
May 2016 Cycle              5-1    Application No. 5 
Revised and Replaced December 2016 

 

APPLICATION SUMMARY 
 

Applicant/Representative:  International Atlantic, LLC. / Miguel Diaz de la Portilla, Esq., & 
Elinette Ruiz, Esq. 

Location: North of NW 178 Street between the Turnpike and I-75 

Total Acreage:  ±174.83 Gross/ ±150.12 Net 

Requested Land Use Plan Map 
Designation: 

1. Redesignate the application site on the Land Use Plan 
map: 

From:  “Industrial and Office”  

To:      “Business and Office”  

2. Amend the Land Use Element text by Deleting the 0.45 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limitation that applies to the 
portion of the Application area west of NW 97 Avenue; 

3. Release the Declaration of Restrictions, recorded in 
Official Records Book 24479 at Page 0689 of the Public 
Records of Miami-Dade County, Florida, as it applies to 
portions of the subject property; 

4. Add the proffered Declaration of Restrictions in the 
Restrictions Table in Appendix A of the CDMP Land Use 
Element, if accepted by the Board; and 

5. Amend the Transportation Element Figure 1 – Planned 
Year 2030 Roadway Network; Figure 2 – Roadway 
Classification 2012; and Figure 3 – Roadway Functional 
Classification 2030). 

Amendment Type: Standard 

Existing Zoning District/Site Condition: AU and IU-C / vacant 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Staff: TRANSMIT WITH CHANGE AND WITH THE 
PROFFERED DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS 
(November 2016) 

Country Club of Miami Community Council (5) TRANSMIT WITH CHANGE AND WITH THE 
PROFFERED DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS as 
recommended by staff and with the following 
conditions: 1) Keep NW 170th Street bridge closed 
and, 2) provide private bus shuttle bus services for 
the communities on NW 186 Street. (November 29, 
2016) 

Planning Advisory Board (PAB) Acting as  
the Local Planning Agency: 

TRANSMIT WITH CHANGE AND WITH THE 
PROFFERED DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS as 
recommended by staff (December 7, 2016) 

Board of County Commissioners Transmittal: 

Board of County Commissioners Final Action: 

TO BE DETERMINED (January 25, 2017) 

TO BE DETERMINED (April 2017) 

Application No. 5 
Commission District 12                Community Council 5 
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Staff recommends to TRANSMIT WITH CHANGE AND WITH THE PROFFERED 
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS the proposed standard amendment to the Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan (CDMP) Adopted 2020-2030 Land Use Plan (LUP) map and Land Use 
Element text. The application requests to redesignate the ±174.83 gross-acre application site 
from “Industrial and Office” to the “Business and Office” CDMP land use category; delete text in 
the CDMP Land Use Element, release an existing Declaration of Restrictions, add the new 
proffered covenant to the Restrictions Table in Appendix A of the Land Use Element; and revise 
the Traffic Circulation Subelement Figures 1, 2 and 3 to reflect the roadway network changes    
needed to support the application. Staff’s recommendation is based on the following reasons: 
 
Principal Reasons for Recommendation:  

 
1. Staff recommends the application be transmitted with change because the application has 

considerable merits, but, staff has several concerns with the application and believes that the 
concerns may be addressed during the amendment process. The application proposes the 
development of a significant 6.2 million square feet retail and entertainment venue with 2,000 
hotel rooms, which the Applicant projects will generate over 14,500 jobs while attracting over 
30 million visitors per year. While the proposed development could generate a potentially 
significant economic benefit to the County, careful consideration must be given to the projected 
impacts from the development and ensuring such impacts are appropriately mitigated. Staff’s 
primary concerns are in ensuring the potential environmental and transportation impacts that 
would be generated by the development are determined/quantified and that the appropriate 
mitigation measures, including for other impacts, are adequately addressed through the 
necessary commitments from the Applicant.  
 
The Applicant has proffered a Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) that would limit 
development on the property to 3,500,000 square feet of retail; 1,500,000 square feet of 
entertainment uses; a hotel with 2,000 rooms; and 1,200,000 square feet of common areas of 
back of house uses. The conditions under which any outstanding development impacts would 
be determined and how they would be addressed and mitigated must be appropriately 
described in the Applicant’s proffered covenant and/or a related Chapter 163 Development 
Agreement. Transmittal of the application allows time for the appropriate analyses to be 
completed and the proffers to be made.  
  
The referenced change to the application is the Applicant’s withdrawal by letter dated August 
9, 2016, of two parcels totaling ±19.65 acres from the northern portion of the application site, 
reducing the size of the site from ±169.48 net acres to ±150.12 net acres (from ±194.48 gross 
acres to ±174.83 gross acres). The requests of the application are detailed herein on page 5-
16 herein.  

 
2. The application proposes development that includes a mix of retail and entertainment uses 

consistent with a recommendation of the Retail/Entertainment District Assessment report (the 
RED report) prepared on behalf of the County. In December 2010 the Miami-Dade Board of 
County Commissioners adopted Resolution No. 1233-10 directing the County to study the 
feasibility of a Retail/Entertainment District in the County, specifically in the area west of Miami 
International Airport, east of the Turnpike, north of State Road 836, and south of NW 41 Street. 
The study was conducted by Lambert Advisory and the findings presented in the 
Retail/Entertainment District Assessment report (the RED report). Specific to the objective, the 
RED report concluded that land within the study area between the Dolphin and International 
Malls has the capacity to support additional entertainment venues in the form of restaurants, 
clubs and potentially a ride, water feature and themed experience. The study further pointed  
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out that the retail and entertainment venues would be strengthened by the development of 
additional hotel rooms to serve the area.   

 
Furthermore, the study found that large-scale retail businesses that include family 
entertainment in their operations perform financially better than standalone retail operations 
and large-scale types of commercial developments are concentrated in the central and 
northern area of the County, with the trend expected to continue. The study also recommended 
that the County should consider developing a series of workshops focusing on planning for 
potential Retail Entertainment Districts elsewhere in the County and identified areas that are 
appropriate for Retail/Entertainment District type development. Among the areas identified for 
Retail/Entertainment District type development are the County’s planned Zoo Miami 
Entertainment Area, the Southland Mall area, Homestead and the Northwest area of the 
County. The Application proposes a Retail/Entertainment District type development within the 
northwest area of the County consistent with the findings of the RED report.   
 

3. The application proposes to change the “Industrial and Office” Land Use Plan map designation 
of the ±174.83-gross acre application site to facilitate the development of a retail/entertainment 
project on the subject property, generally in accordance with the CDMP provisions for the 
“Industrial and Office” land use category. The CDMP Land Use Element text on page I-39 
provides for the retention of “Industrial and Office” designated land when such land is in a Minor 
Statistical Area that has less than a 15-year supply of industrial land. In instances where there 
is less than a 15-year supply of industrial land, in order to be considered for approval of a non-
industrial use it must be demonstrated that such use will not adversely impact future industrial 
development. The application proposes development on the subject property located in Minor 
Statistical Area (MSA) 3.1, which has more than a 50-year supply of industrial land, and the 
redesignation of the application site would not reduce the industrial land to less than a 30-year 
supply. This is calculated based on the current rate of absorption of 16.87 acres of industrial 
land per year. 
 
Furthermore, the Applicant has proffered covenant that would limit development on the 
application site, as discussed in Principal Reason No. 1, to uses that would be generally 
compatible with industrial development and would not impede industrial development on 
adjacent industrial land to the south.  

 
4. The application presents an opportunity for preparation of a more detailed plan of development 

for the ±174.83 gross acre application site together with an abutting ±339-acre site to the south 
that is the subject of the associated Application No. 6 (the Graham Application), also being 
processed in this May 2016 Cycle. As expressed in the Graham Application, this Application 
No. 5 provides the basis for the development program proposed in the Graham Application. 
Given the size of each application site and the intensity of the development proposed, each 
application meets the thresholds for a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) review, pursuant 
to Chapter 380.06(1), Florida Statutes, and Rule 28-24 of the Florida Administrative Code. 
However, Section 380.06(30), Florida Statutes, provides that developments meeting the 
requirements of review as a new DRI are required to undergo plan amendment review under 
the State Coodinated Review Process outlined in Chapter 163.3184(4) in lieu of the DRI review 
process. Although not required to undergo a DRI level review, upon staff’s request the 
Applicants agreed to answer twenty one (21) relevant questions among those typically asked 
of Applications for Development Approval (ADA) of a new DRI to facilitate the County’s review 
of the applications. The questions and the Applicant’s responses are included as Additional 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.3184.html
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Materials to the application filed and form part of the basis for review of the application (see 
Appendix A: Amendment Application on Appendices Page 3). County staff has reviewed the 
responses to the DRI questions and determined that additional analysis and information is 
required from the Applicant primarily as it pertains to natural and environmental resources 
discussed in Principal Reason No. 7(iv) below.      
 

5. Consistent with the provisions of Objective ICE-1 and associated policies of the CDMP 
Intergovernmental Coordination Element, the review of the application’s traffic impacts and that 
of Application No. 6 was coordinated with Broward County and municipalities in both Broward 
and Miami-Dade Counties that are proximate to the application site, as well as the Florida 
Department of Transportation, Florida Turnpike Enterprise, and the South Florida Regional 
Council. The objective and associated policies require the County to coordinate comprehensive 
planning, development and impact assessment among governmental entities. The coordinated 
review of the application has occurred through a series of four (4) meetings convened at the 
offices of the South Florida Regional Council both prior and subsequent to the application being 
filed with the County with the primary focus on analyzing the traffic impacts projected to be 
generated by the application as proposed.  

 
Application Nos. 5 and 6 were both originally filed in the November 2015 Cycle of amendments 
to the CDMP but were subsequently transferred to the May 2016 Cycle at the request of the 
Applicants. The coordination meetings occurred over a one-year period, with the first two 
occurring in September and October of 2015 prior to the filing of the applications in the 
November 2015 Cycle. The third meeting was convened in January 2016 after the applications 
were filed and the fourth meeting occurred in September 2016 after the applications were 
transferred to the May 2016 Cycle.  

 
All entities that have participated in the coordinated review were able to provide input into the 
methodology for the Transportation Impact Analysis and also reviewed the various versions of 
the analysis prepared and submitted by Leftwich Consulting Engineers on behalf of the 
Applicants. The correspondence between County staff, representatives Broward County result 
of the agency participation is presented in a separate document entitled “Addendum to the May 
2016 Cycle Initial Recommendations for Application Nos. 5 and 6” dated November 2016. 
Through this coordinated review process the Transportation Impact Analysis has undergone 
multiple revisions and the review is ongoing. Based on the impact documentation from the 
analysis, County staff continues to have questions about the validity of the project's overall trip 
distribution and impacts to the transportation network and the appropriateness of certain 
proposed roadway improvements identified by the Applicant to address projected LOS 
roadway deficiencies. Staff continues to work with the Applicants and the transportation 
consultant to address these concerns and to bring them to a satisfactory resolution.  
 

6. The application does not adequately demonstrate the appropriate coordination of land use and 
transportation planning as required by the CDMP. Land Use Element Objective LU-1 and 
Policy LU-1A, and Mass Transit Subelement Objective MT-2 and Policy MT-2A collectively 
require the location and configuration of urban growth to emphasize the intensification of 
development around centers of activity having high countywide multimodal accessibility 
including the provision of efficient transit service. Furthermore, Mass Transit Subelement Policy 
MT-1A requires areas within the Urban Development Boundary of the CDMP Adopted 2020 
and 2030 Land Use Plan (LUP) map that have a combined resident and work force population 
of more than 10,000 persons per square mile (640 acres) to be provided with transit service 
having 30-minute headways. The application proposes a significant center of activity, a 6.2 
million square feet retail and entertainment destination with 2,000 hotel rooms that is projected 
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to employ over 14,500 persons within a  ±174 gross acre area, but lacks details on how transit 
service will be provided to the proposed development. The scale of the proposed development 
warrants careful consideration to the planning of future transit service to connect the site to the 
County’s existing transit network toward mitigating the associated traffic impacts. 

 
The application site is located west of I-75 which forms a physical barrier between the site and 
the residential and other developments to the east and there is currently no direct transit service 
to the site. The closest transit services to the application site are provided through Metrobus 
Routes 54, 183, and 267 that operate along Miami Gardens Drive/NW 186 Street with the 
closest stop located at the intersection of Miami Gardens Drive and NW 87 Avenue, over three 
quarters of a mile (0.77 miles) away from the site. The Department of Transportation and Public 
Works (DTPW) has identified five (5) existing Metrobus Routes that could be extended to serve 
the application site to the extent of $3.6 million in unfunded capital costs and $3.153 million in 
unfunded operation and maintenance costs. The DTPW has also identified six (6) possible 
future transit improvement projects that could provide transit service to the proposed 
development, including an estimated $325 million rail project. (See Transit Service analysis on 
page 5-49.)    
 
The Applicant’s traffic impact analysis states that a transit center will be provided within the 
proposed development but does not provide the necessary details of how the transit center will 
be implemented nor how transit service to the site would be funded. It is noted that the traffic 
impact analysis also indicates that the Applicant would operate 20 shuttle type buses providing 
direct connection to the proposed development from the region’s airports and sea ports based 
on ridership potential. The shuttle buses would not provide service for the general public and, 
depending on ridership, may not be initiated or could be discontinued if the desired ridership is 
not attained. Therefore, the Applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County how 
the proposed project will be adequately served by mass transit.    

 
7. Additional information and analysis is required from the Applicant to determine consistency 

with Policy LU-8E of the CDMP Land Use Element, which provides criteria for evaluating Land 
Use Plan map amendment applications. Policy LU-8E requires LUP map amendment 
applications to be evaluated according to factors such as (i) the ability of the proposed 
amendment to satisfy a deficiency in the LUP map to accommodate projected population or 
economic growth of the County, (ii) impacts to County facilities and services, (iii) compatibility 
with abutting and nearby land uses, (iv) impacts to environmental and historical resources, and 
(v) the extent to which the proposed land use would promote transit ridership and 
pedestrianism pursuant to Objective LU-7 and associated policies. Each factor is discussed 
below. 

 
i. Need to Accommodate Economic or Population Growth: The proposed amendment would 

not satisfy a deficiency in the LUP map to accommodate projected population or economic 
growth of the County. However, as discussed in Principal Reason No. 2 above, the 
application proposes a retail/entertainment type development that is promoted in the RED 
report commissioned by the County in 2010.    
 
The application site is located within Minor Statistical Areas (MSA) 3.1, which has 1,033.5 
acres of in-use industrial uses in 2016, and an additional 1,362.9 acres of vacant land 
designated for industrial uses. At the annual absorption rate of 16.87 acres per year, 
industrial land within the MSA would be depleted well beyond the year 2030. Approval of 
the application would reduce the industrial land supply by ±150.12 net acres or 
approximately 9 years of supply. Regardless, industrial land within the MSA would be 
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depleted beyond year 2030. Additionally, given the scale and nature of the proposed 
development, the Analysis Area for the application comprises a combination of MSA’s 
(see Supply and Demand Analysis on page 5-21).  The Analysis Area contained 11,950.1 
acres of in-use industrial uses in 2016 and an additional 3,291.7 acres of vacant land 
zoned or designated for industrial uses. At the annual absorption rate of 163.35 acres per 
year, the study area is projected to deplete its supply of industrially zoned land beyond 
the year 2030. The application, if approved, would reduce the industrial land supply by 
almost one (1) year of supply, nevertheless, the study area would deplete its supply of 
industrially zoned land beyond the year 2030. 
 
The Analysis Area contained 15,481 acres of in-use commercial uses in 2016 and an 
additional 1,455.9 acres of vacant land zoned or designated for commercial uses. At the 
annual absorption rate of 60.17 acres per year, the study area is projected to deplete its 
supply of commercially zoned land beyond the year 2030. Approval of the application 
would add ±150.12 net acres or approximately 2.5 years of commercial land supply. 
 

ii. Public Facilities and Services: With the exception of roadways, fire-rescue services, and 
drainage, as discussed below, all other public services and facilities would operate within 
their adopted level of service (LOS) standards with the impacts that would be generated 
by the development of the site as proposed in the application, if approved, and the 
Applicant’s proffered covenant.  
 
As discussed in Principal Reason No. 5 above, upon evaluation of the Traffic Impact 
Analyses County staff continues to have questions about the validity of the project's overall 
trip distribution and impacts to the transportation network and the appropriateness of 
certain proposed roadway improvements identified by the Applicant to address projected 
LOS roadway deficiencies. Staff continues to work with the Applicants and the 
transportation consultant to appropriately address these concerns. 
  
The development proposed in the application is projected to generate 2,000 annual fire-
rescue alarms, which would generate a severe and detrimental impact to fire-rescue 
services and facilities. Because of the locations of existing fire rescue facilities in relation 
to the application site, Miami-Dade Fire and Rescue (MDFR) would be unable to conform 
to the performance objectives of national industry, which require the assembly of 15-17 
firefighters on scene within 8 minutes at 90% of all incidents. Furthermore, there are no 
planned fire rescue service expansions in the vicinity of the application site. Therefore, 
MDFR requires the dedication of a 2-acre parcel of land for the construction of a fire rescue 
facility to serve the subject site. In addition, the MDFR recommends including two first aid 
stations to be located within the proposed development.  
 
The application site is located within the Western C-9 Basin and development shall store 
onsite the stormwater runoff for the 25-year/3-day storm as required by the South Florida 
Management District (SFWMD). Additionally, the site’s southern property line is along a 
25-foot canal maintenance easement, which abuts the 60-foot Golden Glades Canal right-
of-way. The Golden Glades Canal is an undersized ditch that will need to be improved to 
its maximum width and existing culvert connections may need to be improved or new 
culverts installed if this canal is proposed and approved to accept discharges from the 
proposed development. The application and response to the DRI ADA questions currently 
do not sufficiently detail the stormwater infrastructure needed to serve the proposed 
development. It is recommended that the appropriate stormwater infrastructure needs be 
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determined and addressed in the Applicant’s proffered covenant and more specifically 
through a subsequent Chapter 163 Development Agreement.  
 

iii. Compatibility: The requested “Business and Office” land use designation and the 
development proposed on the site would be generally compatible with the single family 
development to the east, beyond I-75, and compatible with the vacant properties abutting 
to the south and north of the application site. However, the applicant has not demonstrated 
that the proposed development would be compatible with the rockmining operations 
located west of the application site beyond the Turnpike, as discussed in Principal Reason 
No. 8 below.  
 

iv. Environmental and Historic Resources: The application, if approved, could impact 
environmental resources and three archaeological sites that exists on the subject property. 
The application site contains wetlands with native wetland communities and the quality 
and extent of these resources are currently undetermined. The Applicant’s responses to 
the DRI ADA questions provide some information toward determining the extent and 
quality of wetlands on the property and the flora and fauna species unitizing these 
wetlands. However, additional information is required to determine the full extent of the 
wetlands and the existence and quality of native wetland communities. The information 
provided by the applicant must be supplemented by the required studies/surveys utilizing 
appropriate methodologies and coordinated with the Division of Environmental Recourses 
Management (DERM) of the Regulatory and Economic Resources Department. This 
additional information is required that the appropriate wetlands and wetlands communities 
mitigation plan may be developed for the site. In addition, the Applicant is required to 
coordinate with the Department’s Office of Historic and Archaeological Resources to 
develop an appropriate plan of action for the preservation of the three archaeological sites.     
 
Furthermore, the application site is within the core foraging area of the wood stork and 
may provide habitat and/or foraging areas for several threatened and endangered animal 
species, such as the Florida bonneted bat and the Eastern Indigo snake, among others. 
The Applicant is required, in coordination with DERM, to conduct the appropriate wildlife 
surveys at appropriate times including during nesting seasons.  
 
It is recommended that the appropriate commitments to conducting the required 
studies/surveys and the development of the required mitigation of environmental and 
archaeological impacts be addressed in the Applicants proffered covenant and more 
specifically through a subsequent Chapter 163 Development Agreement.  
 

v. Transit Ridership and Pedestrianism:  The development proposed in the application has 
the potential to generate significant transit ridership given the retail/entertainment type 
development being proposed. However, the application site is not currently served by 
mass transit and the application does not demonstrate how the proposed development 
would be served by mass transit, as discussed in Principal Reason No. 6. The application 
site is west of I-75, which separates the application site from the neighboring residential 
and other developments to the east. The closest transit service is provided by Metrobus 
Routes 54, 183, and 267 at the intersection of NW 186 Street and NW 87 Avenue, east of 
I-75, and the closest bus stop is ±0.77 miles from the application site. Metrobus Route 267 
provides limited-stop bus and feeder service to Metrorail (see “Transit Analysis” on page 
5-49).  
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8. The application does not address how the proposed uses would be compatible with the 
rockmining operations adjacent to the west of application site beyond the Turnpike. The 
application site is within one (1) mile east of the Rockmining Zoning Overlay Area (ROZA), 
also known as the Lake Belt Area, where rockmining activities are allowed as a matter of right 
as established by Article XLI of the Miami-Dade County Code (see Rockmining Zoning 
Overlay Area map, page 5-14 below). Furthermore, Section 373.4149 (4), Florida Statutes, 
provides that amendments to the local comprehensive plans concerning properties within one 
(1) mile of the Lake Belt Area shall be compatible with limestone mining activities in the area.  

 
 The application must address the potential impacts, if any, the proposed development would 

have on the rockmining operations and the impacts that the existing and future rockmining 
activities would have on the proposed development. CDMP Policy LU-4A require that when 
evaluating compatibility among proximate land uses, the County shall consider factors such 
as noise, runoff, traffic, vibration and buffering, as applicable. Furthermore, CDMP Policy LU-
4B and CON-6A require uses, such as rockmining, to be protected from damaging 
encroachment by new incompatible uses. Therefore, the Applicant must demonstrate that the 
application would not negatively impact mining operations in the ROZA area.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
Background 
This Application No. 5 was originally filed as Application No. 1 of the November 2015 Cycle of 
amendments to the Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP), but, was transferred to 
and is being processed in the May 2016 Cycle at the request of the Applicant. The application as 
originally filed addressed ±194.48 gross acres, but, was subsequently revised to ±174.83 gross 
acres by the Applicant through letter dated August 9, 2016, which withdrew two parcels totaling 
±19.65 acres from the northern portion of the application area (north of theoretical Miami Gardens 
Drive/NW 186 Street).  
 
The ±66.91-acre portion of the application site west of NW 97 Avenue was part of a larger 
±1,140.8 acres that were the subject of the April 2005 Cycle Application No. 5, filed by the City of 
Hialeah (the April 2005 Application). The April 2005 Application originally requested to change 
the land use designation of a ±793.8 gross-acre site from “Open Land” to “Industrial and Office” 
and that the Urban Development Boundary be expanded to encompass the ±793.8 gross-acre 
site on the CDMP Adopted Land Use Plan map. The ±793.8 gross-acre site comprises the area 
between NW 97 Avenue and the Homestead Extension of the Florida Turnpike (HEFT) and 
between NW 154 and NW 170 Streets. The April 2005 Application site was expanded by the 
addition of ±347 gross acres as recommended by Staff to a total of ±1,140.8 gross acres. The 
additional ±347 gross acres are north of NW 154 Street between NW 97 Avenue and the HEFT 
(includes the western ±66.91-acre portion of the current Application No. 5).  
 
The April 2005 Cycle Application was adopted by the Miami-Dade Board of County 
Commissioners (Board) in April 2006 with acceptance of a proffered Declaration of Restrictions 
(covenant), recorded on May 2006, in Miami-Dade County Official Records Book 24479 at Page 
0689. The covenant prohibits residential development on the ±347 acres that were added to the 
April 2005 Application, and limits development to land uses that generate no more than 2,582 net 
external PM peak-hour trips. The covenant also requires the owner of the ±347 acres to work with 
the City of Hialeah and the applicable state, regional and County agencies charged with regulating 
potable water consumption and quality, and ensure the availability of an adequate potable water 
supply to serve the property. (See “Appendix F: Existing and Proffered Declarations of 
Restrictions” on Appendices Page 213).  
 
The April 2005 Cycle Application was found “Not In Compliance” by the Florida Department of 
Economic Opportunity [Formerly Department of Community Affairs (DCA)] on June 22, 2006 
[DCA-06-1-NOI-1301-(A)-(N)]. Consequently, the application was the subject of Settlement 
Agreement, executed August 10, 2006, between the former DCA and Miami-Dade County, and a 
subsequent Remedial Plan Amendment that was adopted by the Board on August 24, 2006 
(Ordinance No. 06-116). The Agreement added text to the CDMP Land Use Element limiting 
development to an floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.45 for the subject property; modified two roadway 
maps in the Traffic Circulation Subelement of the CDMP’s Transportation Element to reflect 
roadway improvements needed to accommodate the impacts from development of the site; and 
added provisions that no building permits would be issued for the development of the site until 
the Metropolitan Planning Organization Miami-Dade Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is 
amended to reflect the changes in priority of the transportation improvements necessary to serve 
the site. The Settlement Agreement also ensured that the approval of the April 2005 Cycle 
Application was coordinated with adequate potable water supply. The April 2005 Cycle 
Application, together with the Remedial Plan Amendment, were ultimately found “In Compliance” 
by DCA on October 16, 2006 [DCA 06R1-NOI-1301-(A)-(I)].  
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This May 2016 Cycle Application No. 5 seeks changes to the CDMP Adopted 2020 and 2030 
Land Use Plan (LUP) map and Land Use Element text to facilitate the development of the ±174.83 
gross-acre site. The proposed development includes 3.5 million square feet of retail, 1.5 million 
square feet of entertainment uses, 2,000 hotel rooms, and 1.2 million square feet of back of house 
or common areas. The Applicant refers to the proposed development as one: 

 
“…With a myriad of entertainment and retail uses housed in over 6M square feet including 
resort hotels, an amusement park, a water park, an indoor ski facility, a recreational lake, 
and a many other attractions, it is planned to be the largest facility of this kind in the 
United States...” [See Question No. 10 – General Project Description on Appendices 
Page 67.] 

 
To accomplish the intended development the Applicant requests the following changes to the 
CDMP: 

1. Land use designation change from “Industrial and Office” to “Business and Office” 

2. Deletion of the first full paragraph on page I-24 of the Land Use Element text containing floor 
area ration (FAR) limitation of 0.45, as indicated in strike through text below: 

“Consistent with the foregoing, certain land uses are subject to further intensity 
restrictions, as expressed by FAR.  For the area bounded by NW 154 Street on the 
south, NW 97 Avenue on the east, and the Homestead Extension of the Florida 
Turnpike (HEFT) on the northwest, the maximum allowable intensity under the CDMP 
shall be a FAR of 0.45, pursuant to the 2006 Settlement Agreement between the State 
of Florida and Miami-Dade County [Docket No. DCA 06-1-NOI-1301-(A)-(N)] pertaining 
to adopted April 2005 CDMP amendment Application No. 5.”  

3. Release of the existing CDMP Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) recorded in Miami-Dade 
County Official Records Book 24479 at Page 0689; Covenant discussed above 

4. Add the proffered covenant to the Restrictions Table in Appendix A of the Land Use Element 
if accepted by the Board of County Commissioners. This proffered covenant proposes to 
prohibit residential development and limits development on the application site to the 
applicant’s proposed development program mentioned above   

5. Revise the Traffic Circulation Subelement Figures 1, 2, and 3 of the CDMP Transportation 
Element. Revisions to reflect the necessary improvements to the roadway network  

 
Given the size of the application site, its location close to the Miami-Dade/Broward County line, 
and the scale of development proposed, the application meets the thresholds for Development of 
Regional Impact (DRI) review, pursuant to Chapter 380.06(1), Florida Statutes, and Rule 28-24 
of the Florida Administrative Code. The statute states that "…any development which, because 
of its character, magnitude, or location, would have a substantial effect upon the health, safety, 
or welfare of citizens of more than one county”. However, Chapter 380.06(30) of the statutes 
provide that developments meeting the requirements of review as a new DRI are required to 
undergo review under the State Coodinated Review Process outlined in Chapter 163.3184(4) in 
lieu of the DRI review. Notwithstanding, the Applicant was required to answer twenty one (21) 
relevant questions among those typically asked of Application for Development Approval of a new 
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) to facilitate the County’s review of the application. The 
questions and the Applicant’s responses are included as Additional Materials to the application 
filed and form part of the basis for review of the application (see Appendix A: Amendment 
Application on Appendices Page 3).   
 
Application Site 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.3184.html
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The ±174.83 acre site is located north of NW 178 Street (approximately theoretical NW 180 
Street), between the HEFT and I-75, in unincorporated Miami-Dade County. A ±66.91 gross acre 
portion of the site is located west of theoretical NW 97 Avenue and the remaining ±107.92 acres 
are located east of NW 97 Avenue. The subject property is inside the 2020 Urban Development 
Boundary (UDB) as depicted on the CDMP Adopted 2020 and 2030 Land Use Plan (LUP) map. 
(See “CDMP Land Use” map on page 5-12.) 
 
Existing Land Use and Zoning 
The application site comprises improved pasture on the ±66-acre portion of the site west of NW 
97 Avenue and the southwestern ±20-acre portion of the site that is east of NW 97 Avenue. The 
remainder of the site 88.83 acres east of NW 97 Avenue is vacant undeveloped land (see “Aerial 
Photo” on page 5-9). The portion of the application site west of NW 97 Avenue is zoned AU 
(Agriculture), which permits agricultural uses and residences at a density of 1 dwelling unit per 5 
gross acres. The portion of the site east of NW 97 Avenue is zoned IU-C (Conditional Industry), 
which permits large industrial projects and industrial park developments. (See “Zoning Map” on 
page 5-10.) 
 
CDMP Land Use Designation 
The application site is designated “Industrial and Office” on the CDMP Adopted 2020 and 2030 
Land Use Plan (LUP) map (see “CDMP Land Use” map on page 5-12). The “Industrial and Office" 
land use category allows manufacturing operations, maintenance and repair facilities, 
warehouses, mini-warehouses, office buildings, wholesale showrooms, distribution centers, and 
similar uses. Also included are construction and utility-equipment maintenance yards, utility 
plants, public facilities, hospitals and medical buildings, and telecommunication facilities.  
 
As indicated in the Background section above, the ±66.91-acre portion of the site west of NW 97 
Avenue is limited to a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.45 and is limited by the existing CDMP 
Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) as part of a larger site to development that would generate 
no more than 2,582 net external PM peak hour vehicle trips. Consequently, the site may currently 
be developed with a maximum of 3.8 million square feet of warehouses. The Applicant requests 
release of the referenced covenant, deletion of the FAR limitation, and a land use designation 
change for the application site to “Business and Office” on the LUP map. The “Business and 
Office” land use category allows the full range of sales and service activities that includes retail, 
wholesale, personal and professional services, commercial and professional offices, hotels, 
motels, hospitals, entertainment and cultural facilities, and residences.  
 
The application proposes a retail and entertainment type development with up to 2,000 hotel 
rooms. Accordingly, the Applicant has proffered a new Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) that 
would limit development on the application site to a maximum of 3.5 million square feet of retail, 
1.5 million square feet of entertainment uses, 2,000 hotel rooms, and 1.2 million square feet of 
common areas/back of house including hallways, seating/rest areas, bathrooms and related 
support areas. (See “Appendix F: Declaration of Restrictions” on Appendices Page 213.) 
 
Zoning History 
Miami-Dade County zoning districts and zoning code regulations were first created in 1938. The 
County’s zoning records show that he application site was originally zoned AU (Agriculture) and 
GU (Interim; uses depend on the character of the surrounding neighborhood, otherwise EU-2 
standards apply). On February 23, 2006, the Board adopted Resolution No. Z-6-06 approving 
zoning district changes on the portion of the application site east of NW 97 Avenue from AU and 
GU to IU-C (Conditional Industry). No further zoning district boundary changes have been 
approved on the application site. 
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Adjacent Land Use and Zoning 
 
Existing Land Uses 
To the north of the application site are two vacant parcels that were originally included within the 
application area but removed by the Applicant by letter August 9, 2016. Properties to the east of 
the application site, beyond I-75 and the Interchange at Miami Gardens Drive, are single-family 
residences that are in good condition. Also to the east at the intersection of Miami Gardens 
Drive/NW 186 Street and NW87 Avenue are the Sedano’s Plaza and Gardens Square shopping 
centers and vacant land. The properties directly south of the application site include 
predominantly vacant land with some pastureland east of NW 97 Avenue and pastureland west 
of NW 97 Avenue. (See “Existing Land Use” map on page 5-11.) 

Properties west of the application site, beyond the HEFT, are located within the Rockmining 
Overlay Zoning Area (ROZA) and the “Lake Belt” area (see “Rockmining Overlay Zoning Area” 
map, page 5-14). This “Lake Belt” area was established through a multi-year planning effort 
involving multiple public and private stakeholders, and was intended to balance the interests of 
the limestone mining industry and environmentalists in regards to wetland protection, water supply 
protection and water management, which was needed for the Florida Everglades’ restoration 
efforts. The “Lake Belt” area is characterized by mining operations and man-made lakes or 
borrows pits that remain after the areas have been mined for limestone fill materials. Rockmining 
operations are allowed uses within the ROZA as established by Article XLI of the Miami-Dade 
County Code. 
 
Land Use Plan Map Designations 
The two properties abutting to the north of the application site that were previously part of the 
application are designated “Industrial and Office” and the HEFT and I-75 rights-of-way are 
designated “Transportation” on the LUP map. The properties located east of the application site, 
across I-75, are designated “Estate Density Residential (1 to 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre 
with One Density Increase – DI-1)”, “Low Density Residential (2.5 to 6 dwelling units per gross 
acre)”, “Low-Medium Density Residential (6 to 13 dwelling units per gross acre)”, “Business and 
Office”, and “Office/Residential”. The properties south of the application site are designated 
“Industrial and Office”. Properties west and north of the application site, across the HEFT, are 
outside the UDB and designated “Open Land”. (See “CDMP Land Use” map on page 5-10.) 
 
Zoning 
The two parcels to abutting to the north are zoned IU-C. The residential properties to the east of 
the application site beyond I-75 are zoned RU-3M (Minimum Apartment House-12.9 units/net 
acre) and RU-1Z (Single family Residential-Zero Lot Line), RU-1MA (Modified Single Family-
5,000 sq. ft. net lots) and to the southeast are zoned RU-1 (Single-family Residential). The 
shopping centers and vacant properties at the intersection of NW 87 Avenue and NW 186 Street 
are zoned BU-1A (Neighborhood Business District) and BU-2 (Special Business District). 
Properties abutting to the south of the site are zoned AU and IU-C. The properties west and north 
of the application site beyond the HEFT are zoned GU and AU and are within the Rockmining 
Overlay Zoning Area (ROZA) and the “Lake Belt” area discussed under Existing Land Uses 
above. (See “Zoning Map” on page 5-8.) 
 
 
 
Economic Analysis 
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The American Dream Miami project is proposed to locate on 194.5 gross acres of land that is east 
of the Homestead Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT) and west of Interstate 75 and extends 
from NW 180th Street northward to the intersection of the Interstate and the HEFT. This $3.2 billion 
investment project comprises of 3,500,000 square feet of retail space, 1,500,000 square feet of 
entertainment space, and 2,000 hotel rooms together with common areas, parking facilities, and 
“back of the house” spaces. At build-out, the applicant estimates that the American Dream Miami 
will provide permanent job opportunities for 14,500 workers on site on a full-time-equivalent (FTE) 
basis and these workers will earn nearly $375M annually (2014 Dollars). 
 
Economic Impact 
The economic impact analysis was conducted using REMI Policy Insight Plus to forecast the 
economic impact of the proposed project. REMI Policy Insight Plus is a dynamic modeling 
software that incorporates different aspects of modeling approaches, which include input-output, 
general equilibrium, econometrics, and economic geography. The model is calibrated specifically 
to Miami-Dade County for economic impact analysis and forecasting purpose. It has economic 
and demographic variables, as well as policy variables so that any project or policy that affects 
the local economy can be tested. REMI is used by government agencies (including most U.S. 
state governments), consulting firms, nonprofit institutions, universities, and public utilities.  
 
Staff used the REMI Model to estimate the economic impact of the project using the proposed 
project parameters and the results are summarized in the following table. Depending on the 
intensity of competition and substitution at build-out, staff estimated that the impact of the 
proposed project on total employment would range from 9,236 to 22,331; the impact on total 
wages would range from $490M to $1,036M; and the impact on total Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP) would range from $733M to $1,754M. 
 

Economic Impact from Proposed Development 

Economic Indicators 
Minimum 

Impact 
Maximum 

Impact 

Total Employment (Individuals) 9,236 22,331 

Total Wages (2015 dollars) $490 million $1,036 million 

Total GDP (2015 dollars) $733 million $1,754 million 
Source: Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources, Planning Division, Research Section 

 
Fiscal Impact 
Staff used the economic impacts estimated by REMI, financial data for the County, from the 
Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports (CAFR), and current population 
estimate to develop revenue and expenditure coefficients for the County’s budget. This project 
also requires an extension of existing Metrobus routes and the one time capital cost of additional 
buses required estimated at $3.6 million. Applying the applicant’s project parameters, the net 
operating fiscal impact1 is estimated between $8.7 million to $9.1 million annually after build-out. 
 
Additional Comments 

 The project will be comprised of 3.5 million square feet of retail space, 1.5 million of 
entertainment space and 2,000 hotel rooms. When completed (2019), it is expected to attract 
up to 30 million visitors annually and to produce in excess of 1.5 billion in sales revenues 
(equipment). 

 

                                                      
1 One-time capital costs for Fire Rescue, Police, or Transit, if any, is not included in the operating fiscal impact analysis. 
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 There are currently 3,779.90 acres of vacant land designed for industrial use in Miami-Dade 
County. Using the estimated absorption rate of 170.85 acres per year, the expected depletion 
year for vacant Industrial land will be in 2038. Removing the 194.5 acres of the proposed 
American Dream Mall will shorten the countywide depletion year by approximately one year 
and the depletion of countywide vacant Industrial Land will then be depleted in approximately 
2037. If one examines the Trade Area estimated by the Department, (MSA 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 
3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 6.1, and 6.2), there are 
3,284.60 acres of vacant land and an estimated absorption rate of 163.21 acres per year. At 
that rate, the projected depletion of vacant Industrial Land will be in 2036. Once again, if the 
proposed American Dream Mall site is removed from the inventory, the depletion year will be 
shortened by approximately one year. 

 

 Development of the American Dream Mall will remove ±194.5 acres from the supply of 
industrial land. As shown previously, the total effect of removing these acreage from the 
Vacant Industrial Land will not be significant. Yet we should be cognizant that there are not 
too many large parcels of this size. Removing such a large parcel from the inventory of vacant 
industrial land could have a negative impact on the availability and choice of future industrial 
locations for large projects. 

 

 In answering Question 10D, the applicant states that the primary trade area will include all of 
South Florida; Miami-Dade and Broward County. For purposes of our analysis we only 
included in the primary trade area the following MSAs in Miami-Dade: MSA 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 
3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 6.1, and 6.2. This excludes 
the extreme southern part of the county and the beaches. Nevertheless we do think that the 
proposed project will have a potential impact in the southwestern part of Broward County. In 
terms of our demand supply analysis or the fiscal and economic impact, including all of Miami-
Dade in the primary area will not impact in any significant way our conclusions. 

 

 The applicant states that the secondary trade area are regional tourists. We do not think that 
regional tourists traveling to Miami are, strictly speaking, a secondary trade area. It should be 
mentioned that the applicant had a market study done but it was not made available to County 
staff. 

 

 The estimates of employment to be directly generated by the proposed American Dream Mall 
and the wages associated with them seem reasonable. The sources for the information are 
the standard sources. The distribution of those wages, in the retail, accommodation, and 
entertainment industries tend to be low. Almost two thirds pay less than the average wage for 
Miami-Dade County ($49,361), as reported in the Census of Employment and Wages for 
2015. 

 

 The revenues generated by the American Dream Mall are found in a report submitted by their 
consultants. Yet, no estimates of costs were provided. Some of the revenues reported seem 
to be overstated, as much as they don’t entirely accrue to the County, but are distributed via 
inter-local agreements. Nevertheless, RER staff, estimates that the American Dream Mall will 
have a net fiscal impact of $8.7M to $9.1M annually after build-out (see “Economic & Fiscal 
Analysis” below). 

 

 There is no doubt that, when completed, the American Dream Mall will create jobs and infuse 
money in the economy of Miami-Dade County and that this will take place within two to three 
years after ground breaking. Yet, development of the same site for industrial acres would, 
most likely, provide higher salary jobs and could provide much needed state-of-the-art 
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industrial park in an excellent location that would serve to diversify the economy. 
Nevertheless, the impact of such industrial uses will not be realized as quickly as the American 
Dream Mall which is expected to be completed by 2019. 

 

 The concept of an Entertainment/Retail development has been mentioned as the future of 
malls in several studies. The incorporation of retail, dinning, and entertainment has been 
shown to be the most successful. In addition, this concept is not new to Miami-Dade County. 
In a County sponsored study, known as the Retail and Entertainment District (Red), basically 
provided similar uses, but not at the proposed project’s intensity. The RED study addressed 
the same issues as the American Dream Mall and the expected benefits that would accrue to 
Miami-Dade’s economy and to solidify its place as a destination center. 

 
Supply and Demand Analysis  
 
The capacity of the CDMP Adopted 2020 and 2030 LUP map to accommodate population or 
economic growth is generally expressed in acres of vacant land zoned or designated for 
residential and non-residential development. The application site is located within localized 
geographic area identified as Minor Statistical Area (MSA) 3.1. However, in the context of this 
standard amendment application that proposes a significant and unique development on ±174.83-
gross acres, land capacity is analyzed utilizing a combination of Minor Statistical Areas. 
 
Industrial 
Minor Statistical Areas 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 
5.5, 5.6, 6.1, and 6.2 (the Analysis Area) contained 11,944.20 acres of in-use industrial uses in 
2016 and an additional 3,284.60 acres of vacant land zoned or designated for industrial  uses. 
The annual average absorption rate for the 2016-2030 period is 163.21 acres per year. At the 
projected rate of absorption, reflecting the past rate of industrial uses, the study area will deplete 
its supply of industrially zoned land beyond the year 2030 (see “Projected Absorption of Land for 
Industrial Uses” table below). Approval of the application would reduce the industrial land supply 
by ±174.83 acres or just over 1 year. 
  
Furthermore, the application site is located within Minor Statistical Area (MSA) 3.1, which has 
1,033.5 acres of in-use industrial uses in 2016, and an additional 1,362.9 acres of vacant land 
designated for industrial uses. At the annual rate of absorption of ±16.87 acres per year, industrial 
land within the MSA would be depleted well beyond the year 2030. Approval of the application 
would reduce the industrial land supply by ±174.83 acres or approximately 10 years of supply. 
Notwithstanding, industrial land within the MSA would be depleted beyond year 2030. 
 

 Projected Absorption of Land for Industrial Uses 
Indicated Year of Depletion and Related Data 

for the Analysis Area 

Analysis    
Area 
MSA 

Vacant 
Industrial 

Land 2016 
(Acres) 

 
Industrial 
Acres in 

Use 2016 

Annual 
Absorption Rate 

2016-2030 
(Acres) 

 
Projected 
Year of 

Depletion 

2.1 3.20 308.10 0.00 - 

2.2 0.00 149.70 0.00 - 

2.3 2.30 53.90 0.00 - 

2.4 255.90 1,652.40 16.58 2030+ 

3.1 1,362.90 1,033.50 16.87 2030+ 
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Analysis    
Area 
MSA 

Vacant 
Industrial 

Land 2016 
(Acres) 

 
Industrial 
Acres in 

Use 2016 

Annual 
Absorption Rate 

2016-2030 
(Acres) 

 
Projected 
Year of 

Depletion 

3.2 1,408.60 5,751.50 100.20 2030+ 

4.1 3.10 165.00 0.16 2030+ 

4.2 36.70 765.60 3.00 2028 

4.3 2.50 511.60 0.00 - 

4.4 0.00 4.20 0.01 2016 

4.5 23.30 105.20 0.00 - 

4.6 21.00 315.90 2.92 2023 

4.7 8.20 132.00 0.00 - 

5.1 10.60 42.60 0.00 - 

5.2 0.00 4.60 0.00 - 

5.3 13.80 50.60 0.00 - 

5.4 2.70 157.40 0.00 - 

5.5 0.00 89.60 1.40 2016 

5.6 0.60 14.70 0.14 2020 

6.1 0.00 12.20 0.42 2016 

6.2 129.20 625.90 21.49 2022 

Total 3,284.60 11,944.20 163.21 2030+ 
Source:  Miami-Dade County, Regulatory and Economic Resources Department, Planning Division,  
Planning Research & Economic Analysis Section, July 2016 

 
Commercial 
The Analysis Area contained 15,481.00 acres of in-use commercial uses in 2016 and an 
additional 1,455.90 acres of vacant land zoned or designated for commercial uses. The annual 
average absorption rate for the 2016-2030 period is 60.17 acres per year. At the projected rate of 
absorption, reflecting the past rate of commercial uses, the study area will deplete its supply of 
commercially zoned land beyond the year 2030 (see “Projected Absorption of Land for 
Commercial Uses” table below). It should be noted that the study area also contains 
approximately 520.20 acres zoned for mixed uses that could be utilized for commercial uses. 
Whatever amount of the mixed-use acres is used will extend the projected depletion of 
commercial land. Approval of the application would add ±174.83 acres of approximately almost 3 
years (2 years 10 months) to the commercial land supply. 
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Projected Absorption of Land for Commercial Uses 
Indicated Year of Depletion and Related Data 

for the Analysis Area 
 

Analysis    
Area 

 
 

 
Vacant 

Commercial  
Land 2016 

(Acres) 

Commercial 
Acres in 

Use 2016 

Annual 
Absorption 

Rate 
2016-2030 

(Acres) 

Projected 
Year of 

Depletion 

  
Total Commercial Acres 
per Thousand Persons 

  
  

  2020 2030 

2.1  134.80 1,030.60 2.56 2030+  6.5 6.1 
2.2  22.40 234.00 0.73 2030+  4.6 4.3 
2.3  304.30 292.00 3.29 2030+  6.8 6.4 
2.4  68.70 422.20 0.63 2030+  5.9 5.7 
3.1  211.10 938.40 13.17 2030+  4.8 4.6 
3.2  224.90 1,479.70 14.31 2030+  10.2 8.8 
4.1  40.40 342.30 1.00 2030+  4.2 4.0 
4.2  46.80 414.00 1.07 2030+  5.4 5.0 
4.3  13.10 644.80 0.25 2030+  5.8 5.7 
4.4  1.4 61.10 0.06 2030+  3.9 3.8 
4.5  29.60 203.50 0.77 2030+  - - 
4.6  23.90 274.70 1.12 2030+  5.6 5.0 
4.7  52.20 232.80 5.17 2026  3.9 2.8 
5.1  12.30 466.00 1.74 2023  3.4 3.2 
5.2  2.20 207.70 2.04 2017  2.7 2.3 
5.3  14.70 578.00 1.11 2029  4.5 4.3 
5.4  5.10 5,568.00 1.47 2019  5.6 5.6 
5.5  2.50 567.70 0.73 2019  7.0 6.7 
5.6  4.70 218.30 0.23 2030+  6.7 6.5 
5.7  8.20 253.80 0.12 2030+  10.2 10.0 
6.1  21.30 513.20 1.45 2030+  2.8 2.7 
6.2  211.3 538.20 7.15   2030+  4.7 4.3 

Total  1,455.90 15,481.00 60.17 2030+   7.7 7.1 
Source:  Miami-Dade County, Department Regulatory and Economic Resources, Planning Division, Planning Research & 
Economic Analysis Section, July 2016 

 
 
Environmental Conditions 
 
The following information pertains to the environmental conditions of the application site. All YES 
entries are further described below. 
 
Flood Protection 
 Federal Flood Zone  AE   
 Stormwater Management Permit  South Florida Water Management District  
 County Flood Criteria, National   7 feet 
 Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) 
Biological Conditions 
 Wetlands Permit Required  Yes 
 Native Wetland Communities  Yes 
 Specimen Trees  Undetermined 
 Endangered Species Habitat  Undetermined 
 Designated Natural Forest Community No 
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Other Considerations 
 Within Wellfield Protection Area  No 
 Contaminated Site  No DERM records 
 

Soil Resources 
Extensive soil removal would likely be required to allow for future development of the site. The 
native muck soils are relatively deep and underlie almost all of the subject property. These soils 
are not construction grade and would likely have to be removed from areas to be developed. Any 
soil re-use resulting from material excavated from the subject property or material imported as fill 
for the subject property shall be subject to the Soil Re-Use Guidance for Miami-Dade County. 
Soils found to be contaminated shall be handled in accordance with the Reuse Guidelines. The 
applicant does not address disposal of the muck soil (overburden) that would have to be removed 
in areas approved for development; the application states that “disposal locations for overburden 
and spoil will be determined at time of construction.”  
 
The applicant should clarify how the muck overburden will be handled so that the application can 
be evaluated for consistency with provisions of the CDMP such as Objective LU-3, which 
encourages a sensitive response to constraints such as soil conditions. For example, the 
applicant should address whether reuse/recycling options for the muck soil have been considered, 
including but not limited to reuse of the muck by incorporation into topsoil to support landscaped 
areas and making this muck available to farmers in parts of Miami-Dade County where flooding 
has been a recent problem and is likely to be a factor in the long-term sustainability of farming 
operations. If reuse/recycling is not considered feasible, the applicants should provide information 
on the impediments to recycling/reusing the soil, and how these impediments could be addressed 
as part of this development project. 
 
Natural Resources 
The subject properties for the application are located in the East Turnpike Wetland Basin. The 
proposed project area contains wetlands as defined by Section 24-5 of the Code; therefore, a 
Class IV Wetland Permit is required prior to any work on the subject properties. The application 
proposes impacts to approximately 194 acres of wetlands that currently provide recharge to the 
Biscayne Aquifer and may provide habitat for threatened and endangered species.  
 
The applicant has not provided sufficient information on wetland communities, plant and wildlife 
presence or on ecological and hydrological functions for the subject properties that is based on 
survey data collected with techniques that meet professional standards for spatial extent, 
methodology, and timing of critical behaviors. This information is needed to determine whether 
the proposed development is consistent with the objectives and policies of the CDMP that direct 
Miami-Dade County to conserve and protect important natural resources and systems, including 
wetlands, uplands, aquifer recharge areas, and habitat for threatened or endangered species. 
Such objectives and policies include but are not limited to Objectives LU-3, CON-4 and CON-9 
and Policies LU-3A, LU-8E, CON-4A, CON-8J, CON-9A, CON-9B, CON-9C CON-9E, and CON-
9F. DERM recommends that the applicant provide a full evaluation of the resources onsite 
complete with vegetative and wildlife surveys and provide, at minimum, a mitigation plan 
approvable by DERM and compliant with CDMP requirements. Wetlands surveys shall be 
conducted in accordance with Section 62-345, F.A.C. and with the DERM Class IV permit 
application review. 
 
In addition, if a tree island(s) is found during the on-site evaluations, the applicant is advised to 
provide detailed information on the location and condition of the tree island(s) to determine 
consistency of the project with the objectives and policies that support interconnected natural 
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resources and cultural functions, including but not limited to Objectives ICE-4 and LU-6 and 
Policies ICE-4E and LU-6A. DERM recommends that tree island(s) and archaeological resources 
be incorporated into on-site wetland mitigation or green space buffer areas. Cultural resources 
are discussed in detail in Section XXX. 
 
As submitted, the application proposes to impact all of the wetland communities that currently 
exist in the project footprint. There is no proposal to maintain any natural wetland communities 
on-site. Section 24-48.4 of the Code requires avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts 
before any mitigation alternatives can be considered. In addition, the application specifies that 
mitigation for wetland impacts will be met through purchase of mitigation bank credits. It should 
be noted that there are no mitigation banks within Miami-Dade County that are located within the 

Core Foraging Areas (CFAs) for the wood stork (Mycteria americana)  rookeries that would be 

affected by the proposed application. Mitigation for loss of wood stork foraging habitat that is 
directed outside these CFAs would not be consistent with Policy CON-9B. Therefore DERM will 
require that all wetland mitigation be performed within the affected wood stork CFAs. 
 
The applicant is advised to contact the DERM Coastal and Wetland Resources Section for 
additional information concerning requirements pertaining to the Miami-Dade County Class IV 
Wetland Permit. The applicant is further advised that permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the South Florida Water Management 
District may also be required for the proposed project. It is the applicant's responsibility to contact 
these agencies. 
 
Endangered Species 
The range of habitats described in the application includes a mixture of seasonally flooded 
wetlands and potential upland habitats, with dead snags that may provide raptor perches and 
nesting cavities, plus both forested and open areas that may support other federal or state-
protected wildlife species, including but not limited to the federally-listed endangered Eastern 
indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi) and Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus) and the state-
listed little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), and white ibis (Eudocimus 
albus). State-listed threatened or endangered plant species that might be found within the subject 
properties include but are not limited to pinepink (Bletia purpurea, state threatened), lattice-vein 
fern (Thelypteris reticulata, state endangered), Southern fogfruit (Phyla stoechadifolia, state 
endangered), cardinal airplant (Tillandsia fasciculata, state endangered) and giant wild pine 
(Tillandsia utriculata, state endangered). The application has the potential to impact 
approximately 194 acres of contiguous wetlands. These wetlands may be important habitat for 
feeding during the nesting season for wading birds, listed animal and plant species, and other 
wildlife such as bobcats (Lynx rufus rufus).  
 
The application acknowledges that the subject properties are located within the CFAs for 
documented wood stork colonies. There are seven documented wood stork colonies whose CFAs 
overlap with the wetlands in the application area, of which five occur in Miami-Dade County and 
two in Broward County. Comprehensive data are needed to determine whether portions of the 
subject properties function as important nesting, roosting, or feeding habitats for protected 
species and/or habitat for listed plants that should be preserved, restored, and buffered from the 
proposed development, pursuant to Policies LU-3A, CON-8J, CON-9B and CON-9F. 
Furthermore, the application must adhere to the provisions of Section 24-48.4 of the Code that 
require avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts. Surveys must be provided that utilize 
professionally recognized sampling techniques and appropriate timing and duration of sampling 
(including but not limited to wet season, dry season, bird migration and nesting periods, spring 
and fall flowering periods, and, if necessary, on multi-annual timeframes to account for inter-
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annual weather variability) in order to document presence, absence, and utilization of the subject 
properties by protected species. The application addresses the possibility for threatened or 
endangered species utilization, however, does not provide thorough surveys that would meet 
professional standards to document plant and animal species occurrence and utilization, including 
the presence and utilization of the subject properties by threatened or endangered species. 
Instead, observations are presented based on limited walk-through surveys conducted on a 
limited number of days.  
 
The properties are located within the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
consultation area for the federally listed species. The project footprint provide a combination of 
forested land and open wetlands that is similar to other sites in Miami-Dade County where 
foraging or roosting by the federally endangered Florida bonneted bat has been documented. The 
information provided in the application is insufficient and inconsistent with what is known of the 
roosting and particularly foraging activities of the Florida bonneted bat. Should foraging or roosting 
activities by the Florida bonneted bat or other protected species be documented, mitigation and 
preservation of habitat should be provided to comply with CDMP components CON-9A, CON-9B 
and CON-9C. Prior to development of a mitigation and preservation plan, the applicant must 
submit to DERM an approvable sampling methodology, including an acoustic survey that 
determines the extent of utilization and subsequent preservation requirements for the Florida 
bonneted bat. DERM recommends that the applicant propose wetland mitigation to offset the 
proposed development impacts that meet the minimum requirements of the CDMP or County 
Code for providing comparable habitat and is approvable under DERM’s regulatory requirements. 
Consultation with USFWS and state wildlife agencies is recommended at the earliest possible 
time and well before development proposals are finalized. Miami-Dade County and the USFWS 
may require certain actions or protections on the property, which may result in the modification of 
development plans for the subject properties. The applicant is advised that should a permit or 
approval be required from other agencies regarding wildlife issues, such approvals must be 
obtained prior to work in wetlands.  
 
Drainage and Flood Protection 
The subject properties are located within the Western C-9 Basin, as defined by the South Florida 
Management District (SFWMD). The SFWMD has established specific criteria for stormwater 
management in this basin and any development in this basin is required to obtain approval from 
the SFWMD for fill encroachment criteria. Therefore, a cut and fill review and an Individual 
Environmental Resources Permit from the South Florida Water Management District will be 
required for any development in this area. The site development shall include enough storage to 
hold the stormwater runoff of the 25-year/3-day storm to prevent impacts to adjacent areas, as 
required by the SFWMD permitting process. The engineer of record for the proposed development 
should use the most current information available on stormwater operations, ground water levels, 
sea level rise projections, FEMA maps and Florida Building Code regulations effective at the time 
of permitting to analyze and design the stormwater infrastructure. 
 
The application indicates that the project will discharge into the regional canal system. The Miami-
Dade County Water Control Plan requires development of the Golden Glades Canal, located 
along theoretical NW 170 Street, in order to provide flood protection to the existing and future 
development in this area. As required in the Water Control Plan, a culvert connection will be 
required across NW 97 Avenue to connect those existing portions of the Golden Glades Canal 
that are currently disconnected. The applicant is advised that other new or existing culvert 
connections along the Golden Glades Canal may need to be installed or improved if this canal is 
proposed and approved to accept discharges from the development. A DERM Class II permit will 
be required for any proposed drainage system that contains an outfall or overflow system in, on, 
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or upon any water body of Miami-Dade County. Currently, the Golden Glades Canal is an 
undersized ditch and will need to be improved to its maximum width as per Public Works Manual 
and as approved by the Water Control Section of RER. 
 
The documentation provided for review does not include sufficient detail to evaluate if it 
satisfactorily addresses the flooding and water quality levels of service and/or the stormwater 
infrastructure needs to serve the proposed development/facilities as required by FEMA and State 
of Florida minimum levels of service, which may be impacted by future potential sea level rise. 
Additionally, any comments regarding future flood protection levels of service based on the Miami-
Dade County Stormwater Management Master Plan evaluations consider that future operations 
of the primary canals and gates by the SFWMD and the USACE remain the same as current 
operations. 
 
The subject property is located within a Special Flood Hazard Area identified as Zone AE-7 in the 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). Any proposed development will have to comply with 
the requirements of Chapter 11C of the Code of Miami-Dade County for flood protection.  
 
Air Quality Management 
The amendment requested by the applicant does not require any further Air Quality analysis at 
this time. However, other state, local or federal transportation agencies may require ambient 
impact analysis associated with the roadway infrastructure improvements accounted for in the 
Transportation Impact Analysis presented by the applicant.  
 
The air quality aspect of an ambient impact analysis seeks to ensure that road building activities 
do not interfere with the current levels of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
ozone and other pollutants like particulates. Transportation agencies may require the applicant, 
to demonstrate that any road building plans do not lead to an exceedance emission thus affecting 
the NAAQS. 
 
The applicant is advised that a construction permit and subsequently an air operating permit may 
be required depending on the proposed uses and operations on the property. Please contact the 
DERM Air Quality Management Division for information regarding permitting requirements to 
comply with state and local air programs. 
 
DERM recommends the applicant to take into consideration in its future design efforts, the 
Transportation Elements (TE) and Traffic Circulation Sub-Elements (TC) of the Miami-Dade 
County Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP), which among other policies, states 
that Miami-Dade County shall: 

 

a) Promote mass transit alternatives to the personal automobile, such as rapid transit, fixed 

route bus and paratransit services. (TE-1A.) 

b) Seek to ensure that updated plans provide high quality intermodal connections at optimal 

transfer points. (TE-1C.) 

c) Pursue and support transportation programs that will help to maintain or provide necessary 

improvement in air quality and which help conserve energy. (TC-6E.) 
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Water and Sewer 

 
Water Treatment Plant Capacity 
The County’s adopted LOS standard for potable water treatment facilities requires that the 

regional water treatment system, consisting of Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department 

(WASD) Hialeah Reverse Osmosis, Hialeah, Preston, and Alexander Orr District Treatment 

Plants, shall operate with a rated maximum daily capacity no less than two percent above the 

maximum daily flow for the preceding year and an average two percent above the average daily 

flow for the preceding five years. The water must also meet all applicable federal, state, and 

county primary drinking water standards.   

 

The rated treatment capacity of WASD’s regional water treatment system is 449.74 million gallons 

per day (MGD). To maintain sufficient capacity in accordance with the level of service standard 

outlined in CDMP Policy WS-2A, the regional system shall maintain a minimum buffer of 2% below 

the rated design capacity of the system or 440.75 MGD. Therefore, the total available water 

treatment plant capacity based on CDMP Policy WS-2A is 68.87 MGD. This is calculated using 

the available plant capacity (440.75 MGD), subtracting the maximum day flow (342.1 MGD) and 

subtracting the water that is reserved through development orders (29.78 MGD).  

 

As noted in the “Estimated Water Demand/Sewer Flow for Proposed Development by Land Use 

Scenario” table below, the maximum water demand for Industrial (Scenario 1) development under 

the current CDMP Land Use designations, is estimated at 95,028 gallons per day (gpd). The 

maximum water demand for the mix of uses outlined in the proffered Declaration of Restrictions 

dated March 4, 2016 (Scenario 1) under the Requested CDMP Land Use designations, are 

estimated at 1,010,000 gpd. This represents an increase of up to 914,972 gpd over the demand 

under the current CDMP land use designations. A Water Supply Certification Letter will be 

required at the time of development, at which time the proposed project will be evaluated for water 

supply availability and a water supply reservation will be made. 

 
Estimated Water Demand/Sewer Flow 

For Proposed Development by Land Use Scenario 

Scenario 
Use 

(Maximum Allowed) 

Quantity 
(Units or Square 

Feet) 

Water Demand 
Multiplier (Section 

24-43.1 Miami-
Dade Code) 

Projected Water 
Demand (gpd) 

Current CDMP Potential 

1 Industrial 3,801,111 sq. ft. 2.5 gpd/100 sq. ft. 95,028 gpd 

TOTAL CURRENT 95,028 gpd 

Requested CDMP Designation 

1 Retail 3,500,000 sq. ft. 10 gpd/100 sq. ft. 350,000 gpd 

1 Entertainment 1,500,000 sq. ft. 20 gpd/100 sq. ft. 300,000 gpd 

1 Hotel 2,000 rooms 100 gpd/room 200,000 gpd 

1 
Common Area/Back 

of House 
1,200,000 sq. ft. 10 gpd/100 sq. ft. 120,000 gpd 

1 
Make-up water for 

backwash and 
each 40,000 gpd 40,000 gpd 
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Scenario 
Use 

(Maximum Allowed) 

Quantity 
(Units or Square 

Feet) 

Water Demand 
Multiplier (Section 

24-43.1 Miami-
Dade Code) 

Projected Water 
Demand (gpd) 

general maintenance 
of water park features 

TOTAL PROPOSED 1,010,000 

Source: Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department; Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources,  
Planning Division; August 2016 

 

Water Supply and Connectivity: 
The application site is within WASD’s service area. The water supply for this application will be 
provided by the Hialeah RO Water Treatment Plant (ROWTP). At the present time, there is 
adequate treatment and water supply capacity for this application. The ROWTP is 
owned/operated by both WASD and the City of Hialeah. The ROWTP is presently producing water 
that meets Federal, State, and County drinking water standards. 
 
The proposed land use would be required to connect to public water pursuant to Chapter 24 of 
Miami-Dade County Code. As per the information provided by WASD, the applicant must install 
a series of water mains and consequently abandon connections with the City of Hialeah Water 
and Sewer Department water mains. 
 
Per WASD Letter of Availability No. 15-323501 issued on December 29, 2015, the developer shall 
connect to an existing 36-inch water main in NW 170 Street close to NW 97 Avenue, either east 
or west of NW 97 Avenue, and extend a 16-inch water main along NW 170 Street to NW 97 
Avenue connecting to an existing 16-inch water main at that location (DW-2014-111, AGMT ID 
No. 20189), provided said 16-inch water main is conveyed by the time this project is ready for 
construction.   
 
Also, the developer shall cut and plug the aforementioned existing 16-inch water main at NW 97 
Avenue and NW 170 Street in order to disconnect said water main service from the City of 
Hialeah. Currently, the existing 16-inch water main is connected to the City of Hialeah per Contract 
between Miami-Dade County, the City of Hialeah, and AMB I-75, LLC (Resolution R-1165-09). 
Per the terms of said Contract, WASD will provide written notice to the City of Hialeah of the 
approximate date by which WASD proposes to terminate said Contract, at the time the WASD 
Agreement for the American Dream Project is executed.  
 
In addition, if the existing 16-inch water main along NW 97 Avenue, north of NW 170 Street is 
conveyed, the developer shall connect to said existing 16-inch water main at NW 97 Avenue, and 
north of theoretical NW 174 Street, and extend northerly along NW 97 Avenue, a new 16-inch 
water main to the southern boundary of the developer’s property, then extend northerly a 
minimum 12-inch water main within the developer’s property in an easement and/or within a 
dedicated public right-of-way to NW 186 Street, then, continue east on theoretical NW 186 Street, 
with a new 16-inch water main  interconnecting with an existing 12-inch water main west of NW 
87 Avenue.  The developer is responsible for obtaining access from FDOT for the crossing of 
State Road I-75 and State Road Right-of-Way for the installation of the aforementioned proposed 
water main extensions. 
 
If the aforementioned 16-inch water main (DW-2014-111; AGMT ID No. 20189) is not conveyed, 
then the developer must fully inspect, certify and convey said water main before any connection 
could be allowed to said water main.   
 



 

 May 2016 Cycle         5-30           Application No. 5 

At the time of development, a Water Supply Certification letter will be required. At such time, the 
project will be evaluated for water supply availability and a water supply reservation will be made. 
At this time, there are two planned projects within close proximity to this application site. The first 
project is the AMB I-75 Industrial Park with Agreement No. 20189 for the construction of a mixed 
commercial use site containing 899,290 sq. ft. of industrial/warehouse use and 135,136 sq. ft. of 
office building use. The second project is Dunnwoody Lake with Agreement No. 22723 involving 
new construction of 226 townhomes and 256 single family residences.   
 
Non-Potable Water Demands 
The applicant estimates that the non-potable water demand for landscape irrigation will be 
approximately 0.114 MGD (114,000 gallons per day). The applicant does not clarify how these 
non-potable water demands will be met and must provide this information in order to determine 
consistency with provisions of the CDMP that protect water recharge areas and encourage use 
of alternative water technologies to meet water demand, including but not limited to Objectives 
CON-4 and ICE-4 and Policies CON-4A and ICE-4F. The application indicates that consideration 
is being given to “including a water reuse and treatment program on site to accommodate irrigation 
demands” but also alludes to the use of on-site irrigation wells. The first solution (on site treatment 
and reuse) is consistent with Objective WS-6 and Policy ICE-4E, which encourage the use of 
alternative water technologies to meet water demands, whereas the use of on-site irrigation wells 
to provide non-potable water is not only inconsistent with these two policies, it is also potentially 
inconsistent with Policy CON-4A, which mandates protection and, where feasible, enhancement 
of the aquifer-recharge values of undeveloped land and wetland areas. 
 
Sewer Treatment Plant Capacity 
The County’s adopted LOS standard for wastewater treatment and disposal requires that the 
regional wastewater treatment and disposal system, consisting of North, Central, and South 
District Wastewater Treatment Plants, operate with a capacity that is two percent above the 
average daily flow for the preceding five years and a physical capacity of no less than the annual 
average daily sewer flow. The wastewater effluent must also meet all applicable federal, state, 
and county standards and all treatment plants must maintain the capacity to treat peak flows 
without overflow.   
 
The Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department regional wastewater treatment system 
capacity is the sum of the daily treatment capacity of the three wastewater treatment plants. The 
regional wastewater treatment system can treat up to 375.5 MGD. According to the CDMP, the 
regional system shall have the capacity to treat 102% of the average daily sewage demand of the 
preceding 5 years. The Sanitary Sewer Level of Service (LOS) standard presented in the CDMP 
requires the regional system to have sufficient capacity to treat 102% of the average daily sewage 
demand of the preceding 5 years. Based on the LOS standard, the capacity of the regional 
wastewater treatment system is equivalent to 368.14 MGD. The available capacity is calculated 
by subtracting the annual average flow (302.36 MGD) for the preceding 5 years and the capacity 
reserved for development orders (36.39 MGD) from the system capacity (368.14 MGD). 
Therefore, the available wastewater treatment plant capacity is 29.39 MGD. 
 

Sewer System Connectivity: 
The application site is within WASD’s service area. The wastewater flows for this application will 
be transmitted to the North District Wastewater Treatment Plant (NDWWTP) for treatment and 
disposal. Currently, there is average wastewater treatment capacity for this application consistent 
with Policy WS-2A(2) of the CDMP.   
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Per WASD Letter of Availability No. 15-323501, the developer will furnish and install two (2) new 
Public pump stations. The Developer shall connect to an existing 30-inch force main located on 
NW 75 Place, approximately 210 feet northeast of 169 Street, and extend a 24-inch force main 
southerly in NW 75 Place to NW 169 Street, then, northwesterly in NW 169 Street, to NW 170 
Street, then westerly in NW 170 Street to State Road I-75, then in an access easement westerly 
across State Road I-75, then continue westerly in NW 170 Street to NW 97 Avenue, connecting 
to an existing 16-inch force main (DS-2014-549, AGMT No. 20189) at that location, if conveyed 
by the time this project is ready for construction.  Also, if conveyed by the time this project is ready 
for construction, the developer shall connect to the existing 16-inch force main (DS-2014-549, 
AGMT ID No. 20189) in proposed NW 97 Avenue north of proposed NW 174 Street, and extend 
the 16-inch force main northerly in proposed NW 97 Avenue to the southern boundary of the 
developer’s property, then extend one 16-inch force main and one 12-inch force main 
easterly/northerly and westerly/northerly, respectively within the developer’s property in an 
easement and/or dedicated public right-of ways  to a point as required to provide service to each 
of the two (2) aforementioned proposed public pump stations.  
 
Currently, the existing 16-inch force main is connected to the City of Hialeah per Contract between 
Miami-Dade County, the City of Hialeah, and AMB I-75 LLC (Resolution R-1165-09). Per the 
terms of said Contract, WASD will provide written notice to the City of Hialeah of the approximate 
date by which WASD proposes to terminate said Contract, which will occur at the time the WASD 
Agreement for the American Dream Project is executed.   
 
The developer is responsible for obtaining access from FDOT for the crossing of State Road I-75 
for the installation of the aforementioned proposed sewer main extension. If the aforementioned 
16-inch force main (DS-2014-549; AGMT ID No. 20189) is not conveyed, then the developer must 
fully inspect, certify and convey said force main before any connection could be allowed to said 
force main.   
 
A dedicated 45 feet by 65 feet tract site for each of the (two) 2 proposed pump stations must be 
dedicated by the developer along with furnishing and installing an emergency generator with 
building at the pump station site for each of the two (2) aforementioned proposed WASD public 
pump stations. Any public gravity sewer within the property shall be 8-inch minimum diameter. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
The Miami-Dade County Department of Solid Waste Management (DSWM) oversees the proper 
collection and disposal of solid waste generated in the County through direct operations, 
contractual arrangements, and regulations. In addition, the Department directs the countywide 
effort to comply with State regulations concerning recycling, household chemical waste 
management and the closure and maintenance of solid waste sites no longer in use. 
 
The application site is located inside the SWMD Waste Collection Service Area (WCSA), which 
consists of all residents of the Unincorporated Municipal Service Area (UMSA) and eight 
municipalities.   
 
Level of Service Standard  
CDMP Policy SW-2A establishes the adopted Level of Service (LOS) standard for the County’s 
Solid Waste Management System. This CDMP policy requires the County to maintain sufficient 
waste disposal capacity to accommodate waste flows committed to the System through long-term 
contracts or interlocal agreements with municipalities and private waste haulers, and anticipated 
uncommitted waste flows, for a period of five years. The SWMD assesses the solid waste capacity 
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on system-wide basis since it is not practical or necessary to make determination concerning the 
adequacy of solid waste disposal capacity relative to individual applications. As of FY 2015-2016, 
the SWMD is in compliance with the adopted LOS standard.   
 
Application Impacts  
The application requests redesignation of the site from “Industrial and Office” to “Business and 
Office.” The “Business and Office” designation may result in development of commercial 
establishments, as defined in Chapter 15 of the County Code.  The DSWM does not actively 
compete for non-residential waste collection servicing commercial and multi-family 
establishments at this time. Waste collection services will, therefore, most likely be provided by a 
private waste hauler. The requested amendment will have no fiscal impact or any associated 
costs; therefore DSWM has no objection to the proposed change. 
 
Parks 
 
The Miami-Dade County Parks, Recreation and Open Space Department has three Park Benefit 
Districts (PBDs). The subject application site is located inside Park Benefit District 1 (PBD-1), 
which generally encompasses the area north of SW 8 Street. 
 
Level of Service Standard 
CDMP Policy ROS-2A establishes the adopted minimum Level of Service (LOS) standard for the 
provision of recreation open space in the Miami-Dade County. This CDMP policy requires the 
County to provide a minimum of 2.75 acres of local recreation open space per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated areas of the County and a County-provided, or an annexed or 
incorporated, local recreation open space of five acres or larger within a three-mile distance from 
residential development. The acreage/population measure of the LOS standard is calculated for 
each Park Benefit District. A Park Benefit District is considered below LOS standard if the 
projected deficiency of local recreation open space is greater than five acres. Currently, PBD-1 
has a surplus capacity of 156.45 acres of parkland, when measured by the County’s concurrency 
LOS standard of 2.75 acres of local recreation open space per 1,000 permanent residents. 
 
The “County Local Parks” table below lists the parks within a 3-mile radius of the application site; 
all but one (Country Club of Miami Tot Lot) are larger than the required five acre park.    
 

      County Local Parks 
Within a 3-Mile Radius of Application Site 

Park Name Acreage Classification 

Spanish Lake Park 6.49 Neighborhood Park 

Country Club of Miami Tot Lot 0.30 Mini Park 

Norm and Jean Reach Park 19.28 Community Park 

Country Village Park 16.74 Community Park 

Country Lake Park 19.20 Community Park 

Country Club of Miami South Park 88.29 Community Park 

North Pointe Community Center 5.58 Community Park 

 Source: Miami-Dade County Parks, Recreation and Open Space Department, July 2016. 
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Application Impacts  
The potential development of the site under the existing CDMP land use designation does not 
permit residential uses and therefore has not impact based on the minimum Level of Service 
standard for the provision of local recreation open space.  
 
There is no potential for residential development under the proposed land use designations and 
accompanying restrictions. Therefore this application, as presented, has no impact based on the 
minimum Level of Service standard for the provision of local recreation open space and there 
would be no additional impact to the CDMP Open Space Spatial Standards.   
 
Fire and Rescue Service 
 
The Miami-Dade Fire Rescue (MDFR) stations nearest to the application site are:  

 Station No. 1 (Miami Lakes) located at 16699 NW 67 Avenue and is equipped with a Rescue, 
an Aerial and a Battalion Chief totaling eight (8) firefighter/paramedics, 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week;  

 Station No. 44 (Palm Springs North) located at 7700 NW 186 Street and is equipped with a 
Rescue and Engine totaling seven (7) firefighter/paramedics, 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week; 

 Station No. 51 (Honey Hill) located at 4775 NW 199 Street and is equipped with a Rescue 
and Engine totaling seven (7) firefighter/paramedics, 24 hours a day, seven days a week; and 

 Station No. 64 (Miami Lakes West) located at 15321 NW 77 Court and is equipped with an 
Engine totaling four (4) firefighter/paramedics, 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

 
According to data retrieved during calendar year 2015, the average travel time to incidents in the 
vicinity of the application site is estimated at approximately 13 minutes and 07 seconds. 
Performance objectives of national industry standards require the assembly of 15-17 firefighters 
on-scene within 8 minutes at 90% of all incidents. Presently, travel time to incidents in the vicinity 
of the application site does not comply with the performance objective of national industry 
standards. 
 
The MDFR Department has determined that the current “Industrial and Office” land use 
designation of the application site would allow a potential development that would generate 167 
annual alarms. The proposed “Business and Office” designation would allow a proposed potential 
development anticipated to generate more than 2,000 annual alarms and—combined with the 
proposed development of Application 6 (The Graham Companies) and other potential 
development in the vicinity—would have a severe and detrimental impact to existing fire-rescue 
services. Presently, there are no planned service expansions in the area of the property. 
A suspected fire within this project would be designated as a building dispatch assignment. Such 
an assignment would require four (4) suppression units; one of which must be an aerial, and the 
other three may be a combination of engines, tankers, ladders or aerials. Additionally, the 
assignment would require one (1) rescue and a battalion commander. This assignment requires 
twenty (20) firefighters and officers. As a result of the location of existing stations, equipment and 
staff, MDFR is unable to conform to the performance objective of national industry. 
 
Under provisions of Chapter 33J of the Code of Miami-Dade County, all developments are 
deemed to create an impact and therefore create a demand for increased fire and rescue service 
capacity. As such, the cost of new facilities should be borne by new users to the extent new uses 
require new fire rescue facilities. To offset the cost, any application for development activity within 
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Miami-Dade County Fire Rescue service area will be subjected to the imposition of a fire impact 
fee. As part of the project’s proportionate share of impact fees, MDFR will require the dedication 
of a 2-acre parcel of land for the construction of a fire rescue station to serve the property. All 
claims for contributions in-lieu of fee must be submitted to and approved by the Fire Chief prior to 
the issuance of any building permit intending to utilize the contribution in-lieu of impact fees.   
 
In an effort to minimize impact to existing and planned stations, MDFR recommends that two first 
aid stations be located within the mall. Typically, first aid stations are able to handle most injuries 
and promptly treat cases requiring simple first aid treatment. Furthermore, it is recommended that 
emergency access drives as well as emergency apparatus set-up sites are provided on the mall 
grounds to facilitate emergency vehicle access and staging.  
 
Level of Service Standard for Fire Flow and Application Impacts  
CDMP Policy WS-2A establishes the County’s minimum Level of Service standard for potable 
water. This CDMP policy requires the County to deliver water at a pressure no less than 20 
pounds per square inch (psi) and no greater than 100 psi, unless otherwise approved by the 
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department. A minimum fire flow of 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) is 
required for the Business and Industrial land uses. Fire hydrants shall be spaced a minimum of 
300’ from each other and shall deliver not less than 1,000 GPM. Presently, there are no fire flow 
deficiencies in the vicinity of the application.  
 

The Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department anticipates that the number of alarms forecasted for 
the subject site, along with the congested roadways within the area, will severely impact existing 
services and detrimentally impact emergency response times. MDFR believes that the mall, along 
with other projects in the vicinity, will result in the need for additional fire protection facilities as 
well as additional equipment and staffing. 
 
Roadways 
 
The western ±280-acre portion of the application site west of NW 97 Avenue was partly the subject 
of the April 2005 Cycle Application No. 5 (the April 2005 Application), which was adopted by 
Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners (Board) on April 18, 2006 (Ordinance No. 06-43) 
with acceptance of a proffered Declaration of Restrictions (covenant). The April 2005 Application 
site originally included ±793.8 gross acres located between NW 154 and NW 170 Streets and 
between NW 97 Avenue and Homestead Extension of the Florida Turnpike (HEFT). The site was 
expanded through the addition of ±347 gross acres north of NW 170 Street between NW 97 
Avenue and the HEFT, for a total of ±1,140.8 acres. The application was the subject of a 
Settlement Agreement between the former Department of Community Affairs and Miami-Dade 
County, which was approved by the Board on July 6, 2006 through Resolution No. 847-06 and a 
subsequent Remedial Plan Amendment adopted by the Board on August 24, 2006 (see 
Ordinance No. 06-116). Application No. 5, together with the Remedial Plan Amendment, was 
found “In Compliance” by DCA on October 16, 2006. The settlement agreement, among other 
provisions, restricted non-residential development on the ±347 acres north of NW 170 Street to a 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.45 and this FAR restriction in included in the CDMP Land Use 
Element text on page I-24.  
 
With the adoption of App. No. 5 in the April 2005 CDMP Amendment cycle, certain required 
roadway improvements of the applicant were added in the text for the “Future Traffic Circulation 
Map Series” within the Traffic Circulation Subelement on page II-20 of the CDMP Transportation 
Element. The referenced text is provided below with the current status of the roadway projects as 
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listed in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and/or 2017 Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP) shown in [italic text within square brackets], as follows:  
 

“With regard to the following transportation improvements necessary to serve Application No. 
5 in the April 2005-2006 CDMP Cycle, in no event shall a Building Permit for development 
within that area be issued until the MPO Miami-Dade Long Range Transportation Plan has 
been amended to reflect the following changes in priority of the construction phasing of the 
roadway network: 

 I-75 between Miami-Dade/Broward County Line and SR 826/Palmetto Expressway: from 
8 lanes to 10 lanes, advance to Priority 3 (2021-2025); [Status: Under construction] 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway between NW 103 Street and NW 154 Street: from 8 lanes 
to 10 lanes, advance to Priority 3 (2021-2025); [Status: Under construction.] 

 SR 826/Palmetto Expressway from NW 154 Street to I-95: from 6 lanes to 8 lanes, 
advance to Priority 3 (2021-2025); [Status: LRTP Priority III] 

 HEFT from SR 836 to Okeechobee Road: 8 lanes + auxiliary lanes, advance to Priority 
3 (2021 to 2025), [Status: 2017 TIP with funding for design/build for 2016/2017, 2018-
2019] 

 HEFT from Okeechobee Road to I-75: 8 lanes + auxiliary lanes, advance to Priority 3 
(2021 to 2025); and [Status: Status: 2017 TIP with funding for design/build for 2017-
2018] 

 HEFT from I-75 to Turnpike Mainline: from 4 lanes to 6 lanes, advance to Priority 3 (2021 
to 2025).” [Status: In 2040 LRTP as Priority IV]    

 
The roadway projects listed above have been advanced with the exception of the segment of the 
HEFT from I-75 to the Turnpike mainline (last bullet item above), which remains in the 2040 LRTP 
as a Priority IV project. However, this HEFT project is listed in the Turnpike’s draft Five Year work 
program (2017/2018-2021/2022) and should also be advanced as required to at least Priority III 
in the 2040 LRTP. 
 
For the April 2005 Cycle Application No. 5, the applicant submitted a Transportation Analysis (TA) 
report in support of the application, prepared by Cathy Sweetapple & Associates entitled CDMP 
Amendment Application No. 5 Hialeah and Graham, dated April 2006. The TA included analysis 
of the ±347 acres (the Graham properties), located north of NW 170 Street between NW 97 
Avenue and the HEFT, with a development program that included 300,000 sq. ft. office uses; 
500,000 sq. ft. business park/showroom; and 3,200,000 sq. ft. warehouse, which would generate 
approximately 2,582 PM peak hour trips.  
 
The Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) accepted with adoption of the April 2005 Application 
limits the ±347 acres to development that would generate a maximum 2,582 net external PM peak 
hour trips. The referenced ±347-acre portion of the April 2005 Cycle Application area is subject 
of Application Nos. 6 and 5 in the May 2016 amendment cycle. To analyze the trip generation for 
currently allowed uses for both Application Nos. 6 and 5, trips associated with the covenant (west 
of NW 97 Avenue) were allocated to each application proportionally based on their acreage. See 
“Estimated PM Peak Hour Trip Generation By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use 
Designations” table below. 
 
Existing Roadway Network 
Currently, access to the application site is via NW 97 Avenue and theoretical NW 170 Street.  NW 
97 Avenue from NW 138 Street to theoretical NW 154 Street is a four-lane divided roadway and 
north of NW 154 Street to theoretical NW 170 Street is under construction as a two-lane facility. 
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NW 170 Street from the HEFT to NW 97 Avenue and from NW 97 Avenue to the bridge over I-75 
is currently unimproved. East of I-75, NW 170 Street is a two-lane facility from NW 77 Avenue to 
NW 89 Avenue. The NW 170 Street bridge over I-75 is currently blocked to vehicular traffic on 
both sides of I-75. NW 154 Street also has a bridge over I-75 that does not currently allow 
vehicular access. East of the application site is I-75, an 8-lane limited access facility, and west of 
the application site is the HEFT--a six-lane limited access facility from Okeechobee Road to I-75, 
and from I-75 to the Florida Turnpike SPUR a four-lane facility. I-75 provides access in the south 
to NW 138 Street/Graham Dairy Road to the west and to the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826 and 
SR 924/Gratigny Parkway to the east. I-75 to the north provides access also to NW 186 
Street/Miami Gardens Drive via an interchange. The HEFT provides access in the south to 
Okeechobee Road, a diagonal six-lane roadway from the HEFT southeast to SR 826/Palmetto 
Expressway, a six-lane facility. The HEFT, I-75 and SR 826/Palmetto Expressway are all regional 
corridors, which provide access to other areas in the County. 
 
Traffic conditions are evaluated by the level of service (LOS), which is represented by one of the 
letters “A” through “F”, with A generally representing the most favorable driving conditions and F 
representing the least favorable. 
 
County Staff performed analysis for the existing LOS on the roadway segments serving the 
application site. Existing traffic conditions on major roadways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the 
application site—including the state facilities of the HEFT, I-75, and Miami Gardens Drive--which 
are currently monitored by the State (Year 2015) and the County (Year 2015), are operating at 
acceptable levels of service. See “Traffic Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving the Amendment 
Site” Table below. 
 
Future Programmed and Planned Roadway Improvements 
A study area (area of influence) was selected to determine the Application’s traffic impact on the 
roadway network. The study area includes the arterial and collector roadway network extending 
north of the Miami-Dade and Broward Countyline on the north, the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826 
on the east, NW 74 Street on the south, and SW 177 Avenue/ Krome Avenue on the west.  
 
The MPO’s adopted 2017 Transportation Improvement Program lists the following roadway 
capacity improvement projects for construction in fiscal years 2016-2021 within the study area 
(see table below). 
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Programmed Road Capacity Improvements 
Fiscal Years 2016/2017 – 2020/2021 

Roadway  From  To  Type of Improvement  Fiscal Year  

Krome Ave./SR 
997 

SW 8 St. MP 2.754 Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

Under CST 

Krome Ave./SR 
997 

MP 2.754 MP 5.122 Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

Under CST 

Krome Ave./SR 
997 

MP 5.122 MP 8.151 Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

Under CST 

Krome Ave./SR 
997 

MP 8.151 MP 10.935 Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

Under CST 

Krome Ave./SR 
997 

MP 10.935 MP 14.032/S. of 
Okeechobee Rd. 

Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

Under CST 

HEFT SR 836 NW 106 St. From 6 to 10 lanes 
including express 
lanes 

2016/2017 & 
2018/2019 

HEFT NW 106 St. I-75 From 6 to 10 lanes 
including express 
lanes 

2017/2018- 

NW 87 Ave.  NW 154 St NW 186 St. Widen to 4 lanes Under CST 

NW 97 Ave. NW 138 St. NW 154 St. New 4 lanes Under CST 

NW 97 Ave.1 
 

NW 154 St. NW 170 St. Widen to 4 lanes 2016/2017-
2018/2019 

NW 107 Ave.1 
 

NW 138 St.  NW 170 St. New 5 lanes 2017/2018- 
2020/2021 

NW 87 Ave. NW 154 St. NW 186 St. Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes 

2016/2017 

NW 47 Ave./SR 
847 

NW 183 St. Premier Pkwy. Add lanes and 
reconstruct 

2017/2018 

W. 24 Ave.  W. 60 St. W. 76 St. Widen from 2 to 3 
lanes 

Under CST 

SR 826 and I-75 Flagler Street 
to NW 154 St. 

I-75 from SR 826 to 
NW 170 St. 

Add special use lane Under CST 

I-75 NW 170 St. HEFT Interchange Add special use lane Under CST 
I-75 HEFT 

interchange 
Miami-Dade Co. Line Add special use lane Under CST 

I-75 NW 170 St. Miami-Dade Co. Line Add special use lane Under CST 
Okeechobee Rd. NW 170 St. NW 186 St. Intersection 

improvement 
2016/2017 

NW 74 St.  HEFT SR 826 New 6 lanes 2016/2017 
Source: 2017 Transportation Improvement Program, Miami-Dade County Metropolitan Planning Organization, May 19, 2016. 
Notes:  1 MPO Governing Board on Oct. 26, 2016 approved by resolutions: No. 56-16 an amendment to the 2040 Long Range 
              Transportation Plan (LRTP) to include these two roadway improvement projects as Priority I projects; and No. 57-16 to 
              modify the scope of work for the NW 107 Avenue project from a total of seven lanes to five lanes.   
.  

 
The MPO’s adopted 2040 Miami-Dade Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), Cost Feasible 
Plan, lists the following roadway capacity improvement projects within the study area for 
construction in the next 24 years (see table below). 
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Planned Roadway Capacity Improvements 
Fiscal Years 2014/2015 through 2039/2040 

Roadway  From  To  Type of Improvement  Priority  

Krome Avenue/SR 
997 

MP 2.754 MP 5.122 Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Under 
CST 

Krome Avenue/SR 
997 

MP 5.122 MP 8.151 Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Under 
CST 

Krome Avenue/SR 
997 

MP 8.151 MP 10.935 Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Under 
CST 

Krome Avenue/SR 
997 

MP 10.953 MP 14.184 US 
27/Okeechobee 

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Under 
CST 

HEFT* SR 836 NW 106 St. Add lanes and reconstruct I 
HEFT NW 106 St. I-75 Add lanes and reconstruct I 
HEFT  NW 57 Ave. Turnpike (mainline) Widen to 8 lanes IV 
HEFT I-75 NW 57 Ave. Widen to 8 lanes IV 
NW 97 Ave. NW 58 St. NW 70 St. Add 2 lanes and reconstruct I 
NW 97 Ave. NW 70 St. NW 74 St. New 4 lane road construction I 
NW 87 Ave. NW 74 St. NW 103 St. New 2 lane road construction I 
NW 87 Ave. NW 154 St. NW 186 St. Add 2 lanes and reconstruct I 
NW 82 Ave. NW 8 St. NW 12 St. New 4 lane road construction II 
NW 57 Ave. W. 53 St. W. 65 St. Add two lanes and reconstruct I 
NW 57 Ave. W. 65 St. W. 84 St. Add two lanes and reconstruct I 
NW 47 Ave. NW 183 St. Miami-Dade/ Broward 

County line 
Capacity improvements I 

I-75 Managed Lanes 
System 

NW 170 St. HEFT interchange Managed lanes I 

I-75 Managed Lanes 
System 

HEFT Miami-Dade County 
line 

Managed lanes I 

SR 826/Palmetto 
and I-75 

Flagler 
NW 170 St. 

NW 154 St. 
SR 826/Palmetto 

Managed lanes I 

I-75 Ramp NW 87 Ave.  New ramp from I-75 s/b to NW 
87 Ave. s/b 

III 

I-75 SR 826/Palmetto NW 170 St. Widen with express lanes IV 
I-75 At Miami Gardens 

Drive 
 Modify Interchange IV 

SR 826/Palmetto NW 154 St. NW 17 Ave. Managed lanes III 
SR 826/Palmetto NW 103 St. NW 138 St. Add braided on-ramp to NW 

122 St. 
III 

SR 826/Palmetto NW 103 St. NW 154 St. Widen with express lanes IV 
SR 826/Palmetto SR 836/Dolphin NW 103 St. Add 4 special use lanes IV 
NW 186 St. NW 97 Ave. I-75 New 4 lane road construction IV 
NW 170 St. HEFT NW 97 Ave. 6 lane divided roadway III 
SR 924 Gratigny 
West Extension 

SR 826/Palmetto HEFT Extend SR 924 to HEFT with 
connections to I-75 and SR 
826/Palmetto 

II 

NW 74 St. HEFT SR 826/Palmetto Add 2 lanes and reconstruct I 
US 27/Okeechobee SR 826/Palmetto Krome Ave./SR 997 Operational/capacity 

improvements with grade 
separated intersections 

IV 

Source: Miami-Dade 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Miami Urbanized Area, 
October 23, 2014.  
Notes: Priority I – Project improvements to be funded by 2020; Priority II – Project improvements to be funded between 2021 and 
            2025; Priority III – Project improvements to be funded between 2026 and 2030; and Priority IV – Projects to be funded 
            between 2031 and 2040. 
. 

 
County Staff’s Short-term and Long-term Traffic Analysis 
The Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources, Planning and 
Platting Divisions, performed a short-term Concurrency (Year 2019) analysis to assess the impact 
that the application would have on the adjacent roadways, and includes the existing Level of 
Service (LOS) for the traffic count stations utilized. Staff performed a bi-directional short-term 
(concurrency) analysis of the peak period, as defined by the Traffic Circulation Element TC-1B as 
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the average of the two highest consecutive hours. The concurrency analysis considers reserved 
trips from approved development not yet constructed, programmed roadway capacity 
improvements listed in the first three years of the County’s adopted 2017 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) such as the widening of the HEFT, and the PM Peak hour trips 
estimated to be generated by the application. A combined concurrency analysis for the adjacent 
project, Application No. 6 was also performed. These analyses assess the impacts that the 
application(s) would have on the adjacent roadways and the surrounding roadway network, in 
order to determine if concurrency was met. Staff also reviewed other considerations, including 
the HEFT and I-75 widening, applicant’s information regarding transit, and the proposed trip 
generation.  
 
In accordance with the County’s Instructions for Preparing Applications Requesting Amendments 
to the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan Amendment Cycle report 
(Instructions Report), a long-term traffic analysis shall be performed by the transportation 
consultant. (See “Applicant’s TIA Report” section below.) As a comparison, County staff, in 
coordination with the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), may perform a long-term 
analysis (Year 2040) utilizing the SERPM model volume to capacity (v/c) analysis for the Study 
Area. This analysis would determine the adequacy of the future roadway network to handle the 
application’s traffic impacts and to meet the adopted LOS standards applicable to the roadways 
through the year 2040. However, due to the extensive discussions with the transportation 
consultant in regards to trip generation and methodology, there was not enough adequate time to 
request and prepare the analysis (see “Applicant’s Traffic Analysis” below). As a result, the 
applicant’s long-term analysis will be utilized. 
 
Trip Generation 
One potential development scenario (Scenario 1) for each of the current and requested CDMP 
land use designation was analyzed for traffic impacts. Under the current CDMP land use 
designation of “Industrial and Office” the application site is assumed to be developed in 
accordance with the current Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) for the application area west 
of NW 97 Avenue, for a total of 1,804 trips. Under the requested CDMP land use designation of 
“Business and Office” the application site is assumed to be developed with 6,200,000 sq. ft. 
Entertainment/Retail uses in accordance with the applicant’s proffered Declaration of Restrictions 
(covenant) and as presented in the revised American Dream Miami & the Graham Project 
Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 
 

If the application were approved and the subject site developed, it would generate approximately 
5,330 PM peak hour trips, or 3,526 more PM peak hour trips than the maximum potential 
development that could occur under the current CDMP land use designation. See “Estimated PM 
Peak Hour Trip Generation by Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations” table 
below. 
 

Estimated PM Peak Hour Trip Generation 
By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations 

Application 
No. 5 

Current CDMP Designation 
and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. Of Trips 

Requested CDMP Designation 
and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. Of Trips 

Estimated Trip Difference 
Between Current and 

Requested CDMP Land 
Use Designation 

 

 

 

“Industrial and Office”  
57,300 sq. ft. Office 

95,500 sq. ft. Business Park 

“Business and Office”   
6,200,000 sq. ft. 

Entertainment/Retail /2 
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611,200 sq. ft. warehouses (w/o 
NW 97 Ave.)  

2,792,000 sq. ft. warehouses 
(e/o NW 97 Ave.) /1 

 
1,804 

 

 
 
 
 

5,330 

 

 
 
 
 

+ 3,526 

Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012; and the revised American Dream Miami & the 
Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 

 
 
Combined Trip Generation – Buildout Phase I (Year 2020) 
A combined trip generation for Application Nos. 5 and 6 was performed to assess the impacts on 
the roadway network, using the Buildout Phase I (Year 2020) and Phase II (Year 2040) for 
Application No. 6. Under the current CDMP land use designations, the total combined trips for 
Application Nos. 5 and 6 are approximately 4,510 PM peak hour trips. If both Application Nos. 5 
and 6 were approved and the subject sites developed (Year 2020), it would generate a combined 
total of approximately 6,193 PM peak hour trips, or approximately 1,683 more PM peak hour trips 
than the maximum potential development that could occur under the current CDMP land use 
designation. See “Estimated Combined PM Peak Hour Trip Generation By Current and 
Requested CDMP Land Use Designations For Application Nos. 5 and 6 Buildout Phase I (Year 
2020)” table below. 

Estimated Combined PM Peak Hour Trip Generation 
By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations 
For Application Nos. 5 and 6 Buildout Phase I (Year 2020) 

Application 
Nos. 5 & 6 

Current CDMP Designation 
and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. Of Trips 

Requested CDMP Designation 
and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. Of Trips 

Estimated Trip 
Difference Between 

Current and Requested 
CDMP Land Use 

Designation App. No. 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

App. No. 6 

“Industrial and Office”  
57,300 sq. ft. Office 

95,500 sq. ft. Business Park; 
611,200 sq. ft. warehouses (w/o 
NW 97 Ave.); 2,792,000 sq. ft. 

warehouses (e/o NW 97 Ave.) /1 
 

1,804 
 

“Industrial and Office” and 
“Business and Office” 

242,828 sq. ft. office; 404,500 
sq. ft. business park; 2,588,800 
sq. ft. warehousing (w/o NW 97 

Ave.); 1,311,000 sq. ft. 
warehouses (e/o NW 97 Ave.)/3  

 
2,706 

 

“Business and Office”   
6,200,000 sq. ft. 

Entertainment/Retail /2 
 
 
 
 

5,330 
 

“Business and Office” and 
“Employment Center”2 

500 MF; 150,000 sq. ft. retail; 
250,000 sq. ft. Business Park /4 

 
 
 
 

863 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

+ 3,526 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-1,843 

Total 
Combined 

Trips 

 
4,510 

 

 
6,193 

 

 
+1,683 
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Source:     Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012; and the revised American Dream Miami &  
                 the Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 
Notes:   1 Under the current CDMP land use designation the Application No. 5 site is assumed to be developed with 57,300 sq. ft. 

Office, 95,500 sq. ft. Business Park, 611,200 sq. ft. warehouses (w/o NW 97 Ave.), and 2,792,000 sq. ft. warehouses (e/o 
NW 97 Ave.) 

                2 The requested CDMP land use designation for Application No. 5 assumes the application site developed according to 
the applicant’s proposed development program for 6,200,000 sq. ft. Entertainment/Retail facility. 

                3 Under the current CDMP land use designation the Application No. 6 site is assumed to be developed with 242,828 sq. ft. 
office; 404,500 sq. ft. business park; 2,588,800 sq. ft. warehousing (w/o NW 97 Ave.); 1,311,000 sq. ft. warehouses (e/o 
NW 97 Ave.) 

                4 The requested CDMP land use designation for Application No. 6 assumes the site developed according to the applicant’s 
proposed development program for Phase I (Year 2020) consisting of 500 MF; 150,000 sq. ft. retail; and 250,000 sq. ft. 
Business Park. 

 

Combined Trip Generation – Buildout Phase II (Year 2040) 

A combined trip generation for Application Nos. 5 and 6 was performed to assess the impacts on 

the roadway network. Under the current CDMP land use designations, the total combined trips 

for Application Nos. 5 and 6 are approximately 4,510 PM peak hour trips. For Application No. 6, 

the Buildout Phase II (Year 2040) was also analyzed. If both Application Nos. 5 and 6 were 

approved and the subject sites developed (Year 2040), it would generate a combined total of 

approximately 10,645 PM peak hour trips, or approximately 6,135 more PM peak hour trips than 

the maximum potential development that could occur under the current CDMP land use 

designation. See “Estimated Combined PM Peak Hour Trip Generation By Current and 

Requested CDMP Land Use Designations For Application Nos. 5 and 6 Buildout Phase II (Year 

2040)” table below. 

 

Estimated Combined PM Peak Hour Trip Generation 

By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations 

For Application Nos. 5 and 6  Buildout Phase II (Year 2040) 

Application 

Nos. 5 & 6 

Current CDMP Designation 

and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. Of Trips 

Requested CDMP Designation 

and Assumed Use/ 

Estimated No. of Trips 

Estimated Trip Difference 

Between Current and 

Requested CDMP Land 

Use Designations 

App. No. 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

App. No. 6 

Buildout 

Phase II 

(Year 2040) 

“Industrial and Office” 

57,300 sq. ft. Office 

95,500 sq. ft. Business Park; 

611,200 sq. ft. warehouses 

(w/o NW 97 Ave.); 2,792,000 

sq. ft. warehouses (e/o NW 97 

Ave.) /1 

 

1,804 

 

“Industrial and Office” and 

“Business and Office” 

242,828 sq. ft. office; 404,500 

sq. ft. business park; 

2,588,800 sq. ft. warehousing 

(w/o NW 97 Ave.); 1,311,000 

sq. ft. warehouses (e/o NW 97 

Ave.)/3 

 

2,706 

“Business and Office” 

6,200,000 sq. ft. 

Entertainment/Retail /2 

 

 

 

 

 

5,330 

 

“Business and Office” and 

“Employment Center” 

1,000,000 sq. ft. retail; 

3,000,000 sq. ft. Business 

Park; 2,000 MF dwelling 

units/4 

 

 

 

5,315 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

+ 3,526 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

+2,609 
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Total 

Combined 

Trips 

4,510 10,645 

 

+6,135 

Source:   Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012; and the revised American Dream Miami &  

               the Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 

Notes:    1 Under the current CDMP land use designation the Application No. 5 site is assumed to be developed with 57,300 sq. ft. 

Office, 95,500 sq. ft. Business Park, 611,200 sq. ft. warehouses (w/o NW 97 Ave.), and 2,792,000 sq. ft. warehouses (e/o 

NW 97 Ave.) 

                2 The requested CDMP land use designation for Application No. 5 assumes the application site developed according to 

the applicant’s proposed development program for 6,200,000 sq. ft. Entertainment/Retail facility. 

                3 Under the current CDMP land use designation the Application No. 6 site is assumed to be developed with 242,828 sq. ft. 

office; 404,500 sq. ft. business park; 2,588,800 sq. ft. warehousing (w/o NW 97 Ave.); 1,311,000 sq. ft. warehouses (e/o 

NW 97 Ave.) 

                4 The requested CDMP land use designation for Application No. 6 assumes the site developed according to the applicant’s 

proposed development program for Phase II (Year 2040) consisting of 1,000,000 sq. ft. retail; 3,000,000 sq. ft. Business 

Park; and 2,000 MF dwelling units.  

 
Traffic Short-Term (Concurrency) Evaluation 
An evaluation of peak-period traffic concurrency conditions as of October 2016 was performed, 
which considers reserved trips from approved development not yet constructed, programmed 
roadway capacity improvements listed in the first three years of the County’s adopted 2017 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) such as the widening of certain roadway section of 
the Homestead Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), and the PM Peak hour trips estimated to 
be generated by the application under the requested CDMP LUP map designation. The 
concurrency analysis does not include proposed development approved in municipalities. The 
concurrency analysis determined that most roadways—adjacent to and in the vicinity of the 
application site—that were analyzed have available capacity to handle the additional traffic 
impacts that would be generated by the application and are projected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service.  
 
However, the roadway segment of the HEFT between I-75 and NW 57 Avenue is projected to 
operate at its adopted LOS D standard. And the roadway segment of Miami Gardens Drive/NW 
186 Street/SR 860 between I-75 to NW 77 Avenue--is projected to operate at a LOS of F--in 
violation of its adopted LOS E standard. Due to the project trips triggering a violation of the 
adopted LOS standards for the referenced roadway segments, the application therefore does not 
meet the roadway concurrency requirements. Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 to NW 77 Avenue 
is a four-lane facility with a peak hour two-way capacity of approximately 3,580 vehicles per hour. 
A minimum of a six-lane facility with an estimated peak hour capacity of 5,390 will be needed to 
handle the estimated 4,240 peak hour trips that are projected to be generated by the application. 
See “Traffic Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving the Amendment Site Roadway Lanes, Existing 
and Concurrency PM Peak Period Operating Level of Service (LOS)” table below. 
 
Combined Traffic Concurrency Evaluation for Applications 5 and 6 
Due to Application No. 6 located immediately south of the subject application site, a combined 
traffic concurrency analysis was performed to assess the combined impact of both amendment 
applications on the adjacent roadway network, including state roadways the Homestead 
Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), I-75, and Miami Gardens Drive/NW 186 Street. The 
combined concurrency analysis determined that most roadways—adjacent to and in the vicinity 
of the application site—that were analyzed have available capacity to handle the additional traffic 
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impacts that would be generated by the application and are projected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service. 
 
However, the roadway segment of the HEFT between I-75 and NW 57 Avenue is projected to 
operate at its adopted LOS D standard. And the roadway segment of Miami Gardens Drive/NW 
186 Street/SR 860 between I-75 to NW 77 Avenue--is projected to operate at a LOS of F--in 
violation of its adopted LOS E standard. Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 to NW 77 Avenue is a 
four-lane facility with a peak hour two-way capacity of approximately 3,580 vehicles per hour. A 
minimum of a six-lane facility with an estimated peak hour capacity of 5,390 will be needed to 
handle the estimated 5,086 peak hour traffic with both of the applications. See “Combined Traffic 
Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving the Amendments 5 and 6 Roadway Lanes, Existing and 
Concurrency PM Peak Period Operating Level of Service (LOS)” table below. 
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Traffic Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving the Amendment Site 
Roadway Lanes, Existing and Concurrency PM Peak Period Operating Level of Service (LOS) 

Sta. 
Num. 

Roadway Location/Link 
Num. 
Lanes 

Adopted 
LOS Std.1 

Peak Hour 
Cap.2 

Peak 
Hour 
Vol. 

 

Existing 
LOS 

Approved 
D.O’s 
Trips 

Total Trips 
With D.O’s 

Trips 

Conc. 
LOS w/o 
Amend. 

Amend. 
Peak Hour 

Trips 

Total Trips 
With 

Amend. 

Conc. LOS 
with Amend. 

“Business and Office” - 6,200,000 sq. ft. Entertainment/Retail  

2248  HEFT*  
I-75 and theo. NW 170 
St. interchange 

10 LA D 16,840 8,838 D 0 8,838 B 936 9,774 B 

2248 HEFT* 
Theo. NW 170 St. 
interchange to 
Okeechobee Rd. 

10 LA D 16,840 8,838 D 0 8,838 B 1,111 9,949 B 

2285  HEFT* I-75 to NW 57 Ave. 4 LA D 6,700 4,888 C 0 4,888 C 964 5,852 D 

7048  NW 138 St. NW 107 Ave. to I-75 6 DV D 5,390 1,796 C 0 1,796 C 147 1,943 C 

 NW 97 Ave 
NW 138 St to NW 154 
St. 

4 DV D 3,190 435 B 0 435 B 187 622 B 

2503  I-75** Broward Co. Line to 
HEFT  

10 LA D 16,840 10,606 C 20 10,626 C 1,392 12,018 C 

2501  I-75** HEFT to NW 92 Ave.  10 LA D 16,840 10,637 C 256 10,893 C 933 11,826 C 

2500  I-75** NW 92 Ave. to SR 826 10 LA D 16,840 8,160 B 0 8,160 B 778 8,938 B 

2518  

NW 186 St./ 
Miami 
Gardens 
Dr./SR 860 

I-75 to NW 77 Ave. 4 DV E 3,580 3,475 D 8 3,483 D 757 4,240 F 

Source:  Compiled by the Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources and Florida Department of Transportation, October 2016. 
Notes:    

1 County adopted roadway level of service standard applicable to the roadway segment: LOS C (80% Capacity); D (90% capacity); E (100% Capacity). 
             2 Peak hour Peak Hour Period volumes (PHP) are calculated in accordance with CDMP Policy TC-1B using the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic volume. 
             DV= Divided Roadway; UD=Undivided Roadway; LA=limited access facility 
            *For concurrency analysis, HEFT is scheduled for widening to 10 lanes between: SR 836/Dolphin Expressway to NW 106 Street from 6 to 10 lanes including express lanes and is listed in the 2017 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) with funding for project design/build for years 2016/2017-2018/2019; and between NW 106 Street and I-75 with funding for design/build for years 2017-
2018.   

            **For concurrency analysis: I-75 is scheduled for widening between: Miami-Dade/Broward County line to HEFT from 8 to 10 lanes including express lanes; and between SR 826/Palmetto to NW 
170 Street is scheduled for widening from 6 to 10 lanes including express lanes and with funding listed in the 2017 TIP for design/build for years 2016-2017-2017-2018. 

             Analysis assumes the interchanges at HEFT and NW 170 Street, and at I-75 and NW 186 Street are in place and operational. 
            Trips were distributed using the model distribution provided by the transportation consultant in the revised American Dream Miami & the Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP 
            Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 
.. 
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Combined Traffic Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving Amendments Nos. 5 and 6 
Roadway Lanes, Existing and Concurrency PM Peak Period Operating Level of Service (LOS) 

 

Sta. 
Num. 

Roadway Location/Link 
Num. 
Lanes 

Adopted 
LOS 
Std.1 

Peak Hour 
Cap.2 

Peak 
Hour 
Vol.2 

Existing 
LOS 

Approved 
D.O’s 
Trips 

Total Trips 
With D.O’s 

Trips 

Conc. 
LOS w/o 
Amend. 

Amend. 5 
Peak Hour 

Trips 

Amend. 6 
Peak 
Hour 
Trips 

Total Trips 
With 

Amends. 

Conc. LOS 
with 

Amends. 

“Business and Office” - 6,200,000 sq. ft. Entertainment/Retail 

2248  HEFT 
I-75 and theo. NW 170 St. 
interchange 

10 LA* D 16,840 8,838 D 0 8,838 B 849 550 10,237 B 

2248 HEFT 
Theo. NW 170 St. 
interchange to Okeechobee 
Rd. 

10 LA* D 16,840 8,838 D 0 8,838 B 1,060 646 10,544 C 

2285  HEFT I-75 to NW 57 Ave. 4 LA D 6,700 4,888 C 0 4,888 C 886 721 6,495 D 

7048  NW 138 St. NW 107 Ave. to I-75 6 DV D 5,390 1,796 C 0 1,796 C 139 117 2,052 C 

 NW 97 Ave NW 138 St to NW 154 St. 4 DV D 3,190 435 B 0 435 B 191 296 922 B 

2503  I-75 Broward Co. Line to HEFT  10 LA D 16,840 10,606 C 20 10,626 C 1,325 1,161 13,112 C 

2501  I-75 HEFT to NW 92 Ave.  10 LA D 16,840 10,637 C 256 10,893 C 956 772 12,621 C 

2500  I-75 NW 92 Ave. to SR 826 10 LA D 16,840 8,160 B 0 8,160 B 799 698 9,657 B 

2518  
NW 186 St./ Miami 
Gardens Dr./SR 860 

I-75 to NW 77 Ave. 4 DV E 3,580 3,475 D 8 3,483 D 803 800 5,086 F 

Source:  Compiled by the Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources and Florida Department of Transportation, October 2016. 
Notes:    

1 County adopted roadway level of service standard applicable to the roadway segment: LOS C (80% Capacity); D (90% capacity); E (100% Capacity). 
             2 Peak hour Peak Hour Period volumes (PHP) are calculated in accordance with CDMP Policy TC-1B using the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic volume. 
             DV= Divided Roadway; UD=Undivided Roadway; LA=limited access facility 
            *For concurrency analysis, HEFT is scheduled for widening to 10 lanes between: SR 836/Dolphin Expressway to NW 106 Street from 6 to 10 lanes including express lanes and is listed in the 2017 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) with funding for project design/build for years 2016/2017-2018/2019; and between NW 106 Street and I-75 with funding for design/build for years 2017-2018.   
            **For concurrency analysis: I-75 is scheduled for widening between: Miami-Dade/Broward County line to HEFT from 8 to 10 lanes including express lanes; and between SR 826/Palmetto to NW 170 Street 

is scheduled for widening from 6 to 10 lanes including express lanes and with funding listed in the 2017 TIP for design/build for years 2016-2017-2017-2018. 
             Analysis assumes the interchanges at HEFT and NW 170 Street, and at I-75 and NW 186 Street are in place and operational. 
            Trips were distributed using the model distribution provided by the transportation consultant in the revised American Dream Miami & the Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for CDMP 
            Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016. 
.. 
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Application Impact  
The applicant is requesting the re-designation of the application site from “Industrial and Office” 
to “Business and Office” on the County’s adopted 2020 and 2030 LUP map. Under the current 
CDMP designation, the development would generate approximately 1,804 PM peak hour trips. If 
the application were approved and the subject site developed, it would generate approximately 
5,330 PM peak hour trips, or 3,526 more PM peak hour trips than the maximum potential 
development that could occur under the current CDMP land use designation. A combined trip 
generation for Application Nos. 5 and 6 was performed to assess the impacts on the roadway 
network, using the Buildout Phase I (Year 2020) and Phase II (Year 2040) for Application No. 6. 
Under the current CDMP land use designations, the total combined trips for Application Nos. 5 
and 6 are approximately 4,510 PM peak hour trips. If both Application Nos. 5 and 6 were approved 
and the subject sites developed (Year 2020), it would generate a combined total of approximately 
6,193 PM peak hour trips, or approximately 1,683 more PM peak hour trips than the maximum 
potential development that could occur under the current CDMP land use designation. For the 
combined trip generation for both Application Nos. 5 and 6 with the subject sites developed (Year 
2040), a combined total of approximately 10,645 PM peak hour trips would be generated, or 
approximately 6,135 more PM peak hour trips than the maximum potential development that could 
occur under the current CDMP land use designation. See “Estimated PM Peak Hour Trip 
Generation By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations”, “Estimated Combined 
PM Peak Hour Trip Generation By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations For 
Application Nos. 5 and 6 Buildout Phase I (Year 2020)” and “Estimated Combined PM Peak Hour 
Trip Generation By Current and Requested CDMP Land Use Designations For Application Nos. 
5 and 6 Buildout Phase II (Year 2040)” tables above. 
 
The Year 2019 short-term traffic impact (Concurrency) analysis indicates that all roadway 
segments in the vicinity of the application site have enough capacity to handle the additional traffic 
that would be generated by the different development scenarios, and are projected to operate at 
acceptable levels of service. However, the roadway segment of the HEFT between I-75 and NW 
57 Avenue is projected to operate at its adopted LOS D standard. And the roadway segment of 
Miami Gardens Drive/NW 186 Street/SR 860 between I-75 to NW 77 Avenue--projected to 
operate at a LOS of F--in violation of its adopted LOS E standard. A minimum of a six-lane facility 
with an estimated peak hour capacity of 5,390 will be needed to handle the estimated 4,240-peak 
hour traffic with the application. Due to the project trips causing a violation the adopted LOS 
standards for the referenced roadway segments, the application does not meet the roadway 
concurrency requirements.  
 
Due to Application No. 6 located immediately south of the subject application site, a combined 
traffic concurrency analysis was performed to assess the combined impact of both amendment 
applications on the adjacent roadway network. The combined analysis indicates that Miami 
Gardens Drive/NW 186 Street/SR 860 between I-75 to NW 77 Avenue--is projected to operate at 
a LOS of F--in exceedance of its adopted LOS E standard. Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 to NW 
77 Avenue is a four-lane facility with a peak hour two-way capacity of approximately 3,580 
vehicles per hour. A minimum of a six-lane facility with an estimated peak hour capacity of 5,390 
with will be needed to handle the estimated 5,086-peak hour traffic with both of the applications. 
See “Traffic Impact Analysis on Roadways Serving the Amendment Site Roadway Lanes, Existing 
and Concurrency PM Peak Period Operating Level of Service (LOS)” table above. 
 
Applicant’s Traffic Analysis 
The review of the application’s traffic impacts and that of Application No. 6 was coordinated with 
Broward County and municipalities in both Broward and Miami-Dade Counties that are proximate 
to the application site, as well as the state and regional transportation agencies, and the South 
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Florida Regional Council. The objective and associated policies require the County to coordinate 
comprehensive planning, development and impact assessment among governmental entities. 
The coordinated review of the application has occurred through a series of four (4) meetings 
convened at the offices of the South Florida Regional Council both prior and subsequent to the 
application being filed with the County. 
 
Application No. 5 (American Dream Miami) and Application No. 6 (the Graham Companies) were 
both originally filed in the November 2015 Cycle of amendments to the CDMP, then as application 
Nos. 1 and 2, but were subsequently transferred to the May 2016 Cycle at the request of the 
Applicants. 
 
Applicant’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report   
The County’s Instructions for Preparing Applications Requesting Amendments to the Miami-Dade 
County Comprehensive Development Master Plan Amendment Cycle report (Instructions Report) 
requires applicants of any Standard CDMP application, such as the subject amendment 
application No. 5, submit a traffic impact analysis (TIA) report in support of the application. The 
TIA report shall be prepared by a professional engineer registered in the State of Florida and 
conducted using a professional methodology accepted by the Department. The TIA must include 
the following: a study area (area of influence); existing roadway conditions; future roadway 
conditions, a short-term and a long-term traffic level of service analyses; background traffic; 
roadway capacity improvements listed in the adopted 2017 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) and in Priorities I through IV of the adopted 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Cost Feasible Plan; trip generation using the ITE Trip Generation Handbook; trip distribution using 
the Miami-Dade 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan Directional Distribution Report. The short- 
and long-term traffic level of service analyses should be performed using the most current State 
and County traffic counts. The future long-term conditions analysis must be performed for the 
project’s buildout year, CDMP long term planning horizon (Year 2030), or the County’s LRTP 
planning horizon (Year 2040). The TIA must also include the need for new/expansion of facilities; 
a mitigation analysis; and maps/exhibits (pp. 6 and 7 of the Instructions Report). 
 
Prior to the filing of Applications in the November 2015 CDMP amendment cycle, County Staff 
discussed with the Applicant and other agencies the, methodology for conducting the traffic 
impact analysis proposed by the Applicant’s transportation consultant, Leftwich Consulting 
Engineers (LCE). The proposed methodology differs from that outlined in the County’s general 
requirements for Traffic Impact analyses outlined the above referenced Instructions Report. LCE 
submitted their Technical Memorandum Methodology for Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment dated September 3, 2015.  This 
TIA was distributed to County Staff including of the Regulatory and Economic Resources, 
Planning Division (RER) and the Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW), Traffic 
Engineering Division. The TIA was also distributed to other municipal, regional and state 
agencies, such as: the Cities of Hialeah, Hialeah Gardens, Miramar, Sunrise, Town of Miami 
Lakes, Broward County, the South Florida Regional Council (SFRC), Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) Districts 4 and 6, Miami-Dade Expressway Authority, and Florida’s 
Turnpike Enterprise.  
 
The first in the series of four (4) public meetings was held September 21, 2015 at the SFRC in 
Hollywood, where the Applicant’s transportation consultants, previously mentioned agencies, and 
others discussed the methodology. Subsequent to this meeting, on October 16, 2015, the 
transportation consultant submitted their Responses to Comments Received from Reviewing 
Agencies on TIA Methodology.  
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The second public meeting was held at the SFRC on October 23, 2015 to discuss consultant’s 
responses and the Applications were subsequently filed in the November 2015 CDMP 
amendment application cycle, along with the Technical Memorandum Addendum on Methodology 
for Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), and the Transportation Impact Analysis for the American 
Dream Miami and The Graham Project (TIA) report. The TIA report was for this Application No. 1 
and also for Application No. 2, the Graham Properties, filed in the November 2015 CDMP cycle. 
The TIA is available online at the Department’s website at:  
 
http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-cycles.asp#201511. 
 
The third public meeting was convened at the SFRC on January 22, 2016 and subsequently on 
February 23, 2016, the transportation consultant submitted a revised Trip Generation Summary 
for ADM and submitted on March 14, 2016, a Technical Memorandum Providing Responses to 
Comments on Revised Trip Generation for American Dream Miami.  The transportation consultant 
later submitted a revised American Dream Miami & the Graham Project Transportation Impact 
Analysis for CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated June 22, 2016 addressing both the ADM and 
Graham Companies applications.  
 
On September 9, 2016 a fourth public meeting was held at the SFPC to discuss the June 22, 
2016 TIA and the agencies’ comments on the TIA. That was followed by the consultant’s submittal 
of a revised American Dream Miami & the Graham Project Transportation Impact Analysis for 
CDMP Amendment (TIA) report dated October 10, 2016 addressing both the ADM and Graham 
Companies applications. The TIA report dated October 10, 2016 is available online at the 
Department’s website at:  
 
http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-cycles.asp#201605. 
 
The TIA shows the need for changes to the existing and planned roadway network, shown on the 
Traffic Circulation subelement maps in the CDMP, serving the American Dream Miami and 
Graham Companies application areas. The requested changes are for the following maps: Figure 
1 Planned Year 2030 Roadway Network; Figure 2 Roadway Functional Classification 2012; and 
Figure 3 Roadway Functional Classification 2030. The TIA proposes the re-alignment of NW 97 
Avenue between NW 180 Street to NW 186 Street from its north-south alignment to a “ring-road” 
circling the proposed development. The TIA also depicts a new interchange on the HEFT at NW 
170 Street. Staff has concerns about this interchange as that interchange is not part of the Cost 
Feasible Plan of the 2040 LRTP—it is instead listed as a private project. The Cost Feasible plan 
includes Priorities I through IV and does not include projects that “will be completed with private 
sector funding as part of proposed land development projects” because these projects “are 
dependent upon market conditions” and therefore “are not included in the cost feasible network” 
(2040 LRTP, Summary Highlights section, n.p.). The interchange at the HEFT and NW 170 Street 
is listed in the 2040 LRTP, Table 6-11, as a Privately Funded Project and was previously listed in 
the 2035 LRTP Table 4-13 also as a private sector project. The Transportation Element Text 
states that the Cost Feasible Plan “categorizes projects into priority groupings based upon future 
funding availability” (CDMP, pg. II-1), and the future Traffic Circulation map series is intended to 
show the “planned highway network as adopted in the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Cost 
Feasible Plan” (CDMP, pg. II-18).  
 
All entities that have participated in the coordinated review were able to provide input into the 
methodology for the Transportation Impact Analysis and also reviewed the various versions of 
the analysis prepared and submitted by Leftwich Consulting Engineers on behalf of the 
Applicants. The correspondence between County staff, other governmental agency 

http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-cycles.asp#201511
http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-cycles.asp#201605
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representatives, the Applicant and the transportation consultant as a result of the coordinated 
review of the Traffic Impact is presented in a separate document entitled “Addendum to the May 
2016 Cycle Initial Recommendations for Application Nos. 5 and 6” dated November 2016. 
Through this coordinated review process the Transportation Impact Analysis has undergone 
multiple revisions and the review is ongoing. Based on the impact documentation from the 
analysis, County staff continues to have questions about the validity of the project's overall trip 
distribution and impacts to the transportation network and the appropriateness of certain proposed 
roadway improvements identified by the Applicant to address projected LOS roadway 
deficiencies. Staff continues to review the TIA and will work with the Applicants and the 
transportation consultant to address these and any other concerns. 
 
The Applicants, at a minimum, must provide:  

 A complete and specific listing of all on-site roadway/transportation improvements to 
mitigate transportation impacts, including transit 

 A complete and specific listing of all off-site roadway/transportation improvements, 
including transit      

 A listing of the required roadway/transportation improvements and the proportionate share 
analysis determining each Applicant’s share of the costs for providing those 
improvements, in order to mitigate the impacts that will result from the proposed 
developments  

 
Transit Service 
 
Existing Service  
There is no direct transit service in the immediate vicinity of the application site. The closest transit 
service is provided by Metrobus Routes 54, 183 and 267 (Ludlam Limited) at the intersection of 
NW 186 Street (Miami Gardens Drive) and NW 87 Avenue. It should be noted that said bus routes 
are located over one half mile (0.7 mile) to the east of the application site and are not accessible 
from the site due to the alignment of I-75 which acts as a physical barrier between the subject site 
and the existing transit network. Additional Metrobus Routes in the general vicinity of the site (all 
over one-mile away) include Routes 73, 95 (Golden Glades), 99, 183 and 286 (North Pointe 
Circulator). The “Metrobus Route Service Summary” table below indicates the existing service 
frequencies for existing bus routes in the area. 
 

Metrobus Route Service Summary 

Routes 

Service Headways (in minutes) 
Proximity to 

Bus Stop 
(miles) 

Proximity 
to Bus 
Route 
(miles) 

Type of 
Service 

Peak 
(AM/PM) 

Off-Peak 
(middays) 

Evenings 
(after 8 pm) 

Saturday Sunday 

54 50 60 n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 L 

73 30 40 60 60 60 2.1 2.1 L 

95 
(Golden 
Glades) 

35 n/a n/a n/a n/a 2.1 2.1 E 

99 60 60 60 40 40 2.1 2.1 L 

183 24 40 50 40 48 0.77 0.74 L 

267 
(Ludlam 
Limited) 

24 n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 F/E 

286 (North 
Pointe 

Circulator) 
48 48 n/a 48 n/a 2.1 2.1 L 
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Source: 2016 Transit Development Plan, Miami-Dade Transit (December 2015 Line Up), August 2016. 
Notes: L means Metrobus Local route service; F means Metrobus feeder service to Metrorail; E means Express or 
Limited-Stop Metrobus service. 

 
Transit Concurrency Level of Service Analysis: 
Policy MT-1A of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Mass Transit Subelement 
provides that the minimum peak-hour mass transit level-of-service shall be that all areas within 
the Urban Development Boundary (UDB) of the Land Use Plan (LUP) which have a combined 
resident and work force population of more than 10,000 persons per square mile shall be provided 
with public transit service having 30-minute headways and an average route spacing of one mile 
provided that: 
 
1) The average combined population and employment density along the corridor between the 

existing transit network and the area of expansion exceeds 4,000 per square mile, and the 
corridor is 0.5 miles on either side of any necessary new routes or route extensions to the area 
of expansion; 

2) It is estimated that there is sufficient demand to warrant the service; 
3) The service is economically feasible; and 
4) The expansion of transit service into new areas is not provided at the detriment of existing or 

planned services in higher density areas with greater need. 
 
The subject site is not connected to the existing transit network and is located over one half mile 
to the west of the existing transit network. The combined employment and resident population of 
the proposed development is 14,800 (within the 0.30 sq. mile application site), which exceeds the 
10,000 combined employment and resident population per sq. mile threshold stipulated in Policy 
MT-1A. The applicant has not proffered any transit improvements; therefore, Application No. 5 
does not meet the Transit Level of Service Standard. 
 
Transit Impacts 
The proposed development would have fiscal impacts on the existing bus operations and would 
necessitate extension of five (5) existing Metrobus routes to serve the application site. The 
extension of five existing Metrobus routes results in an additional $3,153,000 in recurring annual 
operations and maintenance costs. Moreover, the extension of existing Metrobus routes 
necessitates purchase of additional buses (8 buses total; $3,600,000) in order to maintain existing 
service levels and achieve the extension of the routes. The “Annual Cost of Existing Metrobus 
Route Extensions” table below lists capital as well as operations and maintenance cost estimates 
associated with extending existing Metrobus routes to serve the application site. Extension of the 
five Metrobus routes is warranted due to the fact that the average combined population and 
employment density along the corridor between the existing transit network and the area of 
expansion exceeds 4,000 per square mile. Thus, the population and employment densities 
generated by this application warrant a direct connection between the proposed mall development 
and the existing transit network. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the five route extensions are not 
financially feasible at this time since no available funding source has been identified to cover the 
estimated capital and operating and maintenance costs associated with these route extensions. 
Moreover, the applicant has not proffered any transit improvements; therefore Application No. 5 
does not meet the adopted Transit Level of Service Standard as stipulated in Policy MT-1A. 
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Annual Cost of Existing Metrobus Route Extensions* 

Route Annual Operations and Maintenance Cost 

of Route Extensions 

Additional Buses Required Capital Cost of Additional 

Buses Required** 

Route 54 $535,000 1 $450,000 

Route 73 $714,000 2 $900,000 

Route 95 $214,000 1 $450,000 

Route 99 $832,000 1 $450,000 

Route 183 $858,000 3 $1,350,000 

TOTAL $3,153,0008 8 $3,600,000 

 
Transit Mitigation 
The Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) recognizes that FDOT has funded 
the I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot which is to be constructed on FDOT-owned property (Folio# 30-2004-
000-0042) located north of the mall site across NW 186 Street. However, DPTW notes that the I-
75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station-North) is intended to serve commuters wishing 
to access express transit services and will not adequately meet the needs of transit patrons 
wishing to access the mall site. In addition, DTPW has identified a need to incorporate a bus 
operator comfort station into the design of the I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station 
– North). Funding to extend the water and sewer lines to the park-and-ride site have not yet been 
identified. As such, DTPW requests that should this application be approved, the applicant 
construct the necessary water and sewer line extensions and connections needed to provide 
water and sewer service to the FDOT I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station – North). 
 
Although the Transportation Impact Analysis states that the applicant is planning to incorporate a 
transit center within the parking system (similar to the one in Bloomington, Minnesota’s Mall of 
America) along with having the FDOT I-75 Park-and-Ride lot just off the exit ramps from I-
75/HEFT, the applicant has not formalized their commitment to construct said transit center 
(American Dream Station - South). Moreover the applicant has not provided any details regarding 
the proposed transit center as it relates to location of the transit center within the mall site. In the 
event, this application is approved, detailed site plans as well as a mechanism to provide funding 
to cover the operation and maintenance costs associated with the transit center (American Dream 
Station - South) must be provided by the applicant for DTPW’s review as part of the site plan 
approval process. 
 
The mitigation analysis submitted by the applicant states that mitigation measures will include "a 
range of options" but does not specifically refer to multimodal strategies. DTPW recommends that 
the applicant work closely with this agency to fund potential express bus services on the I-75, 
Homestead Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), and SR 826 express lanes, a transit center 
(American Dream Station - South) within the mall site as well as extension of existing Metrobus 
Routes 54, 73, 95, 99 and 183 connecting the site to the residential areas on the east side of I-
75. 
 
Future Conditions for the Immediate Area -Funded Transit Improvements 
The American Dream Miami project is a unique attraction and upon construction will be the largest 
self-contained shopping/entertainment experience in the United States. With a development of 
such magnitude, careful consideration should be given to planning of future transit service to 
connect the site to the County’s existing transit network as a means of mitigating traffic impacts 
associated with future development of the site. 
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The 2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) does not list any transit improvement 
projects within the immediate vicinity of the site. The 2016 Transit Development Plan (TDP) - Ten 
Year Implementation Plan does not list any funded transit improvement projects within the 
immediate vicinity of the site. The 2040 Long Range Transportation (LRTP) - Cost Feasible Plan 
does not list any transit improvement projects within the immediate vicinity of the site. 
 
Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT’s) I-75 Multi-Modal Master Plan, from SR 
826/Gratigny Parkway to I-595/Sawgrass Expressway which was completed in 2006 and 
revaluated in 2013, recommended a park-and-ride lot at the I-75/Miami Gardens Drive 
Interchange. The I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station-North) is currently in the 
design phase of development and will include approximately 350 parking spaces to support new 
express bus service connections. The I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station - North) 
is to be constructed on FDOT-owned property (Folio# 30-2004-000-0042) which is located north 
of the mall site. The I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station - North ) is funded by FDOT 
as part of the I-75 PD&E Study which includes the portion of I-75 from the Miami/Dade Broward 
Countyline to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. FDOT has included the I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot 
(American Dream Station - North) as a stand-alone project as part of the 2016-2021 Adopted 
Five-Year Work Program. The “FDOT Park and Ride Lot Project” table below lists the project 
completion date and project costs associated with the I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream 
Station - North). 
 

Route/Transit 

Center 
Improvement Description 

Implementation 

Year 

Annual 
Operational 

Cost 
Capital Cost 

I-75 Park-and-Ride 
Lot (American 

Dream Station – 
North) 

Construct new park-and-ride facility with 
approximately 350 parking spaces to 
support new express bus service 
connection. 

Late 2018 $100,000* $5,000,000 
(approximately) 

*It is anticipated that DTPW will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with FDOT for the operation and maintenance of this 
facility. Funding for operation and maintenance of the station is in the process of being identified.  

 
 
Unfunded Transit Improvements (Vision Projects) 
The 2016 TDP serves as DTPW’s strategic guide for public transportation in Miami-Dade County 
over the course of the next ten years. It is important to note that the projects listed in the “Unfunded 
Transit Improvements – Vision Projects” table below are currently unfunded, were not considered 
in the Transit Concurrency Level of Service Analysis, and are provided in order to illustrate various 
transit mobility options to serve mall site. 
 
 

Unfunded Transit Improvements – Vision Projects  

Route Improvement Description 
Implementation 

Year 

Operational 

Cost 

Capital Cost 

(in 000s) 

American Dream-

MIC Express 

Express bus service from American 

Dream Station to MIC 

2018 $4,692,000 $15,200,000—

16 standard 

(40’) buses 

required 

I-75/Gratigny 

Express  
Express bus service from American 

Dream Stations to Miami-Dade College 

North campus (Sharks North Station) 

2018 $2,639,000 $8,550,000—9 

standard (40’) 

buses 

required 
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NW Miami-Dade 

Express* 

Express bus service from Palmetto 

Intermodal Terminal to American Dream 

Station 

TBD $1,458,000 **TBD – 8 

buses 

required 

Florida Turnpike 

Express (North)  

Route will provide express bus service 

from the American Dream Stations to the 

Palmetto Metrorail station. Headways will 

be 10 minutes during peak hours.  

TBD $2,220,826 **TBD – 8 

buses 

required 

American Dream 

Station 

Construct Transit Center  new park-and-

ride facility with approximately 350 parking 

spaces to support new express bus 

service connection 

2018 TBD TBD 

Source: 2016 Transit Development Plan, Miami-Dade Transit (December 2015 Line Up), August 2016. 
             Bus model to be determined; spare bus ratio is 20%. 
              ** In April 2016, the MPO Governing Board adopted Resolution Number 26-16 endorsing the Strategic Miami Area  
             Rapid Transit (SMART) Plan and directing the MPO Executive Director to Work with the MPO Fiscal Priorities Committee 
             to determine the costs and potential sources of funding for project development and environment study for six priority 
             corridors as well as a Bus Express Rapid Transit (BERT) Network). 
             Based on the CDMP threshold for traffic and/or transit service objectives within a ½ mile distance; the estimated  
             operating and capital costs of the proposed new express bus routes and new transit center facility are associated with 
             this application. 

 

 
 
Other Unfunded Projects 

Route Improvement Description 
Implementation 

Year 

Operational 

Cost 

Capital Cost 

(in 000s) 

Okeechobee Link Proposed rail project providing a premium 

transit connection between the MIC and 

American Dream Miami project (as 

proposed in the Miami-Dade County Rail 

Opportunities report) 

TBD TBD $325,000,000 

Source: South Florida Regional Transportation Authority, Miami-Dade County Rail Opportunities, April 2015. 

 
 
DTPW Response to Updated Traffic Impact Analysis dated October 10, 2016 
DTPW acknowledges that the applicant has stated in their updated Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
that the proposed mall will be operating 20 shuttle-type buses to provide direct connections to the 
mall site from “tourist origins and destinations” such as Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International 
Airport, Port Everglades Seaport, Miami International Airport, and Port Miami Seaport as well as 
connections to the nearby park-and-ride facility (American Dream Station–North) and the Graham 
Project Site (Application No. 6). As stated in the TIA, these shuttle services are to be provided by 
the applicant “based on ridership potential.” DTPW acknowledges that should the 20 shuttle buses 
operate at full capacity (assuming 40 passengers per vehicle), this private shuttle service could 
carry approximately 800 passengers daily. 
 
While many large malls within Miami-Dade County offer similar private shuttle-type bus services 
from key tourist origins to the malls in order to provide direct one-seat rides for potential shoppers, 
most if not all major malls within the County are also connected to the public transit network. The 
applicant’s TIA states that “The ADM services will serve exclusively travelers with one origin or 
destination point at the ADM Site…” As previously mentioned, the mall site is currently not 
connected to the County’s transit network and given the projected population and employment 
densities created by this project, the subject site does not meet the County’s Mass Transit Level 
of Service Standard as provided in Policy MT-1A of the County’s Comprehensive Development 
Master Plan (CDMP) – Mass Transit Subelement. The Transportation Element of the CDMP 
includes overarching goals, objectives and policies that express the County's intent to develop 
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multi-modalism, reduce the County’s dependency on the personal automobile, enhance energy 
saving practices in all transportation sectors, and improve coordination between land use and 
transportation planning and policies. 
 
While the provision of private shuttle-type buses offers an alternative to the use of the personal 
automobile, this alternative only serves the needs of visitors and tourists wishing to travel to the 
mall from specific regional airports and seaports. Given the lack of funds to extend existing 
Metrobus Routes and/or implement new express bus routes to serve the mall as well as lack of 
funds to purchase additional vehicles needed to implement the proposed route extensions and 
new express routes, the only viable travel option for residents and future mall employees would 
be the personal automobile. Moreover, the TIA emphasizes that the provision of the proposed 
shuttle routes is contingent upon potential ridership. Thus, the proposed shuttles could be 
discontinued by the applicant at any time. The TIA also mentions a “multi-modal transit station” to 
be located “directly within the mall area.” However, no specific information is provided in the TIA 
with regards to size of station (acreage/square feet), number of bus bays to be provided or 
passenger amenities, etc. 
 
It should be emphasized that the applicant has not proffered a declaration of restrictions 
formalizing their commitment to any of the transit improvements mentioned in the updated TIA or 
those recommended in this report. It should be noted that Objective CIE-5 of the Capital 
Improvement Element of the CDMP states that development approvals will strictly adhere to all 
adopted growth management and land development regulations and will include specific 
reference to the means by which public facilities and infrastructure will be provided. DTPW looks 
forward to continued collaboration with the applicant to fund viable public transit projects that fully 
integrate the mall property with the County’s transit network and meet the travel needs of all 
County residents wishing to access the mall. 
 
Aviation 
 
Miami-Dade County Aviation Department (MDAD) does not object to the proposed CDMP 
amendment provided that all uses comply with federal, state and local aviation regulations, 
including the Code of Miami-Dade County, Chapter 33, as it pertains to airport zoning. 
 
Retail/Entertainment District Assessment 
On June 30, 2009, the Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners adopted Resolution No. 871-
09 directing the County Mayor to conduct a feasibility study on the creation of a mega mall 
shopping district in the area west of Miami International Airport, east of the Turnpike, north of 
State Road 836, and south of NW 41 Street. The resulting study conducted by County Staff 
identified that there was the capacity to support a large scale retail/entertainment complex but 
acknowledged that further study was necessary. Subsequently, the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted Resolution No. 1233-10, in December 2010, directing the County to 
study the feasibility of a Retail/Entertainment District in the study area. The subsequent study 
conducted by Lambert Advisory found that projected demand for retail space in the County is 
strong over the next five years.  
 
Furthermore, the study found that large-scale retail businesses that include family entertainment 
in their operations perform financially better than standalone retail operations and large-scale 
types of commercial developments are concentrated in the central and northern area of the 
County, with the trend expected to continue. The study also recommended that the County should 
consider developing a series of workshops focusing on planning for potential Retail Entertainment 
Districts elsewhere in the County and identified areas that are appropriate for Retail/Entertainment 
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District type development. Among the areas identified for Retail/Entertainment District type 
development are the County’s planned Zoo Miami Entertainment Area, the Southland Mall area, 
Homestead and the Northwest area of the County.    
  
 
Consistency Review with CDMP Goals, Objectives, Policies, Concepts and Guidelines 
 
The proposed application could further the following goals, objectives, policies, concepts and 
guidelines of the CDMP: 
 
LU-1. The location and configuration of Miami-Dade County’s urban growth through the year 

2030 shall emphasize concentration and intensification of development around centers 
of activity, development of well-designed communities containing a variety of uses, 
housing types and public services, renewal and rehabilitation of blighted areas, and 
contiguous urban expansion when warranted, rather than sprawl. 

 
LU-1B. Major centers of activity, industrial complexes, regional shopping centers, large-scale 

office centers and other concentrations of significant employment shall be the 
structuring elements of the metropolitan area and shall be sited on the basis of 
metropolitan-scale considerations at locations with good countywide, multi-modal 
accessibility. 

 
LU-1C. Miami-Dade County shall give priority to infill development on vacant sites in currently 

urbanized areas, and redevelopment of substandard or underdeveloped 
environmentally suitable urban areas contiguous to existing urban development where 
all necessary urban services and facilities are projected to have capacity to 
accommodate additional demand.  

 
LU-1G. Business developments shall preferably be placed in clusters or nodes in the vicinity of 

major roadway intersections, and not in continuous strips or as isolated spots, with the 
exception of small neighborhood nodes. Business developments shall be designed to 
relate to adjacent development, and large uses should be planned and designed to 
serve as an anchor for adjoining smaller businesses or the adjacent business district. 
Granting of commercial or other non-residential zoning by the County is not necessarily 
warranted on a given property by virtue of nearby or adjacent roadway construction or 
expansion, or by its location at the intersection of two roadways.  

 
LU-1O. Miami-Dade County shall seek to prevent discontinuous, scattered development at the 

urban fringe in the Agriculture Areas outside the Urban Development Boundary, 
through its CDMP amendment process, regulatory and capital improvements programs 
and intergovernmental coordination activities. 

 
LU-2A. All development orders authorizing new, or significant expansion of existing, urban land 

uses shall be contingent upon the provision of services at or above the Level of Service 
(LOS) standards specified in the Capital Improvements Element (CIE). 

 
LU-3I. Miami-Dade County shall make the practice of adapting the built environment to the 

impacts of climate change an integral component of all planning processes, including 
but not limited to comprehensive planning, infrastructure planning, building and life 
safety codes, emergency management and development regulations, stormwater 
management, and water resources management. 



 

May 2016 Cycle               Application No. 5 5-56 

 
LU-4A. When evaluating compatibility among proximate land uses, the County shall consider 

such factors as noise, lighting, shadows, glare, vibration, odor, runoff, access, traffic, 
parking, height, bulk, scale of architectural elements, landscaping, hours of operation, 
buffering, and safety, as applicable. 

 
LU-4B. Uses designated on the LUP map and interpretive text, which generate or cause to 

generate significant noise, dust, odor, vibration, or truck or rail traffic shall be protected 
from damaging encroachment by future approval of new incompatible uses such as 
residential uses.  

 
LU-4D. Uses which are supportive but potentially incompatible shall be permitted on sites within 

functional neighborhoods, communities or districts only where proper design solutions 
can and will be used to integrate the compatible and complementary elements and buffer 
any potentially incompatible elements.   

 
LU-7.  Miami-Dade County shall require all new development and redevelopment in existing 

and planned transit corridors and urban centers to be planned and designed to promote 
transit-oriented development (TOD), and transit use, which mixes residential, retail, 
office, open space and public uses in a safe, pedestrian and bicycle friendly 
environment that promotes mobility for people of all ages and abilities through the use 
of rapid transit services. 

 
LU-8A. Miami-Dade County shall strive to accommodate residential development in suitable 

locations and densities which reflect such factors as recent trends in location and 
design of residential units; a variety of affordable housing options; projected availability 
of service and infrastructure capacity; proximity and accessibility to employment, 
commercial, cultural, community, and senior centers; character of existing adjacent or 
surrounding neighborhoods; avoidance of natural resource degradation; maintenance 
of quality of life and creation of amenities. Density patterns should reflect the Guidelines 
for Urban Form contained in this Element. 

 
LU-8B. Distribution of neighborhood or community-serving retail sales uses and personal and 

professional offices throughout the urban area shall reflect the spatial distribution of the 
residential population, among other salient social, economic and physical 
considerations.  

 
TE-1A. As provided in this section and the Mass Transit Subelement, the County shall promote 

mass transit alternatives to the personal automobile, such as rapid transit (i.e. heavy 
rail, light rail, and bus rapid transit, premium transit (enhanced and/or express bus)), 
local route bus and paratransit services. 

 
CHD-1E. Designate locations for carpooling and bus stops that encourage residents to maintain 

a daily level of walking as part of their commute, and are designed in a manner that 
reflects the character of the community or district where the stops are located. 

 
CHD-2B. Encourage well-designed infill and redevelopment to reduce vehicle miles traveled, 

improve air quality, and support an outdoor environment that is suitable for safe physical 
activity.  
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CIE-3. CDMP land use decisions will be made in the context of available fiscal resources such 
that scheduling and providing capital facilities for new development will not degrade 
adopted service levels. 

 

The proposed application could impede the following goals, objectives, policies, concepts and 

guidelines of the CDMP: 

 

LU-3B. All significant natural resources and systems shall be protected from incompatible land 
use including Biscayne Bay, future coastal and inland wetlands, future potable water-
supply wellfield areas identified in the Land Use Element or in adopted wellfield 
protection plans, and forested portions of Environmentally Sensitive Natural Forest 
Communities as identified in the Natural Forest Inventory, as may be amended from 
time to time. 

 
LU-8E. Applications requesting amendments to the CDMP Land Use Plan map shall be 

evaluated for consistency with the Goals, Objectives and Policies of all Elements, other 
timely issues, and in particular the extent to which the proposal, if approved, would: 

i) Satisfy a deficiency in the Plan map to accommodate projected population or 
economic growth of the County; 

     […] 

iii) Enhance or degrade environmental or historical resources, features or systems of 
County significance; and 
 

ICE-1  Maintain and improve coordination of planning, development and impact assessment 
among governmental entities with applicable responsibilities within Miami-Dade 
County's area of concern 

 

ICE-1G  Provide for County-city exchange of notification and information of requests for change 
of zoning within the vicinity of unincorporated area municipal boundaries. Notice of 
requested zone changes and applications to amend the CDMP Land Use Plan map shall 
be provided to owners of record of real property and adjacent local governments, in 
accordance with applicable County procedures without regard to County boundaries. 

 
ICE-1D. In subsequent comprehensive plans, amendments and/or updates, seek to consider 

local, County agencies and regional comprehensive plans as necessary to better reflect 
Regional/County/City division of local and area wide comprehensive planning, 
development regulation and services provision, for consistency with the County’s 
CDMP. 
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Fiscal Impacts 
On Infrastructure and Services 

 
On October 23, 2001, the Board of County Commissioners adopted Ordinance No. 01-163 
requiring the review procedures for amendments to the Comprehensive Development Master 
Plan (CDMP) to include a written evaluation of fiscal impacts for any proposed land use change.  
The following is a fiscal evaluation of Application No. 5 of the May 2016 Cycle Applications to 
amend the CDMP from County departments and agencies responsible for supplying and 
maintaining infrastructure and services relevant to the CDMP. The evaluation estimates the 
incremental and cumulative costs of the required infrastructure and service, and the extent to 
which the costs will be borne by the property owner(s) or will require general taxpayer support 
and includes an estimate of that support. 

 
The agencies use various methodologies for their calculations.  The agencies rely on a variety 
of sources for revenue, such as, property taxes, impact fees, connection fees, user fees, gas 
taxes, taxing districts, general fund contribution, federal and state grants, federal funds, etc.  
Certain variables, such as property use, location, number of dwelling units, and type of units 
were considered by the service agencies in developing their cost estimates. 

 
Solid Waste Services 

 
Concurrency 
Since the Public Works and Waste Management (PWWM) assesses capacity on a system-wide 
basis, it is not practical or necessary to make determinations concerning the adequacy of solid 
waste disposal capacity on a case-by-case basis. Instead, the PWWM issues a periodic 
assessment of the County’s status in terms of ‘Concurrency’ that is, the ability to maintain the 
adopted level of service (LOS) system-wide.  
 
The adopted LOS for the County Public Works and Waste Management System is as follows: to 
maintain sufficient waste disposal capacity to accommodate waste flows committed to the 
System through long term contracts or interlocal agreements with municipalities and private 
waste haulers, and anticipated uncommitted waste flows, for a period of five (5) years. As of FY 
2015-16, the PWWM is in compliance with this standard, meaning that there is adequate 
disposal capacity to meet projected growth in demand, inclusive of the application reviewed 
here, which is not anticipated to have a negative impact on disposal service.  
 
Residential Collection and Disposal Service 
Currently, the household waste collection fee is $439 per residential unit, which also covers 
costs for waste disposal, bulky waste pick-up, illegal dumping clean-up, litter collection in 
selected corridors, waste collection at non-sheltered bus stops, trash and recycling center 
operations, curbside recycling and code enforcement.   
 
Waste Disposal Capacity and Service 
The cost of providing disposal capacity for WCSA customers, municipalities and private haulers is 
paid for by System users. In FY 2015-16, the PWWM charges a contract disposal rate of $66.27 
per ton to PWWM Collections and those private haulers and municipalities with long-term disposal 
agreements. The short-term disposal rate is $87.38 per ton in FY 2015-16. 
 
These rates adjust annually with the Consumer Price Index, South Region. In addition, the 
PWWM charges a Disposal Facility Fee to private haulers equal to 15 percent of their annual 
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gross receipts, which is used to ensure availability of disposal capacity in the System. Landfill 
closure, remediation and long-term care are funded by a portion of the Utility Service Fee 
charged to all customers of the County’s Water and Sewer Department.  
 

Water and Sewer 
 
The Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department (WASD) provides for the majority of 
water and sewer service needs throughout the county. The cost estimates provided herein are 
preliminary and final project costs will vary from these estimates.  The final costs for the project 
and resulting feasibility will depend on the actual labor and materials costs, competitive market 
conditions, final project scope implementation schedule, continuity of personnel and other 
variable factors. The water impact fee was calculated at a rate of $1.39 per gallon per day (gpd), 
and the sewer impact fee was calculated at a rate of $5.60 per gpd. The annual operations and 
maintenance cost was based on $1.3982 per 1,000 gallons for water and $1.9789 per 1,000 
gallons for sewer.  
 
The applicant requests a change to the CDMP Land Use Plan map to redesignate a ±174.827-
gross acre site from “Industrial and Office” to “Business and Office.” The subject application 
states the applicant proposes to develop the application site with 3,500,000 square feet (sq. ft.) 
of retail, 1,500,000 sq. ft. of entertainment uses, a hotel with 2,000 rooms and 1,200,000 sq. ft. 
of back of house use. If the application site is developed as described in the proposed 
development program, the water connection charges/impact fees would total $1,403,900; the 
sewer connection charges/impact fees would total $5,432,000; and the water service line and 
meter connection fees would total $5,200. The annual operating and maintenance costs would 
total $1,216,076. 
 
The estimated cost of installing the required 6,300 linear feet of 16-inch water main and 2,200 
linear feet of 12-inch water main for the proposed development to connect to the County’s 
regional water system is estimated at $4,072,555. The estimated cost of installing the required 
11,140 linear feet of 24-inch sanitary sewer force main; the 3,000 linear feet of 16-inch sanitary 
sewer force main; and the 2,000 linear feet of 8-inch sanitary sewer force main is $10,551,636. 
In addition, 2 public pump stations are required at an estimated cost of $2,000,000. The total 
potential cost for connecting to the regional water and sewer system including engineering fees 
(10%) and contingency fees (15%) is estimated at $16,624,191.  
 

Flood Protection 
 
The Miami-Dade County Division of Environmental and Resources Management (DERM) is 
responsible for the enforcement of current stormwater management and disposal regulations. 
These regulations require that all new development provide full on-site retention of the 
stormwater runoff generated by the development. The drainage systems serving new 
developments are not allowed to impact existing or proposed public stormwater disposal 
systems, or to impact adjacent properties. The County is not responsible for providing flood 
protection to private properties, although it is the County's responsibility to ensure and verify 
that said protection has been incorporated in the plans for each proposed development. The 
above noted determinations are predicated upon the provisions of Chapter 46, Section 4611.1 
of the South Florida Building Code; Section 24-58.3(G) of the Code of Miami-Dade County, 
Florida; Chapter 40E-40 Florida Administrative Code, Basis of Review South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD); and Section D4 Part 2 of the Public Works Manual of Miami-
Dade County.  All these legal provisions emphasize the requirement for full on-site retention of 
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stormwater as a post development condition for all proposed commercial, industrial, and 
residential subdivisions.  
 
Additionally, DERM staff notes that new development, within the urbanized area of the County, 
is assessed a stormwater utility fee.  This fee commensurate with the percentage of impervious 
area of each parcel of land, and is assessed pursuant to the requirements of Section 24-61, 
Article IV, of the Code of Miami-Dade County. Finally, according to the same Code Section, the 
proceedings may only be utilized for the maintenance and improvement of public storm 
drainage systems.  
 
Based upon the above noted considerations, it is the opinion of DERM that Ordinance No. 01-
163 will not change, reverse, or affect these factual requirements. 
 

Public Schools 
 
The applicant, International Atlantic, LLC, has proffered a covenant that would prohibit 
residential development on the application site should the application be approved with 
acceptance of the covenant. Therefore, Miami-Dade County Public Schools would not be 
impacted by the application as proposed.  

 
Fire Rescue 

 
Approval of the application would generate a severe impact to fire-rescue facilities and services. 
Because of the locations of existing fire rescue facilities in the vicinity of the application site, 
Miami-Dade Fire and Rescue (MDFR) would be unable to conform to the performance 
objectives of national industry, which require the assembly of 15-17 firefighters on scene within 
8 minutes at 90% of all incidents. Therefore, MDFR require the dedication of a 2-acre parcel of 
land for the construction of a fire rescue facility to serve the application site. 
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APPENDIX H 
 

Photos of Site and Surroundings 
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View of application site from I-75 

 
 

 

 

Northeast area of application site adjacent to I-75 
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Residential area adjacent to the northeast of application site 
 

 

 

 

Retail operations east of I-75 
 

 

 

 


