Plant capacity and Distribution Expanslon Costs

Figure 2,51 expansion cosis \a \c (2004 Dolars) N/A $3,004 milion $1,403 million $1,190 milion $1,461 millon
Wastewater Plant capacity and Collection Expansion Costs
Figure 2.52 expansion costs \b \C (2004 Dollars) N/A $12,074 militon $7,623 millon $6,989 million » $7,776 million
- vOC 77.55 vOoC 21.19 vOC 20,91 vOC 20,11 vOoC 20.15
b Alr Quality Tons of pollutants per day Tons/Day Cco 931.53 CcO 388.23 CcO 383.01 Cco 368.41 CcO 369.19
NOx 125.32 NOx 18.19 NOx 17.94 NOx 17.26 NOx 17.30

SR Note: \a consists of the following elements: Water Connection Fees, Water Mains & Water Treatment Plant Capacity (WITP)
\b consists of the following elements: Sewer Connection Fees, Foice Mains, Gravity Sanitary Sewer Lines, Sewage Pumping Stations, and Wastewater Treatment Piant Capacity (WWTP)
\¢ does not include the costs for system upgrades required for the County's proposed re-use and water conservation project
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Parameter

Scope of Threshold

Measure

Table 2.27 (continued)

Baseline

Scenario Assessment Matrix — 2050

Test Scenario
1B 2050

Test Scenario
2B 2050

Test Scenario
3B 2050

Draft Preferred
Scenarlo

SR

Square Miles: Square Miles: Square Miles: Square Miles: Square Miles: Square Miles:
Square Miles of urban, Rural Rurat - 216 Rural - 159 Rural - 184 Rural - 20% Rural - 183
Development Patterns suburban, ex-urban and Ex-Utban Ex-Urban - 14 Ex-Uban - 25 Ex-Urban - 16 Ex-Uban - 24 Ex-Uban- 12
rural land Suburban Suburban - 163 Suburban - 206 Suburban - 186 Suburban - 159 Suburban - 191
Uban Uban - 3 Urban - 6 Urban - 10 Urban - 12 Urban - 10
Agricultural and Remalning acres of
Remaining acres of . 11,538 acres 30,157 acres 38,372 acres 26,392 acres
Rural Land agricuttural fand agricultural fand 44,148 acres - 74% - 309, - 13% -40%
Figure 2.48 g and percent loss ° ° ° °

Baseline Dwelling Units

Additional Dwelling

Additional Dwelling

Additional Dwelling

Additional Dwelling

. e Units Units Units Units
Proximiy of Housing Adafional Dweling Uns: S DL o Tees | st 25,473 | US1 25102 | US1 53719 | US1 77.598
Population within 1/2 mile . : ‘ Kendall Dr. 5,680 | Kenddli Dr. 1,634 | Kendall Dr. 33,481 Kendall Dr. 10,806
and Employment - Kendalt Drive Turnplke 9,445
of transit s Turnplke 571 | Turnplke 192 | Tumnplke 12,932 Turnplke 3,294
to Transit Florida’s Turnpike Palmetto 7,895
Palmetto 2,004 | Pdmetto 2,146 | Pdmetto 8,651 Palmetto 6,008
Palmetto Douglas Rd. 2,565
Douglas Road TOTAL 71,720 Douglas Rd. 2,135 | Douglas Rd. 108 | Douglas Rd. 479 Douglas Rd. 985
9 ! TOTAL 35,863 | TOTAL 29,182 | TOTAL 109,162 TOTAL 98,691
Additionat Acres by Additional Acres by Additional Acres by Additional Acres by
’ Park Size Park Size Park Size Park Size
Acres by Park Size: — a— — o
. N 1-4 acres 210 | 1-4 acres 333 | 1-4 acres 253 | 1-4 acres 256
Pmks(')gzﬁrgsgzgcnd Acreogeo?r;cci’%sfnbunon 3—,30 7,287 acres 5-30 acres 283 | 5-30 acres 409 | 5-30 acres 379 | 5-30 acres 671
30-100 30-100 acres 80 | 30-100acres 416 | 30-100 acres 406 | 30-100 acres 235
over 100 over 100 acres 1,186 | over 100 acres 601 | over 100 acres 719 | over 100 acres 597

TOTAL 1,759

TOTAL 1,759

TOTAL 1,757

TOTAL 1,759
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Parameter

Scope of Threshold

Measure

Baseline

) Table 2.27 (continued)
Scenario Assessment Matrix — 2050

Test Scenario
18 2050

Test Scenario
2B 2050

Test Scenario
-~ 3B 20650

Draft Preferred
Scenario -

Tidal Wetlands Acres / Percent 0 0 0 0
No net loss of tidal wetlands 17,685 acres
Figure 2,46 Loss 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
{Evaluated as part of Tidal
Transfional Weflands | \yoynie and Freshwater NA N/A NA NA NA N/A

(Brackish Wetlands)

Wetlands)

Native-Plant-Dominated

-314 acres / -0.9%

-174 acres / -0.5%

Freshwater Wetlands 34,953 acres -496 acres / -1.4% <151 acres / -0.4%
Figure 2.46
Exotic-Plant-Dominated
Freshwater Wetiands No netloss of Actes / Percent 4,711 acres -478 acres / -10.1% -408 acres/ -8.7% -405 acres / -8.6% -435 acres / -9.2%
) freshwater wetlands Loss
Figure 2.46
Transitional
Freshwater Wetlands 6,527 acres -424 acres [ -6.5% -350 acres / -5.4% -392 acres / -6.0% -387 acres/ -5.9%
Figure 2.46
Rernnant Natural Forests | O Nt degradation of e Actes / Percent -655 acres -203 acres -196 acres -361 acres
Flaure 2.47 remnant nafural forest Loss 5,695 acres o o .
g . communities -11.5% -3.6 % -3.4% -6.2%-




Parameter

Scope of Threshold

Measure

Table 2.27

Scenario Assessment Matrix ~ 2050

Baseline

Test Scenario

1B 2050

Test Scenatio
28 2050

Test Scenario
3B 2050

Draft Preferred

Scenario

X i ISk RESLREA
BODS 203,034 368,674 264,712 248,095 288,024
CcOD 1,087,243 1,941,088 1,446,700 1,348,420 1,575,283
TSS 895,850 1,420,126 1,134,517 1,072,811 1,204,604
DS 7,868,403 17,576,643 12,344,446 11,528,019 11,308,621
TN 43,045 66,636 55,357 52,778 54,128
Poliufant Loads Nox-N 12,857 31,925 17,661 18,666 18,693
Comparative assessment of Pound NH3-N 2,458 4,516 3,524 3,259 3,780
Water Quality pollutants measured by (Pounds)
XPSWMM against a baseline (Sum of Basins C-1, C-2, TKN 26,488 46,214 35,208 33,056 35,808
C-100, C-102, C-103) P 6,811 9,880 8,423 8115 8,344
DP 4,249 7,319 5,881 5,573 5,537
Cd 58 138 95 86 101
Copper 764 1.076 992 985 914
Lead 2,531 5,896 3,970 3,606 4,405
n 1,810 3,396 2,535 2,376 2,718
Water supply needs will be
Groundwater Demand N Water Supply Needed to
Figure 2.44 met durlr:jgro%é:?-l Ovyear Meet Drought Conditions 303.8 mgd 495.9 mgd 520.5 mgd 531.2 mgd 515.4 mgd
Surface Water . Flows into Biscayne Bay
FlowsDistlbuton | ANl volume of bnoffinto | sy of gasins -1, C-2, 647,000 ac-ft 649,000 ac-ft 642,000 ac-ft 646,000 ac-ft 641,000 ac-ft
Figure 2.45 yne Bay C-100, C-102, C-103)
. Sum of dll nodes not
" Design storm retum period .
Floqd Profection for primary canals and meejmg Level of Service 350 nodes 456 nodes 427 nodes 396 nodes 391 nodes
Figure 2,43 {Basins C-1, C-2, C-100,
roadways C-102, C-103)
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In addition to very poor performance for water qudlity, as illustrated in
Figure 2.43, Test Scenario 1 resulis in a potential 30 percent increase in
flooding in the Watershed. While the Draft Preferred Scenario performs
the best in comparison to the other scenarios, flooding potentially
increases by 12 percent. As with the water gudlity data above, this
flooding information points out the redlity that growth will come at a
cost under any scenario.

The complete assessment results for each parameter are provided in
matrix form in Taple 2.27. Parameters were organized based on two
levels of importance: Primary Parameters and Secondary Parameters.
Primary Parameters are defined as those parameters that on a stand-
alone basis are generdlly integral to meeting the goals of the Plan. As
such, primary parameters recelved more weight when the overall per-
formance of each scenaro was determined. For example, ensuring a
healthy and sustainable Biscayne Bay (WSAC goal number four)
requires the proper quality, quantity timing and distribution of water. To
assess the performance of future land use scenarios, three of the four
primary water resources parameters were selected to measure
achievement of this goal: Water Quality, Groundwater Demand, and
Surface Water Flows/Distribution.

Secondary Parameters such as air quality, while important, may not
individually determine the performance of a scenario. Compliance
with these parameters will be evaluated in the context of the overall
performance of the scenario, For example, failure o meet the thresh-
old for the "wastewater' parameter (a secondary Infrastructure params-
eter) may not, in and of itself, mean a scenario does not meet the
goals of the Plan provided that the impacts are mifigated through
projects and programs reflected in other parameters or dlternative
actions (e.g., funding additional wastewater collection and treatment
facilities).

In addition to the matrix, findings for selected key parameters are dlso
presented in graphic form in Figures 2.44 1o 2.52.

Nodes Exceeding Level of Service

500+ 456

2003 Baseline 1B 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050 Draft Preferred
Scenario
Figure 2.43 Flooding




Protecting the waters of Biscayne Bay is one of the primary objectives of the Watershed Plan. In this regard, Table 2.26 provides the comparative analy-
sis of water pollutant loadings that result from each test scenario and the Draft Preferred Scenario. This data demonstrates clearly three key points:

® Test Scenario 1 (the sprawl scenario) will result in substantially higher levels of pollution discharged into Biscayne Bay;

® Al scenarios increase pollutant loads to Biscayne Bay, and

® The approach where the impacts from such substantial growth can best be mitigated is the more compact, higher density approaches in Test
Scenario 3 and the Draft Preferred Scenario.

Table 2.26
Test Scenario Water Quality Assessments for all Basins
(C-1,C-2,C-100, C-102, and C-103)

Baseline Scenario 1B Scenarico 2B Scenaric 3 B Draft Preferred

Scenario Year 2050 Year 2050 Year 2050 Year 2050

Water Quality % % % %

Parameterid | poyutant Pollutant Difference Pollutant Difference Pollutant Difference Pollutant Difference

Load (Ibs) Load (lbs) Scenario 1/ Load (ibs) Scenario 2/ Load (Ibs) Scenario 3/ Load (Ibs) DPS/
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline

BODS 203,034 358,674 264,712 30 248,095 22 288,024 42
CoD 1,087,243 1,941,088 1,446,700 33 1,348,420 T4 1,575,283 45 "WATER POLLUTANTS EVALUATED
155 895,850 1,420,126 1,134,517 27 1,072,811 20 1,204,604 34 (BODS): 2 Jay Blochemical Orygen
DS 7.868,403 | 17,576,643 12,344,446 57 11,528,019 a7 11,308,621 44 (COD): Chemical Oxygen Demand
™ 43,045 66,636 55,357 26 52,778 23 54,128 26 (TSS): Total Suspended Solids
Nox-N 12,857 31,925 17,661 37 18,666 45 18,693 45 (s}: Total Dissolved Solids
N s s (NH3-Nj) (or TN):  Total Nitrogen

H3-N 2,458 4516 3,524 43 3,250 33 3,780 54 (NOXN): Nitate Nite
TKN 26,488 46,214 35,208 33 33,056 25 35,808 35 (NH3-N): Ammonla Nitogen
TP 6,811 9,380 8,423 24 8,115 19 8,344 23 (TKN): Total Kleldaht Nittogen
DP 4,249 7,319 5,881 38 5,573 31 5,537 30 {TPy: Total Phosphoruis
ca 58 138 95 3 86 8 101 7 (DP): Dissolved Phosphorus

(Cd): Total Cadmium

Copper 764 1.076 992 30 985 29 914 20 (Cu): Total Copper
Lead 2,531 5,896 3,970 57 3,606 ) 4,405 74 {Pb): Total Lead
In 1,810 3,396 2,535 a0 2,376 31 2,718 50 @n): Total Zinc

B | owest Performance T Best Performance
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Table 2.25

Qualitative Summaries of 2050 Scenarlo Assessment Resuits

Ref # Parameter Sce:\?r:o 1 5ce]r’16<:srflob2 8cezlecsrflo 3 Dr%zzf;:ged

WR-1 Water Quallty [ L]

WR-2 Groundwater Demand . a

WR-3 Surface Water Flows/Distribution ] -

WR-4 Flood Protection [ =

NC-1 Tidal Wetlands [ ] ] ] ]

NC-3 Native-Plant-Dominated Freshwater Wetlands n n n

NC-3 Exotic-Plant-Dominated Freshwater Wetlands [] ] ]

NC-3 Transitional Freshwater Wetlands [ |

NC-4 Rermnant Natural Forests [} L] [ ] 5]
LU-1 Development Densities = »

LU-2 Agricultural Land [ ] [ ]

LU-3 Proximity of Housing and Employment to Transit [ ] [ ] n
LU-4 Parks, Recreation and Open Space . [ u =

EC-1 Economic Base M L] ] [}

EC-2 Cost of Housing ] []

EC-3 Mix of Wages ] ]
15-1 Transporation [} »
15-2 Public Schools [ ] a
1S-3 Potable Water [ ] n ~
1S-4 Wastewater [ ] n
15-5 Air Quality n - n

# Lowest Performance

. Mid-Level Performance  m Best Performance

Note: The color descriptions in this table are for comparison purposes only and do not necessarily suggest acceptable performance. In some
cases, two or more test scenarios exhibited similar performance on a parameter and were labeled the same color.




An important part of the cultural and policy making fabric of the
Watershed is the eight municipdlities. As illustrated in Figure 2.42, with
the exception of West Miami, these incorporated cities are generailly
located dlong the US 1 coridor. These cities will play an important role
in how and where growth occurs in the Watershed. Because they are
located along a major transit corridor, they will also play an important
role in ensuring that the fransit-oriented development pattemn aavocat-
ed by the Watershed Plan Is implemented. In the Draft Preferred
Scenario approximately 25 percent of the dwelling units necessary in
2050 were dllocated within the boundaries of the seven cities, located
along US 1.

Taminmi Trai /1

L Turngike

Evergtades Naticnal
parc

Kondal Drive

J

— s

Figure 2.42 Municipafites | Source: Miami-Dada Counly.

Assessment of the Draft Preferred Scenario (Sub-task 4.3)

The next step in the Study process was the assessment of the perform-
ance of the Draft Preferred Scenario using the 21 parameters and
thresholds established in Sub-task 1.8. These assessment results were
compared to the results of the test scenario assessments completed in
Task 3. Based on this information, a final Preferred Scenario and
associated implementation strategies (Recommended Plan) were
developed in Task 5.

In Table 2.25 the 2050 assessment results are ranked and qudlitatively
summarized, with red representing the scenariofs) that performed the
worst, yellow representing intermediate or mixed performance, and
green representing the scenario(s) that performed the best. The color
ranking is for ease of comparison only and does not necessarly
indicate that a scenaro meetfs or exceeds a threshold level for a
particular parameter,

e ey
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Figure 2.40 A

Draft Preferred Scenario

{Sub-Task 4.2)

Source: K&S, PA.

Figure 2.41 (Sub-Task 4.2)

Source: K&S,PA.
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ment Map 2025

For assessment purposes only.




Table 2.21

Draft Preferred Scenario Residential Unit Allocations 2025

Location Dwelling Units Percen’f.cge of

Units

Charrettes 30,680 30%
) 14,471 o

Zone A notin a Chanette (1 dujacre) 14%
. 37,426 o

Zone B not in a Charretfte (10 duacre) 37%
Remaining V acant/Agricuttural 19,126 199
land inside UDB (5 dujacre) °

TOTAL 101,703 100%

Table 2.23

Draft Preferred Scenario Residential Unit Allocations 2050

Location -

" Dwelling Units®

Percentage of

Table 2.22
Draft Preferred Scenario Nonresidential Acreage Allocations 2025
Land Use Acres
Parks 889
Government/Education 196
Hospital 46
Religious 10
Industriai 189
Commercial 2,257
Table 2.24
Draft Preferred Scenario Nonresidential Acreage Allocations 2050
Land Use Acres
Parks 1,759
Government/Education 383
Hospital 88
Religious 20
Industrici 350
Commercial 5,055
oL ! e 7655 -

Units

Charnettes 45,787 22%
. 31,236 o

Zone A not in g Charrette 21 duacre) 15%
Zone B notin a Charrette 52,936 26%
inside UDB (10 du/acre) °
Zone B not in a Charrette 20,059 10%
outside UDB (10 du/acre) °
vacant/Agricuttural 31,657 16%
land inside UDB (5 dujacre) °
Vacant/Agricuttural land outside 22,602 1%
UDB (5 du/acre) °

TOTAL 204,277 100%

Based on the Draft Preferred Scenario design guide map and the land
use allocations described above, Draft Preferred Scenario land use
assessment maps for 2025 and 2050 (Figures 2.40 and 2.41) were
developed to reflect potential development patterns. It is important to
note that these maps were developed for assessment purposes only
and may not represent actual development patterns or land uses on
a particular parcel. The actual densities and location of residential
units within the design guide framework will be determined by local
communities, developers, Cities and the County.
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As noted on the Draft Preferred Scenario design guide map, a key
attiibute is the concentration of land uses along existing and future
fransit coridors. To create a framework for guiding future development,
two zones were established as follows:

® /one A; Located Y mile on each side of US 1 with a total of 8,300
acres. Minimum density of 15 dwelling units per acre and average
density of 21 units per acre;

® Zone B: Generdlly located 2 mile on each side of US 1 and dlong
other major corridors such as Kendall Drive and 137th Avenue with
a total of 41,900 acres. Density range is 6 to 20 dwelling units per
acre with an average of 10 units per acre.

The higher densities in Zone A are required to support premium mass
transit. While the charrettes and urban centers were connected in Zone
A to create a high-density tfransit coridor, it was not intended or rec-
ommended that every acre in Zone A would have the densities noted
above. These densities would be achieved on vacant land and where
redevelopment makes sense. The southemmost portion of Zone A was
expanded fo include the redevelopment plans of the City of
Homestead and Florida City.

Zone B was established as a transition zone to allow for multi-family
and, where appropriate single family development, Like Zone A, it was
not intended or recommended that every acre in Zone B would have
ihe densities noted above.

After creating the Draft Preferred Scenario design guide map with
Zones A and B, land uses were then allocated to the Watershed based
on the projected population at 2025 and 2050 (Tables 2.21, 2.22,
2.23, 2.24). Specifically, land use allocations were made based on the
following approach:

Step 1A - Land uses were dllocated to vacant and agricultural areas
inside the existing UDB. For residential dwelling units, the densities
described in Tables 2.21 and 2.23 were used.

Step 1B - Residential dwelling units were allocated to charrette arecs
and community redevelopment areas in accordance with adopted
plans as noted in Tables 2.21 and 2.23. It was assumed that approxi-
mately 75 percent of the densities anticipated with the hypothetical
buildout in each charrette area would be achieved by 2050. This con-
servative assumption resulted in the allocation of 22 percent of the
total units required in 2050 to the charrette arecs. It is possible that
additional units could be dllocated in some charrettes because the
implementing ordinances dlready allow it. In these areas developers
do not have to request rezoning or land use plan amendments to con-
struct units within the approved densities.

Step 2 - Additional units were dliocated inside the existing UDB based
on the assumption that only 10 percent of the curnently-developed
land inside Zones A and B but outside the charreftes would be redevel-
oped atf higher densities by 2050. As noted by the TRC, this is @
conservative assumption, as it is likely that more redevelopment in
these zones will occur over the next 43 years.

Step 3 - After dwelling units were distributed as noted in Steps 1 and 2
above, the remaining approximately 43,000 units required affer 2025
were allocated outside the existing UDB at five dwelling units per acre
(Table 2.23). It is imporiant to note that this reflects the maximum num-
ber of units that would be allocated outside the existing UDB and this
would occur affer 2025 and only if necessary. It is reasonable that
many, if not most, of these units could be placed inside the existing
UDB if the densities achieved along the transit corridors are greater than
assumed,



The design guide map reflects the land use framework necessary o
minimize and mitigate for iImpacts from the projected population increas- Table 2.20

es in 2025 and 2050, As discussed in the Sub-task 2.2 report, the single Development of the Draft Preferred Scenario -
most important factor in determining impacts from population growth is WSAC Opportunities for Review and Comment
residential housing. While the number of dwelling units required is a

constant (204,000 at 2050), where and how the units are placed will have " Dbate Discussion

a substantial impact Ion Th(? overall enwronr.‘ner?iol gnd economic heaith WSAC Open House. Planning principles, charrefte
of the Watershed, including water qudlity in Biscayne Bay, natural August 17, 2005 plans and shrategies for using the test scenario
resources, agriculture land and tronsportation. In Figure  2.39, results to inform the Draft Preferred Scenario.
Enwronme.nfol Protection Agency research on Smart Growth demonstrates WSAC Open House. Planning principles, charrefte
this point in a hypothetical watershed. Consistent with these results, the August 24, 2005 plans and strategies for using the test scenario
design guide map will help faciitate the distibution of the required results o inform fhe Dralff Preferred Scenario.

dwelling units in the Watershed in a Smart Growth pattem that minimizes
the amount of pollutant runoff being discharged into Biscayne Bay.

WSAC Meeting 37. Draft Preferred Scenario

December 8, 2005 Planning principles.

. . . . WSAC Meeting 38. Planning principles continued.
As noted in Table 2.20, the Draft Preferred Scenario design guide map was Decernber 22, 2005 | WSAC merbers made 39 suggestions on how fo

formulated through a step-by-step process that was informed by input develop the Draft Preferred Scenario.
from the WSAC, including the support of many WSAC members for
increased densities along US 1 and other transit corridors.

WSAC Meeting 39. Presentation of the guidelines
used to develop the Draft Preferred Scenario,
presentation of the preliminary Draft Preferred
Scenario map. Questions posed to breakout
groups, and development of alternatives by
breakout groups.

January 12, 2006
Figure 2.39
Environmental Protection Agency
Research on Smart Growth and Density

WSAC Meeting 40. Revision of the preliminary
Draft Preferred Scenario map. Presentation of a
revised scenario based on January 12, 2006
WSAC comments,

Accommodating 10,000 units on a 10,000 acre watershed at dilferent densities

January 26, 2006

WSAC Meeting 41. Review of the revised Draft
Preferred Scenario and initial consensus
February 9, 2006 discussion. Presentation of a revised Draft
Preferred Scenario map based on January 26,
2006 WSAC comments,

10,000 new houses on

10,000 new houses on 10,000 new houses on

10,000 acres produce 2,500 acres produce 1,250 acres produce . . . .
187 wmiflion I8 fyr 62 million it fyr 49.5 million # fyr WSAC Mee?lng 42. Confinuation qf the review of
stormwater renoff stormvater runof! stormwater runoff the revised Draff Preferred Scenario map and

Sito: 20% Impervious Site: 3% Impervious Site: 65% impervious February 23, 2006 submlsspn of wnh‘enlcommems and concerns._
Watershed: 20% Watershed: 9.5% Watershed: 8.1% Presentation of a revised Draff Prefemed Scenario

impervious impervious impervious map based on previous WSAC comments.
The lower density scenario creates more run-off and

consumes 2/3 more land that the higher density scenario.
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SMART GROWTH PRINCIPLES:

. ® More compact building design;

® Mix of land uses;

® Provide a vaiiety of fransportation
choices with efficient transit;

® Strengthen and direct develop-
ment towards existing communi-
fies;

® Preserve open space, farmiand,
natural beauty and critical envi-
ronmental areas such as Biscayne
Bay;

® Create walkable neighborhoods;

® Create range of housing opportu-
nities and choices;

@ Foster distinctive, atfractive com-
munities with a strong sense of
place; and

& Encourage community and stake-
holder collaboration,

Source: www.smartgrowth.org
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A Draft Preferred Scenario design guide map (Figure 2.38) was developed using the data obtained from the test scenario assessments (Sub-task 3.6
report} and information contained in the charrette area plans and input from the WSAC and TRC. Smart Growth principles were also incorporated into

the development of this design guide.
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Draft Preferred Scenario [Sub-task 4.2)

The Draft Preferred Scenario was formulated based on the results of the
analyses completed in Sub-task 3, and input from the WSAC, TRC, and
the public. Specifically, the Draft Preferred Scenario was informed by
the results of the assessments of the six test scenarios (Sub-task 3.6).
After evaluating the performance of the test scencrios it was deter-
mined that, on balance, Test Scenarios 2 and 3 performed the best
and should be the starting point for the Draft Preferred Scenario. Both
of these test scenarios were based on more compact development
patterns, using Smart Growth approaches.

Like the test scenarios, the Draft Prefered Scenario is based on the
population projections developed as part of Sub-task 1.2. The relation-
ship between population growth and changes in land use is described
in Sub-task 2.2, including the amount of residential and non-residential
land uses required to support the projected populdation (see Table 2.4).
Concepts and idecs for distributing land uses in the Draft Preferred
Scenario were first discussed with the WSAC at a series of open house
mestings In August 2005. These meetings provided members on
opportunity to describe their vision for the Draft Preferred Scenario,
Based on these meetings and the emerging results for the test scenario
assessments, general concepts for allocating land uses in the Draft
Preferred Scenario were developed.

A key component of the WSAC input was a general desire to focus new
development around existing and future fransit service and corridors.
To provide a better sense of the level of public support for this
approach, Keith and Schnars consuited with the Miami-Dade County
Department of Planning and Zoning Urban Design Center, which has
been conducting charrettes since its inception in 2002, A charrette is
an intensive, consensus-based public planning workshop designed to
develop a community's vision for its growth and future development.
Upon completion of a charrette, a charrette report is prepared that
includes the community's vision and a prioritized set of recommenda-
fions for consideration by the Board of County Commissioners.  Within

the Watershed, seven charrettes had been successfully completed at
the time the Watershed Study began. Located generally along US. 1,
these charrettes include Downtown Kendall, Naranja, Goulds, Old
Cutler Road, Cutler Ridge, Perrine, and Princeton. An eighth charrette,
the Franjo Triangle Commercial Island located in Palmetto Bay, was
inificted after the Watershed Study began (See Figure 2.37).

Once a charrette report is accepted,
implementation
strategies such as
zoning regulations
are developed in
order to facilitate
the  community's
vision.  Revisions fo
the zoning code
have been processed for several
of these arecs. Developers that
comply with criteria set forth in the
new zoning district can obtain approval for their projects admin-
istratively rather than through a public hearing process. In most cases
the new zoning rules allow for more intense development than the pre-
vious zoning. The average residential density recommended in the
charrefte plans that are located within the Watershed is 21 dwelling
units per acre.

Developers have taken advantage of the streamlined approval
process in several charrette areas, including Downtown Kendall and
Naranja.  Since the completion of the Cutler Ridge and Old Cutler
Road Charrettes, the Town of Cutler Bay has been established, and
these charrette areas fall entirely or partially within its borders. The Town
has dready created an Urban Center District for that portion of the
Cutler Ridge Charrette falling within its boundaries, and is in the process
of implementing the Old Cutler Road Charrette.  The Town of Paimetto
Bay has likewise created a zoning district implementing the Franjo
Tiangle Commercial Island charrette, which includes design and use
standards developed with the assistance of the Urban Design Center.

DRAFT PREFERRED
SCENARIO

PINAL WORK PRODUCT
iy 2008
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density pattems maodeled under each test scenario and the historical
tax bases that corresponded to these densities and mix of residential,
commeircial and industrial parcels.

The method used to measure fiscal impacts was the
modified per capita/average costing approach,

. which was based on the household, employment
and population projections completed in Sub-task
1.2. Given the long-term planning nature of the
studly, this method was chosen after discussion with
the TRC. The analysis was completed at the canai
basin level, to capture the allocation of households
per each test scenario, and to reflect the municipal
service demands expected within key growth areas
of the Watershed. The details of this analysis can be
found in the Sub-task 4.1 report.

Summary of Fiscal Impact Results

The results indicated that the more compact design of Test Scenarios
2 and 3 and the Draft Preferred Scenario wouid result in more favorable
fiscal balances over the planning horizon compared to Test Scendrio
1. Both the County and incorporated municipdlities would save taxpay-
el resources by following and implementing land use development
sirategies that are consistent with the Smart Growth-based Draft
Preferred Scenario. Specifically,

® Test Scenario 1 would result in more persistent annual public
deficits (expenditures exceeding revenues) over time.

® Compared to the future development pattemn exhibited by Test
Scenario 1, the Draft Preferred Scenario would result in cumuiative
net public resource savings to taxpayers of approximately $3.5
billion over the entire planning horizon.

® Cumuldtively, the present value sum (2003-2050) of all future
annual balances (surpluses and deficits) would total -$437 million

for the Draft Preferred Scenario. Test Scenario 1 resulted in a
cumulative deficit of -$3.9 bilion over the planning period. Table
2.19 summarizes the key differences across scenarnios.

® The results of the fiscal anclysis were also expressed in terms of
important public debt burden ratios followed by the bond rating
agencies. The Draft Preferred Scenario's average per capita
deficit (over planning horizon) would represent 12 percent of the
average net general obligation bonded debt per capita (for
Miami-Dade County). In contrast, Test Scenario 1's average per
capita deficit of -§115 per person would represent 111 percent of
the existing net general obligation bonded debt per person. The
future growth obligations imposed by Scenario 1 would maik a
reversal of the improving irend in the County's ratio of bonded
indebtedness per capita.

Table 2.19
Fiscal Impact Analysis Results
Cumulative Present Yalue Sum of Future Annual Fiscal Balances
(Surpluses & Deficits) Over the Planning Horizon (in Miliions of $)

Test Land Use Scenario
) X : L Draft
Time Period . 1 .2 ; 3 Preferred
2003 - 2025 51,958} $ 701 $831 $ 425
2003 - 2050 $(3.943) $ (226) $(183) $(437)

Summary: The relatively more favorable fiscal outcomes for the Draft
Preferred Scenario and Test Scenarios 2 and 3 (compared to .Test
Scenario 1) are aftributable to less spatial expansion of the urban
areq [outside of the UDB). Test Scenario 1 would require more
extensive public infrastructure capital investments in order to sustain
an equivalent population.
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t

Dratt Preferred Land Use Scenario

Test-Scenario 1
© Formulate
Alternative Actions

Flscal Impact Anatysis

v

Test Scenario 2
" Formulote
Altemnative Actlons

flscal Impact Analysls

Test Scenarlo 3
Formulate:
Alternative Actions

Flscal Impact Analysls

Based on the results of the test scencario assessments in Task 3, a draft
preferred scenario was formulated in Task 4. This represented the start-
ing point for the final Watershed Plan recommended in Chapter 5.

The draft preferred scenario was refined based on input from the
WSAC, stakeholders, the public, and the Technical Review Commitiee.,
The draft preferred scenario was then assessed against the same 21
parameters and thresholds used to assess the test scenarios in Task 3.
The results from the work products completed in Task 4 are summarized
below.

Fiscal Impact Analyses (Sub-task 4.1)

Fiscal Impact Analysis

To measure the potential public budgetary impact of each test sce-
nario, including the draft prefered scenario, a comprehensive andlysis
was completed that evaluated the fiscal impact on the County and

the incorporated municipdiities within the Watershed for each year out
1o 2050 (Note: The Fiscal Impact Analysis included the draft preferred
scenario that was formulated in Sub-task 4.2 and is discussed below).

The fiscal impact analysis measured the net public balances (revenues
- expenditures) that would accrue to the jurisdictions providing munici-
pal services to the Watershed's taxpayers. Projected public expendi-
fures  included the
additional future capital
cost investments identi-
fied from the infrastruc-
fure assessments, and
long-term  operational
and maintenance costs
out to 2050. Projected
revenues were based
on the land use and
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PROPERTY RIGHTS

WORK PRODUCT
Jane 2003

Property Rights Assessment (Sub-task 3.5)

The protection of private property rights is a requirement of the County's
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Land Use Policy 3E
and is included in the WSAC goadls. As such, the protection of private
property lights served as a guiding principle for the Study and the for-
mulation of the Recommended Watershed Plan. The first step in imple-
menting this principle was to obtain a common understanding of the
legal context and background for federal and State property rights law.
In this régcrd, a report was completed to help determine if the Study
planning process created any exposure or liability under Takings Law,
the Bert Haris Private Propery Act, or any other theory of law.
Specifically, the following legai authorities were evaluated:

® 5th Amendment fo the United States Constitution (made applica-
ble to states through the 14th Amendment);

® Art, 10, §6 of the Constitution of Florida; and

® Chapter 70, Florida Statutes (Bert J. Haris, Jr., Private Property Rights
Protection Act).

Readers are encouraged fo review the more detailed legal analysis
presented in the Sub-task 3.5 report, In addition, several implementa-
tion strategies are included in the Recommended Watershed Plan to
ensure the protection of property rights.




Wastewater Infrastructure

Like drinking water, providing effective wastewater freatment is vital to the hedlth of the Watershed. Population increases will place greater demands
on the wastewater infrastructure. New wastewater infrastructure will be required. How and where the population and associated dwelling units are
distributed within the Watershed will determine the costs for providing this service,

Using the projected population, households, employment and acreage data for each fest scenario; wastewater demand was calculated out to the
year 2050. Infrastructure costs were determined based on comparing incremental costs associated with providing wastewater service to newly devel-
oped areas. The estimated wastewater infrastructure costs included sewer connection fees, force mains, gravity sanitary sewer lines, sewage pump-
ing stations and wastewater treatment plant capacity. An allocation or attribution of these costs to different segments of society (public vs. private)
was not made.

e Wastewater infrastructure costs for Test Scenario 3 between 2004 and 2050 are approximately $7 billion compared to over $12 billion for Test
Scenario 1 {Figure 2.36).
The actual wastewater demands are similar for all test scenarios (Table 2.18).

® By 2050, total wastewater treatment capacity in the County must approach 565 million gallons per day (mgd), less an allowance volume for
water reuse that was not estimated.  As such, an additional wastewater treatment plant capacity of 150 mgd will need to be in place by 2050.

Summary: While the actual wastewater demands are similar under
all test scenarios, the cost of providing the necessary wastewater

$14,000,000,000-
infrastructure under Test Scenario 1 is nearly double the cost of §12,073.880.000
Test Scenario 3. = $12,000,000,000
[
4
&  $10,000,000.0004
Table 2,18 % 3 $7,623,120,000 ;
X=1 6.988,560,000
Projected Wastewater Flows (mgd) 3§ $8.000.000,0004
Ex
OR
g£g $6000,000,000-
=}
93
o=
5 $4,000,000,000+
g
Scenario 1 176.2 222.7 286.9 989.2 1,274.7 o $2.000,000.000-
Scenario 2 175.9 219.8 277.8 976.2 1,234.0
Scenario 3 1760 | 2228 | 2784 | 989.6 | 12367 SR —— B200 382000
; 5 )
S,\‘;lsgeénw'de 3252 | 41001 | 547.9 | 1,821.7 | 24339 cenare
( ounty) Figure 2.36 Wastewater (2004 Dollars) = sewer connection fees, force mains, gravity sanitary

sewer lines, sewage pumping stations, WWTP capacity*
*Reflects both public and developer funded projects.
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Table 2.17
Projected Urban and Agricuitural Water Demand for Watershed Study Area by Main Sector
Million Galions per Day

Urban
Public Water Supply 174.5 60.8% 234.4 302.0 234.5 293.0
Residential 81.2 28.3% 110.1 140.1 106.9 131.0
- Multifamily High Density 14.7 51% 18.4 23.7 28.9 50.1
- Mulfifamily Medlum Density 10.4 3.6% 18.4 18.1 16.4 16.9
- Single-Family 56.1 19.5% 733 98.4 61.6 64.1
Non-Residential 93.3 32.5% 124.2 161.9 127.6 162.0
- Commercial - 60.4 21.0% 88.6 123.7 92.0 123.7
- Industrial 6.5 2.3% 7.0 7.4 6.8 7.5
- Institutional 26.4 9.2% 28.6 30.8 28.7 30.8
- Agriculture 0.05 0.02% 0.003 0.0016 0.015 0.01
Domestic Self Supply 8.1 2.8% 8.7 2.2 10.0 6.2
Commerclalindustral Self Supply 12.4 4.3% 17.0 24.4 17.0 24.4
Recreational Self Supply 18.4 6.4% 20.8 22.8 20.8 231
Power 10.4 3.61% 12.0 14.2 12.0 14.2
Total Urban Demand 223.8 77.9% 292.9 365.7 294.3 361.0

Agricultural-Self Supply

Citius 0.4 0.1% 0.3 0.1 04 0.4
Other Fruits & Nuts 3.8 1.3% 2.6 1.0 3.5 3.4
Vegetables, Melons, Berrles 307 10.7% 21.1 8.2 27.7 27.4
Plant Nurseries/Ornamentals 26.6 9.2% 204 7.5 22.9 22.8
Misc. Other {Cattle, Aquaculiure) 1.9 0.7% 11 0.6 1.2 1.2
Total Agricultural Demand 63.4 22.1% 45.5 17.4 55.5 55.2
Total Urban and Agricuitural Demands 287.2 100% 338.4 383.1 349.8 416.2
FKAA (So. Miami-Dade Exports) 16.7 214 22,7 21.4 22.7
Grand Total Including Exports 303.8 359.8 405.8 371.2 438.9

*Does not include the cost of the County’s proposed reuse of water conservation programs.

Summary: While the actual wafer demands are less under Tesf Scenario 1 because of losses of agriculfure land, the cost of providing the
necessary water supply infrasfructure is more than double the costs of Test Scenarios 2 and 3.
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Potable Water Infrastructure

Providing clean and safe drinking water is vital to the hedith of the Watershed. As the population increases, greater demands will be placed on
existing water supply infrastructure and new infrastructure will be required. How and where the population and associated dwelling units are distributed
within the Watershed will determine the costs for providing this service.

Using the projected population, households, employment and acreage data for each test scenario, water demand was calculated out to the year
2050. Infrastructure costs were determined based on comparing incremental water supply costs associated with providing water to newly developed
areas. Potable water costs Included water connection fees, water mains and water freatment plant capacity. An allocation or aftribution of these costs
to different segments of society (public vs. private) was not made.

® Total utban water demand is less under Test Scenarios 2 and 3.
® Agriculture water usage is less under Test Scenario 1 as over 70 percent of the agriculture land has been converted to residential development.

® The fotal combined average annual water demands are greater under Test Scenarios 2 and 3 since they both have greater demands from agri-
culture (Table 2.17).

® The present value of total potable water capacity expansion and distribution costs is estimated to be $1.2 billion for Test Scenario 3 over the entire
planning horizon (2004-2050) compared to $3 bilion for Test Scenario 1 (Figure 2.35).

® The effect of recent reuse requirements of the FDEP and the
recent SFWMD regional water availability rule are not includ-
ed in this analysis. $3,500,000,0007 $3,004.190,000

$3.000.000.000

= X%k

$2,500,000,000

$2,000,000,000

$1,403,040,000 $1.189,590.000

$1,500,000.000

$1,000,000,000-{

Capital Expansion Costs, Cumulative
Present Value 2004 - 2050

$500,000,000

2B 2050 3B 2050
Scenario

$0-
1B 2050

Figure 2.35 Potable Water (2004 Dollars) = Water connecfion fees, water mains, WIP capacity*
*Reflects both public and developer funded projects.
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Summary: The higher density development pattern reflected in Test Scenario 3 performs the best and supports more efficient

modes of fransportation, including fransit.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Summary of Infrastructure Assessment Resulis

The results of the Infrastructure assessments for fransportation, air quality, schodls, potable water and wastewater are summarized below. More detailed
information on these assessments may be found in the Sub-task 3.2 and 3.6 reports.

Transportation infrastructure

Transportation infrastructure is a key part of the Watershed landscape today. An efficient and effective transportation system is vital to the long-term
sustainability of the Watershed. How people move through and within the Watershed in the future will shape the character of the region. Figure 2.33
illustrates how transportation level of service changes with Test Scenario 1 and 3 compared to the 2003 baseline. The measure “Volume to Capacity”
is a standard method used to determine the level of service (LOS) on roadways.

e When compared to the test scenarios, volume to capacity and delays are the lowest in Test Scenario 3, making it the best option for reducing
congestion and infrastructure costs (Table 2.185).

® This occurred beoouse of distribution of new development along higher density corridors and new activity centers with improved transit services.

® Compared to Test Scenario 1, the transit systems in Test Scenaiios 2 and 3 operated at shorter headways along the coridors serving the desig-
nated activity centers.

Table 2.15
Transportation - Adopted Level of Service, 2050

Average Volume to Capacity L]O(ézF L(])'é)F L%z%
Total Delays Due to

Congesfion - Hours 5,250,634 5,179,572 5,030,644
Total Cost fo Improve . .

Overcapacity Reads - Dollars | $2.1 bilion $2.0 billlon $1.9 billlon
Driving Miles per Year (Billions) 24.4 23.9 23.4




Household and Per Capita Income and Wages

Household income, wages and poverty issues are important socio-economic factors that help define the character of the Watershed, Wages are the
main source of household income and they provide a measure of household or consumer purchasing power, Wages, together with jobs and house-
hold incomes describe the economic baseline of the Watershed. In short, household incomes are the fabric that supports a viable, balanced econ-
omy. The projected average annual wages in the County and in the Watershed are provided in Table 2.14.

® The median household income is slightly higher for Test Scenario 1 (Figure 2.32). However, the actual difference between the test scenarios is not
likely significant in light of other factors, such as the reduced transportation costs associated with Test Scenarios 2 and 3.

Summary: Income and wages are similar for all three test scenarios and as such do nof provide a basis for concluding that one test scenario
performs better than another.

Table 2.14
Projected Average Annual Wages by Industry and Land Use

$112,372
9120000 $109.225 $106.263 Fam & Agricultural Services 14,970 | 31,738 | 65281 | 21,987 | 29,911
Construction & Mining 23,877 50,621 104,122 | 35,068 47,708
$100,000- Manufacturing 31,853 68,469 140,353 | 47,433 64,308
Transportation, Communications,
Public Utiities 35,922 74,914 153,398 | 51,897 70,285
$80,0004 Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 36,982 73,640 151,084 51,015 69,225
Retail Trade 20,316 43,055 88,446 29,827 40,525
452,551 Wholesale Trade 45,280 96,000 197,459 | 66,505 90.474
$60,000 Private Senices 28,677 62,608 130,768 | 43,372 59,917
Govermnment 41,779 86,667 151,051 60,039 69,210
$40,0004
Activities Requiring:
Commercial Land Uses 27.677 59,097 122,955 40,940 56,337
$20,000- Industrial Land Uses 34.980 75,633 156,269 52,326 71,601
Institutional Land Uses 39,813 83,058 148,009 57,539 67,816
50 2 —
2003 Baseline 18 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050 Average Annual Wage, Watershed ] o
Scenario Study Area e
Figure 2.32 Median Household Income (2003 Dollars) Scenario 1A-1B 32,059 66,355 130,186 | 45,968 59,650
Scenarlo 2A-28 32,059 66,356 130,186 | 45,968 59,650
Scenario 3A-3B 32,059 | 66,355 130,186 | 45,968 59,650
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When supply and demand factors lead to higher prices for singte family

homes, the price of all fypes of units tend to rise. As increases in the price $430,562
of single family units put the purchase of single family homes beyond the $450,000- $399.608 341,957
reach of many potential home buyers, the demand shifts to multi-family o $400.000
units. This generally ledds to higher prices for multi-family units as well, As %
monthly cost of owner-occupied housing rises, the monthly cost of rental g g $350.000]
housing tends fo rise also. 0% 53000001
§ § $250.000- $212,157
® Test Scenario 1 resulted in a slightly lower median home price, when I E] '
compared to Test Scenarios 2 and 3 (Table 2.13). é?: $200,000+
® InTest Scenario 1 at 2025, the projected median price of a typical L‘au 5 $150,000
housing unit has fisen 50 percent above its price in 2003, and by “§m '
2050 the price is projected to be 90 percent higher the price of a v $100,0001
typical unit in 2003. $50,000
® Median housing prices projected for 2025 and 2050 are slightly p— ] S — L !
higher in Test Scenarios 2 and 3 than in Test Scenario 1 (Figure 2.31). sore 2003 Baseline 18 2050 o 2s 2050 ) ] 38 2050 o
® Projected average rents for all test scenarios are similar at 2025 and Scenario
Test Scenarios 2 ond 3 are slightly higher than Test Scenario 1 Figure 2.31 Cosf of Housing (2004 Dallars)
in 2050.

Summary: Cost of housing is similar for all three test scenarios and as such does not provide a basis for concluding that one test scenario
performs better than another.

Table 2.13
Historical and Projected Average Price of Owner Occupied Housing and Monthly Rent

' Average Price, All Unlts ($) 212,157 399,603 411,957 430,562

Single Family 228,492 446,303 477,321 499,358

Multi-farmily 165,408 323,084 345,538 361,491
Pct of Owner Occupied Units (All Units}

Single Family 78.1% 62.1% 50.4% 50.1%

Multi-family 20.0% 37.9% 49.6% 49.9%

Other (Mobile, RVs and Boats) 1.9% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00%
Average Monthly Rent ($) 790 1,643 1.650 1,727
Notes:

1. Historical values are obtained from the Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2003,
2. All monetary values expressed in constant 2004 dollars.
3. Al units include baseline units and additional units aliocated between 2003 and 2050.
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Jobs

Cost of Housing

Table 2.12
Economlc Base

Like other metropolitan areas in Florida and the nation, the price of
single and multi-family homes rose guickly in Miami-Dade County over
the first five years of the 21st century. The median price of an existing
single family home in the County reached $297,200 in the fourth quar-
ter of 2004, an increase of 25 percent in one year. While this trend
slowed substantially and in some cases reversed in 2006, it is reason-

Commercial 49.5% 81.8% 81.5% 81.4% able to expect confinued increases in the cost of housing over the next
several decades.

Industrial 9.8% 6.4% 6.3% 6.3%
Institutional 19.0% 11.7% 11.6% 11.6%
Farm 1.7% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6%

Wl scenarlo 1

6,000 BB scenario 2

5.086 [ Scenario 8

2025 2050
Figure 2.30 Farm Employment

2.39.




2.38

Tourism is one of Miami-Dade County's most important economic sectors, directly affecting a variety of industiies from air transportation and lodging
to retail frade and food and beverage establishments, Nearly 11 million overnight visitors fraveled to the County in 2004, spending an estimated $12.3
billion. Lodging and shopping accounted for over 50 percent of the per visitor expenditures (Figure 2.29). Approximately two-thirds of visitors to the
County were on vacdation, 13 percent were visiting for business and 10 percent were visiting friends and family, Approximately 10 percent (1,052,000)
of the overnight visitors to the County in 2004 stayed in the Watershed, spending nearly $1.2 billion. Since 2001 the number of visitors staying in the
Watershed has risen from 736,000 to over one million. As noted in Takle 2,11, tourism related employment is projected to increase from 109,000 jobs
in 2005 to over 154,000 jobs In 2050.

Anficipated growth of acreage in commercial, industrial and institutional land uses are essentially the same across all three test scenarios.
Projected employment growth under all test scenarios is approximately the same (Table 2.12).

Results suggest that additional focus should be placed on increasing the tourism economic base.

Using data from the US Census Bureau agricultural census of 2002, Test Scenario 3 would result in the most agriculture related employment with
5,086 in 2025. By 2050, such jobs are reduced to 4,144 (Figure 2.30).

® Test Scenario 1 produces the least amount of agriculture jobos in both 2025 and 2050.

Summary: The economic base factors measured are similar for all three test scenarios and as such do not provide a basis for concluding that
one test scenario performs better than another. However, the findings do suggest that additional emphasis could be placed on increasing the
tourism sector of the base including agri-tourism. In this regard, one could conclude that the development patterns in Test Scenarios 2 and 3
would result in a more sustainable tourism base than the spraw! pattern of Test Scenario 1. Similar opportunities in the agriculture sector may also
exist.

Table 2.11 Shopping Lodging

Projected Watershed Employment in Tourism Associated Industries: Thousand Jobs $665.46 $62277.:}Z 6

29%

Hotels 26.8 28.7 32,7 34.8 38.6
Armusement and recreation services 10.5 11.9 11.9 11.3 12.5
Hotel and Leisure 37.3 40.6 44.6 46.1 51.1
Food and beverage establishments 65.6 73.6 77.9 830 | 934 Entertainment Meals
Museums, botanical, zoological gardens 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 $315§,'/15 Local $471.20

i ° 20%
Commercial sports 5.4 6.0 7.2 8.2 9.0 Transportation °
Other Tourism Related Employment ni7 80.4 85.9 91.9 103.3 $214.56
Total 109.0 121.1 130.5 138.0 154.4 9%

Figure 2.29 Tourism Expenditures Per Party, 2004



ECONOMICS

Summary of Economic Assessment Results

The resuits of the economic assessments are summarized below. More detailed information on these assessments may be found in the Sub-task 3.1
and 3.6 reports.

Economic Base

The ability of a region to sustain a strong economy or weather economic downtums depends on the types of industries and jobs that are supporting
the region. A diversified economic base is one that is not overly dependent on any one sector. While land use and economic development strate-
gies can contribute fowards aftaining such a base, macroeconomics and other factors (e.g., natural endowments of land, labor, capital and eco-
logical systems) largely determine the mix of business establishments, industiies and employment opportunities within the Watershed. Table 2.10
provides data on the projected employment levels in the Watershed for each test scenario.

o e
Table 2.10 S FINAL wzu;»;nobucf

Employment Levels Within the Watershed Study Area by Test Scenatrio

Employment

Commercial 258,274 529,876 529,876 529,876
Industrial 36,319 11,274 41,274 41,274
Institutional 70,765 75,636 75,636 ’ 75,636
Farm 6,351 1,248 3,255 4,144
Total Employment 371,709 648,034 650,011 650,930

"Institutional” uses include government, education, hospifals, religious, porks ond recreation.
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2.36

Parks and Recreation Land

Parks and recreation land are key aftributes to a heaithy and sustcinable Watershed, As such, it is important fo understand how park and recreation
services will be provided as the population grows. The number, sizeé and location of these facilities must be considered fully in the long-range plans

for the Watershed.,

® The current Miami-Dade County requirernent for park space was applied to all scenarios (2.75 acres of new park space for each 1,000 person
increase in population), resulting in the same amount of new park space for each test scenario.

® |n the 2003 baseline land use, there were 7,287 acres of park and
recreation land in the Watershed (Figure 2.28).

® For each scenario, approximately 1,759 acres of new park and
recreational space will be added by 2050.

® Asnotedin Table 2.9, the size and distribution of parks and recre-
ation land varies between test scenarios.

Summary: The total acreage of park and recreation space was
nearly the same for all scenarios. However, the location and size of
parks was different for each scenario. The actual location and size of
parks will be determined based on the Couhfy‘s master plan for parks
and the implementation strategies in Chapter 5.

Table 2.9
Parks and Recreation Land (Acres)
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2.34

Development Patterns

Development patterns are a measurable representation of an area’s
characteristics. By defining development paiterns based on attributes
for four different general types of land use, a quantifiable and visual
picture of the different test scenarios can be generated. This informa-
fion provides a basis for evaluating general changes in land use pat-
temns in the Watershed.

The four development patferns evaluated were: Rural, Ex-Urban,
Suburban, and Urban. Table 2.8 summarizes the results of the develop-
ment pattermn assessment.

® Test Scenario 1B resuiis in the highest percentage of land with sub-
urban character (Figure 2.27).

® Test Scenario 3B provides the highest percentage in acres of land
with rural character.

Summary: By concentrating new development and growth in urban
areas where infrastructure exists, rather than sprawling out into
undeveloped lands, more of the existing community character can
be retained.

Table 2.8
2050 Development Patterns

Rural 216 159 184 201
Ex-Urban 14 25 16 24
Suburban 163 206 186 159
Urban 3 6 10 12
Total 396 396 396 396

46%

Rural 55% 40% 51%
Ex-Urban 4% 6% 4% 6%
Suburban MN% 52% 47% 40%
Uban Less than 1% 2% 3% 3%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

For a detailed definition of each category, see page 34 of ihe
Sub-task 1.8 report.




Tamiami Trail

Tamiami Tralt

EvergladaS‘Ndﬂbnal“
' Park

Krome Avenue

SW 328 Street

(Sub-Task 3.1)

Ty,

£
)
g
i
i

J

Biscayne
National Park

Tim,,,

P

Legend
— Major Roadways
Agriculture

Il Commercial
EXR Industrial

B9 Parks

W Vacant

7 Mutti-family residential (High density)
Muttt-family residential (Medium density)
Single-family resldential (Low density)
W Govemment/Institutional
" Alrports; Ulilittes; Transportation
Il Water and Natura Preserves
—IWatershed Study Area

Everglades Natldnal‘
' Park

Krome Avenue

J

Biscayne
National Park/f’
/

iy,

Legend
—— Major Roadways
U7 Agricutture

Il Commerclal
773 Industrial

B0 Parks

I Vacant
=3 Mutti-famlly residential {High density)

Mutti-famlly residential (Medium density)
Single-family residential (Lo density)

Il Government/institutional

' . Airports: Utiltties: Transportation
Il Water and Nature Preserves
Mixed Use

[Jwatershed Study Area

a4

{
ansit Coridors Source: K&S, PA.

Figure 2.26

Source: Miamt-Dade DP&Z

Parcels within 1/2 Miles of Tr:

Test Scenario 3B 2050 | (Sub-Task 3.1) |

Figure 2.25

Parcels within 1/2 Miles
of Transit Comrridors (2003)

233"



2.32

MENT OF LAND USE :

NaL woa

ASSESS!
AND ECONOMICS

bueT

Proximity of Housing and Employment to Transit

Efficient and effective public tfransportation is a key part of a Smart
Growth community. It is also important that people live and work within
a reasonable distance of such transportation facilities. For example, as
a generdl rule, people will walk up to 1/2 mile to a transit stop.

In light of this, proximity of housing to premium transit was assessed for
each test scenario. Premium transit service provides a high-quality fran-
sit experience with frequent headways; stops at dll transit villages,
includes express service stops at intermodel centers, aliows buses fo
change traffic signals from red to green and link regional centers.

o To create a less automobile-dependent development pattem,
the proximity of housing and employment within 2 mile to
efficient transit is vital.

o Currently within the Watershed Area approximately 72,000 residen-
tial units are within Y2 mile of premium transit (Table 2.7 and Figure
2.25).

® While not anticipated, Test Scenario 2 resulted in the least new
residential units close to premium tiansit (14 percent).

® Test Scenario 3 resuited in 53 percent of new residential units
(109,000 units) within 2 mile of premium transit (Figure 2.26).

Summary: Test Scenario 3 performed well in facilitating transit corri-
dors. This approach will result in more pedestrian friendly and less
automobile dependent communities with the required density fo
support a robust transit program. Test Scenarios 1 and 2 do not facil-
itate such a transit oriented development approach, resulting in
greater dependence on the aufomobile.

Table 2,7
Dwelling Units within 2 Mile of Premium Transit

+35,863 +29,182 +109,162

7,720 18%* 14%+ 53%*

* Percentage of the 204,277 new dwelling units in 2050.
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_ Agricuttural Land

Agriculture is an important part of the Watershed landscape and the 45,0001 et
community character, Approximately 20 percent of the Watershed is
classified as agriculture land. The Miami-Dade County agriculture com- #0.0007
munity produces a variety of products including traditional and tropical 35,0004
vegetables, tropical fruits, ornamental nursery and greenhouse prod- E 20,0004
ucts as well as seed crops, livestock and aguaculture species. [
% 25,000
® Currently, within the 237,440 acre Watershed, approximately 'E,,
44,000 acres* are considered agriculture land. Approximately § 200001
7,100 of these acres are inside the existing UDB. i—j 15,000+
® Under Test Scenaric 1, 74 percent of the agriculture land in the 10,0004
Watershed is lost to low density residential development (Figures 6,000
2.23 and 2.24).
® Under Test Scenarios 2 and 3, 32 and 13 percent of the agricul- o 2003 Baseline 1B 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050
ture land in the Watershed, respectively, is lost. Scenario

Figure 2.23 Agriculiure Land

*It is important fo note that this represents approximately one half of the agri-
culture land in Miami-Dade County.
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LAND USE / COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Accommodating a nearly doubling population by 2050 will greatly influence the look
and livability of South Miami-Dade County. How and where people live will have an
enoimous Impact on the environment and the character of the community. B gy
Specifically, without proper planning, the relatively rural landscape could become a
large low density development with increased traffic congestion that is typical of a
sprawl development pattern.

Under Test Scenario 1, rural lands are substantially decreased and low density suburban
lands increased. This scenario results in only a modest increase in higher density urban
land use. Under Test Scenarios 2 and 3 substantial increases in urban land uses and
reduced loss of rural lands define the development pattemn.

Summary of Land Use/Community Character Assessment Resultfs
The results of the Land Use/Community Character assessments are summarized below.

More detadiled information on these assessments may be found in the Sub-task 3.1 and
3.6 reports.
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Exotic-Plant-Dominated Freshwater Wetlands
- 4,711 acres in the Watershed
- Test Scenario 1 resulted in the greatest losses (478 acres)
- Test Scenarios 2 and 3 resulted in similar losses (408 and 405 acres)

Transitional Freshwater Wetlands
- 6,527 acres in the Watershed
- Test Scenario 1 resulted in the greatest losses (424 acres)
- Test Scenario 2 resulted in the least amount of loss (350 acres)

Remnant Natural Forests
- 5,695 acres in the Watershed
- Test Scenario 1 results in the greatest losses (655 acres)
- Test Scenario 3 results in the least amount of losses (196 acres)

Summary: While overail acres of losses to both wetlands and rem-
nant natural forests out to 2050 may seem modest, such losses are
significant in light of the substantial historical losses of both natural
community types in the Watershed.

Percent Loss

655 ac
11.5%

1B 2050 2B 2050 3B 2050
Scenario

Figure 2.22 Remnant Naturai Forest Losses - 2050




Summary of Natural Community
Assessment Results

GIS software was used to assess the performance of the test scenarios
on natura communities. This GIS analysis produced the acreage loss
for each natural community type for each test scenario (Figures 2.21
and 2.22). The results of the natural community assessments are sum-
marized below. More detailed information on these assessments may
be found in the Sub-task 3.3 report.

Tidal Wetlands
- 17,685 acres in the Watershed
- No tidal wetlands lost under any Test Scenario

Native-Plant-Dominated Freshwater Wetlands
- 34,953 acres in the Watershed
- Test Scenario 1 resulted in the greatest losses (496 acres)
- Test Scenario 2 resulted in the least amount of loss (151 acres)

R

Il scenario 18
Bl Sscenarlo 28

Scenario 3B

Percent Loss

. Total
eshwater Wetlands
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES

Naturat communities within the Watershed include wetlands and remnnant naturai forests (Figures 2.19 and 2.20). They are considered important 1o the
health of the Watershed and have been substantially impacted by development. Avoiding and minimizing future losses of these resources is an

objective of the Recommended Watershed Plan.
Wetlands perform important functions, including attenuating stormwater, filtering pollutants, recharging aquifers and providing fish and wildiife habitat,
Wetlands are generally recognized as one of the most productive ecosystems. In the Watershed, wetlands are important both locally and in support

of regional goals for ecosystem restoration such as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan.
Remnant natural forest communities are important from a habitat diversity perspective. These forests, which have suffered substantial losses in the
Watershed, are important 1o the recovery of several threatened and endangered plant and animal species.
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