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APPLICATION SUMMARY

Applicant/Representative:

Location:

Total Acreage:

Current Land Use Plan Map Designation:

Requested Land Use Plan

Designation:
Amendment Type:

Existing Zoning/Site Condition:

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff:
Westchester Community Council:

Planning Advisory Board (PAB) acting
as Local Planning Agency:

Board of County Commissioners:

Revised Staff Recommendation

Final Recommendation of PAB acting
as Local Planning Agency:

April 2007 Cycle
March 24 2008

Map

Anthony Balzebre Trust/Jeffrey Bercow, Esq. &
Michael Larkin, Esq.

Northwest corner of NW 107 Avenue and NW 12
Street

63.95 Gross Acres; 54.20 Net Acres
Industrial and Office and Business and Office

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

Standard

IU-2 (Heavy Industrial Manufacturing District), 1U-C
(Conditional Industrial District) and GU (Interim
District) / Undeveloped with existing lake.

DENY AND TRANSMIT (August 25, 2007)

ADOPT AND TRANSMIT WITH ACCEPTANCE OF
PROFFERED COVENANT (September 18, 2007)

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

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)

DENY (March 24, 2008)
TO BE DETERMINED (March 31, 2008)
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Final Action of Board of County TO BE DETERMINED (April 24, 2008)

Commissioners:

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.

April 2007 Cycle
March 24 2008

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.”

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.
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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.

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.

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
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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.

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.

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.

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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Appendix 1:

Appendix 2:

Appendix 3:

Appendix 4:

Appendix 5:

Appendix 6:

Appendix 7:

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

Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 14, 2008
Revised Declarations of Restrictions, dated March 21, 2008

Applicant’s letter requesting a density transfer dated March 10, 2008
Applicant’s naotification of change in ownership dated March 13, 2008
Miami-Dade County School Board analysis of Application’s impact on

school facilities, dated March 18, 2008

Revised transportation data and analysis from applicant’s transportation
consultant

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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ELL

ZONING, LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

[li=3

DIRECT LINE: (305) 377-6231
E-Mail: mlarkin@brzoninglaw com

VIA HAND DELIVERY

March 13, 2008

Mr. Subrata Basu

Interim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning
Miami-Dade County

Stephen P. Clark Center

111 Northwest 1st Street, 11th Floor
Miami, Florida 33128

Re:  Anthony Balzebre Trust, Application No. 3, April 2007 CDMP Amendment
Cycle - Response to DCA’s ORC Report and Miami-Dade County’s Initial
Staff Recommendation.

Dear Subrata:

As you know, this law firm represents the Anthony Balzebre Trust
(" Applicant”), the applicant in connection with the above-referenced application
(“ Application”). We are in receipt of the Department of Community Affairs’ (DCA)
Objections, Recommendations, and Comments (ORC) report, dated February 26,
2008, regarding the April 2007-08 amendment cycle for the Miami-Dade County
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). Please allow this letter to serve
as the Applicant’s written response to DCA’s ORC and to the initial staff
recommendations prepared by the County’s Department of Planning and Zoning
(“Initial Recommendation”).

DCA’S ORC REPORT

Obijection No. 4: Failure to Implement School Concurrency. The County has
not adopted its revised public school facilities element or executed the updated
public schools interlocal agreement with the Miami-Dade County School Board. Asa
result, DCA’s ORC states that the County may not adopt the Application until if
undertakes the necessary steps required by Section 163.3177(12), Florida Statutes
(2007). However, DCA’s ORC report, and the subsequent correction letter, states that

WACHOVIA FINANCIAL CENTER + 200 SOUTH BISCAYNE BOULEVARD, SUITE 850 » MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131
PHONE. 305 374 5300 » FAX. 305.377.6222
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the County, as an alternative, can “adopt the amendments, after revising to address
all applicable objections in this report, with site specific policies to limit onsite
development to non-residential uses.”

In order to address the foregoing concern, the Applicant’s proffered covenant
to the County (“Covenant”) now includes language that limits onsite development to
non-residential uses until such time as the County complies with all of the
requirements set forth in the foregoing described statute. Specifically, the Covenant
provides as follows:

Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of occupancy for any building
containing a residential use until such time as Miami-Dade County has
adopted a public school facilities element, entered into an Interlocal
Agreement with the Miami-Dade County Public School System with
regard to school concurrency, and amended its Comprehensive
Development Master Plan to implement school concurrency.

Obijection No. 7: Designation of Regional Activity Center (“RAC"). DCA’s
ORC report states that the Application does not satisfy the RAC criteria relating to
adequate existing or committed public facilities. Specifically, to support this
conclusion, the report cites an inadequate level of service on the vicinity roadways
identified in the Initial Recommendation. The Applicant’s traffic consultant, Cathy
Sweetapple from Cathy Sweetapple & Associates, has responded to these traffic
concerns by letter dated March 5, 2008. In her analysis, Ms. Sweetapple concludes
that each of the 71 study roadway segments either meet the adopted level of service
standards using the maximum service volumes established in the FDOT 2002
Quality/Level of Service Handbook, or were found to not significantly impact the
study roadway segments based upon the Application’s maximum development
program.! Please see Ms. Sweetapple’s response to the ORC report for additional
detail, attached as Exhibit A.

CONCERNS RAISED IN INITIAL RECOMMENDATION

Roadways. In the Initial Recommendation, staff articulates a concern about
the available capacity of the roadways adjacent to the Property. This concern has
been addressed by language in the Covenant, which provides that:

The Owner shall fund and construct the roadway improvements
described in Exhibit B. The foregoing roadway improvements shall be

! The Application’s maximum development program is defined in the Covenant.

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ

FOMNING. LAND USE AND ENVIROMNMEMNTAL LAW
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open to traffic prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for
any building within the Property, except for those buildings that
constitute the Public Transportation Facility.

See Exhibit B.

In addition, staff expressed a concern in the Initial Recommendation about an
inadequate level of service on the study area’s roadway segments (this same concern
was incorporated by DCA into its ORC Report). The Applicant’s traffic consultant,
Cathy Sweetapple, has responded to these traffic concerns by letter dated March 5,
2008. As mentioned above in the section entitled “Objection No. 7: Designation of
Regional Activity Center ("RAC”),” Ms. Sweetapple concludes in her letter that each
of the 71 study roadway segments either meet the adopted level of service standards
using the maximum service volumes established in the FDOT 2002 Quality/Level of
Service Handbook, or were found to not significantly impact the study roadway

segments based upon the Application’s maximum development program. See
Exhibit A.

Public Schools. According to the Initial Recommendation, if the residential
component of the project’s maximum development program is fully realized, this
will generate an estimated student population of 368 students. The foregoing
student population will attend Eugenia B. Thomas Elementary School, Doral Middle
School, and Miami Coral Park Senior High School. Using the applicable standard,
School Board staff acknowledged in the Initial Recommendation that the Application
will not have any impact on Miami Coral Park Senior High School, but will impact
the elementary and middle schools.

On February 1, 2008, the Applicant delivered to School Board staff an
executed Declaration of Restrictions in favor of the School Board of Miami-Dade
County, which provides that the Applicant will voluntarily contribute funds to the
School Board equal to $3,283,434.00 in order to help meet the future public schools
needs generated by the application. See Exhibit C. The proffer of this covenant
satisfies the Applicant’s obligation to mitigate any potentially adverse impact on the
educational facilities that will service the student population generated by the
redevelopment of the property as required by Paragraph 7F of the current Interlocal
Agreement. Typically, School Board staff issues a letter stating that an applicant has
met its mitigation obligation under the Interlocal Agreement and, as a result, the
School Board will not object to the application. When the letter in connection with
this Application becomes available, we will forward it to you.

BeRCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ
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Fire Rescue. The Initial Recommendation states that the Application’s
development program would generate an additional 892 alarm calls per year, and
therefore would have a severe impact on existing fire-rescue services.? However, the
Initial Recommendation further states that a new station (Station No. 68) will be
located in the vicinity of N.W. 112th Avenue and N.W. 17th Street. This planned
station, named Dolphin Station, is located very close to the Application area, and
would mitigate the project’s impacts on fire-rescue services. Notably, the land for
planned relief Station No. 68 is already owned by the County, and a recent
memorandum prepared by Mr. George Burgess, County Manager, states that Miami-
Dade Fire Rescue (“MDFR") recommends for this station to be funded by the Board
of County Comumissioners. See Exhibit E.

Although the foregoing memorandum acknowledges County ownership of
the land and recommends funding for the construction of Fire Station No. 68, it also
recognizes the current challenge in obtaining operational funding for Fire Station No.
68. The memorandum concludes that “MDFR will begin the design process for [Fire
Station No. 68], but will not commence construction until development of a viable
solution to the potential future operating revenue shortfall.”

In order to ensure the County that fire-rescue services will not be adversely
impacted until adequate fire-rescue infrastructure exists to service the project, the
Covenant now includes language that provides as follows:

... Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of occupancy for any
building within the Property, except for those buildings that constitute
the Public Transportation Facility and any construction within the
reserved Air Rights, until such time as either the Dolphin Fire Rescue
Station (No. 68) has received a temporary certificate of occupancy or
any other new Fire Rescue Station designated by the Fire Rescue
Department that will service the Property.

In addition, in order to help address the operational funding requirements for
Fire Rescue Station No. 68, the Covenant provides that the “Owner agrees to support
the creation of a non ad valorem fire assessment fee.” As noted in the foregoing-
described memorandum, fire assessment fees provide a cost-effective and financially
stable means of funding future fire services.

2 Please note that as per Jagueline De Diego, Miami-Dade Fire Rescue’s former Planning Section
Supervisor, the correct number of net new annual alarm calls is 352, as opposed to the 892 alarm calls
described in the Initial Recommendation See Exhibit D.

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ
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If you have any questions or comments with regard to the foregoing, please
give me a call at (305) 377-6231.

Sincerely yours,

SV N
Michael W. Larkin

Enclosures

cC: Mr. Mark Woerner
Mr. Pat Moore
Mr. Mark Dorsey
Mr. Robert Balzebre
Mr. Steven Nostrand
Ms. Cathy Sweetapple
Mr. Rob Curtis
Jeffrey Bercow, Hsq.
Michael A. Gil, Esq.

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ
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CATHY SWEETAPPLE & ASSOCIATES
TRANSPORTATION AND MOBILITY PLANNING

Mr. Napoleon Samosa

Principal Planner

Miami-Dade County Depariment of Planning and Zoning
111 Northwest 1t Sireet, Suite 1220
Miami, Florida 33128

RE: 2007 CDMP Amendment Application No. 3 - Transportation Issues
Response to the DCA ORC Report

Dear Mr Samosa,

Pursuant to our meeting on February 1, 2008 fo review the Year 2015 iraffic conditions for Application No. 3, and based
upon the comments received from DCA in their February 26, 2008 Objections, Recommendations and Comments Report
for Miami-Dade County Amendment 08-1, please find enclesed with this correspondence the information needed to
address the concerns expressed by Miami-Dade County and DCA  Each of the Objections, Recommendations and
Comments refated to transportation issues and Application No. 3 are addressed herein

Objection No. 7:_Designation of Regional Activity Center

DCA Objection: There is one criterion in Rule 28-24.014(10), F.A.C., however, which is not satisfied by the

Response:

amendment as proposed, according to the data and analysis provided by Miami-Dade County
DPZ in the amendment package. The particular criterion is that the Regional Activity Center
shall contain adequate existing public facilities as defined in Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C., or committed
public facilities, as identified in the Capital Improvements Element of the local government
comprehensive plan. According to Miami-Dade County DPZ, there are not currently sufficient
public facilities and services to serve the proposed development in the RAC ~ particularly
vicinity roadways, DPZ’'s analysis (see page 3-2 in the “Initial Recommendations” in the 08-1
Amendment package), submitted with the amendment, states that proposed development's
additional vehicle frips will contribute to deterioration of two vicinity roadway segments (NW 12
Street between the HEFT and NW 107 Avenue and from NW 107 Avenue to NW 97 Avenue) to
below their adopted LOS standards.

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 recommendations report prepared for the COMP
Amendment Transmittal Public Hearing See Attachment 1 of this submital for the original page 3-2,
and the revised and replaced pages 3-2 and 3-22 which were inserted into the staff report by DPZ for
the November 27, 2007 {ransmitial hearing

10| North Gorden Road. Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301
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Mr. Napoleon Samosa

2007 CDMP Amendment Application Ne. 3 - Transportation Issues
Response to the DCA ORC Report

March 5, 2008 — Page 2

DCA Objection: Fifty-five other vicinity roadway segments are predicted to drop below their adopted 1.OS

Response:

standards by 2015, with or without the vehicle trips from Application 3 (page 3-25 of the “Initial
Recommendations” document in the 08-1 Amendment package). Of these, the following
segments predicted to fail by 2015 will be significantly affected (5 percent or more of the
adopted PM peak-hour level of service standard volumes) by the maximum development of the
Application 3 property:

NW 58 Street, from NW B7 Avenue to NW 97 Avenue

NW 41 Street, from the HEFT to NW 122 Avenue

NW 25 Street, from NW 87 Avenue to NW 57 Avenue

NW 12 Street, from SR 826 to NW 107 Avenue

Dolphin Expressway, from the HEFT to SR 826

West Flagler Street, from NW 79 Street to SR 826

SW 8 Street/Tamiami Trail, from the HEFT to SW 127 Avenue
NW 87 Avenue, from NW 25 Street to SR 836

NW 97 Avenue, from NW 58 Street to NW 41 Street

NW 97 Avenue, from NW 25 Street to West Flagler Street
NW 107 Avenue, from NW 25 Street to West Flagler Street
HEFT, from SR 836 to SW 40 Street

NW 122 Avenue, from NW 41 Street to NW 25 Street

NW 122 Avenue, from SW 8 Street to SW 26 Street
NWISW 132 Avenue, from NW 12 Street to SW 18 Street

The Applicant met with Miami-Dade County on February 1, 2008 to address their concerns related to
Year 2015 traffic conditions for the roadway segments identified above and for all ihe segmenis
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 fo 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 Amendmen;
Seenario 3 - Mixed Use Development Program with retail, office, hote! and residential

Miami-Dade staff analyzed the polential impact of the base scenario and each of the three development
scenarios, even though the Applicant had submitted a draft covenant to fimit 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 nolonger need fo 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

Additional data and analysis have been provided in Tables Aand B included in Attachment H of this
submittal, based upon an impact evaluation which compares the Year 2015 made! derived traffic
forecasts for the Base Scenario to the Year 2015 mode! 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 Transpartation

101 North Gordon Road. Fort Lauderdale. Florida 33301
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PDCA Objection:

Response:

DCA Objection:

Response:

Element 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 adopled level of service
standards or were found fo 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 permifted under Scenario 3 does not significantly impact any roadway segment
operating below adopted LOS standards for the long term pianning horizon since the Amendment traffic
will not impact any of these segments by 5 0% or more of the adopted PM peak hour level of service
standard

The data and analysis provided in Table B specifically addresses those roadway segments listed
above (which are aisa included in Table A} to confirm that each of these study segments were found to
either meet the adopted fevel of service standards using {he maximum service volumes established in
the FDOT 2002 QualitylLevel of Service Handbook (pursuant to the adopted LOS from the
Transportation Etement of the CDMP), or were found fo 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

This condition for designating a Regional Activity Center is therefore not satisfied, because
mitigation for impacts fo these roads has not been addressed.

Pursuant to the additionat daa and analysis provided in Tables A and B included in Attachment Il of
this submittal, the condition for designating a Regional Activity Center has in fact been satisfied since
each of the 71 study segmenis analyzed were found fo either meet the adopted level of service
standards using the maximum sesvice volumes established in the FDOT 2002 Quality/Level of Service
Handbook {pursuant to the adopted LOS from the Transportation Element of the COMP), or were found
to not significantly impact the siudy roadway segments based upon the development of the Application
No. 3 property using the Scenaric 3 Mixed Use Development Program  Application No. 3 has
committed by covenant not to exceed the net external PM peak hour trips for the Scenario 3 Mixed Use
Development Program, and has therefore agreed to limit site development to less than what could be
permitted by the maximum development of the property. The Scenario 3 Mixed Use Development
Program does not significantly impact any roadway segment operafing below adopted 1L.OS standards
for the long term planning horizon since the Amendment traffic will not impact any of these segmenis
by 5.0% or more of the adopted PM peak hour level of service standard

The Department concludes that the proposed Application 3 does not satisfy all of the criteria for
designation as a Chapter 380 Regional Activity Center because it has not been demonstrated
that the Regional Activity Center will contain adequate existing public facilities as defined in
Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C., or sufficient committed public facilities, as identified in the Miami-Dade
County Capital Improvements Element.

Pyrsuant to the additional data and analysis provided inTables A and B included in Attachment Il of
this submiftal, Application No 3 has been found to salisfy all of the criteria for designation of a Chapter
380 Regicnal Activity Center since it has now demonstrated that the Regional Activity Center will
contain adequate existing and committed public facilities as defined in Chapler 94-5,F A C based upon
the development of the Scenario 3 Mixed Use Development Program

101 North Gordon Road, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301
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DCA Objection: The Department objects to the proposed future land use change to Business and Office for the

Response:

entire site and to its designation as a Regional Activity Center, because of the potential impacts
on the vicinity transportation system.

Pursuant to the additional data and analysis provided in Tables A and B included in Attachment li of
this submittal, Application No 3 has been found to satisfy all of the eriteria for designation of a Chapter
380 Regional Activity Center since it has now demonstrated that the Regional Activity Center will
contain adequate existing and committed public facilities The fulure land use change to Business and
Office for the entire site is necessary to enable the development of the Scenario 3 Mixed Use
development program since it will enable the Applicant to pursue a high quality, pedestrian oriented,
mixed use development program to accommoedate retail, office, hotel and residential uses, creating a
unified development design in accordance with coordinated and cohesive design principles. Miami-
Dade County has examined the potential impacts on the vicinily transportation system, and has
concluded that traffic concurrency is met and that the roadways adjacent to the site also meet adopted
ievels of service for the long term planning horizon By covenant, and as an amendment to the Miami-
Dade County Capital Improvements Element, the Applicant has commitied fo constructing several
roadway capacity improvements on fhe network adjacent to the Amendment site, and has committed to
providing a fransit center andfor transit station (with parking) on a portion of the Amendment property.

DCA Recommendations:

Response:

The impacts on level of service on vicinity roadways identified by Miami-Dade County DPZ for
Application 3 must be addressed. The Department observes that the applicant for Application 3
submitted a traffic analysis which demonstrates that acceptable levels of service are maintained
on vicinity roads with the proposed development. Miami-Dade County DPZ stated in the
amendment package that although it did not agree with the applicant’s analysis, it was willing
to work with the applicant to resolve the discrepancies between the two traffic analyses. The
Department recommends that the discrepancies in the different traffic analyses be resolved. ¥,
after this is done, there remain adverse impacts on level of service on vicinity roadways, the
amount of development must be reduced or additional road improvements must be included in
the 6-year schedule of capital improvements to mitigate the impacts.

The Applicant met with Miami-Dade County on February t, 2008 to address their concemns related to
Year 2015 traffic conditions for the roadway segments identified above and for all the segments
included in the study area for Application No. 3. Pursuant to the additional data and analysis provided
in Tables A and B included in Atachment Il of this submittal, the Applicant has demonstrated that
each of the vicinity roadways analyzed were found toeither meet the adopled level of service standards
using the maximum service volumes established inthe FDOT 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook
{pursuant to the adopted LOS from the Transportation Element of the CDMP), 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 Applicant has therefore
addressed the discrepancies between the County and Applicant analysis methodologies, and has
utifized the modeling forecasts provided by the County to evaluate the adequacy of the ransportation
infrastructure. No additional roadway improvements are needed based upon the additional dala and
analysis provided in Tables A and B included in Attachment Ii of this submittal.
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Consistency with the State Comprehensive Plan

DCA Objection: The above cited amendments do not further and are not consistent with the following goals
and policies of the State Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 187, Florida Statutes):

Public Facilities Goal and Policies 1,2, 7, and 10
Transportation Goal and Policies 2,3,7, 8,9, 12, 13, and 15

Response; This objection has been addressed in the specific responses to Objection No. 7 as outlined above

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any guestions orconcerns with the information provided by this submittal
Thank you for your time and assistance in making this a more cemplete anatysis of long range transportation conditions in
order to respond o the DCA comments.

Sincerely,

Cathy Sweelapple & Associates
Transportation and Mobility Pianning

Calhyé Sweetapple, AICP
Principal Transportation Planner

ce: Rob Balzebre
Jeffrey Bercow
Reb Curtis
Paul Darst
Andrew Dolkart
Michaet Gil
Michael Larkin
Stephen Nostrand
Mark Woerner

CADocuments and Settings\Calhy SweelappiaWMy Documents\Balzebre RACICRC Respense\Samosa - 3-5-08 - ORC Response doc
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Page 3-2 from the
Initial Recommendations Staff Report

Page 3-2 - Revised and Replaced
November 27, 2007 into the
Transmittal Hearing Staff Report

Page 3-22 — Revised and Replaced
November 27, 2007 into the
Transmittal Hearing Staff Report



The Staff recommends DENY AND TRANSMIT the proposed standard amendment 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 recommends 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 malis. If infrastructure issues are
resolved, staff could support the redesignation of the subject property fo
“Business and Office.”

2. The traffic currency analysis indicates that the addition of trips generated by the
proposed Application will 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 is predicted to operate at L.OS F, below the adopted LOS
D standard applicable to these roadway segments.

By 2015, the County's FSUTMS Modeling results indicate that a number of
roadways are projected to exceed, without the Application’s impacts, their
adopted LOS standards. The same roadways will be further deteriorated by the
impact of the Application. These roadways segments, which are listed on page
3-25. are: NW 58, NW 41, NW 25, NW 12 and SW 8 Streets; the Dolphin
Expressway and the HEFT; and NW 132, NW 122, NW 107, NW 97 and NwW 87
Avenues.

The Applicant also submitted a Transportation Analysis Report in support of the
Application. The report, prepared by Cathy Sweetapple & Associates, compares
and evaluates the transportation impacts resulting from the proposed CDMP
amendment based on three analysis scenarios: The maximum allowable square
footage permitted under the current land use designation, the maximum
allowable square footage that would be permitted under the proposed land use
designation, and the maximum development program proposed by the
Applicant. The transportation consultant concludes that there is available
capacity and acceptable levels of service are maintained for the adjacent
roadways and the Study Area roadway network. DP&Z staff disagrees with this
conclusion. However, county staff is willing to work with the Applicant and the
transportation consultant in order to discuss the discrepancies in the results. A
copy of the applicant's fransportation analysis report is attached in Appendix D.

3. Some of the public faciliies and services in this area are strained and require
additional time for facility plan updates and programming to catch up with

Aprii 2007 Cycle 3-2 Application No. 3



The Staff recommends DENY AND TRANSMIT the proposed standard amendment 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 recommends denial of redesignation of the subject property from "Industrial
and Office” and "Business and Office” to "Business and Office”

i

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 internationa! malls. If infrastructure issues are

resolved, staff couid support the redesignation of the subject property to
"Business and Office.”

By 2015, the County’'s FSUTMS Modeling results indicate that a number of
roadways are projected to exceed, without the Application's impacts, their
adopted LOS standards. The same roadways will be further deteriorated by the
impact of the Application. These roadways segments, which are listed on page
3-25, are; NW 58, NW 41, NW 25, NW 12 and SW 8 Streets; the Dolphin

Expressway and the HEFT, and NW 132, NW 122, NW 107, NW 97 and NW 87
Avenues

The Applicant also submitted a Transportation Analysis Report in support of the
Application The report, prepared by Cathy Sweetapple & Associates, compares
and evaluates the transportation impacts resulting from the proposed CDMP
amendment based on three analysis scenarios. The maximum ailowable square
footage permitted under the current land use designation, the maximum
allowable square footage that would be permitted under the proposed land use
designation, and the maximum development program proposed by the
Applicant.  The transportation consuitant concludes that there is available
capacity and acceptable levels of service are maintained for the adjacent
roadways and the Study Area roadway network. DP&Z staff disagrees with this
conclusion. However, county staff is willing to work with the Applicant and the
transportation consultant in order to discuss the discrepancies in the resulis. A
copy of the applicant’s transportation analysis report is attached in Appendix D.

Some of the public facilities and services in this area are strained and require
additional time for facility plan updates and programming io caich up with
demand. The Fire-Rescue Department anticipates the proposed land use
change would generate 892 alarms per year, and would have a severe impact

on existing fire-rescue services until the completion of Station No 68 (Dolphin)
in 2013

April 2007 Cycle 3-2 Appflication No, 3
Revised and Replaced November 27 2007
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Attachment I

Table A
Year 2015 Analysis of Roadways ldentified as
Infrastructure Concerns by Miami-Dade
County using the Proposed Scenario 3 Mixed
Use Development Program
for Application No. 3

Table B
Roadways of Concern Highlighted
by Miami-Dade County



2002 UMY

¢ "o uonEDiddy WsWpUAWNY JWAD 2007

ISR MS®HIS S Bm_

5 wafay - pezaupbis ot F0'0" 24} Fi43 o'l apsier 089'28) 251§ 1sduy 4 uopanpey 0 art 143 G [13:]
w9 sojed - svesipdis 1ol ¥o'e it L1y} $50°LFL [LERT 4] A58 1sEdul] ¥ URRaRpeY ke i3] {13 ] (L3111} 15 § MG 2115 Jbagd .mL
ug acpg - jursiplis 1o 53 [ik) 11N) 5T 6l 951 2092 351931 1928 uf wepInpaY e 974 133 1] il 15 6{Berd bt o1 908 mu
uig mepeg - juzopiudis jo 6y SI't 3 1E1°IST 136452 0Lyl ' yeedia] U dORInRIY e ES'4 (14 4] T STIUS O1IS ST NN
5 Moy - leeilelis lon 13a- o'l Iy 14414 41434 £oy'zel 381921 22ty 1y topanpay ige i EL'{ a qst 15 5T MM o115 1P PN
455 Moy uadyusis son e Ih gri 113114 §95'F52 005284 §51'581 yordu uf tofanpay I &'l [19] q aiel 15 Lb MH 5115 25 MM, 421 45|
54 Mo - uwayiubis yon 5Ogr 1) i Iy £p0°Pr B9Y'SC Klisis yobdi) uf BeRSNpEY Sy L4 14 F1k/ 4] air DAY TTY JAS T1 34V L) M
tug mojag - uesguiis yoy 308 450 10} 46§38 249’08 231'ES i H 1edu) u) kofsnpey ik F1a] ol EILE1Y aie AY 28 MS 01 §78 1S 19845 57 JAS
g Mopay + jzenpulis oi 9908 $0°F HiR) SL£'95 ({1447 095'(5 §185 hg mejeq « fuesldis o j1i'2 TECTH 1347 4 oH oAy I8 S OF BAY ETL FAS|
prpuyis 50 pridapy sieay 55070 166 350 §65°59 [1443] o34 UE'S S0 pasdape Bupun susignzes 4k CI60 ast} piiN) q a OAY 22} MAS o} 2143H]
8 Mojag - yweanpubis joi 314 81" 1 T14'1 258'% 191 RIE°LS § mojag - yuaayudls wop o 34 irt 330 4oli [£31] oAy 28 MS @) 97§ HS JORIS U S
1,5 Mo[Rg - wrsdis 1oy (1) ' Fel) I0E'sS 1 78¢] 03128 F8'0g 11§ Mopag -usagubis \ey Lk i) 47y EFLE ] J13 oAy §1 fti 1 a2g Hs 15 sefings _nug
piapieg SO pRidepy Ay 4% L) 150 L8168 $(27'68 60yl SIFES SL1SR0ET Sujen susfayrcies ves 35 4% SED [1] [¢3i] 133H 91 84V 1ot BN
154 o - uragplls sen Ll £l e T55'70L ki) [ FLigq 35 Mojaq - jueapubls joy o't o3t a [e3i] BAY [D] AN O 3AY 1D MY
5 sojaq - uagiubis son {0's L5 550 s £80°03 () $15151 458 sojng - |uraiubis Yoy e 175/] g 13} SAY 1 MK G1 529 US| SERUS
piEpuEys 507 peidopy Raay Y LX) [{49%1 [EIRH ont'Er §i5'18 mvpuElg §07 pAldepy Ry (g o0 §t0 403 ai 1I3H <} 1y tdeg
paapuzys 507 perdopy siedy D e it [§14:14 [ H 261§ pIRpURS 507 pRidapy §805; &0 B8 156 da1-3 255] {Itif Biydiop o eAY :Em
PHERUAS SO0 PRIS0RY SRRy (154 X Fri'st sriel TOL'Er RLE'LS piepung 5o perdepy fissy [33:] olg 159 dil-3 431 LA _rfza:uo_n.mm
pIBpURS SO pajdepy Sal 830 £3°0 1449 FEO'IE 0BL'6P §ig'is pirgung 5o Ferdopy fasy 500 958 08D 4013 q8 12ajo0d o) BAY 201 M
BIRQUEIS 507 pRIdeDY Bay L5070 3510 150 IS 3rLsC BEYEL §i2'9¢ 407 FADPE Buien RUSHS{ES IS 301 EE9 dOi- 310 ¥oelt qJir FAY L] BAN S HNOD BE M
w5 Mojag - uangulis ton $r0'0 V960 §i8d $07'RE HH DR¥F'6E T SO paydups S JLCaENEEY WG 380 03 ] 41~ 3 i0 %ot o HNOT 5 MY C1SAY L8 B
15§ Mojag -ueandis e E¥OD $L0°L 1T EEP'TF £§5°0F 48¢'6L HEs 50 FHIIE BLan SuepsiED kg 0 I3 ti'i 401~ 9350 %ot} oy QAY /B AU 01 #AY LT KM
8 Mo - jueagielis joy DL0°0 yi'e M 11414 AT B17'8L pII% pispums 507 pRisepy Qe (e s tiy] 01~ FJauatl air GAY [ MU O 628 HS! NS I) AN
3,5 MO[oq « [URIHUDS 1o 1o 8t 3¥0 LLe'sz (LR [N [ 1avduw vt vopanpey FLy ¥id g ay Y LT AN OF AV TT) MI
445 Mopay - uwaigubig oy Lo By'e Eld BIFL To8'PL oaL'Le YIE'PL w5 kegeq <RIy 1o 1070 o8 12 g Q. #AY Z13 M 01 SAY J81 MM
1,5 Mofag « wesiubis oy e [ Lia) 1015 SALEP DIr'EL (LYY wg sesnt - uncledls son 2] L) i) EELR 4] ay BAY 15 BN 91 SAY 13 MK
g moieg - yumafudis 1o e {103 0 sIrys [1i4y] 08545 §16'5E Yi§ Mapeg - WeaBle Yor Fekd ¥} f14] 310 %OL) a1 AAY 1§ MN D1 BAY 23 MY
g aenq -uaebis 1oy 100 5l jy) Dig'se FELEY Bi5'e $I535 1§ Mojen - JursyeBis ey w'e i It F1e 5021 a1% DAY 9 MY 01929 HS 1995S £ M
4,5 sopg - juesyjulls yop bk j1%3 £33 FH¥A 5591 2037 09524 3 Mejoq - luraigulig yoy SE¥H0 sear'i p1443 a ey T4 WM B JTH!
5 Mg - uesgiubis ey i8'0 8l FO4'EY S0T'55 83168 (510 vg mopaq - leaipubig oy e |1) ¥l 3o %aT1 431 AAY 15 MK 01 0AY R A
% mofeq - uraubis 109 e ¢4 10855 #11"98 o3l '6y §16'15 1axdus] 43 Uspanpey [ 1wl 80 EILEAH) ans SAY 1§ M 01 973 1S FRRNS LF AN
5 Mg - ueagBls 10N 800 [ 7Y!] PO [y 74 fiatd ooL'ie YI§'F? 4,5 #mopeq - yevaludis o) ikl 141 330 1] iy 0AY T0] AN 01 PAY 26 AN
¢ woRg - lweagbis 1oy 3000 §50 &5 $OEET el 0031 FI6'%L 4,5 0J0q - JREAURIS (o L2k 133 St 1] iy PAY LB AR &) 2AY 25 M
ARt Ak b R L L ¥0'} o' B 156'08 Bs'st ¥iE'FL 507 EaNdapt Ui suspnesTs 0ag 500 ot'l 114 ] 1y DAY 75 AN 01 #AY JT MK
Mogag - RS 00 41 L4 SLIEL $92'8t 003 '$¢ ¥i6'PL jaud; uj usgRpey o §5'1 §5°} 1] qyw GAY [§ MM D} 528 WG 13345 5 MH
Tojwusag | EeAeGr) | Eoppaden | Eewn[oh ESmn{Op Tty ool | POV WIRH RIS B 7Y EO
smng “tA Qg 1064 fuisn | 1004 Busn | popsusas | oprueag eseg | $Ran) 1004 Woy Hjoeian smng SA LR § opiwueag oyrugag eseq perdopy foun) st uewdag Aomproy
zuzulis abusyy 4 | JIAT SPRUA2S | /A RERE JRpoiy 5107 PIpoR SI0E Ryswdng pewbes juswdag aauratuls abusun v ity 331174 13pes gia2 ol slaE

wnsfiory ot

dolanag asn pax|i £ oleuasg pasodold sy} Bujsn Ajunog speg-uely Ag suissuo) NRNASTHY] SE BajRLEDE SARMPREOY JO SISAlEUY GLOT JEB) - ¥ DI0BL



9007 e

¢ "o vapEapddy usuIpLIWY JWOD 2007

1,5 MOl - 1LEO[BIS 10K 600 '} 9t LIEEL T oLt $5678 sig Mopeq - Junapulys 1oy are (15} Al a 1314 15 32 MS 0115 § MGl snuoay jog mg
sif Meqeq - ueapulis yo [ 443 il f1¥4%] ped'tl 6L'er [ ried Jardi] U} ueganpey o iy L] [i] a3 IS EMS OIS 4 M8

418 Majaq - juragiubig 10y X' (%] 11} %3] ' oat'sy 21615 yondusy vy vepsnpay i 14} 1%} a oy 15 § MG 0 8LE S| #nuaAy [C1 M
mypumg so Padopy B o1’ 4] 153 Lir'ze irl'el 1M1 [RERTS pizpunLE S0 NS sl 560 Ive o] o 1S 4% M5 1S 8 MS

piapurys 507 prdopy waay 1% 850 20 0235 L4 ]) It 507 pridopk Bun suopensiea sy 741 553 1 EN ke me 15708 TS TL RN]  enuRav dri KA
pirpuS 50T POIdepY MUSY 158 W e [N ip'st ri8'vz SO pardent unn busyTinsiv s1g s 160 5re ELk ) 1313 15 52 MG S5 BEMS
pizpung 501 Foidepy nany e a5’ 'y 15 L aer'se ¥igTl 507 pAidapE Bunnk sogHAIED K0S 100 360 %] 3o %el aw 15 04 MS 018 01 S
prpums 507 pudopy e 31 e 24 PES'L 141514 03188 21314 sophdept Buin rusnanspEs nag 100 24} LX) Ekizd] [i55) 35 0L MS OIS THS
1 Mojag - JEamBs Joy e 850 o) HiA th'y 008'F [ oW} U] UOASAPEY 180 iz} ik E] e PAE USEMA OIS 9 AN

P R e it Lk e £ k] £ i 8I5'5Y 136'74 08g'vh 144 SO0 pAHEPY BN SUSETNEI TS $08 (18] yrL i} ni 15 5T AN O1I5 IY NI PRUDAY ZZL A
“dug paLuNLd M 567 S1094Y ik I P53 'TYl ¥OF'3E! [} NE 11 §26'1) S PRt Suan 1unt |y e3 65 0o 4] 44} a Qg 15 BF JAS 9135 § S
pispuns §07 paidopy noay 580 1] SIEFLS HEAN o8L'ryl JLi) papung s paidapy nuny 500 o] ELD a aig 15 8 MG SLEES S

45 Mojag - pueagulic 1oy e e yEQ itv'st [{Ix]] ooF LNy SEESLL w5 wojeq RIS 1ok 00 o8 1% a [1y5) 15 20 BN 8 LY MK Ad3H
15 Moy - JR2AEIS 101 e 3% i'e £55'14 183y 28851 0 13 8] Uf UORINERY 08 13 1y 1} n 15 §2 MM 115 17 N

1,5 Mo - jumatjjulls yoh e 169 PED 1944} I Go9'pL 1134 1ordi) U vapanpay L 01 01 i 314 15 by NI T 1S B M| Brueaw LI MN
155 Mojag - weapubis 1on we 86D IS0 [IIRL] 134’08 oal'zs iadd g mopeg - wenielis 1oy o] i5} 1§} 310 %ETL o 12 § A5 03 18821 M
g ol - pesBis 10N oy i 859 156t 012y D§i' UE'LE 145 MOg - TuksLILB5 10N wa 5i8 e 30 w0 a1 s6iBeLT pA IS T BN
1,5 AL - JUEIBIE | ] 0 0181 S Eadd [Lind] FI8'1E ¢ Mojag -jusaiubis 15 188 ] ory 7)0 %07} an 15 L MK AT HS
piEpums SO} pAIdORY TIRsy ] 85 15 oas'Re ose'zE [LEETS LS 507 sasdopd Guan IRERUNSED axg %] L] ) 319 %L1 [1al] SO HS FHIS 21 MK
% Majaq - REBG 194 e 350 3] oal'is 131 2485 §sLE 1avdu) U uoRsARIY W 3Y) £ o uozl a2t} 15 21 MK 0115 1L M
5 mojag - uEagulis o WD 1wl 591 255'09 15978 [T [y g mojeq -weapulyg 104 14X 44} 1T 310 %21 s 15 ¥ S OIS 5T AN
¥5 mojaq - weanubis joy 10 ) [ix} SEESY ey oyr'st wt'se ug soloy -jurgabis yop oY) L 14} 0 usts [e3:4 S G NN T35 €6 MH
5g Ropg - jersindis 1oy 10 oot 158 SEYEL et LI yt'st yig Mops - umayubis 191 13 1Y) e EFLR1d) ar 15 £ MK 03 5 A

Y4 Mopg jueapeiis Kn [ opl 1460 gt 155'6¢ LRI TS UHE %5 MO[Rg + IUPSHUBIS You L] X 500 a 131] 15 45 AN U135 35 BAN]  SPURAY {0} FA
3§ Mopq - uragulis 1oy T \s Wi feak) T8 oee'sl 858'3} S35 M1 - pursi s 10 LX) 54 oL doL-3 gt AREA 19D C1 IS 2 MS
1,5 mojaa - pueaypubis Jou 6 5 {4} (7% $58'Ly 648'I0 558'7L W HLIRG - JURILBS OR ¥ 511 ol d0i-3 aw 15 § M5 0115 1916eEd
w5 Ropq - raneEis 19 00 311 15y 3104 st 008zt B v, Moy -juragulis 1y 1550 5180 gl -3 arw 15 soifwid o115 4 MY
45 Mopg -juenuls v ue Y] [IY] Pi300 108'6L 0052 $857C 48 MO - juragiubs 1on 5 o5 29)-3 o 1S { MH 0135 T8 B
kg Mg - Jusspiudig oy we 5" $58 52 {344 25r'at e g Mojsy - uEdjulss yoy ] |51} YED 310 %0Z8 [:31] 15 28 A C1IS 62 M
135 matey » lweanubis 1ed MG [} Y] LT Bi3'52 LEEEIS faa ] 445 mojeq - jurageliis jon ] S BEf dGL3 o 15 57 MR 8115 £E MA
g mojag - weipubis joy [y be°) 558 i B8 GE'TE LA g Eogeg - juzaliudig 1ok g 1w 14} 401-3 ay 15 EE M 0115 LY MK
15 Hiopeg - yeraym g 100 5] £ 7% [k ¥tz o4ZE Fii'PL 1.5 mojag -Jueagelis 1ox £60 558 69 40173 @i 35 T MN O3S TS M

15 Mojag - uesnuBs yop Ho §50°) 5350 7Y 1551 Pl 1253t SE] PEeEE Bun KuofRs 84S o BE i 40)-3 o1 15 I3 AN 0135 55 MN]  9nuoAY f5 MM
55 Moleg - jueagubs 10y e 131 1)} 1183y T6Y'ay o0p'L? eyt 1andu u) usfanpey 13 ¥ st 30 usZi ow 15 § JA5 0315 T9IBREL AL
245 Mojag - Jeediubys 1on ) $50 e 136'ES 'S [ 1{] g5 o uj usAnpaY we 5ot w 29 %821 a1 BAYB Y12 9} 3C0 US

¢ MopRq - WeayuBis 1oy k] £ Fia) PEEETS $58%5L 031'68 [Ty SO gapdups Bupin suspnnze 498 DSOS 154} 188y o 69 HG BHIS ST AN anany 1R M

T ohsuadg teppIRan | SapoRde} | BRENMGR SHLUNOA savenlpy sorwee | [BPOYy WAl BT A DIk a0
£Mes “TA USHE 1004 Bugn | Joad Busn | roprieas | aususdg SSER | SR{GRL 100 wod Mjpedey smS “EA BER[E ¢ OUEHADS cjigeag oseg pardepy Tal) s wenbag Krmpaoy
ssuesijihiis sBusyn v, |miagopwuesg | omsceg | promsioz | ppowstor | Auewden wawbes awdeg savwayudis sBuayy pey 167 |apeid 5oL 314 1t

wimBoig nsewdojpasy asf1 pexi ¢ ouzulag pasodold ay Bulsn AjEnory BpEQ-ILE| W A SiE

155U0) GINONASEU| SE PILIUBPE SALMBROY JO SISALUY SLOZ JEOA - ¥ 8i0R1




8A0T ML

£ "o} uonealddy [UDIDLIALY Ji¥ED L02

g Mo[eq - Juralliliis jan 0D 9074 W 31571 EE2'TS 0os'rs BIE'SE i Mo - unayulis 1oH 00 260’} 't 1] 10| 9AYIZ) RS O SAY ETY S
pirpumg 507 padesy wesy 2500 157 13 50559 L 088 LS SI6'S 507 FaIdoEE Surtt BEEAZES 1S Lot 837} JEIY g fipl] DAY T IAS 1 143H)
v mopg - yuesuBis Jol iten [Ty 501 [ 40N H ZE6'SS 03178 $18'18 g Mojeq Ut 1oy L] [1%] Jixi 40 %074 on AAY 2§ MS 01 820 HS| 18eng | MS
15 Mg - ussgbis yoy £0°8 30 s 205'59 avl'ts o34ty i w4 Mg - uEpubls 1oy FE6 gl [14) LR H) 13l] wAY 52 MN @1 aze Hsl 15 B iseay
BAPURS S0 persapy Besy o Yo 53] £hids [ 1] ALY [1141] 557 PUEoET Bujen tusinnded M3 HY $04 580 a o 147 1 BAY 10} MM
sojag - ragpubiig jou B0 £e 3%} 756'10) EPEFOL [Fy Al 137011 OB T JUNES 10K oy oe'g 0§ g o aaY [0} MH O DAY i MK
15 mopeq - wesliwbes 10N 0o 80 550 e 100’0t [l $83H Mojag < Jursgliubis joy (o) 529 e 1} ais ©AY 1§ AN 81 521 M5 559 ¥S
pirpuns S0 pudepy Boey 549 199 L] ZLC'EL 2828 0845y 2815 piepunly 507 peidopy wFey 3] FED 550 dGL~3 s 133H o 1ivy uudjon
pispuns 5071 poidopy K08y 500 238 1] [TT5 8 15292 oe'sr RElS PiRpUnS SO pSIEORY GRSy e §5°0 150 401-3 @5 | jp uydioq o) BAY 151 MR
pIZEUNS 50 PEIdopy Rtdy te E 83 Pr2'5E S¥LEL BpL'Er s papuns 507 peidopy sy 434 8Ly 59 §g1-3 [251] SAY LLL AN P138l0ay
pizputis G071 padapy Ksap) §0°0 450 50 [144 FeO'EL ont'er §8's plepuns 5oyl padepy ey 510 550 LX) dar-3 ms 159[844 21 AV [01 B
pIEUNS SO pednpy neay 150’0 5E'D i St 187 oee'st #1T'st 5071 Buideps Eupen sucqnnzps seg G50 el 1360 EL-3 R wers | OO AY Z0) AN OF NSO 98 AN
1,5 #ojeg - eublg 1oy SPOE 535 §150 ROST sir'st [T st S0t pudups fulun sUCHENS I bS 5670 550 28678 gol-aizwez | O UNSD BE A 01 $AY 16 MM
15 #o3q - yunanubig 1sh 5700 st i} SEP I £85°0% Dar'EC B12'5g 5o paidepr Buges dEShEnaEs s wo'e 1N} vy saE-J1oubzs | 0¥ UAY 16 M) O} $AY 18 MM
1 Moy - EIEBIS 19K 0te'o Y] 7% 31414 ST'SL Bay'st [LI4S g mopg -1uaagiudis 1oy 00 e dai-39 ke | g DAY 1§ KN 91 520 6§ 39805 T4 pAN
;6 Mopg -weaiubis yp 0t 1y [I% L8 [31¥14 28'50 wrr'ee yig Mafeq » paagubys jon e FL'S 13 EEEPH) a1 ORY 1§ SN 81 BAY 1§ MH 13845 52 1N
43 Mojaq - juengubig ox k) [ £ LY 7898 [08°73 qas'th 4G Majaq - uranubss jop SEV0D 3714} 1449} q 314 SAY 121 MK B} 1434 19005 1F MK
55 Mesty « juauBis yoi ota's 580 W P5VEL R 20e ¥ig'rl 0t Wapg - weanubis 1oy KD [y} 1) 1} o XY LB AN 0 DAY 25 by
s Mepq - ueagiubis joy R5G'8 L) 907 [l 165°8C BOLEE Fi8E 507 Foidepe fun 1usgunars 500 i) ¥ a a1 2AY T6 MAN O3 OAY 13 AN 1B811S §F MAN
T cjinliEag LT tepjoade) SOUN[ON ETICLTETY Suiginipy §O75U HPoY wWeH + ojizUeis h LIS [
g RETE] 1004 8usn | Joad Susn | £ opyuess | epruedg aneg | SIQTE 1004 WOY Kardeg s SA BRI [ cpausss OHEUIS AENG peidupy [Tyl spiuyy suewdas Aumpuoy
ou:-nw‘::n_m amuuﬁu A JIA S CHANRIS ik ¥62g |apeqy (%14 _nnnﬁ [15:14 .Cmucn_-wucuEwmm Emﬁoum uumuu:ﬁ.mmm wmtnnu ap Jopel §i42 RROR 4114 (4514 [ 3124

Aunco apeg-iLeiy Ag paayBiubii uioot0) Jo shesmpeoy - g ajqel



8007 RN

¥ “op eneaddy uwpUILY dKGD (00T

pizpLES 505 Pejdopy Nasy oL'e e t3e iy 4] o04'LL 18942 PIRRUTIS SOT MI98H ¥e $60 11X a oy 15 43 A5 O35 8 S
pispustg 507 puidepy Rasy 558 ' B LIeel Ll4¥1d 51 22513 5071 prdese B vuzpnacio seg s sl W ELR ) n 15 9 MG 0115 1) M| BRUSAY 241 R
prupumg 507 paydopy sInay Iy 150 ¥e [fEatd [ % pep'et ¥igrl S padsEe Buin tusatnits s 3 160 Hi= 900 q 145 HTMS 0115 L M)
plepurs 5O poidasy saoy L) [E)) 559 SUE'LL Fiy'r [ Ead PLE'RL 507 pAHORR KT RLEIRASIED BT e 360 345 40TL ar 15 91 MS 0718 51 BAS)
piepums 507 padopy sy 109 [5%1 £ ¥Esot 1258l 081’55 EIUY 507 phdoss Baes susnenses ke i £} LN) 249 %04 [i31] 35 01 MS SIS # M5
1,5 Moag - unagiubls yel ¥ L 2] RE5'5% 1571 fuy'rs 2|k 507 phAsET uitn 1vampnap BS SEE 4] ¥l a (5214 15 $2 MY 0115 3Y ML ohosAY EZL MK
“dig paline)d W 50T SR8y [EE &' srn ¥55'8r1 For'atl [Ead Big'LLL “dug prantid Bien bosinnzi 2es 0 14} 't a &8 15 BF MS 115 § M5
prepenc 5o pordopy Sinop §0 150 e (] WL ] LiYev pirpuEls SO paidopy nasy $4°0 Lk 519 g o 15 § M5 #1649 HS 1434
g mopg - Juesyplis jop o M3 550 135°Y 2327 081728 $els 1,6 Mojeg - HESHIVEIS 1ON 550 LR ) an agBrsd A 9GS 2 MK
1,5 Mojag -ueagjulis soy o Wy a8 oLes [ EE 82512 i g sajeq ~juragubis yon or't &) EELL 4] 5313 15 4 NN P SITBS
piepung 507 padopy teoy k) 314 131 03'eL $80°24 LEIN TS 35S SO pAESES Buitn 1usymiaded wag ti'g o5 81 YLk 14} el L9 HS 015 2 AW
%5 Mg - juesjuiye 1oy e 50 B50 ons'ls ik H 3185 §18'ls sspduy & uepInpay W 1K) £ 310467} [1)}] 15 13 AL G1IS B MM
g majag - juratpubig 10K g iy 8 g55're 145'2% 431'es (131 5 sojeq - Juraluds ol W 44} [x4) ELikio43 ay ISP AAH 9IS 5T MN|  Bnuaay (o) Bl
g Reeg - jeranlis 1oy [ %9 153 [iaH t42'6¢ iR E Y43 1§ sojag - jursyiulls jop g 1580 5I63 ¢al-3 ar 15 Anfeyd oS 4 A
8 MoRG - uRalefis 1l e 058 Er IR IS [EERid sSEIE 5 Mojaq - jurafiulis 1oy 198 [{3] 250 diLl-3 oy 15 4 AW €115 21 KN
13§ Moot - Juesyiulis jon s 558 30 3414 j13¥dd 25r'sE e g Mefaq - jueapubis oy e W 13 345 40 G 3521 MH O3S ST M
w5 Moyaq - UaSHIuBIS 103 18 ire L) §52752 7152 BeE'TL Lt edd wF e = Jumpulis 1on (2] 55 L0 J0i-3 o 15 15 BN ©)15 T5 A
g majon - uragiulis 1oy 549 51071 598D HEE] [E13) see's} s S0 FNEOFT Buith Luoyitiecies 3a5 w0 i) 8 463 o 15 25 AWN OV 1S T KAN|  ORUAY 15 AN
1,5 Mojoq « Jueagiubis 100 j1] {4} i §p89L 95052 Cil'ss 81515 sl pridepe Eus wusnnziea Bs osge 1Sy 1YL 30 %8Il 21 STRHS OIS ST MNI  Smuaay g M
¢ ojedalg caniavds]) SoRI3EEE] Lalun|op [IITETT Tsratripy 016 |apely Wil ¥ olisuazg A S N
snig "tAVSIE 1004 Bupst | 3004 Bufen | £ epsuoas | opwieag sivg s2j07) 1004 woi) Apawdey s RIYE ¢ OHINRIE opsuRag Fe¥g pudepy sausy syuiry ueieBeg Felapusy
asuaulis adusyny, loaropveasg osmwoesg | spowsioz | olpowglez | Agedegusubeg yuatndog wurapiig abuen 4 |epegy 1oz 12poy §187 1114 £102

Ajunon apeg-ley Aq palBYub|K wisdue) Jo sAempeoy - g slael



Exhibit “B”

Roadway Improvements

|

HW H2Ave
Hilj 105 Ave

W14 Steet  f
Adda IFEB Line |

43
wl

S

MW T Avee
Adda FRELane |

1. Provide an exclusive W8 right turn lane an NW 12 Street at NW 111 Avenue.

2. Add a 3'd NB travel lane to widen NW 111 Avenue from a 4LD to a 5LD.

3.  Convertthe 3¢ NB lane into a NB right turn lane on NV 111 Avenue at NW 14 Street,
4.  Add a 3rd EB travel lane to widen NW 14 Street from a 4LD to a 5LD.

5, Convertthe 39 EB lane into an EB right turn lane on NV 14 Street at NW 107 Avenue.
6.  Complete the 4" SB through fane on NW 107 Ave from NW 14 Street to NW 12 Street,
7.  Provide signal modifications to accommudate all geometric improvements,

P R O W e T i £} il 8 . G o] e wEk oy T
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BERCOW RADELL & F ERNANDEZ

DIRECT LINE: (305} 377-0680
Foiail: mgil@brzoninglaw com

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL

February 1, 2008

Mr. Ivan Rodriguez

Miami-Dade County Public Schools
1450 NE Second Avenue, 5% Flooz
Miami, Florida 33132

Re: Anthony Balzebre Trust, Application No. 3, April 2007 CDNP Amendment Cycle —
Covenant.

Dear Ivan:

As you know, we represent the above-referenced applicant Enclosed please find an
executed Declaration of Restrictions in favor of the School Board of Miami-Dade County, which
provides that the applicant will voluntarily contribute [unds to the School Board equal to
$3,283,434 in order to help meet the future public schools needs generated by the application
The applicant requests that the attached covenant be placed on the March 12, 2008 Schoo! Board
agenda for acceptance of the covenant by the School Board members Should you have any
questions or 1equire additional information, please do not hesitate to phone o1 email me

Sincerely yotirs,
Whedd A
Michael A. (il

Enclosures

o Ms Vivian Villaamil
vir. Robert Balzebre
Mz, Steven Nostrand
Mr Rob Curtis
jeffiey Bercow, Esq
Michael W. Latkin, Esq.

WACHOVIA FINAMCIAL CENTER » 20t SOLTH BISCAYNE BOULEVARD, SUITE 850 « MiaM, FLORIDA 33331
PHONE. 305 374 5300 » FAX. 205 377.0222



This instrument was prepared under the
supervision of.

Name: Michael W Larkin, Esq.

Address: Bercow Radell & Fernandez, PA
200 Soulh Biscayne Boulevard
Suite 850

Miami, FL 33131 {Space Reserved for Clert of the Court)

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS
IN EAVOR OF THE SCHOOL BOARD OF MIANMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

WHEREAS, the undersigned Owner holds the fee simple title to that certain
parcel of land located in unincorporated Miami-Dade County, Florida (the "Property"),
which is legally described in Exhibit "A" to this Declaration; and

WHEREAS, the Property is the subject of a standard Comprehensive
Development Master Plan (“CDMP") Amendment Application No. 3 of the April 2007
Amendment Cycle, which seeks an amendment to change the designation of the
Property from “Industrial and Office” and “Business and Ofiice” to "Business and Office”
and an amendment to the Land Use Plan Map and a text amendment to the Land Use
Element of the CDMP to designate the Property as a Regional Activity Center in
accordance with relevant Florida Statutes and provisions of the CDMP to permit the
development of a mixed-use residential community on the Property, and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to help mitigate the future public school needs

generated by the Application, and



Declaration of Restrictions
Page 2 of 6

WHEREAS, the School Board of Miami-Dade County ("School Board”) has
developed criteria by which to calculate the amount of the contribution necessary for the
Applicant fo mitigate such impacts based on the estimated amount of the educational
facilities impact fees fo be paid by the Applicant (the "Estimated Impact Fees") pursuant
to Section 33K of the Miami-Dade County Code of Ordinances (estimated by School
Board for purposes of this Declaration at $1,622,250 and the actual cost of providing
additional student stations generated by the Applicant); and

NOW, THEREFORE, IN ORDER TO ASSURE the School Board, that the
representations made by the Owner during the consideration of the Application will be
abided by, the Owner freely, voluntarily, and without duress makes the following
Dedlaration of Restrictions covering and running with the Property:

1. Monetary School Confribution. In order to help meet the future public

schools needs generated by the Application, the Owner agrees to voluntarily contribute
funds to the School Board equal to $3,283,434 (the "Contribution”), based on the
proposed density of 1,050 residential dwelling units, which figure includes 0 units
permitted under the current zoning on the Property. The Contribution shall be subject to
the Final Approval of the Application The School Board will utilize the Contribution for
capital educational improvements providing relief for Eugenia B. Thomas Elementary
and Doral Middle School. The Contribution shall be paid in one (1) payment becoming
due and payable prior to the final plat approval for the subject development

In the event that the Community Zoning Appeals Board, the Board of County

Commissioners, or the Miami-Dade County Plai Commitiee approves fewer than the



Declaration of Restrictions
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requested density of 1,050 dwelling units, the amount of the Contribution shall be
prorated and adjusted downward for the reduced number of students at the elementary
and middle school levels, as calculated by the School District Furthermore, if, prior to
building permit approval, the estimated amount of the educational facilities impact fees
to be paid by the Owner changes based on either (i) the approva! by Miami-Dade
County Commission and School Board of an increase in the amount of the educational
facilities impact fee that will be assessed against the future development of the Property
pursuant fo Chapter 33K of the Miami-Dade County Code of Ordinances and related
Interlocal Agreements or (ii) an increase in the amount of the square footage of the
condominiums proposed for the subject development, as depicted on a site plan, over
the estimated square footage of the condominiums (1,050 square feet) used by School
Board in calculating the Estimated Impact Fee, then the Contribution shall be adjusted
accordingly by the School District

2. Miscellaneous,

A, Covenant Running with the Land/Release This Declaration on

the part of the Owner shall constitute a covenant running with the land and shall
be recorded by the Owner, at the Owner's expense, in the public records of
Miami-Dade County, Florida, and shall remain in full force and effect and be
binding upon the undersigned Owner and its heirs, successors, and assigns until
such time as the same is modified or released with the approval of the School
Board. These restrictions, during their lifetime, shall be for the benefit of, and

limitation upon, all present and future owners of the Property and for the public
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welfare; provided, however, upon payment of the Contribution and request by the
Owner, the Superintendent of Schools or his/her designee shall release this
Declaration by forthwith executing a written instrument in recordable form

effectuating and acknowledging such release.

B. Term. This Declaration shall run with the land and shall be binding
on ail parties and all persons claiming under it for a period of thirty (30) years
from the date that this Declaration is recorded After which time, it shall be
extended automatically for successive periods of ten (10) years each, uniess an
instrument signed by the then owner(s) of the Property has been recorded
agreeing to change the Declaration in whole, or in part, provided that the

Declaration has first been modified or released by the School Board.

C. Modification, Amendment, Release This Declaration of

Restrictions may be modified, amended, or released as to the land herein
described, or any portion thereof, by a written instrument executed by the, then,
owner(s) of ali of the Property covered under the maodification, amendment, or
release, including joinders of all morigagees, if any, provided that the
modification, amendment, or release is also approved by the School Board after

public hearing

D. Enforcement Enforcement shall be by action against any parties

or person violating, or attempting to violate, the covenants This enforcement
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provision shall be in addition to any other remedies available at law, in equity, or

both

E. Election of Remedies. Ali rights, remedies, and privileges granted

herein shall be deemed to be cumulative and the exercise of any one or more
shall neither be deemed to constitute an election of remedies, nor shall it
preciude the party exercising the same from exercising such other additional

rights, remedies or privileges.

F. Severability. Invalidation of any one of these covenants by
judgment of Court shall not affect any of the other provisions which shall remain

in full force and effect.

G. Recording. This Declaration shall be filed of record by the Owner
in the public records of Miami-Dade County, Florida, at the cost of the Owner,
and shall become effective following the adaption by the Miami-Dade Couniy
Board of County Commissioners of a resolution approving the Application and
the expiration of any applicable filing periods without an appeal having been filed
(the "Final Approval”). Upon recordation, the Owner shall provide a copy of the

recorded Declaration to the Schoaol Board.

[Signature Page(s) Follow]}
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hergunto set our hands and seals this gﬂﬁ}‘
day of %@MV\_ , 2008.

WITNESSES: %W/é/_ 107" Avenue Gam C
et (A8 M . Wn‘a
Signature v By: i
y VV L~ W
QM‘%M @? 96{3/1 - Prist’ Roberi P. Balzebre

Print Na
@ad%(/ Title. Manager

Signatdte Y
Zolyvs TPt i
Print Name

STATE OF FLORIDA )
) ss
COUNTY OF MIANI-DADE } '

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 2> day of
B rUAmn 2008, by Robert P. Balzebre, as Manager of the 107"
Avenue Gamma LLC, who is @rﬁ;{j@ to me or has produced
as identification, and acknowledged that he did

execute this instrument freely and voluntarily for the purposei,smted herejg

My Commission Expires. /

Notary Public, State of _Fe/MAr4-

® Nolary Public State of Florda i ‘D
_é’dm q"ﬁ VGm?nDMsnin \/ERNON MAarqan

5 MyCommission DD594817 )
%’M“f Expiras 10/04/2010 Print Name
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CDMP 2007 Cycle Revised comments to application 3

Michael Gil

From: De Diego, Jacqueiine (MDFR) [jacqueline dediego@miamidade gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2007 3:42 PM

To: Moore, Patrick (DP&Z)

Cc: Michael Gil

Subject: CDMP 2007 Cycle Revised comments to application 3

Attachments: Revised application 3 xls

Patrick,

Based on the covenant for the proposed potential development and the revised current potential
development for the above subject matter, below our revised figures.

Please note that estimated completion for Station 68 is FY 2007-2008.

Application No. 3 is currently served by the Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Station 29, Sweetwater, located at
351 SW 107 Avenue, equipped with a 50" Squrt ALS and a Rescue unit and permanently staffed by seven
(7) firefighters/paramedics. Planned Station 68, Dolphin, is programmed for construction in the vicinity of
NW 112 Avenue and 17 Street and is planned for completion in fiscal year 2007-2008

Average travel time to incidents in the vicinity of Application No. 3 is approximately 6:04 minutes. Travel
time for Life Threatening Emergencies is approximately 5:12 minutes. In 2008, there was no structure fire
alarm in the vicinity of the subject property. The current CDMP designation (Industrial and Office and
Business and Office) will allow a potential development which will generate a total of-438-24 352.30 annual
alarms. The proposed CDMP designation (Business and Office; Regional Activity Center) will allow a
proposed potential development which is anticipated to generate-892-3% 701.47 annual alarms. This wil
have a severe impact to existing fire rescue services which will be mitigate upon completion of planned
Station 68.

<<Revised application 3 xls>>

Thank you

Jacqueline De Diego,

Planning Section Supervisor

Miami-Dade Fire Rescue

9300 NW 41st Street, Doral, Florida 33178
786-331-4542 - Direct Phone

786-331-4540 - Main Phone

786-331-5259 - Fax number

jdiego@miamidade.gov

3/13/2008
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www.miamidade.gov
"Delivering Excellence Every Day™

Miami-Dade County is a public entity subject to Chapter 119 of the Florida Statutes concerning public
records. E-mail messages are covered under such laws and thus subject to disclosure All E-mail sent and
received is captured by our servers and kept as a public record.

3/13/2008



EXHIBIT

Memorandum
Date: Mzrch 13, 2008
PEC

. Item Ne:

To: Honorable Chairman Bruno A Barreiro ?ﬁ?da
And Members, Board of County Commissioners -
From: e e ﬁéﬂ%fwrw
My Managey

Subject: Miami-Dade County Fire Rescue Department Current Financial Conditions, Future Fiscal

Challenges, and impact of Municipalities Opting Out of the Fire District

Background

There has been much discussion over the past few months regarding the future of the Miami-Dade Fire
Rescue Depariment Due to the fiscal challenges created by recent property tax initiatives, the approval by
voters of the constitutional amendment for properly tax, and the potential of high property value
municipalities opting out of the Fire District, we have been analyzing the revenue structure of the district, the
department's capital program, and actions that may be taken in response to changes in district boundaries.
This report gives a brief summary of the creation of the Miami-Dade County Fire Rescue Depariment
(MDFRY); outlines the funding mechanisms, current financial conditions, and future fiscal challenges of the
District; and provides relevant information concerning municipalities that have expressed a desire {0 opt out
of the District and seek fire and rescue services from other fire departments on a contract basis

Creation of the Miami-Dade County Fire Rescue Department

Miami-Dade Fire Rescue (MDFR) originated as a single-unit fire patrol in 1935 and has grown into the
largest fire-rescue depariment in the Southeast and among the top ten largest in the nation. With a response
teriitory of 1,883 square miles and a resident popuiation of more than 1.7 million, MOFR responds to more
than 229,000 calls for assistance annually, making it one of the busiest departments in the nation. More than
2,550 empioyees staff 129 front-line units throughout 64 fire rescue stations and several administrative
tacilities provide services to residents, businesses and visitors 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a
year In addition to providing transport services through 50 frontline rescue units, MDFR has more
specialized response units than any other fire-rescue depariment in the southeastern United States. The
depariment provides air-rescue transport via two full-time helicopters and airport rescue firefighting, and has
dedicated units for marine services (shipboard firefighting and dive rescue), motorcycle emergency
response, ocean rescue, technical rescue (vehicle extrication and confined-space rescue), hazardous
materials mitigation, and urban search and rescue. The department also maintains the Florida Antivenin
Bank and provides inspections and code enforcement services.

Beginning in 1968 with the cities of Virginia Gardens and Florida City, municipal fire departments began
merging into the County department. Between 1968 and 1978, 15 city fire departments merged into the
County department and only Hialeah, Coral Gables, Miami Beach, and the City of Miami continued to
provide fire and rescue services on a municipal level

After the mergers, Miami-Dade County was confronted with the issue of providing fire and rescue services
from countywide general fund tax doliars while some cities continued to provide services from their own
funds The solution was creation of the Fire Rescue District that was approved by the voters in 1880 and
subsequently established by the Board of County Commissioners, under their authotity according to Section
1.01(11) of the Home Rule Charter, via Ordinance 80-86.

One new municipal fire department has been developed in Miami-Dade County since creation of the District.
The Village of Key Biscayne formed its own department after incorporation and contracts with the City of
Miami for automatic aid MDFR continues to provide service on the istand from Station 15 for the
unincorporated parts of the Key and Crandon Park.
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Miami-Dade Fire Rescue District Budget

The District depends primarily on fire rescue district property taxes. Property taxes are a dependable and
predictable revenue source, are easily coliected, can be considered somewhat progressive with the wealthy
typically paying more Property taxes are generated by collecting a uniform tax rate (2 2067 dollars per
$1000 in the District for FY 2007-08) on the value of each property from the owner. Individual property
owners pay property taxes to the County based upon taxable value.

Of the $384 million fire district budget, almost 88 percent, or $312 million comes from fire rescue district
property taxes Other revenues include transport fees, fire plans processing and inspection fees,
interdepartmentat transfers, interest, and carryover. This year's budget reflects 2 decrease of $7 million in
property tax revenue when compared to the FY 2006-07 district budget. In addition, because of the

approved constitutional amendment, district property taxes will be reduced by approximately $7 mitlion.

While we are developing solutions for the potential future property tax revenue reductions that may impact
the District, prudent financial planning has allowed lhe department, through a combination of operational
savings and increased revenue from fees for services, to maintain all current operational units through this
fiscal year in additfon, barring any unforeseen additional actions by the state exceading the potential
property tax reduction initiatives that were approved on January 29th, MDFR should be able to maintain ali

operational units through FY 2008-09

Alternative Revenue Sources

In the years following, it will be necessary to develop other revenue sources 10 support operations. To
bolster reduced fire rescue budgets, other fire departments have developed and implemented alternative
and addifional revenue sources to support existing operations and fund new services The most prevalent
sources of new revenue are non ad valorem fire assessments, motor vehicle accident response fpes, and air
rescue helicopter transport and landing zone set up fees In addition, departments are contemplating
increases to the existing emergency medical services (EMS) ground transport fee scheduie.

Fire Assessment Fees

Fire assessment fees provide a cost effective and financially stable means of funding future fire services in
many communities. Non ad valorem fire assessment fees have become commonplace throughout Florida
and are rapidly gaining acceptance throughout the United States as a way to ensure top quality fire services

Fire assessment fees have been in the news recently as courl decisions (as in the City of Miami} have been
rendered related to the legality of collecting these fees. in general, courts have ruled that non ad valorem fire
assessment fees are legal mechanisms for providing funding for fire suppression services since those fees
are used 1o provide a special benefil to property owners The courts have also held that such fees are not a
legal mechanism for providing emergency medical services, since such services are provided o all people in
a district (including tourists and other non-residents simply traveling through a service area to home, work of
school), and therefore, there is no special benefit to property owners A survey of fire assessment fees in
other jurisdictions found in Attachment | provides more details.

Motor Vehicle Accident (MVA) Response Fee

Response to motor vehicle accidents represents a significant utilization of MDFR district resources In 2006,
MDFR responded lo 14,642 accidents involving autornobiles or motorcycles (9% of total EMS calls) Fire
departments in other jurisdictions have implemenied charges to recover some of the cost associated with
these specialized calls
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A third party billing agent is typically used to determine the driver at fault and bill and collect on behalf of a
fire department. Unless otherwise requested, the billing agent will only invoice the at-fault parties' insurance
company for all costs associated with the accident The industry standard rate for MVA revenue recovery is
20 {o 25 percent of the revenue collected. The amount of the MVA fees can be narrowly tailored by the level
of response—equipment and personnel needed-~and can be applied as a flat or hourly rate. Attachment 11
contains information regarding other fire departments who charge for MVA response.

EMS Ground Transport Fees

Emergency medical services calls comprise approximately 90% of all calls to MDFR. Accordingly, Miami-
Dade County has a great interest in ensuring that the depariment is charging, and coliecting adequaie fees
for emergency medical ground transportation services.

MDFR transported approximately 61,000 people in 2006 Medicaid and Medicare were billed for 31,110
(51%) of these calls. Private insurance carriers were charged for 15,860 (26%) of the calls and self-pay were
bilied for 14,030 (23%) Within the self-pay category, approximately 1,000 submitted a payment. Revenues
from EMS ground transports totaled $15 3 million in FY 2005-06 and are projected to be approximately 517
milfion in FY 2006-07

This research was conducted in April 2007, and information contained in this report is accurate to that date.
MDFR surveyed 17 other jurisdictions in the state of Florida and 11 fire departments throughout the United
States to provide a comprehensive analysis (Attachment Hl).

Air Rescue Fee

MDFER does not currently charge for Air Rescue transport, aithough most will be billed for the ground
transport in a rescue unit required to get a patient to the landing zone. Since the expenses related to Air
Rescue services are provided for from the countywide general fund, any revenue generaied would be used
to reduce the cost to the countywide general fund. The estimated revenue to be generated is approximately
$4 to $6 million, depending upon the fee charged and the collection rate There wouid also be potential iabor
cost increases if the depariment falls under Part 135 of the FAA regulations and we are forced to adjust pilot
work schedules

Fire departments throughout the United States have successfully administered many of the fees examined
in this report to increase their revenues. implementation of any combination of these feas or increases to the
existing fee structure would reduce the fire district dependence on ad valorem taxes, shigld the fire district
from future legisiative action affecting property tax revenue, and protect the level and quality of fire rescue
service MDFR provides

The most promising avenues for generating additional revenue appear to be from implementation of fire
assessment fees, increase to existing EMS ground transport fees or fire prevention fees, and
implementation of an Air Rescue transport fee. The implementation of an alternative revenue source to
properly taxes is necessary for the ongeing operation of MDFR  Service expansions for which capital
funding is available or will be should the capital plan discussed next in this report be approved by the Board,
will not be able to operate if these revenue sources are not available.

Capital Funds Reguirements

The MDFR capital budget provides funds for projects from three primary sources: the District operating
budget, proceeds from Sunshine loans or other debt instruments, and impact fees from new development.
Due to the increased costs of construction, declining impact fees revenue, and a reduction in properly tax
revenue. the strategy for funding fire department capital projects must be altered. Itis recommended that a
capital plan supported by debt issuance be approved by the Board. This plan would allow for currently
planned stations and facilities critical to address service needs to be consiructed

S
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in the current year, less than two percent of the fire district operating budget (approximately $6 4 million per
year of a $384 million operating budget) is budgeted for debt service on borrowing related to capital projects.

Authorizing the department to borrow up to an additional $50 million will increase the annual debt payment
by $3 2 million to a total of $9 8 miliion, which is still lower than 3% of the annual operating budget of the
District, and will allow the department to fund the construction of six new fire stations, expansion of two
stations, re-construction of one station, and to build a new fleet maintenance facility.

Five of the proposed fire station capital projects o be funded from additional borrowing will have minimal
impact on the District operating budgei since the rescue or suppression units are already in service at
nearby stations. The North Bay Village project is a rebuild of the existing Station 27 as part of a municipal
public safety compiex and wilt have na operating impact The Highland Oaks Phase Il project will expand the
existing Station 63 to house Rescue 63 that is currently deployed at Station 22. The project will inciude
space for a Norh Division Office (to be moved from a Park and Recreation Department building in
Greynolds Park) and Fire Prevention (to be moved from leased space costing $90,000 per year).
Construction of the Coconul Paim Station 70 and Palmetto Bay Station 62 will allow Rescue 70 (now
deployed at Station 34) and Engine 62 (now deployed at Station 50) to move into permanent locations within
their service territory Expansion of West Miami Station 40 to construct crew guarters will allow Engine 40 to
remain in West Miami instead of relocating to South Miami Station 14 during evening hours The Highland
Oaks location is a 5 acre parcel obtained from FDOT, and Coconut Palm will be locaied on land donated by
a developer The Palmetto Bay site is in the late stage of property acquisition.

Three future fire stations for which land has already been acquired or will become available for a nominal fee
are also recommended to be funded. These stations include Dolphin Station 68 and Arcola Station 87 on
land currently owned by MDFR and North Miami Station 18 on land to be leased from the North Miami
Community Redevelopment Agency for $1 per year. The City of Bay Harbor has inquired about establishing
a fire rescue facility as part of their new municipal project. MDFR proposes deploying a future rescue in the
city and will require at least $1 million for its share of build-out cost MDFR must be ready to construct and
operate these important public safety facilities when the operating budget outiook becomes more favorable,
and procurement of design services should be commenced even if construction might be delayed.

MDFR currently maintains all heavy fieet and utilizes GSA to maintain tight and medium duty vehicles. The
current facility used to maintain heavy fleet is entirely inadequate to maintain the heavy fleet The existing
Shop 2 has only seven bays, which forces the mechanics to work on many units outside in the parking area
This can delay some work which cannot be performed due to inclement weather outside or which requires a
it MDFR has proposed construction of a new fleet facility on existing county land next to the fire
department logistics building. This new facility would be & partnership hetween GSA and MDFR, and is part
of the master plan for the Kendall complex to utilize existing county land instead of purchasing additional
land MDFER will utilize the funds that would have been required to purchase additional tand to replace GSA
structures and will turn over shop 2 to GSA upon occupancy of the new facility. The new shop wotlld provide
space for all of MDFR vehicle maintenance functions

As mentioned previously, five of the proposed fire station capital projects to be funded from additional
borrowing will have minimal impact on the District operating budget since the rescue or suppression units
are already in service at nearby stations. It is critical to response time and suppression capability that the
rescue and engine units currently located in nearby stations be housed wilhin their dedicated response
territory The deployment of these assets within their assigned territory will significartly improve response
times for those communities and is instrumental for MDFR fo meet the public safety needs in areas that are
currently underserved

There are four new stations that MDFR will build to accommodate programmed new services. These
stations. Arcola, North Miami, Dolphin, and Bay Harbor, will be buili on land currently owned by MDFR or
being offered by a cooperative municipality at a nominal cost MDFR will begin the design process for these
facilities, but will not commence construction until deveiopment of a viable sotution to the potential future

‘¢
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operating revenue shortfall. A recommendation regarding a revised capital plan for the Fire District will be
presented to the Board as part of the FY 2008-09 Proposed Budget

Municipalities Opting Qut of the District

On July 24, 2007, the Board passed Ordinance 07-107, deleting the opt out provisions of the laws governing
ihe establishment of the Miami-Dade Fire Rescue District Prior to this code revision of the ordinance,
municipaliies wanting to opt out of the Fire District were required to obtain voter approval from the
electorate of that city and give the County at least six months notice prior to the beginning of the next
succeeding fiscal year This provision had the effect of requiring any city opting out under the previous
ordinance to obtain voter approval and also required the city to inform the County prior to April 1 for the
effective date to be October 1, at the beginning of a new fiscal year.

Surfside

The first municipality to express a desire to opt out of the District was the Town of Surfside. MDFR first
became aware of this during a meeting with Mayor Charles W Burkett of Surfside in 2007. Subseguent fo
that meeting, MDFR Executive Staff met with the former Town Manager o understand the town's concerns
and to identify potential sofutions. MDFR had been discussing options for the establishment of a new fire
station at various locations within the town, or as part of a joint use municipal project for quite some time,
and met with private land owners willing to sell Ultimately, the Town Manager expressed that perhaps a fire
station within the town was not desirable, since it would be continually disturbing Surfside residents while
going on fire and rescue calls outside the town The Town of Surfside passed a resolution {o call a special
election on this issue

The Town of Surfside has a residential popuiation of approximately 5,600 within a two sguare mile
boundary The District has budgeted $3 3 milfion in property taxes from the residential and business owners
of Surfside in FY 2008, or approximately 1 05 percent of the total ad valorem revenue for the District. The
Town of Surfside is provided services primarily from Station 21 and Station 10. These two siations each
have a suppression and rescue unit, with an annual service cost of more than $8 million

The Town of Surfside anticipated contracting with the City of Miami Beach for fire and rescue services. We
have not seen a formal proposat and are unaware of any recent discussions

Indian Creegk

On February 15, 2008, the voters of the Village of Indian Creek voted to opt out of the District through a
special election The ballot contained the following language, “Shal! indian Creek Village opt out of the
Miarmi-Dade Fire Rescue District and contract with the City of Miami Beach for Fire Rescue services?" The
Vilage contains 41 waterfront properties with a taxable value of more than $367 million and generales
approximaiely $770,000 in property tax revenue for the District To date, we have no information on the
implementation strategy on the part of either Indian Creek or Miami Beach. Pursuant to your direction, we
will also continue to work with the County Attorney's Office to pursue appropriaie fegal action

Pinecrest

On December 12, 2007, the Village of Pinecrest held a meeting to discuss the issue of conducting a special
election to opt out of the District. The City of Coral Gables Fire Department and MBDFR made detailed
presentations to the Village Council concerning the services provided by each department It was stated by
Coral Gables that MDFR would be available, through existing mutual aid, to provide back-up when Coral
Gables units were unavailable or if a major incident were to occur  Our Fire Chief cautioned the Village
Council that MDFR might be unable to maintain the assets to provide mutual aid to contracted entities The
Pinecrest Village Council passed a formal resolution, by a vote of 3-2, to schedule a special efection in
March 2008, asking the voters of Pinecrest if the Village should opt out of the District

5
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The leaders of the Village of Pinecrest who voted for the opt out election have stated that they have no
complainis about the services provided by MDFR, nor do they believe their constituents are dissatisfied with
the County services The Village Counci's primary motivation appears to be to provide savings to their
residents The Viliage receives its service, primarily from four MDFR stations; Station 49 within the Village,
Station 23 at US1 at SW 104 Sireet across the street from the Village, and two more on US1 within
approximately one mile of the Village boundaries These four stations are staffed with three suppression
units, four rescue units and a Battation officer on duty 24 hours each day, seven days per week, with a total
annual cost of more than $14 million. The Fire District has budgeted $8 264 million from the property taxes
paid by residents and business owners in Pinecrest for FY 2008.

On February 12, 2008, the City of Coral Gables Commission voted not to accept the ballot language
proposed by the Village of Pinecrest, "Shall the Village of Pinecrest opt-out of the Miami-Dade Fire Rescue
District and contract with the City of Coral Gabies for fire rescue services?” In light of this decision, a special
meeting of the Village Council of Pinecrest was scheduled for Wednesday February 20, 2008 to discuss
Village fire rescue options. At that meeting, the Council directed the Village Manager to come back in March
with the cost of hiring a consultant to study the feasibility of the Village creating its own fire department and
decided to not schedule an election at this time. They also instructed their attorney to continue to pursue
legal action

Other Municipalifies

With regards to other municipalities opting out of the Fire Rescue District, Sunny isles Mayor Nomman
Edelcup advised that contrary fo my December 13, 2007 memorandum regarding municipal opt out of
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Disirict, the City of Sunny [sles Beach is not seeking fire rescue service from
Miami Beach, nor has the city been offered service from the city of Miami Beach. The City of Sunny Isles is
very satisfied with the services provided by Miami-Dade County Fire Rescue Department, and will continue
to utilize the fire rescue services provided by the County

Additional Policy Considerations

Miami-Dade County provides a variely of services to municipalities and their residents The services
provided by MDFR save lives and protect our homes, scheols, and places of business. Ensuring public
safety is one of the foremost responsibilities of any government and we must maintain our fire and rescue
response capabilities for all of our residenis

While | believe that fitigation against the County by municipalities seeking to opt out of the District will
uttimately be unsuccessful, the Board of County Commissioners may wish to consider various policy options
to dissuade cities from withdrawal. In addition, the County may inform those cities that are willing to provide
fire services on a contractual basis that there may be more wide-spread consequences to consider. Any
adiustments to revenues and services in one municipality can have spillover effects into other areas.

One final point about mutuai aid for Pinecrest Mutual aid cannot be provided on a per call basis. The frue
cost of mutual aid is the annual operating and capital expense associated with maintaining ail of the
suppression and rescue capability available for deployment in any emergency. The resources available
around the Village of Pinecrest are substantial and represent a significant allocation of public safety dollars
by the District The current mutual aid agreements do not include providing services to municipalities that
contract with other fire rescue departments, and | would strongly advise against entering into any such
arrangemenis
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A less confrontational and more reasonable approach to this issue may be simply educating and informing
residents about the advantages and benefits of regional fire services and cooperation among the existing
departments Completion of the MDFR Training Complex will allow more opporiunities for joint exercises
that will improve the proficiency of all fire rescue personnel Future possibilities include commen platforms
and specifications for radio communications, suppression and rescue apparatus and protective gear These
cooperative efforts could lead to purchasing efficiencies, savings for our residents, and a more effective fire
service

Staff from the MDFR will be attending the various public meetings to be held in the community on the opt out
issue and making presentations to residents about the services provided by MDFR. The information
provided wili educate and inform residents about the services provided to them by MDFR and the benefits of
regional fire service | am hopeful these efforts will be successful and our resicents will choose to remain
part of the Miami-Dade Fire Rescue District

Moo 7 ot

/Assistant County Manager
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This instrument was prepared by:
Name: Michael W. Larkin, Esq.

Address: Bercow & Radell, P.A.
200 S. Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 850

Miami, FL 33131
(Space reserved for Clerk)

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS

WHEREAS, the undersigned Owner, Anthony F. Balzebre Trust (“Owner”)
holds the fee simple title to a 54.20 net acre parcel of land in Miami-Dade County,
Florida, described in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto, and hereinafter called the
“Property,” which is supported by the attorney’s opinion; and

WHEREAS, the Property is the subject of a standard Comprehensive
Development Master Plan (“CDMP”) Amendment Application No. 3 of the April 2007
Amendment Cycle; and

WHEREAS, the Owner has sought a Land Use Plan amendment to change the
designation of the Property from “Industrial and Office” and “Business and Office” to
“Business and Office”; and

WHEREAS, the Owner has sought an amendment to the Land Use Plan Map
and a text amendment to the Land Use Element of the CDMP to designate the Property
as a Regional Activity Center ("RAC”") in accordance with relevant Florida Statutes and
provisions of the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to promote public transportation by

incorporating within the Property a public transportation facility; and

3114/08 (Public Hearing)
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WHEREAS, the Qwner desires to reserve unto itself, its successors and assigns,
the Air Rights (hereafter defined) in and to the air space above the Public
Transportation Facility (hereafter defined) and the Property, and other accompanying
rights and easements more particularly set forth herein.

NOW THEREEFORE, in order to assure Miami-Dade County (the “County”) that
the representations made by the Owner during consideration of Amendment
Application No. 3 will be abided by the Owner, its successors and assigns, freely,
voluntarily, and without duress, makes the following Declaration of Restrictions
covering and running with the Property:

Maximum Development Program. The maximum development program for

the Property (“MDP") shall be:

Residential 1050 dwelling units or 1,701,000 gross square feet
Retail/Service 799,900 gross square feet

Hotel 430 rooms or 225,000 gross square feet

Office 225,000 gross square feet

Notwithstanding any transportation concurrency exemption that is granted for
the Property, the Owner may simultaneously increase and decrease the MDF’s land
use categories provided that the cumulative impacts of the reallocated land uses may
not exceed (a) the PM peak hour trips established for the MDP, which equates to 2,807
net PM peak hour trips, or (b) average daily potable water demand or maximum daily
potable water demand of the MDP, which equate to 361 million gallons per day and

812 million gallons per day, respectively.

314108 (Public Hearing)
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Transit Improvements. The Owner intends to develop the Property as a project

that promotes public transportation, and subject to County approval, the Owner shall
incorporate within the development of the Property either a MetroRail station for the
County’s east-west transit corridor, if the corridor is extended to include the Property,
or a MetroBus Terminal for multiple MetroBus routes. Such MetroRail station or
MetroBus Terminal shall be referred to as the “Public Transportation Facility.”

If the Public Transportation Facility is a MetroBus Terminal, the terminal shall
include a maximum of ten (10) saw-tooth bus bays, the driveway network serving the
bus bays, (“Parking Area”), 170 parking spaces designated for transit users, a restroom
facility for bus operators and transit users, a kiss-and-ride area, transit-oriented
commercial uses (“Commercial Area”), transit lounge, and landscaping for this area.
The Owner agrees to construct a parking garage where the bus bays, Commercial Area,
and Parking Area will be located (“Parking Structure”). The support columns and
other structural and load bearing components within the Parking Structure shall be
designed in a manner so that additional stories can be added to the Parking Structure
in the future and to support Owner's intended construction within the reserved Air
Rights. The added width of the support columns, as required by the final engineering
design, may cause a decrease in the number of parking spaces. However, Owner
guarantees that a minimum of 150 parking spaces will be designated for transit users
within the Parking Area.

Owner shall fund and construct the foregoing described MetroBus Terminal
improvements within three (3) years from the date that Amendment Application No. 3
becomes final and nonappealable. If Owner is unable for good cause to construct the
foregoing improvements within three (3) years from the date that Amendment
Application No. 3 becomes final and nonappealable, the Owner may request an
extension of time from the Director of Miami-Dade Transit or his designee provided

that a building permit for the improvements has issued prior to the end of the three
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year period. If all or a portion of the funding is provided through local, state, or
federal grant or similar subsidy, this shall reduce the Owner’s responsibility to fund
the construction of the MetroBus Terminal improvements by a proportionate amount.
With the exception of the area of the Property on which the driveway network leading
from NW 12% Sireet to the MetroBus Terminal Improvements will be located, Owner
shall dedicate to the County the portion of the Property on which the MetroBus
Terminal Improvements will be located once the foregoing described improvements
have received a certificate of occupancy from the County. For the purpose of joint use
of the foregoing described driveway network by Owner and County, at time of
dedication, Owner shall grant an easement to the County that will permit ingress and
egress from NW 12t Street to the MetroBus Terminal Improvements for all county
employees and patrons of the Public Transportation Facility.

The Owner shall retain the right to install signage with regard to any use within
the Property on the Parking Structure. The Owner shall retain exclusive lease rights to
the Commercial Area, which include, but are not limited to, the right to all rent monies.
The Owner shall also have the right to operate the Parking Structure and charge a fee
consistent with the fee charged by the County to utilize parking garages adjacent to
MetroRail stations.

Air Rights Reserved. The Owner shall have and retain and specifically

reserves unto itself, its successors and assigns, all air rights in and to the air space
above the Public Transportation Facility and the Property (“ Air Rights”), together with
all accompanying rights and easements necessary or required in order to permit the
development and construction of the Owner Improvements (hereafter defined) above,
around, and connected to the Public Transportation Facility. Owner proposes to
construct and reconstruct and alter from time to time in and upon the Air Rights and
the Property certain improvements as deemed necessary or desirable by Owner (but

subject to the MDP), in Owner's sole discretion (hereinafter called "Owner

31408 {Public Hearing)



Declaration of Restrictions
Page 5

(Space reserved for Clerk)

Improvements"). The easements reserved to Owner herein shall include but shall not
be limited to a non-exclusive easement (hereinafter called "Owner's Support
Easement") for support columns and other structural and load bearing components
necessary for the Owner Improvements Owner specifically reserves for itself, its
successors and assigns, the right, privilege and easement to come upon, over, under
and across all those portions of the Public Transportation Facility and the Property
reasonably necessary or required in order for Owner to construct the Owner
Improvements in the Air Rights and the Owner’s Support Easement, subject, however,
to the MDP and all applicable laws and ordinances provided, however, Owner shall
use its reasonable efforts to minimize interference with the Public Transportation
Facility and the activities therein.

Roadway Improvements. The Owner shall fund and construct the roadway

improvements described in Exhibit B. The foregoing roadway improvements shall be
open to traffic prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for any building
within the Property, except for those buildings that constitute the Public
Transportation Facility.

Certificate of Qccupancy Date. Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of

occupancy for any building containing a residential use until such time as Miami-Dade
County has adopted a public school facilities element, entered into an Interlocal
Agreement with the Miami-Dade County Public School System with regard to school
concurrency, and amended its Comprehensive Development Master FPlan to implement
school concurrency. In addition, Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of occupancy
for any building within the Property, except for those buildings that constitute the
Public Transportation Facility and any construction within the reserved Air Rights,
until such time as either the Dolphin Fire Rescue Station (No. 68) has received a
temporary certificate of occupancy or any other new Fire Rescue Station designated by

the Fire Rescue Department that will service the Property. Finally, Owner agrees not
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to obtain a certificate of occupancy for any building within the Property until such time
as all of the buildings that constitute the Public Transportation Facility and any
construction with regard to the reserved Air Rights have received a temporary
certificate of occupancy.

Fire Rescue. Owner agrees to support the creation of a non ad valorem fire

assessment fee.

Project Design. The Owner represents that the Property will be developed in a
manner that assures a high quality, unified development design in accordance with
coordinated and cohesive design principles which reflect the general guidelines
contained in Exhibit “C” (“Design Guidelines”). In that regard, with the exception of
those buildings that will constitute the Public Transportation Facility, prior to any
development approvals being sought for residential, retail, hotel, or office uses on the
Property, the Owner agrees to seek and obtain site plan approval for the entire
Property which reflects substantial conformity with the Design Guidelines or,
alternatively, submit for approval to the Director of the Planning and Zoning
Department (or its successor planning agency), or his/her designee, and upon
receiving said approval, record an architectural code or equivalent design standards to
govern development of the entire Property, which are substantially in accordance with
the attached Design Guidelines.

LEED Certification. All buildings developed on the Property will be

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified in accordance with
the standards set forth by the United States Green Building Council.

Workforce Housing. Owner agrees that a minimum of 10% of the residential

units on the Property shall be designated for workforce housing and shall meet the
criteria of workforce housing in Miami-Dade County. Workforce housing shall be
deemed to be the sale or rental of property for persons within the income range of 65%

to 140% of the median family income for Miami-Dade County as published annually
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by the US. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Notwithstanding
anything to the contrary in this Declaration of Restrictions, the Owner may utilize any
resicdential density bonuses granted by Miami-Dade County, or successor municipality,
for the development of workforce housing on the Property.

The Owner shall, upon site plan approval or prior to obtaining the initial
building permit for a residential structure on the Property, whichever is the required
date according to the relevant County regulation, identify those units within such
structure, if any, that satisfy this workforce housing requirement. A declaration of
restrictive covenants, in form acceptable to the County, shall be recorded in the public
records of Miami-Dade County, Florida stating that the unit is a workforce housing
unit and shall remain as such for a period of 30 years from the time of recordation of
the declaration of restrictive covenants.

Water Conservation Regulations. The Owner shall incorporate the measures

listed in Exhibit D, where practicable, into the design, construction and operation of
any residential development on the Property. Similarly, the Owner shall incorporate
the measures listed in Exhibit E, where practicable, into the design, construction and
operation of any commercial development on the Property.

Subdivision of Property. In the event the Property is subdivided into multiple

ownerships, responsibility for the obligations contained in this Declaration that are
related to the provision of workforce housing units in the absence of a duly enacted
ordinance shall be allocated on a pro-rata per acre basis. Workforce housing units on
any particular subparcel of the Property shall be developed simultaneously with any
market rate housing units on that subparcel

Covenant Running with the Land. This Declaration on the part of the Owner

shall constitute a covenant running with the land and shall be recorded, at Owner's
expense, in the public records of Miami-Dade County, Florida and shall remain in full

force and effect and be binding upon the undersigned Owner, and their heirs,
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successors and assigns until such time as the same is modified or released. These
restrictions during their lifetime shall be for the benefit of, and limitation upon, all
present and future owners of the real property and for the benefit of Miami-Dade
County and the public welfare. The Owner, and their heirs, successors and assigns,
acknowledge that acceptance of this Declaration does not in any way obligate or
provide a limitation on the County.

Term. This Declaration is to run with the land and shall be binding on all
parties and all persons claiming under it for a period of thirty (30) years from the date
this Declaration is recorded after which time it shall be extended automatically for
successive periods of ten (10) years each, unless an instrument signed by the, then,
owner(s) of the Property has been recorded agreeing to change the covenant in whole,
or in part, provided that the Declaration has first been modified or released by Miami-
Dade County.

Modification, Amendment, Release. This Declaration of Restrictions may be

modified, amended or released as to the land herein described, or any portion thereof,
by a written instrument executed by the then owner(s) of the fee simple ftitle to the
Property, provided that the same is also approved by the Board of County
Commissioners of Miami-Dade County, Florida. Any such modification or release
shall be subject to the provisions governing amendments to Comprehensive Plans, as
set forth in Chapter 163, Part 11, Florida Statutes or successor legislation that may, from
time to time, govern amendments to Comprehensive Plans (hereinafter “Chapter 163”).
Such modification or release shall also be subject to the provisions governing
amendments to the CDMP as set forth in Section 2-116.1 of the Code of Miami-Dade
County, or successor regulations governing modifications to the CDMP. In the event
that the Property is incorporated within a new municipality that amends, modifies, or
declines to adopt the provisions of Section 2-116.1 of the Miami-Dade County Code,

then modifications or releases of this Declaration shall be subject to Chapter 163 and
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the provisions of such ordinances as may be adopted by such successor municipality
for the adoption of amendments to its comprehensive plan; or, in the event that the
successor municipality does not adopt such ordinances, subject to Chapter 163 and the
provisions of the municipality’s ordinances that apply to the adoption of district
boundary changes. Should this Declaration be so modified, amended, or released, the
Director of the Department of Planning and Zoning or the executive officer of a
successor department, or, in the absence of such Director or executive officer, by his or
her assistant in charge of the office in his/her office, shall execute a written instrument
effectuating and acknowledging such modification, amendment, or release.

Enforcement. Enforcement shall be by action against any parties or person
violating, or attempting to violate, any covenants. The prevailing party in any action
or suit pertaining to or arising out of this declaration shall be entitled to recover, in
addition to costs and disbursements allowed by law, such sum as the Court may
adjudge to be reasonable for the services of his attorney. This enforcement provision
shall be in addition to any other remedies available at law, in equity or both.

Authorization for Miami-Dade County to Withhold Permits and Inspections.

In the event the terms of this Declaration are not being complied with, in addition to
any other remedies available, the County is hereby authorized to withhold any further
permits, and refuse to make any inspections or grant any approvals, until such time as
this declaration is complied with.

Election of Remedies. All rights, remedies and privileges granted herein shall

be deemed to be cumulative and the exercise of any one or more shall neither be
deemed to constitute an election of remedies, nor shall it preclude the party exercising
the same from exercising such other additional rights, remedies or privileges.

Presumption of Compliance. Where construction has occurred on the Property

or any portion thereof, pursuant to a lawful permit issued by the County, and

inspections made and approval of occupancy given by the County, then such
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construction, inspection and approval shall create a rebuttable presumption that the
buildings or structures thus constructed comply with the intent and spirit of this
Declaration.

Severability. Invalidation of any one of these covenants, by judgment of Court,
shall not affect any of the other provisions which shall remain in full force and effect,
However, if any material portion is invalidated, the County shall be entitled to revoke
any approval predicated upon the invalidated portion.

Recordation and Effective Date. This Declaration shall be filed of record in the

public records of Miami-Dade County, Florida at the cost of the Owner following the
approval of the Application. This Declaration shall become effective immediately
upon recordation. Notwithstanding the previous sentence, if any appeal is filed, and
the disposition of such appeal results in the denial of the Application, in its entirety,
then this Declaration shall be null and void and of no further effect. Upon the
disposition of an appeal that results in the denial of the Application, in its entirety, and
upon written request, the Director of the Planning and Zoning Department or the
executive officer of the successor of said department, or in the absence of such director
or executive officer by his/her assistant in charge of the office in his/her absence, shall
forthwith execute a written instrument, in recordable form, acknowledging that this
Declaration is null and void and of no further effect.

Acceptance of Declaration. The Owner acknowledges that acceptance of this

Declaration does not obligate the County in any manner, nor does it entitle the Owner
to a favorable recommendation or approval of any application, zoning or otherwise,
and the Board of County Commissioners retains its full power and authority to deny
each such application in whole or in part and decline to accept any conveyance.
Owner. The term Owner shall include all heirs, assigns, and successors in

interest.
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This instrument was prepared by:
Name: Michael W. Larkin, Esq.

Address: Bercow & Radell, P.A.
200 S. Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 850

Miami, FL 33131
(Space reserved for Clerk)

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS

WHEREAS, the undersigned Owner, Anthony F. Balzebre Trust (“Owner”)
holds the fee simple title to a 54.20 net acre parcel of land in Miami-Dade County,
Florida, described in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto, and hereinafter called the
“Property,” which is supported by the attorney’s opinion; and

WHEREAS, the Property is the subject of a standard Comprehensive
Development Master Plan (“CDMP”) Amendment Application No. 3 of the April 2007
Amendment Cycle; and

WHEREAS, the Owner has sought a Land Use Plan amendment to change the
designation of the Property from “Industrial and Office” and “Business and Office” to
“Business and Office”; and

WHEREAS, the Owner has sought an amendment to the Land Use Plan Map
and a text amendment to the Land Use Element of the CDMP to designate the Property
as a Regional Activity Center ("RAC”) in accordance with relevant Florida Statutes and
provisions of the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to promote public transportation by

incorporating within the Property a public transportation facility; and
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WHEREAS, the Owner desires to reserve unto itself, its successors and assigns,
the Air Rights (hereafter defined) in and to the air space above the Public
Transportation Facility (hereafter defined) and the Property, and other accompanying
rights and easements more particularly set forth herein

NOW THEREFORE, in order to assure Miami-Dade County (the “County”) that
the representations made by the Owner during consideration of Amendment
Application No. 3 will be abided by the Owner, its successors and assigns, freely,
voluntarily, and without duress, makes the following Declaration of Restrictions
covering and running with the Property:

Maximum Development Program. The maximum development program for

the Property ("MDP") shall be:

Residential 1050 dwelling units or 1,701,000 gross square feet
Retail /Service 799,900 gross square feet

Hotel 430 rooms or 225,000 gross square feet

Office 225,000 gross square feet

Notwithstanding any transportation concurrency exemption that is granted for
the Property, 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) the PM peak hour trips established for the MDP, which equates to 2,807
net PM peak hour trips, or (b) average daily potable water demand or maximum daily
potable water demand of the MDP, which equate to .361 million gallons per day and

812 million gallons per day, respectively.
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Transit Improvements. The Owner intends to develop the Property as a project

that promotes public transportation, and subject to County approval, the Owner shall
incorporate within the development of the Property either a MetroRail station for the
County’s east-west transit corridor, if the corridor is extended to include the Property,
or a MetroBus Terminal for multiple MetroBus routes. Such MetroRail station or
MetroBus Terminal shall be referred to as the “Public Transportation Facility ”

If the Public Transportation Facility is a MetroBus Terminal, the terminal shall
include a maximum of ten (10) saw-tooth bus bays, the driveway network serving the
bus bays, (“Parking Area”), 170 parking spaces designated for transit users, a restroom
facility for bus operators and transit users, a kiss-and-ride area, transit-oriented
commercial uses (“Commercial Area”), transit lounge, and landscaping for this area.
The Owner agrees to construct a parking garage where the bus bays, Commercial Area,
and Parking Area will be located (“Parking Structure”). The support columns and
other structural and load bearing components within the Parking Structure shall be
designed in a manner so that additional stories can be added to the Parking Structure
in the future and to support Owner’s intended construction within the reserved Air
Rights. The added width of the support columns, as required by the final engineering
design, may cause a decrease in the number of parking spaces. However, Owner
guarantees that a minimum of 150 parking spaces will be designated for transit users
within the Parking Area.

Owner shall fund and construct the foregoing described MetroBus Terminal
improvements within three (3) years from the date that Amendment Application No. 3
becomes final and nonappealable. If Owner is unable for good cause to construct the
foregoing improvements within three (3) years from the date that Amendment
Application No. 3 becomes final and nonappealable, the Owner may request an
extension of time from the Director of Miami-Dade Transit or his designee provided

that a building permit for the improvements has issued prior to the end of the three
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year period. If all or a portion of the funding is provided through local, state, or
federal grant or similar subsidy, this shall reduce the Owner’s responsibility to fund
the construction of the MetroBus Terminal improvements by a proportionate amount.
With the exception of the area of the Property on which the driveway network leading
from NW 121 Street to the MetroBus Terminal Improvements will be located, Owner
shall dedicate to the County the portion of the Property on which the MetroBus
Terminal Improvements will be located once the foregoing described improvements
have received a certificate of occupancy from the County. For the purpose of joint use
of the foregoing described driveway network by Owner and County, at time of
dedication, Owner shall grant an easement to the County that will permit ingress and
egress from NW 12t Street to the MetroBus Terminal Improvements for all county
employees and patrons of the Public Transportation Facility.

The Owner shall retain the right to install signage with regard to any use within
the Property on the Parking Structure. The Owner shall retain exclusive lease rights to
the Commercial Area, which include, but are not limited to, the right to all rent monies.
The Owner shall also have the right to operate the Parking Structure and charge a fee
consistent with the fee charged by the County to utilize parking garages adjacent to
MetroRail stations.

Air Rights Reserved. The Owner shall have and retain and specifically

reserves unto itself, its successors and assigns, all air rights in and to the air space
above the Public Transportation Facility and the Property (”Air Rights”), together with
all accompanying rights and easements necessary or required in order to permit the
development and construction of the Owner Improvements (hereafter defined) above,
around, and connected to the Public Transportation Facility. Owner proposes to
construct and reconstruct and alter from time to time in and upon the Air Rights and
the Property certain improvements as deemed necessary or desirable by Owner (but

subject to the MDP), in Owner’s sole discretion (hereinafter called "Owner
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Improvements”). The easements reserved to Owner herein shall include but shall not
be limited to a non-exclusive easement (hereinafter called "Owner's Support
Easement") for support columns and other structural and load bearing components
necessary for the Owner Improvements Owner specifically reserves for itself, its
successors and assigns, the right, privilege and easement to come upon, over, under
and across all those portions of the Public Transportation Facility and the Property
reasonably necessary or required in order for Owner to construct the Owner
Improvements in the Air Rights and the Owner’s Support Fasement, subject, however,
to the MDP and all applicable laws and ordinances provided, however, Owner shall
use its reasonable efforts to minimize interference with the Public Transportation

Facility and the activities therein.

Roadway Improvements. The Owner shall fund and construct the roadway
improvements described in Exhibit B. The foregoing roadway improvements shall be
open to traffic prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for any building
within the Property, except for those buildings that constitute the Public
Transportation Facility.

Certificate of Occupancy Date. Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of

occupancy for any building within the Property, except for those buildings that
constitute the Public Transportation Facility and any construction within the reserved
Air Rights, until such time as either the Dolphin Fire Rescue Station (No. 68) has
received a temporary certificate of occupancy or any other new Fire Rescue Station
designated by the Fire Rescue Department that will service the Property. Finally,
Owner agrees not to obtain a certificate of occupancy for any building within the
Property until such time as all of the buildings that constitute the Public Transportation
Facility and any construction with regard to the reserved Air Rights have received a

temporary certificate of occupancy.
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Residential Uses. Owner agrees not to file a zoning application proposing a

residential use on the Property until such time as Miami-Dade County has adopted a
public school facilities element, entered into an Interlocal Agreement with the Miami-
Dade County Public School System with regard to school concurrency, and amended
its Comprehensive Development Master Plan to implement school concurrency.

Fire Rescue. Owner agrees to support the creation of a non ad valorem fire
assessment fee.

Project Design. The Owner represents that the Property will be developed in a

manner that assures a high quality, unified development design in accordance with
coordinated and cohesive design principles which reflect the general guidelines
contained in Exhibit “C” (“Design Guidelines”). In that regard, with the exception of
those buildings that will constitute the Public Transportation Facility, prior to any
development approvals being sought for residential, retail, hotel, or office uses on the
Property, the Owner agrees to seek and obtain site plan approval for the entire
Property which reflects substantial conformity with the Design Guidelines or,
alternatively, submit for approval to the Director of the Planning and Zoning
Department (or its successor planning agency), or his/her designee, and upon
receiving said approval, record an architectural code or equivalent design standards to
govern development of the entire Property, which are substantially in accordance with
the attached Design Guidelines.

LEED Certification. All buildings developed on the Property will be

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified in accordance with
the standards set forth by the United States Green Building Council.

Workforce Housing. Owner agrees that a minimum of 10% of the residential

units on the Property shall be designated for workforce housing and shall meet the
criteria of workforce housing in Miami-Dade County. Workforce housing shall be

deemed to be the sale or rental of property for persons within the income range of 65%
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to 140% of the median family income for Miami-Dade County as published annually
by the US. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Notwithstanding
anything to the contrary in this Declaration of Restrictions, the QOwner may ufilize any
residential density bonuses granted by Miami-Dade County, or successor municipality,
for the development of workforce housing on the Property.

The Owner shall, upon site plan approval or prior to obtaining the initial
building permit for a residential structure on the Property, whichever is the required
date according to the relevant County regulation, identify those units within such
structure, if any, that satisfy this workforce housing requirement. A declaration of
restrictive covenants, in form acceptable to the County, shall be recorded in the public
records of Miami-Dade County, Florida stating that the unit is a workforce housing
unit and shall remain as such for a period of 30 years from the time of recordation of
the declaration of restrictive covenants.

Water Conservation Regulations. The Owner shall incorporate the measures

listed in Exhibit D, where practicable, into the design, construction and operation of
any residential development on the Property. Similarly, the Owner shall incorporate
the measures listed in Fxhibit E, where practicable, into the design, construction and
operation of any commercial development on the Property.

Subdivision of Property. In the event the Property is subdivided into multiple

ownerships, responsibility for the obligations contained in this Declaration that are
related to the provision of workforce housing units in the absence of a duly enacted
ordinance shall be allocated on a pro-rata per acre basis. Workforce housing units on
any particular subparcel of the Property shall be developed simultaneously with any
market rate housing units on that subparcel.

Covenant Running with the Land. This Declaration on the part of the Owner

shall constitute a covenant running with the land and shall be recorded, at Owner's

expense, in the public records of Miami-Dade County, Florida and shall remain in full
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force and effect and be binding upon the undersigned Owner, and their heirs,
successors and assigns until such time as the same is modified or released. These
restrictions during their lifetime shall be for the benefit of, and limitation upon, all
present and future owners of the real property and for the benefit of Miami-Dade
County and the public welfare. The Owner, and their heirs, successors and assigns,
acknowledge that acceptance of this Declaration does not in any way obligate or
provide a limitation on the County.

Term. This Declaration is to run with the land and shall be binding on all
parties and all persons claiming under it for a period of thirty (30) years from the date
this Declaration is recorded after which time it shall be extended automatically for
successive periods of ten (10) years each, unless an instrument signed by the, then,
owner(s) of the Property has been recorded agreeing to change the covenant in whole,
or in part, provided that the Declaration has first been modified or released by Miami-
Dade County.

Modification, Amendment, Release. This Declaration of Restrictions may be

modified, amended or released as to the land herein described, or any portion thereof,
by a written instrument executed by the then owner(s) of the fee simple title to the
Property, provided that the same is also approved by the Board of County
Commissioners of Miami-Dade County, Florida. Any such modification or release
shall be subject to the provisions governing amendments to Comprehensive Plans, as
set forth in Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes or successor legislation that may, from
time to time, govern amendments to Comprehensive Plans (hereinafter “Chapter 163").
Such modification or release shall also be subject to the provisions governing
amendments to the CDMP as set forth in Section 2-116.1 of the Code of Miami-Dade
County, or successor regulations governing modifications to the CDMP. In the event
that the Property is incorporated within a new municipality that amends, modifies, or

declines to adopt the provisions of Section 2-116.1 of the Miami-Dade County Code,
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then modifications or releases of this Declaration shall be subject to Chapter 163 and
the provisions of such ordinances as may be adopted by such successor municipality
for the adoption of amendments to its comprehensive plan; or, in the event that the
successor municipality does not adopt such ordinances, subject to Chapter 163 and the
provisions of the municipality’s ordinances that apply to the adoption of district
boundary changes. Should this Declaration be so modified, amended, or released, the
Director of the Department of Planning and Zoning or the executive officer of a
successor department, or, in the absence of such Director or executive officer, by his or
her assistant in charge of the office in his/her office, shall execute a written instrument
effectuating and acknowledging such modification, amendment, or release.

Enforcement. Enforcement shall be by action against any parties or person
violating, or attempting to violate, any covenants. The prevailing party in any action
or suit pertaining to or arising out of this declaration shall be entitled to recover, in
addition to costs and disbursements allowed by law, such sum as the Court may
adjudge to be reasonable for the services of his attorney. This enforcement provision
shall be in addition to any other remedies available at law, in equity or both.

Authorization for Miami-Dade County to Withhold Permits and Inspections.

In the event the terms of this Declaration are not being complied with, in addition to
any other remedies available, the County is here’t;y authorized to withhold any further
permits, and refuse to make any inspections or grant any approvals, until such time as
this declaration is complied with.

Election of Remedies. All rights, remedies and privileges granted herein shall

be deemed to be cumulative and the exercise of any one or more shall neither be
deemed to constitute an election of remedies, nor shall it preclude the party exercising
the same from exercising such other additional rights, remedies or privileges.

Presumption of Compliance. Where construction has occurred on the Property

or any portion thereof, pursuant to a lawful permit issued by the County, and
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inspections made and approval of occupancy given by the County, then such
construction, inspection and approval shall create a rebuttable presumption that the
buildings or structures thus constructed comply with the intent and spirit of this
Declaration.

Severability. Invalidation of any one of these covenants, by judgment of Court,
shall not affect any of the other provisions which shall remain in full force and effect.
However, if any material portion is invalidated, the County shall be entitled to revoke
any approval predicated upon the invalidated portion.

Recordation and Effective Date. This Declaration shall be filed of record in the

public records of Miami-Dade County, Florida at the cost of the Owner following the
approval of the Application. This Declaration shall become effective immediately
upon recordation. Notwithstanding the previous sentence, if any appeal is filed, and
the disposition of such appeal results in the denial of the Application, in its entirety,
then this Declaration shall be null and void and of no further effect. Upon the
disposition of an appeal that results in the denial of the Application, in its entirety, and
upon written request, the Director of the Planning and Zoning Department or the
executive officer of the successor of said department, or in the absence of such director
or executive officer by his/her assistant in charge of the office in his/her absence, shall
forthwith execute a written instrument, in recordable form, acknowledging that this
Declaration is null and void and of no further effect.

Acceptance of Declaration. The Owner acknowledges that acceptance of this

Declaration does not obligate the County in any manner, nor does it entitle the Owner
to a favorable recommendation or approval of any application, zoning or otherwise,
and the Board of County Commissioners retains its full power and authority to deny
each such application in whole or in part and decline to accept any conveyance.
Owner. The term Owner shall include all heirs, assigns, and successors in

interest.
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Legal Description

South 1/2 ot fhe East 2/5 of Saction 31, Township 53 Sputh, Hangs 40
Florida: Less existing Fipht of Way of Records.

Tha Soulh t/2 of the
East of Miam-Dada County,



Exhibit “B”

Roadway Improvemenis

- 110Aw
HIH R
Y107 Ave

A FEBLIRE |

AR 5{%:}5&1.

e
E 1 Provide an extlusive VB right turm Tane on BYW 12 Street at BW 111 Avenue.
E 2. Add a3 NB trovel lane to witen HW 111 Averue from 24lD o 2 5Lb. :
2 3. Convert the 3¢ N8 lane Into a HB right twrn fane on NW 111 Avenue al NV 14 Street. I;
i 4. Add s 3rd EB tiovel fane to wilen NV 14 Streel from 2 41D to a 5LD. 4
5.  Convert the 3¢ EB fane into an EB right fum fzne on HAY 44 Street al NW 107 Avenue :
6. Complete the 4 S8 through lane on KW 107 Ave from NWY 14 Street to NW 12 Street ;
" 7. Provide signal modilications to accommodate all geometric improvements. ;
o e e T T T e, T S A ]
tzgend Figure
gustness end Ofice — 54 198 acms Tropozed '"'ﬁ““‘ﬂméf:é:‘f_:;;g:
54 196 Acre Amendmen Site With a RAC Ovettay Deslgnalion Saptember 1547

fnrze | CotbySuattDpY & Arsoctier
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Exhibit “C”

Desien Guidelines

The pian for development of the Property shall allow for a mix of uses, which
will include commercial and residential uses.

The proposed buildings shall be designed using compatible and complementary
arcliitectural styles and designs.

Design features shall be included at appropiiate locations of the buildings. in
order to maintain architectwal and design continuity

Consistent sign criteria and standards shall be established at the time of initial
rezoning to encourage aesthetic compatibility within the sign program

Large expanses of opague or blank building watl shall be minimized and ghall
have landscaped areas providing a visual bartier, to the maximum extent

feasible

Uniform street furniture and lighting standards shall be provided throughout the
Property

Pedestrian ciosswalles shall be clearly delineated on any proposed piivate 10ads
within the Property

The development pattern shall incorporate clements of the Miami-Dade County
Usban Design Guidelines

The streets shall be designed for pedestrian mobility, interest, safely, and
comfort as well as vehicular mobility

The proposed development shall contain open spaces that may include public
sguares, greemns, and pedestrian promenades

. The buildings and their landscapes within the proposed development shall be

built to the sidewalk edge to the greatest extent possible in a manner that frames
the adjacent street to treate a public space in the street corridor that is

comfortable, interesting, as well as safe for pedestrians

The architectural elements of the buildings at street level shall have a human
scale, abundant windows and doors, and design variations at short intervals to
create interest Tor the passing pedesirian



13. Parking areas shall be minimized at grade between the street and main building
entrances to the extent possible Subterrranean parking between the street and
rmain building entrances is, however, permitted.



Exhibit “D”

Water Conservation Measures for Residential Development

Installing only High Efficiency Toilets (HET), which shall be defined as | 2
gallons per flush, that meel the standard specifications of the Unified MNorth
America Requirements {UNAR) and display the Environmental Piotection
Agency’s WaterSense label

Using only one control valve, or one set of hot and cold valves required for each
" Higly Efficiency Showerhead, which shalt be defined to provide no more than 15
palion per minute {gpm)

Using Efficiency faucets which shail be defined to provide 1 0 gpm

Using High Efficiency (HE) Clothes Washer(s) with a water factor of 6 or iess
(Tier 3b) as identified by the Consortium  for Energy Efficiency at
http://www‘ceeEnorg/rfzid/sehah'wsh,lwsh~;:n‘od pdf, Energy Star (and WaterSense
cerlified when available) for residential units equipped with clothes washer
connections.

Using dishwashers 1ated with use of 6.5 pallonsicycle or less, Energy Star and
WaterSense certified

Instatling sub-metering for all multi-unit residential development which shall
inciude separate meter and monthly records kept of all major watei-using
Functions such as cooling towets and individual buildings

Applying Floida Friendly Landscapes guidelines and principles to ail landscape
installations in compliance with Florida Yards & Neighborhoods critetia

Using gutler downspouts, roof runoff, and rain hasvesting to encourage increased
recharge and other non-potable uses on the property, thru the use of elements and
features such as rain barrels and directing runoff to landscaped aieas

Providing “Florida Friendly Landscapes™ within all public rights-of-way

Using drip irrigation or micro-sprinklers when appropriate

Using porous surfaces ( bricks, giavel, turf block, mulch, pervious concrete, elc)

whenever possible on walloways, driveways, and patios



-]

Including Florida Yards and Neighborhoods Program information on “Florida
Friendly Landscapes” in the sales literatuie provided (o homebuyers.

Developing the landscape plan and plant palette based on site chm acteristics (soil.
drainage, structwal limitations, utilities, overhangs, lights, etc y, which shall
include:

o Per the County’s Landscaping Ordinance, existing native trees, palms and
associated native undeistory, shall be retained and preserved along with
identified undergrowth and be a focal point of the landscape

o 80% of plant mateials to be utilized on site shall be from the Florida-
Friendly Plant List and shall have a moderate to high drought tolerance

o All plants will be grouped in the landscape plan by similar water and
maintenance requirements and shall be spaced to allow for maturation

o Turf areas will be evenly shaped for ease of maintenance and wili be no
less than 4 feet wide and will not be placed on any berms.

o No more than 30% of the total area required for landscaping may be urf
o1 grass

o Soils analysis should be completed and used in the plant selection process
where applicable and a copy should be provided to (he home buyer

o Limit use of rock muich due to heat loading: rock mulch shall not exceed
5% of total landscaped area

o Use of environmentally friendly orgame mulches that are applied 3 inches
deep around plants and trees with two inches clear arpund each plant

Using a low valune inigation sysiem (o isigate all landscape beds

Iirigating turf by zones separale fiom zones for irigation of shrubs and ground
cover plantings.

Using swing joints or flex pipe when instatling sprinklets to help prevent broken
pipes and sprinklers.

Designing irtigation systems for minimum ovetlap

Installing soil moisture sensors o other water saving technologies



-]
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Exhibit “E”

Water Conservation Measures for Commercial Development

Using waterless technolopies where available

Maximizing nse of on-site sources of waler

Choosing equipment that is water and energy efficient

Installing automatic shut offs, solenoids and controllers to turn water ofl when not
in use

Instaliing flow restrictors when possible.

Eliminating once tlnough cooling.
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APPENDIX 3

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

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



-

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ

AMNMD USE_AM VIROMNMMERNTAL LAWY
R & Eﬁmd{ﬁa3§~§%1
Email: MLarkin@BRZoninglaw.com

VIA HAND DELIVERY
March 10, 2008

Mr. Subrata Basu

Interim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning
Miami-Dade County

Stephen P. Clark Center

111 Northwest 1st Street, 11th Floor
Miami, Florida 33128

Re:  Request for Confirmation that a Transfer of Surplus Floor Area shall be
Permitted with Regard to Application No. 3, April 2007 CDMP
Amendment Cycle; Additional Clarification of COMP Interpretation.

Dear Subrata:

As you know, this law firm represents the applicant, Anthony Balzebre
Trust (“Applicant”), Application No. 3 of the April 2007-2008 amendment cycle
for the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan
(“CDMP”). We are in receipt of your department’s administrative interpretation
of the CDMP’s Land Use Plan (“LUP”) Map as it relates to the Property
(“Clarification Letter”). See Exhibit A. Please allow this letter to serve as the
Applicant’s request for additional clarification. Specifically, the Applicant seeks
a clarification that a transfer of surplus floor area shall be permitted as
recognized by the CDMP’s Land Use Element.

The application area consists of 63.95 gross acres generally located on the
northwest corner of the intersection of N.W. 107th Avenue and N.W. 12th Street
/ SR 836 Ramp (“Application Area”). Specifically, the Application Area consists
of two parcels divided by NW 12th Street. The larger parcel is situated at the
northwest corner of NW 12th Street and NW 107th Avenue. It is bounded by
NW 107th Avenue to the east, NW 14th Street to the north, NW 111th Avenue to
the west, and NW 12th Street to the south (“Northern Parcel”). The smaller
parcel is irregularly shaped and situated at the southwest corner of NW 12th
Street and NW 107th Avenue. Specifically, the smaller parcel is bounded by NW

WACHOVIA FINANCIAL CEMTER = 200 SOUTH BISCAYME BOULEVARD, SUITE B850 = MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131
PHONE. 305.374.5300 » FAX. 305.377.6222



Mr. Subrata Basu
March 10, 2008
Page 2

107th Avenue to the east, NW 12th Street to the north and west, and the State
Road 836 (SR 836) ramp right-of-way to the south (“Southern Parcel”).

Presently, the CDMP's LUP Map designates the westernmost
approximately 38 net acres of the Application Area as Industrial and Office and
the easternmost approximately 16 net acres as Business and Office. Accordingly,
Application No. 3 requests the redesignation of the Application Area from
Industrial and Office and Business and Office to Business and Office. The
Applicant also requests that the Application Area be designated on the LUP Map
as a regional activity center (“RAC”") in accordance with relevant Florida statutes
and provisions of the CDMP. The Applicant is requesting an amendment to the
text of the Land Use Element within the CDMP in accordance with its RAC
designation request. Finally, at the November 27, 2007 transmittal hearing, the
Board of County Commissioners agreed to relocate the Metropolitan Urban
Center (“MUC") graphic symbol from the International Mall property to the
Application Area. '

The Applicant is proposing to dedicate the western portion of the
Southern Parcel to Miami-Dade Transit (“MDT") for the construction of a
MetroBus Terminal for multiple MetroBus routes, including an express bus route
originating in western Miami-Dade County and terminating in downtown. The
Applicant will fund and construct the improvements that will constitute the
Metrobus Terminal within three years of the date on which the approval of the
land use amendment becomes final and non-appealable.

According to the “Density Averaging” language contained on page I-32 of
the Adopted Components of the CDMP, groups of parcels under a single
ownership or multiple ownerships that are legally unified . . . that are located
within a unit area bounded by Major or Minor roadways as indicated on the
Land Use Plan Map are eligible to be developed using density averaging.
Density averaging permits one portion of a unified project to be developed at a
higher density than would be permitted under its CDMP designation as long as
another portion of the subject property’s density is lowered respectively. In the
instant case, the CDMP further provides that “density may be transferred across
a Major or Minor roadway to an adjacent and legally unified parcel or portion
thereof contiguous to the Roadway provided that the site receiving the increased
density shall be developed at a density no greater ... than one density category
higher than the LUP map designation of the parcel.”

Similar to the Application Area in the instant case, the application site for
Application No. 3 of the April 2005-06 CDMP amendment cycle was split by a

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ

ZOMNING, LAMND USE AMND ERNVIRORNMERMTAL LAV



Mr. Subrata Basu

March 10, 2008
Page 3

roadway. In that application, the Department of Planning and Zoning (“DP&Z")
issued an administrative determination on September 26, 2005 stating that the
density averaging provisions of the CDMP would apply to the entire site despite
being divided by N.E. 14 Avenue into two portions. See Exhibit B. From our
review of the Land Use Plan Map, it appears that the Application Area here is
included within a single unit area in spite of the fact that it is divided by a major
roadway. Therefore, any legally unified development of the Application Area
would, in our view, be entitled to employ density averaging, or a similar transfer
of development rights from the Southern Parcel to the Northern Parcel if there is
no maximum density limitation on the Application Area.

On April 26, 2007, your department issued an administrative
determination stating that there is no residential use, zoning, or designation on
either side of the roadway adjacent the Application Area. See Exhibit A.
Therefore, residential development within the Application Area is limited not by
density, but rather by a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.25. Id. Based
upon DP&Z’s administrative determination issued with regard to Application
No. 3 of the April 2005-06 CDMP amendment cycle, the Applicant should be able
to transfer surplus floor area from the portion of the Southern Parcel that will be
dedicated to the County to the Northern Parcel or to the eastern portion of the
Southern Parcel that will remain under the ownership of the Applicant.

As noted above, we anticipate that MDT may hold the fee title or a long-
term lease to a portion of the Southern Parcel prior to the approval of the final
plat for the development of the remainder of the Application Area. We further
anticipate tying the development of the Application Area to a single plan that
would depict the western portion of the Southern Parcel as a public
transportation facility. The plan would propose to transfer the unused floor area
from the Southern Parcel to the Northern Parcel or to the eastern portion of the
Southern Parcel that will remain in the Applicant’s possession. The entire
Application Area would be subject to a declaration of restrictions or similar
recorded document.

The foregoing factual pattern is very similar to the facts surrounding
Application No. 4 of the 2005-2006 CDMP amendment cycle (“Application No.
4"). See Exhibit C. In Application No. 4, the applicant proposed dedicating
Parcel C of the application area, an approximate two acre parcel, to Miami-Dade
County for the construction of a branch library or similar civic use. Following
this dedication, the applicant proposed to transfer the density that would
normally be permitted on Parcel C to the remainder of the property that would
remain in the possession of the applicant (despite not having ownership of Parcel

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ
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Mr. Subrata Basu
March 10, 2008
Page 4

C). In a letter dated February 28, 2006, your department confirmed that because
development on the property was subject to a declaration of restrictions that
would limit the development to the submitted plan, the project would be a
legally unified development that was eligible for the application of density
averaging under the CDMP. Accordingly, as long as the Application Area is the
subject of a declaration of restrictions or similar recorded document limiting the
development to the submitted plans, then the unused floor area from the portion
of the Southern Parcel under control of the County should be transferable to the
Northern Parcel, or the eastern portion of the Southern Parcel, even after MDT
holds the fee title to the eastern portion of the Southern Parcel.

Please provide us with your formal opinion as to whether the above-
described course of action would result in a legally unified development that
would be eligible for the transfer of surplus floor area under the CDMP. Please
also provide us with your determination as to whether the Applicant will be able
to transfer any unused floor area from the Southern Parcel for use in the
Northern Parcel, or the eastern portion of the Southern Parcel.

If you need any additional information or have any questions or concerns,
please do not hesitate to give me a call at my direct line at (305) 377-6231.

Sincerely,

I

Michael W. Larkin

cc: Mr. Mark Woerner
Mr. Pat Moore
Mr. Mark Dorsey
Mr. Robert Balzebre
Mr. Steven Nostrand
Jeffrey Bercow, Esq.
Michael A. Gil, Esq.

BERCOW RADELL & FERNANDEZ

TOMNIMNG, LAMND USE ARMND ENVIROMMERNTAL LAW
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1171 NW Ts1
Miami, Florida 33128-1902

T 305-375-2800

April 26, 2007 miamidade. gov

Jeffrey Bercow, Esquire

Bercow & Radell

200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 850
iiami, Florida 33131

Subject:  Clarification of Comprehensive Development MWMaster Plan
Interpretation for Real Property Folio Nos. 30-3031-000-00210 and
30-3031-035-0010

Dear Mr. Bercow :

This letter is in response to your April 18, 2007 letter in which you request
clarification of the permitted scale and intensity of residential development on the
subject property if the entire site is re-designated “Business and Office” on the
Land Use Plan (LUP) map of the Comprehensive Developmeni Master Plan
(CDMP). As stated in your letter, the COMP says that "[Wlhere there is no
residential use, zoning or designation on either side of the roadway, the intensity
of residential development, including height, bulk, and floor area ratio shall be no
greater than that which would be permitted for an exclusively commercial use of
the site.” The subject property meets this condition.

The property is located on the northwest comer of NW 107 Avenue and NW 12
Street in the urbanizing area of Miami-Dade County. The CDMP provides a
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.25 for non-residential development
situated within the Urbanizing Area, which is the area located between the Urban
Infill Area and the Urban Development Boundary. Thus, residential development
of this site would also be limited to a FAR of 1.25. The FAR is calculated by
dividing the building square footage by the net lot area of the parcel, excluding
parking structures. The CDMP further states that "[A]ctual intensities approvable
on a given site may be significantly lower than the maximum where necessary to
conform with an overriding Plan policy, or to ensure compaiibility of the
development with its surroundings.”

This interpretation is based upon the policies and provisions of the CDMP
currently in effect. If you have any further questions about this matter feel free to
call me at 375-2840, or Mr. Mark R. Woemer, Acting Assistant Director, at 375-
2835.

Sincerely,

Son/hl——

Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP
Interim Director

Enclosure

= SB_:_MW: FM: SI'I"IEi el P I Y ol




EXHIBIT

Department of § B

5

MIAMIDAD PET MY
: : S, Plomgeds 23028159482
3 ; ¥ 3053752800
A Lo nghiey miamidade sov
IR e

Aotgzizad fagrgat e

a0 Phacin

September 26, 2005

Mr. Graham Penn, Esg.
Bercow and Radell

Wachovia Financial Cenier
200 South Biscayne Boulevard
Suite 650

Miami FL 33131

Subject: Request for confirmation that the "Density Averaging”
provisions of the Comprehensive Development Masier Plan
{CDMP)} may be utilized for Application Number 3 of the Apri
2005-08 Cycle of Amendments

Dear Mr. Penmn:

This letter is provided in response to your request dated August 30
S 2005 for confirmation that "Density Averaging” can be employed in the
e unified development of the entire subject site for Application Number 3

NG S of the April 2005-06 Cycle of Amendment Applications. The application
site is split by a local roadway, NE 14 Avenue, into eastern and western
etk R Bt portions. You want confirmation that the densily averaging provisions
e e would apply to the entire site despite being divided by NE 14 Avenue

o i e into two portions.
Sapetiins S Urmaniagton The text of the Land Use Element does not specifically address
2ot s Decba i fransferring density across a lccal roadway but does include
Pinaing 2o transferring density across roads designated as Major or Minor
o Roadways on the Land Use Plan map. The text on Page 1-26 states

Pt pvaptniond i i Ak

the following "Density may be fransferred across a Major or Minor
roadway to an adiacent and legally unified parcel or portion thereof

e ity contigucus to the Roadway provided, further, that the site receiving the
b iy increased density shall be developed at a density no greater than the

Pty APyt

- higher of adjoining or adjacent existing residential development or

. A zoning, or if the adjoining land is undeveloped and not zoned for urban
S Ao use, one density category higher than the LUP map designation of the

parcel.” Thease same provisions should apply to transferring density

T e across a local roadway.



 Graham Penn, Esg.
September 26, 2005
Page 2

In conclusion, | find that the entire application site is subject o the density averaging
provisions of the CDMP. Please remember that the density averaging provisions of the
CDMP are all conditioned upon a determination being made that the requested densily
and housing fypes are compatible with the surrounding development and would not
greale a significant negative impact on services within the area.

This letter is provided in response to your request for interpreting provisions of the
CDMP; it does not constitute a deparmental recommendation on any pending or future
requests for development approval. As stated above, this interpretation is based upon
the policies and provisions of the CDMP currently in effect, current conditions in the
area, and relevant provisions of the Code of Ordinances of Miami-Dade County
{Chapter 33).

if you have any questions regarding this information, fes! free lo call me at {305} 375-
2840 or Mr. Mark R. Woemner, Chief of the Metropolitan Planning Section, at {3&5} 375-
2835 for further assistance.

Sincerely,

y € g Ly
‘LB HL (@1 Pl
Diane O'Quinn Williams

Director

%/ DOQW: SB: MRW: PM: FLM
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February 28, 2006

Mr. Graham Penn, Esq.

"“““'“_‘““"‘““““" Pyhili Mot Bercow and Radell
: Frkriian Wachovia Financial Center
- Ennrru.-nlh;.ﬁnhuﬁﬁrﬂq

CI'..I'ﬂlTh.ﬂ"}' & Eoonomic L'hewﬁnpnrrﬂ
A Conmuiity Refatians

200 South Biscayne Boulevard
Suite 850 .

2 Cotimme SefyioeL Miami, FL 33131
Camretons & Ashabilimban
o Subject: Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) text
Elesctions " e 0 P -
Ewmwmt interpretation for utilizing the density averaging concept in
Emiesyee Relasions calculating the potential number of dwelling units on the

3 Impum'rnmr'l'ruu

3 In&rph.e'l':r}mnhﬁ-,!a\-m :

s Enﬁrﬂnmmmh&amgmw:
le!rﬂphmwntmainu

Finunce

Subject Property that is generally bounded by NW 99 Street,
NW 9 Avenue, NW 95 Terrace and NW 12 Avenue (April
2005-06 Cycle CDMP Application No. 4).

Fite Ressan Dear Mr. Penn:

= Cenlrals-nmhdmurﬁhw
”'*‘?":::‘;1: This letter is provided in response to your raquest dated January _1{},
Mo by - 2006 for confirmation of the textual provisions of the CDMP, conceming
Housing Famncs Autharty the use of the density averaging concept in calculating the potential
Hisman Secvices number of dwelling units that could occur on the Subject Property that
todependere Reviow Panl is generally bounded by NW 99 Street, NW 9 Avenue, NW 95 Terrace
ettt and NW 12 Avenue and is listed as Application No. 4 in the April 2005-
mkmm 06 CDMP Amendment Cycle. Your proposed course of action includes
Metm-Miimi Acsian Plan transferring Parcel C to Miami-Dade County by a warranty deed or a
Matrapsitan Pianning Organization long-term lease, tying the development of the Application Area to a
Park and Rrcrealion single plan that would depict Parcel C as limited to civic uses,
e transferring the number of residential units that would normally be
S . permitted on Parcel C to the other portions of the development, and
Property Appriie providing a declaration of restrictions that would limit the development
Public Library Sysem to the submitted plan., You specifically asked if this course of action
- e, would result in a legally unified development that would be eligible for

5"’""”"“"‘"“""%“": the application of density averaging under the COMP.

Salid \Wagne Munageren
Sty Sirmness Marugemeni The text of the Land Use Element states that several non-residential
’”‘"J‘“" uses that may be included in the "gross residential acreage" when

il

Texk Foese gt Uran Errornic Revimllzatan
Wipvays Musnir Ared Candpm
gy B Sonrs

computing the number of dwelling units permitted per gross acre in &
residential communities area. These include streets, community
institutional uses, private recreational open spaces that are protected

M AFT NYIS Ao

ML 904Z20/€0



Graham Penn, Esaq.
February 28, 2006
Page 2

in perpetuity by covenant; public or semipublic utility sites, easements or rights-of-way
donated at the time of development approval; and nature preserves and water bodies
created as open-space amenities during project development or credited for density
purpases during previous development approval, or inland waters wholly owned by the
applicant. The sites of these nonresidential uses may be included in the gross

~. residential acreage only if they are under the same ownership or are multiple
-~ ownerships that are legally unified (legally unified development) as the site for which
- gross density is being determined. I your project is a legally unified development, the

calculation of gross density may include a parcel with an institutional use such as
Parcel C.

Lt ' The land use density ceiling designated on the Land Use Plan (LUP) map applies to
= every parcel. However, in certain instances, the averaging of density may be
~+ authorized among different parcels in a legally unified development, as long the
" average density does not exceed the gross density permitted by the LUP map category.

- To utilize density averaging on the subject property, the parcels must be under a single
- ownership or multiple ownerships that are legally unified, be situated in a unit area

bounded by Major and Minor Roadways as indicated on the LUP map, be located within
- the Urban Development Boundary (UDB), and be designated for urban uses. The
= 'pmject would be legally unified if development on the property would be subject to
declaration of restrictions that would limit the development to the submitted plan. The
'*_:suhject property is situated within a unit area bounded by the four Major Roadways of
NW 7 and 17 Avenues and NW 95 and 103 Streets as denoted by the LUP map. The

% -'f,'sub_iect property is currently designated for urban uses and is located within the UDB.

- In conclusion, | find that your proposed course of action would resuit in a legally unified

A elopment that would be eligible for the application of density averaging under the

CDMP.

- This letter is provided in response to your request for interpreting provisions of the
~CBDMP; it does not constitute a departmental recommendation on any pending or future

iy P requests for development approval. This interpretation is based upon the policies and

provisions of the CDMP currently in effect, current conditions in the area, and relevant

- provisions of the Code of Ordinances of Miami-Dade County (Chapter 33).

If you have any questions regarding this information, feel free to call me at (305) 375-
2840 or Mr. Mark R. Woerner, Chief of the Metropolitan Planning Section, at (305) 375-
2835 for further assistance.

Sincerery

i CLO

Dlana O’Quinn Williams
Director

C: DOQW: SB: MRW: PM: BNW: FLM
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APPENDIX 4

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

April 2007 Cycle Application No. 3
March 24 2008
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BERCOW RADELL&FERNANDEZ

ZOMNING, LAND USE Alﬁwfﬁ-NIHONMENTAL L A0
b YL (30%) 376231
m- ail; milarking@brzoninglaw.com

paito & ZONG secT
WETROPOLITAN 7L
VIA HAND DELIVERY

March 13, 2008

Mr. Subrata Basu

Interim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning
Miami-Dade County

Stephen P. Clark Center

111 Northwest 1st Street, 11th Floor
Miami, Florida 33128

Re:  Anthony Balzebre Trust, Application No. 3, April 2007 CDMP_Amendment
Cvcle - Change in Ownership.

Dear Subrata:

As you know, this law firm represents the Anthony Balzebre Trust, the
applicant in connection with the above-referenced application. Please be advised
that the applicant has recently changed the entity having direct ownership of the
application area (“Property”). Specifically, the entity directly owning the Property is
now entitled 107" Avenue Gamma, LLC. The foregoing entity, in turn, is owned
100% by Balzebre Gamma LP. Further yet, Balzebre Gamma LP is owned 99.9% by
the Anthony Balzebre Trust and 1% by Balzebre Gamma LLC. However, the 1%
ownership in Balzebre Gamma LLC is also owned by the Anthony Balzebre Trust.
Accordingly, the Anthony Balzebre Trust continues to own the Property, albeit
indirectly.! For your convenience, attached please find a diagram of this new
ownership structure.

With regard to a separate matter, please be advised that the Property consists
of a gross acreage of 63.95 and a net acreage of 54.20. Although the survey submitted
as part of our original application in April 2007 correctly indicated the Property’s
gross acreage as 63.95, it erroneously identified its net acreage as 59.949.
Accordingly, please note that the application’s gross acreage should reflect an
increase in size, while the Property’s net acreage should reflect a decrease. Even

! See initial disclosure of interest filed with application for information relating to the trustee and
beneficiaries of the Anthony Balzebre Trust.

WACHOWIA FINANCIAL CENTER » 200 SOUTH BISCAYME BOULEVARD, SUITE 850 = MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131
PHOME. 305.374.5300 +« FAX. 305.377.6222



Mr. Subrata Basu
March 13, 2008
Page 2

though Department of Planning and Zoning staff is already fully aware of this
discrepancy in acreage (as noted in staff's initial recommendations), we kindly
request that the department’s revised recommendations accurately reflect the
foregoing acreage figures.

If you have any questions or comments in the interim, please give me a call at
(305) 377-6231.

Sincerely yours,

/Vyww

Michael W. Larkin
Enclosures

CC: Mr. Mark Woerner
Mr. Pat Moore
Mr. Mark Dorsey
Mr. Robert Balzebre
Mr. Steven Nostrand
Jetfrey Bercow, Esq.
Michael A. Gil, Esq.
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Children
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APPENDIX 5

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

April 2007 Cycle Application No. 3
March 24 2008
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Miami-Dade County Public Schools

the world
s, e giving our students the world

C scrC

Superintendent of Schools
Rudolph F. Crew, Ed.D.

Mr. Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning, Miami-Dade County
111 NW 1 Strést, 11" Floor

Miami, Florida 33128

Re: Application No. 3 - Land Use Amendments April 2007 Cycle
Anthony Balzebre Trust

Dear Mr. Basu:
Dear Ms. Teresa-Fojo:

Pursuant to the state-mandated and School Board approved Interlocal Agreement, local
government, the development community and the School Board are to collaborate on the
options to address the impact of proposed residential development on public schools where
the proposed dévelopment would result in an increase in the schools’ FISH % utilization
(permanent arid relocatable), in excess of 115%.

the above referenced application. Please note that two of the impacted school facilities:
Eugenia B. Thomas Elementary and Doral Middle Schools, meet the referenced review
threshold (please see enclosed analysis).

Additionally, at its April 13, 2005 meeting, the Board approved School District criteria that
would allow District staff to make recommendations on residential zoning applications that
impact public schools beyond the 115% of FISH capacity threshold (Review Criteria).
Pursuant to thé Interlocal and the recently approved Review Criteria, the District met with the
applicant several times to discuss the impact of the proposed development on public
schools. The District is grateful that the applicant took the time to meet with the School
District to discuss mitigation options outlined in the Review Criteria that may accommodate
new students generated by the proposed application. As such, the applicant has voluntarily
proffered to the School Board a monetary donation, over and above impact fees. The
payment of the required educational impact fees for this proposed development and the
proffered monetary donation will provide the full capital cost of student stations for the
additional studéents generated be the proposed development. Please be advised that such a
proffer by the applicant is subject to School Board approval at an upcoming meeting.

Facilities Planning
Ana Rijo-Conde, AICP, Planning Officer « 1450 N.E. 2nd Avenue, Suite 525 « Miami, Florida 33132
305-995-7285 « FAX 305-995-4760 » arijo@dadeschools.net

Miami-Dade County School Board

Agustin J. Barrera, Chair

Perla Tabares Hantman, Vice Chair

Renier Diaz de la Portilla

Evelyn Langlieb Greer

Dr. Wilbert “Tee” Holloway

Dr. Martin Karp

March 18, 2008 Ana Rivas Logan
Dr. Marta Pérez

Dr. Solomon C. Stinson
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Pursuant to the recently approved 5-year work plan, please note the enclosed analysis
depicts the various relief schools planned in the area. Additionally, pursuant to Miami-Dade
County’s Educational Facilities Impact Fee Ordinance the proposed development, if
approved, will be required to pay educational facilities impact fees (impact fees) based on
the following formula:

New residential unit square footage X .90 (Square Footage Fee) +
$600:00 (Base Fee) + 2% administrative fee = Educational Facilities
Impact fee

As an example; assuming the typical proposed unit is 1,050 square feet, the additional 1050
units are estimated to generate approximately $1,622,250 ($1,545 per unit — excluding 2%
administrative fée) in impact fees. This figure may vary since the impact fees assessed are
based on the actual square footage of each dwelling unit.

As always, tharik you for your consideration and continued partnership in our mutual goal to
enhance the quality of life for the residents of gur community.

Director Il ( g

IMR:ir
L458

cc:  Ms. Ana Rijo-Conde
Mr. Ferfiando Albuerne



SCHOOL IMPACT REVIEW ANALYSIS
July 23, 2007 (Revised)

APPLICATION: No. 3, Anthony Balzebre Trust
REQUEST: Change Land Use from Industrial and Office & Business and

Office to Business and Office. Designate property as a
Regional Activity Center (RAC)

ACRES: + 59.95 Acres
LOCATION: Northwest corner of NW 107 Avenue and NW 12 Street
MSA/

MULTIPLIER: 3.2 /.35 Multifamily
NUMBER OF

UNITS: 1050 units
ESTIMATED STUDENT

POPULATION: 368*
ELEMENTARY: 177

MIDDLE: 81

SENIOR HIGH: 110

SCHOOLS SERVING AREA OF APPLICATION

ELEMENTARY: Eugenia B. Thomas K-8 Center — NW 58 Street and 114 Avenue
MIDDLE: Doral Middle — 5005 NW 112 Ave.
SENIOR: Miami Coral Park Senior High — 8865 SW 16 Street

All schools are located in Regional Center lll.

*Based on Census 2000 information provided by Miami-Dade County Department of
Planning and Zoning.
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The following population and facility capacity data are as reported by Information
Technology Services, as of October 2006:

% UTILIZATION | NUMBER OF | % UTILIZATION FISH
FISHDESIGN | FISHDESIGN | PORTABLE | DESIGN CAPACITY
STUDENT CAPACITY CAPACITY STUDENT PERMANENT AND
POPULATION PERMANENT | PERMANENT STATIONS RELCOATABLE
Eugenia B. 1,703 180% 152%
Thomas K-8 945 176
Center 1,880 * 199% 168%
1,390 134% 116%
Doral Middle 1,039 158
1,471 * 142% 123%
i 3,747 107% 88%
I\S/l;rircl)eroral Park 3.492 784
3,857 * 110% 90%

*Student population increase as a result of the proposed development

**Estimated number of students (cumulative) based on zoning/land use log (2001-
present) and assuming all approved developments are built; also assumes none of the
prior cumulative students are figured in current population.

Notes:
1) Figures above reflect the impact of the class size amendment.
2) Pursuant to the Interlocal Agreement, the elementary and middle schools
meet the review threshold.

PLANNED RELIEF SCHOOLS IN THE AREA

School _ Status Projected Occupancy Date
E. B. Thomas K-8 Center Opened 2007

(Doral Middle School Relief)
(532 student stations)

S/S “P-1" a new K-8 facility Construction School Opening 2008
(John I. Smith Elementary,

E. B. Thomas K-8 Center;

and Doral Middle School Relief)

(1624 student stations)

S/S T1, new elementary school  Site Acquisition School Opening 2010
(John I. Smith Elementary and

E.B. Thomas K=8 Center

(1200 student stations)

OPERATING COSTS: Accounting to Financial Affairs, the average cost for K-12 grade

students amounts to $6,549 per student. The total annual operating cost for additional
students residing in this development, if approved, would total $2,410,032.
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CAPITAL COSTS: Based on the State’s July 2007 student station cost factors*, capital
costs for the estimated additional students to be generated by the proposed
development are:

ELEMENTARY 177 x 18549 = $3,283,173
MIDDLE 81 x 20,031 = $1,622,511
SENIOR HIGH Does not meet review threshold

Total Potential Capital Cost $4,905,684

*Based on Information provided by the Florida Department of Education, Office of
Educational Facilities Budgeting. Cost per student station does not include land cost.
not include land cost.
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APPENDIX 6

Revised transportation data and analysis from applicant’s transportation consultant

April 2007 Cycle Application No. 3
March 24 2008
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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 | 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.



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 VIC | Scenario3V/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 vic viC 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 24914 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 115 119 4.44% Not Significant - below 5% 24914 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 114 114 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 17,156 113 118 4.21% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 25 Street SR 826 to NW 82 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.32 134 1.69% Not Significant - below 5% 51,978 59,160 68,734 69,610 1.16 118 1.48% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 82 Ave to NW 87 Ave 6LD 120% of E 1.22 124 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 131 1.34 2.73% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 45,165 46,103 114 117 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 112 117 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 41D 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 071 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 1.27 131 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 7.21% 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 1.20 112 -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 1.28 123 -5.48% Reduction in Impact 34,348 39,480 44,045 42,164 112 1.07 -4.76% Not Significant - below 5%
SR 826 NW 58 St to NW 41 St 10LD D 137 135 -2.12% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 254,986 251,031 1.40 137 -2.17% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 41 St to NW 25 St 10LD D 1.29 1.28 -1.26% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 240,273 237,925 132 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 148,956 144,300 253,953 252,196 176 175 -1.22% Not Significant - below 5%
SR 836 to W. Flagler St 10LD D 113 1.08 -5.60% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 210,706 200,279 115 1.10 -5.71% Not Significant - below 5%
W. Flagler St to SW 8 St 10LD D 134 1.30 -3.52% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 248,600 242,053 1.36 133 -3.59% Not Significant - below 5%
SW 8 Stto SW 40 St 10LD D 1.25 1.20 -4.25% Reduction in Impact 186,196 182,600 231,940 224,032 127 1.23 -4.33% Not Significant - below 5%




2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C | Scenario 3V/C [ % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables | Base Scenario | Scenario3 | Using FDOT | Using FDOT Base vs. Status
LOS viC viC 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 1511 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 Stto SW 8 St 4D 120% of E 135 134 -1.21% Reduction in Impact 34,348 41,400 46,492 46,077 112 111 -1.00% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 97 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 52 St 2LD E-TDP 138 144 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 4D 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 4D E-TDP 129 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 4D E-TDP 1.039 1.086 477% 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 L77% 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 Stto SW 8 St 4LD E-TDP 143 1.46 3.28% Not Significant - below 5% 32,956 32,900 47,098 48,178 143 1.46 3.28% Not Significant - below 5%
SW 8 St to Coral Way 2LD E-TDP 1.20 123 3.85% Not Significant - below 5% 16,086 16,380 19,224 19,844 117 121 3.79% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 107 Avenue  [NW 58 St to NW 50 St 4D 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 41D 120% of E 112 115 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 41D 120% of E 131 1.32 1.61% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 44,842 45,395 114 1.15 1.40% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 25 St to NW 14 St 6LD 120% of E 121 1.22 171% 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 113 111 -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 1.39 150 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 0.69 071 1.84% Not Significant - below 5%
W. Flagler to SW 8 St 6LD 120% of E 119 121 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 127 125 -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 122 129 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 124 128 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 Stto SW 10 St 6LD 120% of E 116 123 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24914 59,160 28,822 30,534 0.49 0.52 2.89% Meets Adopted LOS Standard
SW 10 St to SW 18 St 4D 120% of E 0.89 0.96 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24914 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 131 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 Stto SW 18 St 4D 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 138 1.26 -11.23% Reduction in Impact 51,978 49,300 71,470 65,631 145 133 -11.84% Not Significant - below 5%
SW 6 Stto SW 8 St 6LD D 144 1.32 -11.81% Reduction in Impact 49,370 49,300 71,064 65,235 144 132 -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%




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 VIC | Scenario 3V/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 viC VIC 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 124 1.30 5.94% See calculations using adopted LOS 24914 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 115 119 4.44% Not Significant - below 5% 24914 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 17,156 113 118 4.27% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 25 Street NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4LD 120% of E 131 1.34 2.73% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 45,165 46,103 114 117 2.38% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 12 Street SR 826 to NW 87 Ave 4D 120% of E - TDP 0.82 0.86 3.40% Not Significant - below 5% 34,348 39,480 28,226 29,393 071 0.74 2.96% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 87 Ave to NW 97 Ave 4D 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 4D 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 127 131 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 7.21% 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%




2015 2015 2015 Model 2015 Model % Change Significance Segment Segment Capacity 2015 Model 2015 Model Base V/C | Scenario 3V/C | % Change Significance
Roadway Segment Limits Lanes Adopted Base Scenario Scenario 3 Base vs. Status Capacity from FDOT Tables | Base Scenario | Scenario3 | Using FDOT | Using FDOT Base vs. Status
LOS VIC vIc 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 1511 5.02% See calculations using adopted LOS 51,978 59,160 75,936 78,546 128 133 4.41% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 97 Avenue NW 58 St to NW 52 St 2LD E-TDP 138 144 6.69% See calculations using adopted LOS 11,522 16,380 15,867 16,638 0.969 1.016 471% Not Significant - below 5%
NW 52 St to NW 41 St 4LD E-TDP 0.93 0.96 3.43% Not Significant - below 5% 24914 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 4D 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 121 122 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 113 1 -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 139 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 122 129 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 1.24 128 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 1.16 123 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 4D 120% of E 0.89 0.96 6.87% See calculations using adopted LOS 24914 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 24914 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 131 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 Stto SW 18 St ALD 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




APPENDIX 7

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

April 2007 Cycle Application No. 3
March 24 2008
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TABLE 10
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT ELEMENT - 2007 APPLICATION NO. 3

{In Millions of Dollars
1 2 3 4 5 6 Six
Project Year of Prior 2007/08 | 2008/09 | 2009/10 | 2010/11 2011/12 | 2012/13 Year Future Project Funding
Number Project Name and Location Completion | Years Totals Years Totals Source
1 Intersection Improvement at NW 12 Street and NW 111 Avenue 12/2012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0250 0.2500 0.2750 0.0000 0.2750 Developer
Add an exclusive westbound right turn lane. Funded
Includes signal modification. . 507
2 Widen NW 111 Avenue from NW 12 Street to NW 14 Street 12/2012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0800 0.8000 0.8800 0.0000 0.8800 Developer
Add a third northbound travel lane to expand NW 111 Avenue Funded
from a 4LD to a 5LD. 507
3 Intersection Improvement at NW 111 Avenue and NW 14 Street 1272012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0250 0.2500 0.2750 0.0000 0.2750 Developer
Convert the third northbound travel lane to an exclusive Funded
northbound right turn lane at NW 14 Street. 507
Includes signal modification.
4 Widen NW 14 Street from NW 111 Avenue to NW 107 Avenue 1272012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1400 1.6000 1.7400 0.0000 1.7400 Developer
Add a third eastbound travel lane to expand NW 14 Street Funded
from a 4LD to a 5LD. 507
5 Intersection Improvement at NW 14 Street and NW 107 Avenue 1272012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0250 0.2500 0.2750 0.0000 0.2750 Developer
Convert the third eastbound trave! lane to an exclusive Funded
eastbound right turn lane at NW 107 Avenue, 507
Includes signal modification.
6 Widen NW 107 Avenue from NW 14 Street to NW 12 Street 12/2012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0600 0.6000 0.6600 0.0000 0.6800 Developer
Complete the fourth southbound through lane on NW 107 Avenue Funded
from NW 14 Street to 260 feet north of NW 12 Street. 507
ESTIMATED IMPROVEMENT COSTS: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3550 3.7500 4.1050 0.0000 4.1050

CDMP Amendment Application No. 3

November 2007
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