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APPLICATION SUMMARY 
 
Applicant/Representative:  Anthony Balzebre Trust/Jeffrey Bercow, Esq. & 

Michael Larkin, Esq.  
 

Location: Northwest corner of NW 107 Avenue and NW 12 
Street  
 

Total Acreage:  63.95 Gross Acres; 54.20 Net Acres 
 

Current Land Use Plan Map Designation:
 

Industrial and Office and Business and Office  
 

Requested Land Use Plan Map 
Designation: 
 

1- Business and Office; 
2- Regional Activity Center; and 
3- Metropolitan Urban Center 
 

Amendment Type:  Standard 
 

Existing Zoning/Site Condition: IU-2 (Heavy Industrial Manufacturing District), IU-C 
(Conditional Industrial District) and GU (Interim 
District) / Undeveloped with existing lake. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff: DENY AND TRANSMIT (August 25, 2007) 
Westchester Community Council:  ADOPT AND TRANSMIT WITH ACCEPTANCE OF 

PROFFERED COVENANT (September 18, 2007) 
Planning Advisory Board (PAB) acting 
as Local Planning Agency: 

ADOPT AND TRANSMIT WITH ACCEPTANCE OF 
PROFFERED COVENANT (October 15, 2007) 

Board of County Commissioners: ADOPT AND TRANSMIT WITH ACCEPTANCE OF 
LETTERS OF ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS AND 
TRANSIT CENTER, AND RELOCATE THE 
METROPOLITAN URBAN CENTER TO THE 
SUBJECT SITE (November 27, 2007) 
 

Revised Staff Recommendation DENY (March 24, 2008)  
Final Recommendation of PAB acting 
as Local Planning Agency: 
 

TO BE DETERMINED (March 31, 2008) 

Application No. 3 
Commission District 12     Community Council 10  
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Final Action of Board of County 
Commissioners: 

 
TO BE DETERMINED (April 24, 2008) 

 
 
Initial Staff Recommendation: 
 
The staff recommended: DENY AND TRANSMIT the proposed standard amendment 
on August 25, 2007 to redesignate the subject site at the northwest corner of NW 12 
Street and NW 107 Avenue from “Industrial and Office” and “Business and Office” to 
“Business and Office” on the Land Use Plan (LUP) map of the Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan (CDMP), and to designate the site a Regional Activity Center 
(RAC) based on the Staff Conclusions and Principal Reasons for Recommendations 
summarized below: 
 
Principal Reasons for Recommendations: 
 

A. The staff recommended denial of redesignation of the subject property from 
”Industrial and Office” and “Business and Office” to “Business and Office” 

 
1. The proposed land use designation would allow a mixed-use 

development that would be complimentary and consistent with the 
existing adjacent land use designations for the Dolphin and 
International malls. If infrastructure issues are resolved, staff could 
support the redesignation of the subject property to “Business and 
Office.” 

 
2. The traffic currency analysis indicated that the addition of trips 

generated by the proposed Application would significantly impact the 
level of service of NW 12 Street, between the HEFT and NW 107 
Avenue and from NW 107 Avenue to NW 97 Avenue, which was 
predicted to operate at LOS F, below the adopted LOS D standard 
applicable to these roadway segments 

 
By 2015, the County’s FSUTMS Modeling results indicated that a 
number of roadways were projected to exceed, without the 
Application’s impacts, their adopted LOS standards. The same 
roadways would be further deteriorated by the impact of the 
Application. The Applicant also submitted a Transportation Analysis 
Report that concluded there was available capacity and acceptable 
levels of service maintained for the adjacent roadways and the Study 
Area roadway network.  DP&Z staff disagreed but was willing to work 
with the Applicant and the transportation consultant in order to discuss 
the discrepancies in the results.  
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3. Some of the public facilities and services in this area are strained and 
require additional time for facility plan updates and programming to 
catch up with demand.  The Fire-Rescue Department anticipated the 
proposed land use change would generate 701 alarms per year, and 
would have a severe impact on existing fire-rescue services until the 
completion of Station No. 68 (Dolphin) in 2013.  

 
This application, if approved, would increase the potential student 
population of the schools serving the application site by an additional 
368 students.   One hundred and seventy-seven students would attend 
Eugenia B. Thomas Elementary, increasing the FISH utilization from 
152% to 168%; 81 students would attend Doral Middle, increasing the 
FISH utilization from 116% to 123%; and 110 students would attend 
Miami Coral Park Senior, increasing the FISH utilization from 107% to 
110%.  Eugenia B. Thomas Elementary School would exceed the 
115% FISH design capacity, and Miami Coral Park High School would 
reach the 115% FISH design capacity and the applicant is therefore 
required to consult with the Miami-Dade County School Board 
regarding mitigation. 

 
4. The applicant submitted a draft Declaration of Restrictions (covenant), 

which established a “Maximum Development Program” (MDP) for the 
subject site. The MDP provides 1,050 dwelling units or 1,701,000 
square feet; 799,900 square feet of retail/service; 430 hotel rooms or 
225,000 square feet; and 225,000 square feet of office. The covenant 
states that the owner may simultaneously increase and decrease the 
MDP’s land use categories provided that the cumulative impacts of the 
reallocated land uses may not exceed (a) PM peak hour trips 
established for the MDP, which equates to 3,479 gross PM peak hour 
trips, or (a) potable water demand of the MDP, which equates to 0.812 
million gallons per day. Other provisions of the covenant included a 
Metrorail station for the proposed East-West transit corridor (if 
extended to include the subject property), or a MetroBus terminal; 
implement “New Urbanism” design principles, Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) certified building standards, “Florida 
Friendly” landscaping and water conservation measures; provide a 
charter school, allocate land for school construction or offer monetary 
contribution to meet future educational facility needs; and comply with 
applicable workforce housing requirements, or construct a minimum of 
100 workforce-housing units. 

 
5. The applicant proposed a mixture of uses on site consisting of multi-

family and commercial uses.  Currently, the Analysis Area (MSA 3.2) 
has adequate supplies of vacant land for multi-family units, industrial 
activities and commercial uses.   An analysis of the residential capacity 
by type of dwelling units showed the absorption of multi-family units 



April 2007 Cycle 3-4 Application No. 3 
March 24 2008 

occurring beyond 2025.  The supply of residential land for both single-
family and multi-family units in this area was projected for depletion 
beyond 2025. However, staff recognized that it would be beneficial to 
maintaining the existing Urban Development Boundary to add the 1050 
dwelling units that the applicant is proposing. The depletion year for 
both commercial and industrial land supply is 2025. 

 
6. The application could promote transit ridership and pedestrianism with 

a mixture of uses on a site that may also include a Metrorail station for 
the proposed East-West transit corridor (if extended to include the 
subject property), or a MetroBus terminal.  Staff recommended that 
detailed information be provided on how the project would directly tie 
into the County’s transit system.  Since this site is nearly 2/5 of a mile 
long between NW 111 and NW 107 Avenues, the internal 
transportation means that would be available to transit users needs to 
be identified. 

 
7. The application site is currently undeveloped and will not degrade 

environmental or historical resources. Approximately one-third of the 
subject site consists of a lake in the center of the property that is 
surrounded by mature vegetation.  The project would partially fill in the 
existing lake.  

 
8. The Miami-Dade Aviation Department (MDAD) determined that the 

subject site is impacted by Critical Area Approach, subzones ”B” and 
“C” (CA-B and CA-C) and the Outer Land Use Zone (OLZ) that are 
associated with Miami International Airport (MIA), as defined in the 
Code of Miami-Dade County, Section 33-336.  The eastern third of the 
site is in subzone “CA-B”, while the remainder of the site is in subzone 
CA-C.  The placement of an educational facility, including a day care 
facility, at this location is subject to all applicable regulations for these 
subzones in Section 33-336. The OLZ impacts the southeastern 
portion of the subject site.  Thus, the construction of new residential 
units and educational facilities, where allowed within the OLZ, are 
permitted where 25-decibel (db) Noise Level Reduction (NLR) 
materials are incorporated into the design and construction of the 
structure(s).  

 
According to the MIA Height Zoning Map, the height limitations on the 
subject property range from 400 feet above mean sea level on the 
eastern border to 450 feet above mean sea level on the western 
border. The applicant, prior to proceeding with design, should submit 
elevation plans to MDAD for review to comply with the Zoning 
Ordinance for MIA. 
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B. The Staff recommended that the request for the Regional Activity Center be 
denied. 

 
1. The intent of the Regional Activity Center (RAC) designation is to attain high 

density, mixed-use activity centers without utilizing the Development of 
Regional Impact (DRI) process.  Policy 11.14 of the Adopted 2004 Strategic 
Regional Policy Plan for South Florida authorizes the designation of 
Regional Development Districts to implement the provisions of Chapter 
380.0651 FS, which provide for the designation of geographic areas highly 
suitable for increased DRI review threshold intensity. 

 
The material submitted by the applicant had not proven that all requirements 
in the state regulations regarding the designation of a regional activity 
center had been met. Chapter 28-24.014 of the Florida Administrative Code 
(F.A.C.) requires areas receiving the designation of a regional activity center 
satisfy four criteria which are the following: 1) is consistent with the local 
comprehensive plan (i.e. CDMP); 2) provides service to and is regularly 
used by a significant number of citizens of more than one county; 3) is 
proximate and accessible to interstate or major arterial roadways; and 4) 
contains adequate existing public facilities as defined in Rule 9J-5 or 
committed public facilities, as identified in the capital improvements element 
of the local comprehensive plan. Staff agrees with the applicant’s findings 
that criteria 1 and 3 have been satisfied.  
 
However, criteria 2 and 4 were not met.  The license plate survey of the 
parking lots for the PBS&J Office Building, FDOT Office Building, 
International Mall, and Dolphin Mall did not meet the requirements of 
Criterion no. 2.  The County’s analysis of traffic indicates that improvements 
need to be added as committed public facilities to the Schedule of 
Improvements in the Capital Improvements Element of the CDMP.  Thus, 
Criterion no. 4 was not satisfied. 

 
2.  The advantage for the applicant in obtaining a RAC designation is that 

799,900 square feet of retail development could on be built on the site 
without going through the Development of Regional Impact (DRI) process.  
Otherwise, the applicant is limited to 400,000 square feet of retail space. 
However, the applicant has not demonstrated a need for an additional 
399,900 square feet of retail development.  In addition, the economic 
analysis provided by the applicant did not address the impact of an 
additional 799,900 square feet of retail development in the area on the 
economic health of the two existing adjacent malls, which already have 
together over 2,400,000 square feet of retail space. 

 
3. The City of Doral identifies two potential RAC designations in its 

Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed ±47-acre “Free Trade Zone” RAC is 
located on the southeast corner of NW 107 Avenue and NW 25 Street.  This 
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project proposes to include 1.2 million square feet of hotel, office, retail, 
convention/showroom, and warehouse space in addition to existing 
facilities.  The proposed ±462-acre “Section 8” RAC is bounded by NW 90 
and NW 74 Streets and NW 107 and NW 97 Avenues and is the site of the 
Doral-1 Application of the April 2004 CDMP Amendment Cycle, which was 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners in 2005. The plans for this 
project include residential, commercial, parks and recreation, institutional 
and industrial uses.  The combined impact of three proposed RAC’s on 
existing infrastructure and services in this area must be further examined. 

 
4. If the infrastructure issues are addressed in the future, the staff could 

recommend that the graphic symbol for Metropolitan Urban Center (MUC) 
designation on the LUP map of the CDMP, currently centered on the 
International Mall property, be relocated to the subject site.  Ideally, the MUC 
should be centered on the proposed transit site.  This site may not include a 
Metrorail station because the alignment of the east-west line has not been 
determined.  Relocating the MUC graphic symbol from the site of International 
Mall should not be an issue, since the Mall is located in the City of Doral and 
is governed by the city’s comprehensive plan, which does not identify a MUC 
at this location. 

 
The MUC designation is intended to create identifiable “town centers” having 
convenient, direct access to expressways or major roadways, provide 
alternatives to automotive travel, and create a distinctive sense of place 
through urban and architectural design. The radius of designated MUC’s is a 
one-quarter mile (1,320 ft.) walking distance from the central core or central 
transit stop, and may extend up to one-half mile (2,640 ft.) along major roads 
and pedestrian linkages.  Relocation of the MUC to the subject site will enable 
the applicant to construct a more intense development than is permitted in the 
Urbanizing Area (the area between the Urban Infill Area and the Urban 
Development Boundary), which is a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.25. The 
minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of a MUC is greater than 3.0 in the “core” 
and no less than 0.75 at the “edge,” with a maximum density of 250 dwelling 
units per gross acre (DU/gross acre). 

 
 
New Information: 
 
Since the BCC transmittal public hearing on November 27, 2007 and the publication 
date of the Initial Recommendations Report (August 25, 2007), the Department of 
Planning and Zoning (DP&Z) has received updated information from the applicant, 
Miami-Dade Public Schools and the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
concerning the application site. To ensure that staff had adequate time to review and 
analysis materials submitted by applicants in order to prepare a Revised 
Recommendations Report, a deadline of March 10, 2008 for submittal of covenants and 
technical reports was emailed to them on January 24, 2008.  Some of the materials 
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submitted by the applicant were after the deadline for the Initial Recommendations 
Report, including the covenant dated March 14, 2008 and traffic study.  However, the 
covenant described below does meet the deadline of March 14, 2008 for submitting 
covenants prior to the PAB hearing.  A covenant sent late on March 21, 2008 has not 
been reviewed.  Thus, the Department or other County agencies may be providing 
additional review materials at a later date.  The sections that follow provide a brief 
summary of the new information received. 
 
 
Objections, Recommendations and Comments Report from DCA 
The DCA has submitted its “Objections, Recommendations and Comments” (ORC) 
report to the DP&Z on February 26, 2008 with two objections to this application.  
Objection No. 4 stated that Miami-Dade County would be prohibited from adopting 
comprehensive plan amendments, which increase residential density, until the 
necessary school amendments to the CDMP and a revised Interlocal Agreement with 
the Miami-Dade County School Board has been adopted and transmitted to DCA.  This 
application would result in a maximum of 1050 dwelling units. According to Objection 
No. 7, the application does not satisfy the criteria to be designated a Regional Activity 
Center since the application has not demonstrated there are or would contain adequate 
public facilities, per Chapter 9J-5 FAC.  DCA also objected to the proposed land use 
change to Business and Office and the RAC designation because of its potential 
impacts on the local transportation system.  DCA recommends that discrepancies 
between the DP&Z and the applicant regarding the traffic impact analyses be resolved 
prior to adopting this amendment.  The full text of the ORC is attached in Exhibit A and 
the DP&Z response to the ORC is Exhibit B. 
 
 
Declaration of Restrictions 
The Applicant has proffered a revised Declaration of Restrictions that was received late 
March 14, 2007, that revises the Transit Improvements Section to provide for a 
maximum of 10 bus bays, 150 to 170 parking spaces, a kiss-and-ride area, transit-
oriented commercial uses, and transit lounge. Once the certificate of occupancy for the 
transit facility is received from the County, the applicant shall dedicate to the County the 
site of the facility except for the driveway network, which it will grant an easement to.  
The revised covenant adds two new sections, Air Rights Reserved and Roadway 
Improvements.  The Air Rights Reserved provides for the owner to retain all air rights in 
and to the air space above the transit facility.  Owner proposes to construct and 
reconstruct and alter from time to time in and upon the Air Rights and property certain 
improvements as deemed necessary or desirable by owner. The Applicants commits to 
funding and building certain roadway improvements. The covenant further states that 
the applicant will not seek a certificate of occupancy for any building within the subject 
site, other than the proposed public transportation facility, until Dolphin Fire Rescue 
Station No. 68 receives a temporary certificate of occupancy, or another Fire Rescue 
station is designated to serve the property. A similar restriction on certificate of 
occupancy for structures with residential uses is also provided.  A copy of the revised 
Declarations of Restrictions is attached in Appendix 2.  Department of Planning and 
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Zoning staff has provided the Miami-Dade Transit staff with a copy of the revised 
Declarations of Restrictions for their review and comments. 
 
Traffic Analysis 
The applicant’s transportation consultant submitted additional data in response to 
DCA’s objection to the proposed land use change and to designate the site a RAC.  The 
analysis is based upon an impact evaluation which compares the Year 2015 model 
derived traffic forecasts for the Base Scenario to the Year 2015 model derived traffic 
forecasts in Scenario 3.  The Year 2015 traffic forecasts were then compared to the 
Year 2015 roadway capacity pursuant to the adopted level of service standards from the 
Traffic Circulation Subelement of the Miami-Dade County CDMP.  The data and 
analysis demonstrates that each of the 71 study segments analyzed were found to 
either meet the adopted level of service standards or were found to not significantly 
impact the study roadway segments (see Tables A & B in Appendix 6).  The 
development permitted does not significantly impact any roadway segment operating 
below adopted LOS standards for the long term planning horizon.   
 
Revised Staff Recommendation: 
 
The staff recommends DENIAL of the application to redesignate the subject site at the 
northwest corner of NW 12 Street and NW 107 Avenue from “Industrial and Office” and 
“Business and Office” to “Business and Office” on the Land Use Plan (LUP) map of the 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP), relocate the Metropolitan Urban 
Center designation on the LUP from International Mall to the site, to designate the site a 
Regional Activity Center (RAC), revise the text and map series in the Land Use Element 
and modify the tables in the Capital Improvements Element. The applicant has come 
along way in resolving the adequate public facilities and traffic generation criteria 
required to be designated a RAC. The applicant submitted revised data and analysis 
demonstrating that the 71 road segments identified in the Initial Recommendations 
report meet the adopted LOS standards, committed to build roadway and transit 
improvements, and proffered a covenant to Miami-Dade School Board to provide $3.2 
million in order to mitigate the application’s impact on area schools. However, the 
school board still has to approve the proffered covenant. The recommendation for 
denial is for the following reasons: 

 
1. The proposed land use designation would allow a mixed-use development 

that would be complimentary and consistent with the existing adjacent land 
use designations for the Dolphin and International Malls.  However, mass 
transit is needed to make this site work as a major mixed-use designation. 
The applicant needs to address unresolved issues with the Miami-Dade 
Transit regarding the proposed public transportation facility, including the 
number of parking spaces, parking fee, it’s operation, and air rights.   

 
2. Another pending issue is the provision of fire and rescue services.  The Fire-

Rescue Department anticipates that the proposed land use change would 
generate 701 annual alarms and would have a severe impact (i.e. more than 
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100 annual alarms) on existing fire-rescue services until the completion of 
Station No. 68 (Dolphin).   The County will fund the design of this station but 
will not commence construction until development of a viable solution to the 
potential future operating revenue shortfall.  
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APPENDICIES 

 
 
Appendix 1: Applicant’s response to ORC report and Initial Recommendations and 

Exhibits, dated March 13, 2008 
 
Appendix 2: Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 14, 2008 

Revised Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 21, 2008 
 
Appendix 3: Applicant’s letter requesting a density transfer dated March 10, 2008 
 
 
Appendix 4: Applicant’s notification of change in ownership dated March 13, 2008 
 
 
Appendix 5: Miami-Dade County School Board analysis of Application’s impact on 

school facilities, dated March 18, 2008 
 
Appendix 6: Revised transportation data and analysis from applicant’s transportation 

consultant 
 
Appendix 7: Table 10 (Traffic Circulation) and Table 11 (Mass Transit) of the Capital 

Improvements Element (CIE) revised and submitted by the applicant 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
 

Applicant’s response to ORC report and Initial Recommendations dated March 13, 2008 
 

Exhibit A: Revised traffic data and analyses, dated March 5, 2008 
   

Exhibit B: Roadway Improvements Map 
 

 Exhibit C: Declarations of Restrictions in Favor of the School Board of  
Miami-Dade County, dated February 1, 2008 

 
 Exhibit D: Revised Fire-Rescue data, dated September 13, 2007  
 
 Exhibit E: Memorandum: Miami-Dade Fire-Rescue Department Current Financial  

Conditions, Future Fiscal Challenges, and Impact of Municipalities 
Opting Out of the Fire District, dated March 13, 2008 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
 

Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 14, 2008 
  

Revised Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 21, 2008 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
 

Applicant’s letter requesting a density transfer, dated March 10, 2008 
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APPENDIX 4 
 
 

Applicant’s notification of change in ownership, dated March 13, 2008 
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APPENDIX 5 
 
 

Miami-Dade County School Board analysis of  
Application’s impact on school facilities, dated March 18, 2008 
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APPENDIX 6 
 
 

Revised transportation data and analysis from applicant’s transportation consultant 
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Revised transportation data and analysis by applicant’s transportation consultant 
 
 
The Department of Planning and Zoning (DP&Z) in cooperation with the county’s Public 
Works Department and Metropolitan Planning Organization performed traffic impact 
analyses to determine the impact that Application No. 3 would have on the roadway 
network. The analyses were based on the maximum development that could occur 
under the requested CDMP land use designations of “Business and Office” and “Low 
Density residential” and the development program provided by the Applicant.  Three 
development scenarios were analyzed. Scenario 1 assumed the Application site 
developed with 2,951,190 square feet of commercial retail; Scenario 2 assumed the 
Application site developed with 2,811 multifamily dwelling units; and Scenario 3 
assumed the Application site developed with 1,050 multifamily dwelling units, 225,000 
sq. ft. of open space, 799,900 sq. ft. of commercial retail, and a 430 room hotel 
(development program proposed by the Applicant).  The Department’s traffic impact 
analyses identified several roadways that would be significantly impacted by the 
Application (see pp 3-27 of Initial Recommendations Report). 
 
The Applicant also submitted a traffic impact study in support of the application.  The 
study compared and evaluated the transportation impacts resulting from the proposed 
CDMP amendment based on three scenarios: the maximum allowable square footage 
permitted under the current land use designation, the development under the requested 
land use designation, and the maximum development program proposed by the 
Applicant.  The transportation consultant concluded that there is available capacity and 
acceptable levels of service are maintained in the adjacent roadway network.  DP&Z 
staff disagreed with the conclusions of the report.  However, county staff expressed 
willingness to meet with the transportation consultant to discuss and analyze the 
discrepancies in the results. The results of the Department and Applicant’s traffic 
analyses were presented in Volume 1 of the Initial Recommendations Report, April 
2007 Applications to Amend the CDMP, dated August 25, 2007. 
 
The Applicant addressed Miami-Dade County’s concerns related to traffic concurrency 
for NW 12 Street on November 8, 2007.  DPZ then revised and replaced pages 3-2 and 
3-22 dated November 27, 2007, and included these revised pages in their staff’s Initial 
Recommendations Report prepared for the CDMP Amendment Transmittal Public 
Hearing.  See Attachment I of this submittal for the original page 3-2, and the revised 
and replaced pages 3-2 and 3-22 which were inserted into the Report by DPZ for the 
November 27, 2007 transmittal hearing. 
 
On February 1, 2008, the Applicant’s transportation consultant met with staff of Miami-
Dade County to address their concerns related to Year 2015 traffic conditions for the 
roadway segments identified on page 3-27 of Volume 1 of the Initial Recommendations 
(August 25, 2007) and for all the segments included in the study area for Application 
No. 3.  The Applicant was provided copies of the Miami-Dade County Year 2015 
modeling forecasts for Application No. 3 which were used by staff to evaluate the 
amendment.  The modeling forecasts were prepared for the following scenarios: Base 



Scenario – Industrial and retail using the maximum FAR under the existing land use 
designation; Scenario 1 – All retail using the maximum FAR based upon the 
Amendment; Scenario 2 – All residential based upon the maximum FAR and density 
based upon the Amendment; and Scenario 3 - Mixed Use Development Program with 
retail, office, hotel and residential. 
 
Miami-Dade staff analyzed the potential impact of the base scenario and each of the 
three development scenarios, even though the Applicant had submitted a draft covenant 
to limit development impacts to Scenario 3.  Since the covenant was accepted as part of 
the CDMP Transmittal Hearing, Miami-Dade County staff has indicated that Scenarios 1 
and 2 no longer need to be addressed in the infrastructure analysis.  The conclusions 
reached by staff on page 3-27 of their staff report indicated that their findings were 
based upon the impact of at least one or more of the development scenarios, which 
then generated the listing of roadway segments identified in the DCA objection above. 
 
The Applicant’s transportation consultant submitted additional data and analysis that are 
included in Tables A and B of this submittal, based upon an impact evaluation which 
compares the Year 2015 model derived traffic forecasts for the Base Scenario to the 
Year 2015 model derived traffic forecasts for Scenario 3.  The Year 2015 traffic 
forecasts were then compared to the Year 2015 roadway capacity using the maximum 
service volumes established in the FDOT 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook for 
both the state and non-state roadways pursuant to the adopted level of service 
standards from the Traffic Circulation Subelement of the Miami-Dade County CDMP.  
The data and analysis provided in Table A demonstrates that each of the 71 study 
segments analyzed were found to either meet the adopted level of service standards or 
were found to not significantly impact the study roadway segments based upon the 
development of the Application No. 3 property using the Scenario 3, Mixed Use 
Development Program. The development permitted under Scenario 3 does not 
significantly impact any roadway segment operating below adopted LOS standards for 
the long term planning horizon since the Amendment traffic will not impact any of these 
segments by 5.0% or more of service capacity based on the adopted level of service 
standard.  The data and analysis provided in Table B specifically addresses those 
roadway segments listed on page 3-27 of the Initial Recommendations Report and page 
10 of the ORC, which are also included in Table A below. 
 
 

 



 2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C Scenario 3 V/C % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables Base Scenario Scenario 3 Using FDOT Using FDOT Base vs. Status

LOS V/C V/C Scenario 3 from Model with LOS Adjustments Volumes Volumes Capacities Capacities Scenario 3
NW 58 Street SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 4LD D 1.58 1.55 -2.19% Reduction in Impact 24,914 31,100 39,261 38,715 1.26 1.24 -1.76% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 87 Ave to NW 92 Ave 4LD D 1.24 1.30 5.94% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 31,100 30,997 32,478 1.00 1.04 4.76% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 92 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD D 1.15 1.19 4.44% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 31,100 28,547 29,654 0.92 0.95 3.56% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 97 Ave to NW 102 Ave 4LD D 0.93 0.92 -0.15% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 31,100 23,047 23,009 0.74 0.74 -0.12% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 41 Street SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.08 1.07 -0.71% Reduction in Impact 51,978 59,160 56,170 55,801 0.95 0.94 -0.62% Not Significant - below 5%
 NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.14 1.14 0.57% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 59,206 59,504 1.00 1.01 0.50% Not Significant - below 5%

 HEFT to NW 122 Ave 2LD D 1.3226 1.3725 4.99% Not Significant - below 5% 12,500 14,600 16,532 17,156 1.13 1.18 4.27% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 25 Street SR 826 to NW 82 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.32 1.34 1.69% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 68,734 69,610 1.16 1.18 1.48% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 82 Ave to NW 87 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.22 1.24 1.74% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 63,523 64,425 1.07 1.09 1.52% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD 120% of E 1.31 1.34 2.73% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 45,165 46,103 1.14 1.17 2.38% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 107 Ave to NW 112 Ave 4LD D 0.99 1.00 0.99% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 31,100 24,603 24,850 0.79 0.80 0.79% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 122 Ave to NW 127 Ave 4LD D 0.74 0.74 -0.51% Reduction in Impact 36,218 31,100 26,818 26,633 0.86 0.86 -0.59% Not Significant - below 5%

  

NW 12 Street SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 0.82 0.86 3.40% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 34,348 39,480 28,226 29,393 0.71 0.74 2.96% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 1.12 1.17 5.33% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 40,563 42,495 1.027 1.076 4.89% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 97 Ave to NW 98 Court 4LD 120% of E - TDP 1.00 1.05 5.33% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 36,276 38,208 0.919 0.968 4.89% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 98 Court to NW 107 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 0.99 1.04 5.57% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 35,741 37,757 0.91 0.96 5.11% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 107 Ave to Project 6LD E - TDP 0.60 0.66 6.03% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 31,094 34,228 0.63 0.69 6.36% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

Project to NW 111 Ave 6LD E - TDP 0.57 0.70 12.50% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 29,745 36,244 0.60 0.74 13.18% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 111 Ave to Dolphin Mall 6LD E - TDP 0.51 0.59 8.63% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 26,291 30,778 0.53 0.62 9.10% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

Dolphin Mall to HEFT 6LD E - TDP 0.55 0.64 8.76% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 28,768 33,322 0.58 0.68 9.24% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

       

SR 836 SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 8LD D 0.71 0.75 3.45% Not Significant - below 5% 111,978 144,300 80,007 83,866 0.55 0.58 2.67% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 87 Ave to NW 107 Ave 8LD D 0.80 0.80 0.23% Not Significant - below 5% 130,467 144,300 104,649 104,952 0.73 0.73 0.21% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 107 Ave to HEFT 8LD D 0.95 1.06 10.62% See calculations using adopted LOS 93,489 144,300 89,238 99,163 0.62 0.69 6.88% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

      

West Flagler St SR 826 to NW 79 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.26 1.30 4.28% Not Significant - below 5% 50,544 62,160 63,740 65,902 1.03 1.06 3.48% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 Street SR 826 to SW 82 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.27 1.31 4.00% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 62,160 65,992 68,072 1.06 1.10 3.35% Not Significant - below 5%

HEFT to SW 122 Ave 8LD D 1.188 1.260 7.27% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 67,800 61,728 65,508 0.91 0.97 5.58% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 122 Ave to SW 127 Ave 6LD D 1.044 1.092 4.78% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 53,500 54,289 56,775 1.01 1.06 4.65% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 26 Street SR 826 to SW 82 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.20 1.12 -7.23% Reduction in Impact 50,544 59,160 60,460 56,806 1.02 0.96 -6.18% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 117 Ave to SW 122 Ave 4LD 120% of E 1.28 1.23 -5.48% Reduction in Impact 34,348 39,480 44,045 42,164 1.12 1.07 -4.76% Not Significant - below 5%

SR 826 NW 58 St to NW 41 St 10LD D 1.37 1.35 -2.12% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 254,986 251,031 1.40 1.37 -2.17% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 41 St to NW 25 St 10LD D 1.29 1.28 -1.26% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 240,273 237,925 1.32 1.30 -1.29% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 25 St to SR 836 8LD D 1.70 1.69 -1.18% Reduction in Impact 148,956 144,300 253,953 252,196 1.76 1.75 -1.22% Not Significant - below 5%

SR 836 to W. Flagler St 10LD D 1.13 1.08 -5.60% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 210,706 200,279 1.15 1.10 -5.71% Not Significant - below 5%

W. Flagler St to SW 8 St 10LD D 1.34 1.30 -3.52% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 248,600 242,053 1.36 1.33 -3.59% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 St to SW 40 St 10LD D 1.25 1.20 -4.25% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 231,940 224,032 1.27 1.23 -4.33% Not Significant - below 5%

Table A - Year 2015 Analysis of Roadways Identified as Infrastructure Concerns by Miami-Dade County using the Proposed Scenario 3 Mixed Use Development Program



 
 

 2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C Scenario 3 V/C % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables Base Scenario Scenario 3 Using FDOT Using FDOT Base vs. Status

LOS V/C V/C Scenario 3 from Model with LOS Adjustments Volumes Volumes Capacities Capacities Scenario 3
NW 87 Avenue NW 25 St to SR 836 6LD 120% of E 1.461 1.511 5.02% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 59,160 75,936 78,546 1.28 1.33 4.41% Not Significant - below 5%

SR 836 to Park Blvd 6LD 120% of E 1.03 1.05 2.25% Reduction in Impact 50,544 62,160 51,844 52,981 0.83 0.85 1.83% Not Significant - below 5%

W. Flagler St to SW 8 St 4LD 120% of E 1.35 1.34 -1.21% Reduction in Impact 34,348 41,400 46,492 46,077 1.12 1.11 -1.00% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 97 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 52 St 2LD E - TDP 1.38 1.44 6.69% See calculations using adopted LOS 11,522 16,380 15,867 16,638 0.969 1.016 4.71% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 52 St to NW 41 St 4LD E - TDP 0.93 0.96 3.43% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 32,900 23,164 24,019 0.70 0.73 2.60% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 41 St to NW 33 St 4LD E - TDP 1.29 1.32 3.61% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 32,900 32,088 32,987 0.98 1.00 2.73% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 33 St to NW 25 St 4LD E - TDP 1.039 1.086 4.77% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 32,900 25,879 27,067 0.79 0.82 3.61% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 25 St to NW 12 St 4LD 120% of E 0.94 0.98 4.07% Not Significant - below 5% 23,608 39,480 22,292 23,252 0.56 0.59 2.43% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 12 St to NW 7 St 4LD E - TDP 0.90 0.92 1.77% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 29,602 30,184 0.90 0.92 1.77% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 7 St to Flagler St 4LD E - TDP 0.919 0.967 4.81% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 30,283 31,869 0.92 0.97 4.82% Not Significant - below 5%

Flagler St to SW 8 St 4LD E - TDP 1.43 1.46 3.28% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 47,098 48,178 1.43 1.46 3.28% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 St to Coral Way 2LD E - TDP 1.20 1.23 3.85% Not Significant - below 5% 16,086 16,380 19,224 19,844 1.17 1.21 3.79% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 107 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 50 St 4LD D 0.86 0.91 4.45% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 31,100 29,561 31,088 0.951 1.000 4.91% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 41 St to NW 33 St 4LD 120% of E 1.12 1.15 3.36% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 38,322 39,476 0.97 1.00 2.92% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 33 St to NW 25 St 4LD 120% of E 1.31 1.32 1.61% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 44,842 45,395 1.14 1.15 1.40% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 25 St to NW 14 St 6LD 120% of E 1.21 1.22 1.71% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 62,661 63,550 1.06 1.07 1.50% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 14 St to NW 12 St 6LD 120% of E 1.13 1.11 -2.19% Reduction in Impact 51,978 59,160 58,839 57,700 0.99 0.98 -1.93% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 12 St to SR 836 8LD 120% of E 1.39 1.50 11.54% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 78,880 72,000 78,000 0.91 0.99 7.61% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SR 836 to NW 7 St 7LD 120% of E 1.40 1.40 0.63% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 72,520 72,685 73,010 1.00 1.01 0.45% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 7 St to W. Flagler 6LD 120% of E 0.82 0.85 2.20% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 62,160 42,808 43,951 0.69 0.71 1.84% Not Significant - below 5%

 W. Flagler to SW 8 St 6LD 120% of E 1.19 1.21 2.47% Not Significant - below 5% 50,544 62,160 60,111 61,357 0.97 0.99 2.00% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 117 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 41 St 2LU D 1.10 1.07 -3.67% Reduction in Impact 12,500 14,600 13,794 13,335 0.94 0.91 -3.14% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 41 St to NW 25 St 2LU D 1.27 1.25 -1.28% Reduction in Impact 9,218 14,600 11,671 11,553 0.80 0.79 -0.81% Not Significant - below 5%

HEFT NW 41 St to NW 12 St 6LD D 0.78 0.80 2.18% Not Significant - below 5% 111,978 103,600 86,993 89,437 0.84 0.86 2.36% Not Significant - below 5%

 SR 836 to SW 8 St 8LD D 0.79 0.84 4.85% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 149,087 144,300 117,701 124,928 0.82 0.87 5.01% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SW 8 St to SW 40 St 10LD D 1.22 1.29 7.40% See calculations using Planned Imp. 111,978 182,600 136,404 144,694 0.75 0.79 4.54% Meets LOS with Planned Imp.

 

NW 122 Avenue NW 41 St to NW 25 St 2LU D 1.24 1.28 4.52% See calculations using adopted LOS 12,108 14,600 14,981 15,528 1.03 1.06 3.75% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 6 St to Walsh Blvd 2LU D 0.48 0.47 -0.99% Reduction in Impact 9,218 14,600 4,423 4,332 0.30 0.30 -0.62% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 St to SW 10 St 6LD 120% of E 1.16 1.23 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 59,160 28,822 30,534 0.49 0.52 2.89% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 10 St to SW 18 St 4LD 120% of E 0.89 0.96 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 39,480 22,174 23,885 0.56 0.60 4.33% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 18 St to SW 26 St 4LD 120% of E 0.85 0.91 6.07% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 39,480 21,130 22,643 0.54 0.57 3.83% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 132 Avenue NW 12 St to SW 8 St 2LU 120% of E 1.31 1.56 25.18% See calculations using adopted LOS 11,522 18,720 15,120 18,021 0.81 0.96 15.50% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SW 8 St to SW 18 St 4LD D 0.82 0.95 13.71% Meets LOS Standard 23,608 31,100 19,241 22,477 0.62 0.72 10.41% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 137 Avenue SR 836 to SW 6 St 6LD D 1.38 1.26 -11.23% Reduction in Impact 51,978 49,300 71,470 65,631 1.45 1.33 -11.84% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 6 St to SW 8 St 6LD D 1.44 1.32 -11.81% Reduction in Impact 49,370 49,300 71,064 65,235 1.44 1.32 -11.82% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 157 Avenue SW 8 St to SW 26 St 4LD D 1.00 1.00 -0.43% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 31,100 33,058 32,917 1.06 1.06 -0.45% Not Significant - below 5%



 2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C Scenario 3 V/C % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables Base Scenario Scenario 3 Using FDOT Using FDOT Base vs. Status

LOS V/C V/C Scenario 3 from Model with LOS Adjustments Volumes Volumes Capacities Capacities Scenario 3
NW 58 Street NW 87 Ave to NW 92 Ave 4LD D 1.24 1.30 5.94% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 31,100 30,997 32,478 1.00 1.04 4.76% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 92 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD D 1.15 1.19 4.44% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 31,100 28,547 29,654 0.92 0.95 3.56% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 41 Street HEFT to NW 122 Ave 2LD D 1.3226 1.3725 4.99% Not Significant - below 5% 12,500 14,600 16,532 17,156 1.13 1.18 4.27% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 25 Street NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD 120% of E 1.31 1.34 2.73% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 45,165 46,103 1.14 1.17 2.38% Not Significant - below 5%

  

NW 12 Street SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 0.82 0.86 3.40% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 28,226 29,393 0.71 0.74 2.96% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 1.120 1.173 5.33% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 40,563 42,495 1.027 1.076 4.89% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 97 Ave to NW 98 Court 4LD 120% of E - TDP 1.002 1.055 5.33% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 36,276 38,208 0.919 0.968 4.89% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 98 Court to NW 107 Ave 4LD 120% of E - TDP 0.987 1.042 5.57% See calculations using adopted LOS 36,218 39,480 35,741 37,757 0.91 0.96 5.11% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 107 Ave to Project 6LD E - TDP 0.60 0.66 6.03% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 31,094 34,228 0.63 0.69 6.36% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

Project to NW 111 Ave 6LD E - TDP 0.57 0.70 12.50% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 29,745 36,244 0.60 0.74 13.18% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 111 Ave to Dolphin Mall 6LD E - TDP 0.51 0.59 8.63% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 26,291 30,778 0.53 0.62 9.10% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

Dolphin Mall to HEFT 6LD E - TDP 0.55 0.64 8.76% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 51,978 49,300 28,768 33,322 0.58 0.68 9.24% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

       

SR 836 SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 8LD D 0.71 0.75 3.45% Not Significant - below 5% 111,978 144,300 80,007 83,866 0.55 0.58 2.67% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 87 Ave to NW 107 Ave 8LD D 0.80 0.80 0.23% Not Significant - below 5% 130,467 144,300 104,649 104,952 0.73 0.73 0.21% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 107 Ave to HEFT 8LD D 0.95 1.06 10.62% See calculations using adopted LOS 93,489 144,300 89,238 99,163 0.62 0.69 6.88% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

      

West Flagler St SR 826 to NW 79 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.26 1.30 4.28% Not Significant - below 5% 50,544 62,160 63,740 65,902 1.03 1.06 3.48% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 Street SR 826 to SW 82 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.27 1.31 4.00% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 62,160 65,992 68,072 1.06 1.10 3.35% Not Significant - below 5%

HEFT to SW 122 Ave 8LD D 1.188 1.260 7.27% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 67,800 61,728 65,508 0.91 0.97 5.58% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 122 Ave to SW 127 Ave 6LD D 1.044 1.092 4.78% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 53,500 54,289 56,775 1.01 1.06 4.65% Not Significant - below 5%

Table B - Roadways of Concern Highlighted by Miami-Dade County



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C Scenario 3 V/C % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables Base Scenario Scenario 3 Using FDOT Using FDOT Base vs. Status

LOS V/C V/C Scenario 3 from Model with LOS Adjustments Volumes Volumes Capacities Capacities Scenario 3
NW 87 Avenue NW 25 St to SR 836 6LD 120% of E 1.461 1.511 5.02% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 59,160 75,936 78,546 1.28 1.33 4.41% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 97 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 52 St 2LD E - TDP 1.38 1.44 6.69% See calculations using adopted LOS 11,522 16,380 15,867 16,638 0.969 1.016 4.71% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 52 St to NW 41 St 4LD E - TDP 0.93 0.96 3.43% Not Significant - below 5% 24,914 32,900 23,164 24,019 0.70 0.73 2.60% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 25 St to NW 12 St 4LD 120% of E 0.94 0.98 4.07% Not Significant - below 5% 23,608 39,480 22,292 23,252 0.56 0.59 2.43% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 12 St to NW 7 St 4LD E - TDP 0.90 0.92 1.77% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 29,602 30,184 0.90 0.92 1.77% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 7 St to Flagler St 4LD E - TDP 0.919 0.967 4.81% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 30,283 31,869 0.92 0.97 4.82% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 107 Avenue NW 25 St to NW 14 St 6LD 120% of E 1.21 1.22 1.71% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 62,661 63,550 1.06 1.07 1.50% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 14 St to NW 12 St 6LD 120% of E 1.13 1.11 -2.19% Reduction in Impact 51,978 59,160 58,839 57,700 0.99 0.98 -1.93% Not Significant - below 5%

 NW 12 St to SR 836 8LD 120% of E 1.39 1.50 11.54% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 78,880 72,000 78,000 0.91 0.99 7.61% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SR 836 to NW 7 St 7LD 120% of E 1.40 1.40 0.63% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 72,520 72,685 73,010 1.00 1.01 0.45% Not Significant - below 5%

NW 7 St to W. Flagler 6LD 120% of E 0.82 0.85 2.20% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 62,160 42,808 43,951 0.69 0.71 1.84% Not Significant - below 5%

HEFT SR 836 to SW 8 St 8LD D 0.79 0.84 4.85% Meets Adopted LOS Standard 149,087 144,300 117,701 124,928 0.82 0.87 5.01% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SW 8 St to SW 40 St 10LD D 1.22 1.29 7.40% See calculations using Planned Imp. 111,978 182,600 136,404 144,694 0.75 0.79 4.54% Meets LOS with Planned Imp.

NW 122 Avenue NW 41 St to NW 25 St 2LU D 1.24 1.28 4.52% See calculations using adopted LOS 12,108 14,600 14,981 15,528 1.03 1.06 3.75% Not Significant - below 5%

SW 8 St to SW 10 St 6LD 120% of E 1.16 1.23 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 59,160 28,822 30,534 0.49 0.52 2.89% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 10 St to SW 18 St 4LD 120% of E 0.89 0.96 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 39,480 22,174 23,885 0.56 0.60 4.33% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

SW 18 St to SW 26 St 4LD 120% of E 0.85 0.91 6.07% See calculations using adopted LOS 24,914 39,480 21,130 22,643 0.54 0.57 3.83% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

NW 132 Avenue NW 12 St to SW 8 St 2LU 120% of E 1.31 1.56 25.18% See calculations using adopted LOS 11,522 18,720 15,120 18,021 0.81 0.96 15.50% Meets Adopted LOS Standard

 SW 8 St to SW 18 St 4LD D 0.82 0.95 13.71% Meets LOS Standard 23,608 31,100 19,241 22,477 0.62 0.72 10.41% Meets Adopted LOS Standard
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APPENDIX 7 
 
 

Table 10 (Traffic Circulation) and Table 11 (Mass Transit) of the 
Capital Improvements Element (CIE) revised and submitted by the applicant 
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