
AGENDA 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 

ACTING AS THE LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
PUBLIC HEARING ON 

MAY 2016 CYCLE STANDARD APPLICATIONS TO AMEND 
THE COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN 

 
10:00 AM – Wednesday, December 7, 2016 
Miami-Dade County Commission Chamber 

111 NW 1 Street, Miami, Florida 33128 
 
 
1. Opening Remarks.  

Role of the Planning Advisory Board, acting as Local Planning Agency, and Purpose of this 
Hearing – William Riley, Chairperson, Planning Advisory Board 

Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment Process:  May 2016 Cycle 
Applications and Review of Relevant Documents – Jerry Bell, AICP, Assistant Director for 
Planning Designee, Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources 

 
 

HEARING OPEN TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
2. Applications to Amend the Land Use Plan Map, Text and Policies of the CDMP: 

 
Standard CDMP Land Use Plan Map Amendments 
• Application No. 5; International Atlantic, LLC 
• Application No. 6; The Graham Companies 
• Application No. 7; Kendall Associates I, LLLP 

 
 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 
3. Planning Advisory Board Action.  

Adoption by the Planning Advisory Board, by Resolution, of its recommendations to the Miami-
Dade Board of County Commissioners, regarding the May 2016 Cycle Standard CDMP 
Amendment Applications.                      

 
4. Old Business 
 
5. New Business 
 

PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
Persons wishing to speak, including applicants and their representatives, must sign in and 
indicate which application(s) they wish to address before entering the public hearing. Staff will be 
available to assist with this process.   
 



Applications will be heard in numeric order. For each application, the Department of Regulatory 
and Economic Resources (Department) will summarize the application, the Department's 
recommendation and the recommendations of the affected Community Councils. The applicant 
or representative will be heard next, followed by other speakers who will be called in order of sign-
in.  
 
At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Planning Advisory Board, acting as the Local Planning 
Agency, will adopt by resolution its recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners.  
 
 

NOTICE OF COUNTY COMMISSION HEARING ON THE CDMP APPLICATIONS 
 
The next public hearing to address the May 2016 Cycle Standard Applications is currently 
scheduled to be conducted by the Board of County Commissioners on Wednesday, January 11, 
2017, beginning at 9:30 AM in the Commission Chamber.   
 
 
 



RESOLUTION NO. ______ 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PLANNING 

ADVISORY BOARD ACTING AS THE LOCAL PLANNING 

AGENCY (LPA) ISSUING RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REGARDING 

TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY OF 

THE STANDARD MAY 2016 CYCLE STANDARD 

APPLICATIONS TO AMEND THE COMPREHENSIVE 

DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN, AND ADOPTING 

RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO SUBSEQUENT ACTION. 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes (F.S.), the Comprehensive 

Development Master Plan (CDMP) for Miami-Dade County was adopted by the Miami-Dade 

Board of County Commissioners (Commission) in November 1988; and 

WHEREAS, Section 2-116.1 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, provides 

procedures for amending the CDMP, which comply with the requirements of the Florida Statutes 

referenced above; and  

WHEREAS, three (3) standard applications to amend the CDMP Adopted 2020-2030 

Land Use Plan map were filed by private parties on or before May 31, 2016, and are contained in 

the document titled “May 2016 Standard Applications to Amend the Comprehensive Development 

Master Plan,” dated June 2016; and 

WHEREAS, the Department has published its initial recommendations addressing the 

referenced CDMP amendment applications in the report titled “Initial Recommendations May 

2016 Standard Applications to Amend the Comprehensive Development Master Plan,” dated 

November 2016; and 

WHEREAS, affected Community Councils have conducted optional public hearings 

pursuant to Section 2-116.1 (3)(e), Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, to address the CDMP 
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amendment applications that would directly impact their respective council areas and issued 

recommendations to the Planning Advisory Board and the Commission; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Advisory Board, acting as the Local Planning Agency, has acted 

in accord with the referenced State and County procedures, and has conducted a duly noticed 

public hearing to receive public comments and to address the referenced CDMP amendment 

applications, the initial recommendations of the Department, the transmittal by the Commission of 

standard CDMP amendments to the State Land Planning Agency and other state and regional 

agencies (the reviewing agencies) for review and comment, and to address the subsequent actions 

on standard CDMP amendments by the Commission.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD ACTING AS THE LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY:  

This Agency hereby makes the following recommendations to the Commission regarding 

the adoption of standard Land Use Plan map amendment Application Nos. 5, 6 and 7; and 

recommendations regarding the subsequent actions by the Commission. 
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Application 

Number 

Applicant/Representative 

Location (Size) 

Requested Standard Amendment to the CDMP 

Recommended Action 

on Standard 

Amendment 

5 
International Atlantic, LLC/Miguel Diaz de la Portilla, Esq. & 

Elinette Ruiz, Esq. 

North of NW 178 Street between Turnpike and I-75 

(±174.827 Gross/Net) 

Requested CDMP Amendment  

1. Redesignate application site on the LUP 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. 

 

 

The motion to recommend _______________________________________ was moved by Board 

Member ___________________. Board Member _____________________ seconded the motion. 

The motion ____________________ as follows: 

 

Carla Ascencio-Savola  Roberto Ruano  

Jose Bared  Georgina Santiago  

Peter DiPace  Tom Sherouse  

Horacio Huembes 

Javier Muñoz 

 Alexander Soto 

Richard Tapia 

 

Wayne Rinehart  Jesus Vasquez  

    

    

Raymond Marin, Vice Chair 

William Riley, Chair 
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Application 

Number 

Applicant/Representative 

Location (Size) 

Requested Standard Amendment to the CDMP 

Recommended Action  

on Standard 

Amendment 

6 
The Graham Companies/Tracy R. Slavens, Esq. & and Joseph G. 

Goldstein, Esq.  

East of the Homestead Extension Florida Turnpike (HEFT) and 

west of I-75 between NW 170 and NW 180 Streets (±339 Gross; 

±323.6 Net) 

Requested CDMP Amendment 

Redesignate application site on the LUP map: 

1. From: Parcel A: “Industrial and Office” (±329 acres) and 

           Parcel B: “Business and Office” (±10 acres)  

     To:      “Business and Office” 

2. 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 land within the subject property; and  

 

3. Add the proffered Declaration of Restrictions in the 

Restrictions Table in Appendix A of the CDMP Land Use 

Element, if accepted by the Board. 

 

 

The motion to recommend _______________________________________ was moved by Board 

Member ___________________. Board Member _____________________ seconded the motion. 

The motion ____________________ as follows: 

 

Carla Ascencio-Savola  Roberto Ruano  

Jose Bared  Georgina Santiago  

Peter DiPace  Tom Sherouse  

Horacio Huembes 

Javier Muñoz 

 Alexander Soto 

Richard Tapia 

 

Wayne Rinehart  Jesus Vasquez  

    

    

Raymond Marin, Vice Chair 

William Riley, Chair 
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Application 

Number 

Applicant/Representative 

Location (Size) 

Requested Standard Amendment to the CDMP 

Recommended Action  

on Standard 

Amendment 

7 
Kendall Associates I, LLLP/Stanley B. Price, Esq., Brian S. Adler, 

Esq., Eileen Mehta, Esq., & Leah Aaronson, Esq.  

Generally between SW 88 Street (N. Kendall Drive) and SW 104 

Street (Killian Parkway) and between SW 127 Avenue and SW 

137 Avenue (±168.13 Gross/Net) 

Requested CDMP Amendment 

1. Redesignate application site on the LUP map: 

From:  “Parks and Recreation” 

To:    “Low-Medium Density Residential (6 to 13 dwelling 

                  units per gross acre)”; 

2. Add language to the Parks and Recreation text on page I-52 

of the Land Use Element; 

 

3. Release Declaration of Restrictions recorded in Official 

Records Book 5891 at Page 633; and  

 

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 of County Commissioners 

 

 

 

The motion to recommend _______________________________________ was moved by Board 

Member ___________________. Board Member _____________________ seconded the motion. 

The motion ____________________ as follows: 

 

Carla Ascencio-Savola  Roberto Ruano  

Jose Bared  Georgina Santiago  

Peter DiPace  Tom Sherouse  

Horacio Huembes 

Javier Muñoz 

 Alexander Soto 

Richard Tapia 

 

Wayne Rinehart  Jesus Vasquez  

    

    

Raymond Marin, Vice Chair 

William A. Riley, Chair 
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The motion to adopt the foregoing resolution was moved by Board Member ________________. 

Board Member ________________ seconded the motion. The motion ___________ as follows: 

 

          Carla Ascencio-Savola             Robert Ruano 

          Jose Bared                     Georgina Santiago 

          Peter DiPace                    Tom Sherouse 

          Horacio Huembes                Alexander Soto 

          Javier Muñoz                   Richard Tapia 

          Wayne Rinehart                  Jesus Vasquez 

 

Raymond Marin, Vice Chair 

William A. Riley, Chair 

 

 

The above actions were taken by the Planning Advisory Board, acting as the Local Planning 

Agency, at its public hearing on December 7, 2016, and are certified correct by Jack Osterholt, 

Executive Secretary to the Planning Advisory Board. 

 

 

 

________________________________ 

Jack Osterholt, Deputy Mayor/Director 

Department of Regulatory and Economic 

Resources 

 



ADDITIONAL ITEMS  
DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES (DEPARTMENT)  

STANDARD MAY 2016 CYCLE APPLICATIONS TO AMEND THE  
COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (CDMP)  

ITEM PAGE 
APPLICATION   

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works email comments dated 
November 16, 2016 addressing the Transportation Impacts Analysis for Application Nos. 5 and 6;  A-1 

Document titled “CDMP Amendment Applications Nos. 5 & 6 Projected Development” submitted 
by Jeffrey Bercow at the Country Club of Miami Community Council 5 hearing on November 29, 
2016; 

A-3 

Email from Jeffrey Bercow dated November 18, 2016 submitting the “Coen & Company 
Infrastructure Impact Analysis” report addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-7 

Coen & Company Infrastructure Impact Analysis” report addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-11 

Email from Jeffrey Bercow dated November 18, 2016 submitting “Analysis of Pending CDMP 
Applications” report prepared by Florida TaxWatch addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-45 

Analysis of Pending CDMP Applications” report prepared by Florida TaxWatch addressing 
Application Nos. 5 and 6. A-47 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ADDITIONAL ITEMS  
DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES (DEPARTMENT)  

STANDARD MAY 2016 CYCLE APPLICATIONS TO AMEND THE  
COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (CDMP)  

ITEM PAGE 
APPLICATION   

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works email comments dated 
November 16, 2016 addressing the Transportation Impacts Analysis for Application Nos. 5 and 6;  A-1 

Document titled “CDMP Amendment Applications Nos. 5 & 6 Projected Development” submitted 
by Jeffrey Bercow at the Country Club of Miami Community Council 5 hearing on November 29, 
2016; 

A-3 

Email from Jeffrey Bercow dated November 18, 2016 submitting the “Coen & Company 
Infrastructure Impact Analysis” report addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-7 

Coen & Company Infrastructure Impact Analysis” report addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-11 

Email from Jeffrey Bercow dated November 18, 2016 submitting “Analysis of Pending CDMP 
Applications” report prepared by Florida TaxWatch addressing Application Nos. 5 and 6; A-45 

Analysis of Pending CDMP Applications” report prepared by Florida TaxWatch addressing 
Application Nos. 5 and 6. A-47 
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Rowe, Garett A. (RER)

From: Stillings, Noel (RER)
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 4:52 PM
To: Rowe, Garett A. (RER)
Subject: FW: May 2016 CDMP App. Nos. 5 and 6 – Upcoming public hearings/agency correspondence

Importance: High

 
 

From: Patino, Myra (DTPW)  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 3:59 PM 
To: Stillings, Noel (RER) <Noel.Stillings@miamidade.gov> 
Cc: Diaz, Claudia (DTPW) <Claudia.Diaz@miamidade.gov> 
Subject: RE: May 2016 CDMP App. Nos. 5 and 6 – Upcoming public hearings/agency correspondence 
Importance: High 
 
Noel-as discussed, please include the major comments mentioned over the phone regarding the diverted trips applied 
to the daily and AM peak, our concerns with the transportation improvements not being in place by the time they 
open, as well as coordination with Miami-Dade County’s Traffic Signals and Signs Division for changes to the signal 
timings. 
 
Here are additional, preliminary comments on the revised study and their response to comments: 
 

 In their response to our comment regarding Section 6.2-Existing Roadway Link Directional PHP, the sample 
calculation for the volumes included in Appendix I-A14 show the adjusted 700 EB PHP volume grown one year 
to 714 based on a 1% growth rate.  This number should be 707 since the number of years is only 1 not 2 
(from 2014 to 2015). 

 In their response to our comment regarding Section 6.3-Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS, please confirm 
the facility types used for the roadway segments.  Some of the segments are not ‘State Signalized Arterials’; 
therefore, an adjustment factor of 10% should be made for ‘Non-State Signalized Roadways’.  Other 
adjustment factors may apply if a roadway segment does not provide exclusive turn lanes.  For example, NW 
107th Avenue is listed as a state road, but is a county road.  Also, the appendix listed the LOS D and E 2-way 
Maximum Service Volumes as 3,078 and 3,222 respectively.  However, these correlate to LOS C and D.  

 In Exhibit 2: Roadway Segment LOS Analysis – Combined ADM/Graham PM Mitigation Summary, why don’t the 
two segments of NW 97th Avenue from NW 170th Street to NW 178th Street also require 6 lanes under the 2040
CDMP scenario if these segments require 6-laning under the 2020 CDMP/Zoning analysis? 

 To add to FDOT’s comment on Table I-1 for NW 107th Avenue regarding the footnote {No traffic count 
available; 8,000 AADT with K and D factors was assumed and PHPs derived similar to FDOT Daily Only counts} 
The response was “Footnote number 4 reference is already included in the NW 107th Avenue roadway segment 
under the column header "No.", referring to the FDOT count station number (e.g. eight column in the table). 
The footnote will be maintained here since there is "no count" but rather an estimate. Please note that the 
footnote and data assumptions are highlighted in a light purple to stress that no traffic counts were available 
for this roadway segment. The 8,000 estimate is very much an estimate. We have no roadway segment nor 
intersection turning movement counts in the vicinity to assist in preparing a more detailed estimate.”  It is 
recommended that volumes from the model should be used to more accurately estimate background trips. 

 
Thanks, 
 
Myra 
 
From: Stillings, Noel (RER)  
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2016 2:55 PM 
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To: Mayra Diaz; 'JRodriguez@mdxway.com'; 'mgonzalez@cityofhialeahgardens.com'; 'Brandon R. Schaad'; 
'reya@miamilakes-fl.gov'; 'dstorch@hialeahfl.gov'; 'jehernandez@hialeahfl.gov'; 'JSanchez@hialeahfl.gov'; 
'bhenry@broward.org'; 'Sesodia, Josie'; 'sbrunner@broward.org'; 'ASEBO@broward.org'; 'Sandanasamy, Vinod'; 
'sezuniga@miramarfl.gov'; 'Silva, Eric B.'; 'rsalamon@sunrisefl.gov'; 'isabelc@sfrpc.com'; 'khamilton@sfrpc.com'; 
'imoreno@sfrpc.com'; 'Kathe Lerch'; 'DaubertT@miamilakes-fl.gov'; 'cromarJ@browardmpo.org'; 
'stanley.merantus@dot.state.fl.us'; 'antonio.castro@dot.state.fl.us'; 'RMartell@townofmedley.com'; 
'mayor_ross@coopercityfl.org'; 'teresita.hernandez@simon.com'; 'dtolces@cityatty.com'; 'Rob Curtis'; 'Francisco Alonso'; 'Luis 
Martinez'; 'alfred.lurigados@ch2m.com'; Jeffrey Bercow (jbercow@brzoninglaw.com); 'randy@coenconsulting.com' 
Cc: 'scot.leftwich@Lce-fl.com'; 'Charlotte Davidson'; 'harold.desdunes@dot.state.fl.us'; 'lisa.dykstra@dot.state.fl.us'; 
'lisa.colmenares@dot.state.gl.us'; 'Stettner, Alison'; 'Mdportilla@arnstein.com'; 'eruiz@arnstein.com'; 
'joseph.goldstein@hklaw.com'; Tracy.Slavens@hklaw.com; 'rGorlow@comcast.net'; 'stu.wyllie@grahamcos.com'; 
'Edgar@Edgarjonesco.com'; csweet@bellsouth.net; Boucle, Aileen (MPO); Roa, Carlos (MPO); Edmonson, Tewari (MPO); 
Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); Gomez, Lourdes; Woerner, Mark (RER); Rowe, Garett A. (RER); Bell, Jerry (RER); 
Brown, Helen (RER); Patino, Myra (DTPW); Diaz, Claudia (DTPW); Fernandez, Darlene (DTPW); Cejas, Monica (DTPW); 
Cartaya, Nilia M. (DTPW); Bian, Jie (DTPW); Bravo, Alice (DTPW); Blaha, Anthony A. (RER); Bieler, Bernardo (RER); Pino, 
Raul (RER); Guim, Raquel (RER) 
Subject: May 2016 CDMP App. Nos. 5 and 6 – Upcoming public hearings/agency correspondence 
 
Please be advised of the upcoming public hearings scheduled for the May 2016 CDMP Amendment Application
Nos. 5 and 6--American Dream Miami and Graham Companies: 
 

         Tuesday, November 29, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.: Community Council 5 (Country Club of Miami), Lawton 
Chiles Middle School, 8190 NW 197 Street, Miami 

         December 7, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.: Planning Advisory Board, Commission Chambers, Stephen P. Clark
Center, 111 NW 1st Street, Miami, FL 33128 

         January 11, 2017 at 9:30 a.m.: Board of County Commissioners, Commission Chambers, Stephen P. Clark 
Center, 111 NW 1st Street, Miami, FL 33128 

 
Posted on the RER website at: http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-cycles.asp#201605 is the 
agency correspondence received from November 2015 to date—including the October 7, 2016 traffic consultant’s 
set of comments and responses.  

 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Garett Rowe or Mark Woerner, (305) 375-
2835 / Rowega@miamidade.gov;  MWoerner@miamidade.gov  
 

Regards, 

 
 
Noel Stillings, Senior Planner  
Planning Division, Metropolitan Planning Section 
Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (RER) 

111 NW 1st Street, 12th floor, Miami, Florida 33128  
Internal line: 500-5130 / Phone: (305) 375-2835  
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Rowe, Garett A. (RER)

From: Jeffrey Bercow <Jbercow@brzoninglaw.com>
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2016 3:24 PM
To: Woerner, Mark (RER)
Cc: Rowe, Garett A. (RER); Gregory Fontela; 'Randy Coen (Randy@CoenCoConsulting.com)'; 'Alexander 

Heckler (aheckler@LSNpartners.com)'; 'Joseph.Goldstein@hklaw.com'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla 
(Mdportilla@arnstein.com)

Subject: Applications Nos. 5 and 6 of the May 2016 Cycle of Applications to Amend the Miami-Dade County 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan

Attachments: Coen & Company Infrastructure Impact Analysis.pdf

Importance: High

Dear Mark, 
 
We represent South Florida Taxpayer Alliance, Inc. in opposition to Applications Nos. 5 and 6 
of the May 2016 Cycle of Applications to Amend the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan. 
 
Our client has retained Coen & Company to perform a full infrastructure review of the 
captioned applications.  The Coen & Company report is attached, and a summary of the 
findings follows.  Also provided below is an opinion regarding the potential results of certain 
recommended changes.  Please note ADM refers to the American Dream Miami Development 
and TGP refers to The Graham Project. 
 
Transportation Methodology: From a methodology standpoint ADM obtained approval for 30% 
of their project traffic to be defined as non-regional traffic.  Given the differences between the 
Minnesota and Florida Retail/Entertainment markets, the non-regional traffic percentage 
should be no more than 10%.   
 
Transportation Analysis:  The revised transportation analysis appears to adequately address 
the potential impacts of TGP based on their approved methodology.  The ADM transportation 
analysis is still not reflective of the vehicle trip characteristics espoused by ADM.  The primary 
issue is ADM’s distribution of “non-regional traffic “ (actually should be labeled as “extra-
regional traffic”).  The analysis continues to distribute approximately 50% of the non-regional 
traffic to the south along the HEFT.  The actual amount of such traffic that should be 
distributed to the south is 2%.  The consultant continues to allow the transportation model to 
distribute the non-regional traffic as if it is local regional traffic. 
 
Mass Transit Demand:  Neither ADM nor TGP have officially committed to the transit 
improvement identified in their respective transportation analyses.  These commitments will 
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likely be addressed as a part of the final concurrency review.  In the case of ADM, the private 
mass transit analysis justifying the 10.8% modal split is inadequate.  The bus fleet required to 
achieve ADM’s transit commitment is a minimum of 28 buses, not the 20 buses indicated in 
their discussion. 
 
Transportation Impact Fees:  Both developments used a Present Day Cost Factor that is 
inconsistent with the County’s impact fee ordinance.  Correcting this factor, if required, by the 
County, will result in an fee increase of approximately 6%.  ADM chose to use to county default 
average trip length (5.6 miles) for retail, apparently ignoring the County’s default longer trip 
lengths for Amusement Parks and Hotels, even though the development contains substantial 
amounts of both land uses.  Based on our research and the documentation provided by ADM 
an argument can be made that the actual Mall of America (MOA) average trip length for 
residents is 9.20 miles.  Using this trip length results in a Transportation  Impact Fee increase 
from $58,752,501 ($9,476.21/1,000 sf) to $92,158,553 ($14,864.28) for ADM.  A straight 
application of the county transportation impact fee would result in an ADM fee of $75,038,600 
($12,103/1,000 sf.)     
 
Transportation Recommendations:  
 

 The reduction of the 30% non-regional traffic percentage to 10% would significantly 
impact the local roadway network and result in the need to completely revise the ADM 
transportation analysis.   
 

 The recommendation for the redistribution of the non-regional project traffic would add 
one roadway segment on the Turnpike and I-75 north of the site and eliminate two 
roadway segments along the HEFT to the south.  If the redistribution caused the review 
agencies to determine that the assignment of trips to the HEFT/NW 170th interchange 
was inappropriate and more traffic should be added to the I-75/Miami Gardens 
interchange there could be a significant issue.   
 

 The results of ADM Transit review recommend the private bus fleet be expanded by 40% 
and monitored for compliance purposes.   
 

 Transportation Impact Fees for ADM are a serious area of concern; left as proposed ADM 
will be able to significantly underpay its transportation impact fee.  

 
Please call us should you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
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Jeff Bercow   

 
 Bio Vcard 

JEFFREY BERCOW, ESQ. 

Bercow Radell & Fernandez, P.A. 
200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 850 
Miami, FL 33131 

305.377.6220 | Office 
305.898.3881 | Cell 
305.377.6222 | Fax 
jbercow@brzoninglaw.com 

 

www.brzoninglaw.com     
 
The information contained in this electronic message is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the use of the individual named 
above and others who have been specifically authorized to receive it. If the recipient is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that 
any dissemination, distribution or duplication of the communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, or 
if any problems occur with transmission, please immediately notify us by telephone (305) 374-5300. 
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Rowe, Garett A. (RER)

From: Jeffrey Bercow <Jbercow@brzoninglaw.com>
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2016 3:11 PM
To: Woerner, Mark (RER)
Cc: Rowe, Garett A. (RER); Gregory Fontela; 'Alexander Heckler (aheckler@LSNpartners.com)'; 

'Joseph.Goldstein@hklaw.com'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla (Mdportilla@arnstein.com); Robert D. Cruz
Subject: Applications Nos. 5 and 6 of the May 2016 Cycle of Applications to Amend the Miami-Dade County 

Comprehensive Development Master Plan
Attachments: AmDreamFINAL+Graham.pdf

Importance: High

Dear Mark: 
 
We represent South Florida Taxpayer Alliance, Inc. in opposition to Applications Nos. 5 and 6 
of the May 2016 Cycle of Applications to Amend the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan. 
 
We note that there is adequate vacant Business and Office land to accommodate absorption 
per Policy 8F at the Minor Statistical Area, Tier Level, as well as countywide.  Since the 
applications therefore fail to satisfy the CDMP criteria for approval of future land use map 
amendments, and for the reasons stated in the attached report prepared by Florida TaxWatch, 
we are requesting that the applications be denied and not transmitted to state and regional 
agencies. 
 
Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
Jeff Bercow 
 
 Bio Vcard 

JEFFREY BERCOW, ESQ. 

Bercow Radell & Fernandez, P.A. 
200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 850 
Miami, FL 33131 

305.377.6220 | Office 
305.898.3881 | Cell 
305.377.6222 | Fax 
jbercow@brzoninglaw.com 
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The information contained in this electronic message is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the use of the individual named 
above and others who have been specifically authorized to receive it. If the recipient is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that 
any dissemination, distribution or duplication of the communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, or 
if any problems occur with transmission, please immediately notify us by telephone (305) 374-5300. 
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Summary of the Issues and Findings
¡¡ International Atlantic, LLC and the Graham Companies, Inc. submitted applications to amend 

Miami-Dade County’s Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). The applications 
include an analyses submitted to the County with the objective of guiding County planning staff 
in their evaluation of the CDMP Land Use Policies 8E and 8F. Policy 8E requires the County to 
evaluate CDMP amendments considering the application’s consistency with the Goals, Objectives, 
and Policies of all Elements of the CDMP and other timely issues. Policy 8F requires an evaluation 
of adequacy of non-residential land supplies determined on the basis of land supplies in subareas 
of the County appropriate to the type of use, as well as the countywide supply within the Urban 
Development Boundary.

¡¡ The International Atlantic application is associated with a 194.5 acre parcel in Northwest Miami-
Dade County seeking to change the designated land use to Business and Office and Employment Center 
from its present designation of Industrial and Office.  A concurrent application was submitted by The 
Graham Companies seeking to designate 339 acres adjoining the International Atlantic property as 
Business and Office and Employment Center, changing the present designation of Industrial and Office. 
If both CDMP applications are approved then the county will potentially lose over 500 acres of 
industrial land given the Graham Companies indicated plans to develop only 300,000 square feet of 
distribution space on its property if the amendment is approved and at the most 200,000 square feet 
of flex space.

¡¡ Both International Atlantic’s and the Graham Companies’ applications readily concede that there 
is already enough vacant Business and Office land to accommodate absorption per Policy 8F at the 
Minor Statistical Area, Tier Level, as well as countywide.

¡¡ The respective applicants have submitted their rationale as to why they should be allowed to re-
designate the properties’ land use to Business and Office and Employment Center from the existing 
Industrial and Office designation. Their rationale essentially boils down to three key points. 

Analysis of Pending CDMP Applications 
by International Atlantic, LLC and  
The Graham Companies, Inc.

SEPTEMBER 2016

Prepared by Robert D. Cruz, Ph.D.
Florida TaxWatch Chief Economist. Miami, FL
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¡¡ The following key points are the arguments the applicants have submitted to receive approval of the 
change in land use from Industrial and Office to Business and Office and Employment Center:

�� The American Dream Miami (ADM) development, like their Mall of America in Minneapolis, 
will represent a unique ability to attract tourists with ADM’s mix of entertainment and retail, 
and, therefore, ADM will have broader net economic benefits relative to Office and Industrial 
development.

�� Although both applications concede that there is an adequate amount of vacant Business 
and Office land to satisfy demand through the 2030 planning window and, therefore, does 
not satisfy the policies of 8E and 8F. International Atlantic, LLC, argues that Miami-Dade 
County lacks the appropriately located, vacant property large enough to accommodate ADM’s 
proposed project under a land use designation that allows a mega-mall development.

�� After removing the Industrial and Office designated land use from the applicants properties 
there will still be adequate Industrial and Office designated land in the Planning Minor Statistical 
Area  3.1, the Northern Tier, and countywide to accommodate absorption of vacant land in this 
land use category to almost 2040.

¡¡ Florida TaxWatch has studied the applications submitted to the County by International Atlantic, 
LLC and The Graham Companies, respectively. Our findings are based on analyses that address each 
of the preceding three key points: 

�� Job Growth and Net Economic Benefits.  An objective analysis of the historical data and 
experience of the Mall of America (MOA) actually shows that no appreciable, recurring local 
economic benefits were evident in the 10 years from when the mega-mall opened. The actual 
history strongly suggests that the development of ADM is not likely to produce significant, 
recurring economic benefits to Miami-Dade County and the Miami MSA. 

�� While International Atlantic, LLC’s application focuses on the employment of 11,000 workers 
at MOA, and as many as 13,000 during peak season in 2015,1 the history of net job creation 
in the first decade of MOA provides a very different picture. In 1992 the mega-mall opened 
its doors with 10,000 employees. Estimates from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics from 
1992 to 2002 show, however, that employment of workers in retail department stores in 
the Minneapolis-St Paul-Bloomington MSA increased at a paltry annual rate of 0.3 percent 
(virtually no growth at all).

�� Department stores in Minnesota outside of the Minneapolis MSA did not experience 
developments similar to MOA and yet during the period from 1992 to 2002, employment 
in department stores in the rest of Minnesota increased at an annual rate of 1.2 percent. 
The difference in the performance of growth in retail employment in the Minneapolis MSA 
compared to the performance in the rest of the state confirms the views of early critics of MOA 
who worried that hiring at the mega-mall was almost assuredly displacing jobs rather than 
creating a significant number of new retail jobs.

1	   The number of workers in 2015 is measured in head counts, and not “full-time equivalents.”
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�� The history of MOA also clearly shows that it would not have been developed but 
for substantial amounts of government subsidies in the form of tax rebates and public 
infrastructure investment. American Dream Meadowlands (also owned by same group behind 
American Dream Miami), which is currently under construction and significantly behind 
schedule. The developer is seeking a $1 billion bond issue through New Jersey’s Sports and 
Exposition Authority. The bonds would be paid by a state economic incentive program.  

�� It is also important to keep in mind that unlike the Mall of America in 1992, Miami-Dade 
County is already a shopping “Mecca” for 15.5 million domestic and international visitors 
spending $24.4 billion in 2015. Future economic conditions in the Caribbean and Latin 
America, Canada, Germany, United Kingdom and France will be the key drivers of retail 
spending by international tourists, notwithstanding the development of a mall along the 
scale of MOA or larger. The correlation between economic conditions in the countries that 
comprise the Miami MSA’s top visitor markets and international visitor spending suggests that 
the scale of development or the combination of entertainment with retail would not likely have 
any unique economic benefits as the applicant’s analysis suggests.

�� No other vacant property in the County is appropriately located and large enough to 
accommodate the American Dream Miami project. An analysis of the Northern Tier shows 
that several parcels in excess of 20 acres are already designated as vacant commercial and can 
accommodate larger scale commercial development in the Northern Tier. 

�� Adequate Industrial and Office designated vacant land exists in Planning Minor 
Statistical Area 3.1, the Northern Tier, and countywide to accommodate absorption 
nearly to 2040. Focusing only on the Planning Department’s quantitative methodology, there 
is adequate land to accommodate demand from industrial users in the Northern Tier of the 
County for the foreseeable future. Modern distribution centers, however, need convenient 
access to interstate highways and sometimes rail, an efficient site plan with appropriate truck 
turning radiuses and, well defined loading and unloading. Taking these critical requirements in 
mind, on a practical level there will be potentially two but practically only one adequate vacant 
consolidated land holding that could accommodate a modern industrial park development in 
the Northern Tier if the applicants are successful in their application. Re-designation of land 
use to Business and Office for both parcels potentially eliminates the future opportunity to 
accommodate a second modern industrial park in the Northern Tier.

�� The Graham Companies’ request and additional information provided further 
clarification that the land available for modern industrial/distribution development will 
be reduced to one property in the Northern Tier if approved.  The Graham Companies 
had made clear that their plan includes only 300,000 square feet of distribution space 
and an additional 200,000 square feet of flex space. This distribution/flex space could be 
accommodated on less than 10 percent of their entire 339 acre property leaving only the FDG 
Beacon Countyline parcel available for a modern distribution park development. 
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Analysis of Applications to Re-Designate Land Use as Proposed 
by International Atlantic, LLC and Graham Companies. 
International Atlantic’s application to amend the Miami-Dade CDMP, contains an analysis submitted 
to the County with the objective of guiding County planning staff in their evaluation associated with 
CDMP Land Use Policies LU-8E and LU-8F.   Both policies together require evaluations confirming that 
proposed CDMP amendments are consistent with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of all Elements of the 
CDMP, other timely issues, and also the determination of adequacy or inadequacy of non-residential 
land supplies.  Our analysis finds that the proposed amendments do not comply with policies LU-8E and 
LU-8F.

The International Atlantic application is associated with a 194.5 acre parcel in Northwest Miami-Dade 
County.   Concurrent with the submission by International Atlantic, a sister analysis was submitted on 
behalf of The Graham Companies for an adjoining 339 acre parcel. The analyses, prepared by the same 
consulting firm, reference each other throughout.  

Indeed, while the land uses on the two properties indicated by the applicants to be developed varies. 
The requested modification to the CDMP for both properties is the same and therefore our comments 
on both analyses are addressed concurrently herein given the impact of the amendment has the same 
relative impact.

The rationale the applicant provides as to why the applications should be allowed to re-designate the 
properties to Business and Office and Employment Center use from the existing Industrial and Office 
essentially boil down to three key points:

American Dream, Key Point 1: International Atlantic, LLC indicates that it is important to the 
County that American Dream move forward due to American Dream’s unique ability with its mix of 
entertainment and retail to attract tourists when compared with other malls and commercial centers in 
the County.  As a result, American Dream will have broader net economic benefits when compared to 
the office and industrial development which would be allowed under the current land use designation;

American Dream, Key Point 2: International Atlantic, LLC concedes that there is an adequate amount 
of Business and Office land designated to satisfy demand through 2030. The application for a CDMP 
amendment does not satisfy the requirements of Land Use Policies LU-8E and LU-8F. The applicant, 
however, indicates that there is no appropriately located vacant property large enough in Miami-Dade 
County to accommodate the proposed ADM project under a land use designation that will allow a mega-
mall development. Therefore, the only way the project could move forward is if the land use is amended;  

American Dream/Graham Companies, Key Point 3: International Atlantic, LLC and the Graham 
Companies indicates that even after re-designating their properties land use to Business and Office and 
Employment Center, there will still be adequate Industrial and Office designated land in the Planning MSA 
3.1, the Northern Tier, and Countywide to accommodate absorption nearly to 2040, well beyond the 
CDMP’s planning window.
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Analysis of American Dream, Key Point 1.
A. Stated Premise by American Dream:  International Atlantic, LLC argues that ADM is a unique 
development which will drive economic benefits which do not typically accrue from other retail 
developments.

B. What the Data Actually Indicates:  Based upon the early history of the Mall of America, which 
is stated by the applicant as the best example for the economic benefits which would accrue from 
American Dream Miami, there will be no appreciable recurring local economic benefits to Miami Dade 
County from the development of American Dream Miami.  Additionally, the development of Mall of 
America and American Dream Meadowlands (New Jersey) have been predicated on deep public sector 
investment of resources and tax revenue.

C. Discussion:

The Historical Economic Impact of the Mall of America: Bloomington MN

The Mall of America was developed in response to decisions of the local professional baseball and 
football franchises to relocate from the city of Bloomington, to new facilities in nearby downtown 
Minneapolis. In 1982 the teams moved from the Metropolitan Stadium to the new Hubert H. Humphrey 
Metrodome in downtown Minneapolis. The relocation of the teams presented a development 
opportunity on 78 acres of land with convenient access to major interstate highways and within close 
proximity to the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport. Several proposals for the redevelopment 
of the Metrodome site were considered by the Bloomington Port Authority, and ultimately a mixed-use 
retail/entertainment center was chosen for the development. 

The construction of the Mall of America (“MOA”) broke ground in the summer of 1989 and opened 
to the public in late summer of 1992. MOA opened with anchor tenants like Macys, Nordstrom, 
Bloomingdale and Sears, and 330 smaller brand named stores.  The size of the retail development, 
however represented a disruptive competitive threat to the existing malls in the area. The uncertainty 
associated with a dramatic increase in retail space at the time was expressed in the fear of significant 
losses in asset values of existing mall properties. The existing mall owners at the time were concerned 
with the massive scale of the retail components of MOA, the location’s favorable access to interstate 
highways, and the public subsidies directed to MOA. Together these elements represented a significant 
competitive threat to existing mall operators. MOA benefited from the tax increment financing (TIF) 
it received, reducing their effective property taxes by 96 percent, and also received a significant share of 
state sales taxes on purchases within MOA as a rebate.2 The TIF covered infrastructure improvements 
such as parking, drainage and roads within the development.  

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) estimates that two years before the opening of MOA, 35,800 
employees held jobs in General Merchandise (retail) Stores3 in the Minneapolis metropolitan statistical 

2	  “Minnesota Mall’s Impact Questioned,” North Jersey.com, 12/24/2011. (Accessed 3/21/2016)

3	  General Merchandise Stores, are defined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as establishments that sell at retail new general merchandise from a fixed 
point-of-sale location. This subsector consists of Department Stores: NAICS 4521 and Other General Merchandise Stores: NAICS 4529. Establishments 
in this subsector are unique in that they have the equipment and staff capable of retailing a large variety of goods from a single location. This includes 
a variety of display equipment and staff trained to provide information on many lines of products.
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area (MSA).4  Between 1990 and 1992 the number of jobs in general merchandise retail declined by 
1,900 employment positions. 

According to Mall of America, 10,000 employees began working at MOA in August of 1992.5 BLS data, 
however, indicates that in 1992 general merchandise retail establishments in the MSA experienced net 
loss in jobs of 3.1 percent (-1,100 jobs). In 1993 the MSA experienced a net increase of just 400 jobs 
(+1.2 percent) compared to 1992. The difference between the actual gain in employment estimated by 
the BLS, and the direct employment reported by MOA suggests that local mall operators were losing 
tenants and/or tenants were cutting back on payroll even before MOA opened, which continued through 
1993. A review of BLS estimates of employment in general merchandise stores shows a cumulative 
increase in jobs of only 1,000 employment positions between 1992 and 2002 (a growth of only 0.3% 
per year), indicating that hiring at MOA was almost assuredly displacing jobs rather than creating a 
significant number of new retail jobs.6  

Newspaper articles from 1992 and 1993 often focused on the challenge that long standing retailers were 
facing as a result of the competitive threat posed by the opening of MOA.  In 1992 retailers were just 
beginning to see hopeful signs of growth in personal income and consumer spending. Notwithstanding 
the optimism, the Carson Pirie Scott department store announced in May 1992 that it would close the 
doors of its flagship store in downtown Minneapolis on January 30, 1993, laying off 200 employees.7 
In July 1992, Carson announced that its store in the City of St. Paul would also close on January 30th, 
resulting in similar layoffs at the Minneapolis store. 

In early June of 1992 public officials expressed their concerns that local retailers could suffer from the 
expansion of retail space. Minnesota Governor Arne Carlson told the Star Tribune, referring to MOA 
that “The potential excites us and the prayer is that it does not cause harm to other malls.”8 

Peter Rachleff, professor of labor history at Macalester College in St. Paul, noted that for every job 
created by a store at MOA, a retail job will be lost elsewhere.9 BLS estimates of unemployment 12 
months before and 12 months after August 1992, does not show a favorable impact in the Minneapolis 
MSA’s unemployment rate.10 A supervisor with the Minnesota Department of Jobs and Training, 
referring to MOA’s recruitment of sales workers, told the Star Tribune that she always believed that 
retailers at the mega-mall would need to “steal people from other companies” to meet their hiring 
quotas.11

4	  The metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is comprised of 16 counties, of which 14 are located in Minnesota and two on the Wisconsin border with 
Minnesota. The metropolitan area consists of 7,400 square miles and a population of 3.9 million as of 2014.

5	  The estimates of employees in 1992 are from Mall of America: History – Mall of America http:/mallofamerica.com/about/moa/history. (Accessed: 
3/21/2016). 

6	  Expanding this analysis to include the gains in employment of all retail establishments, which includes smaller retail stores in the Minneapolis–St. Paul–
Bloomington MSA, one finds employment in all retail establishments between 1992 and 2002 increased by only 3,400 jobs – far less than 10,000 jobs 
at MOA. (Accessed: 6/24/2016.)

7	  “Minneapolis Carson’s will close in January,” The Star Tribune, May 14, 1992. (Accessed: 7/12/2016.) 

8	  “Megamall won’t mean big cut in jobless,” The Star Tribune, June 4, 1992. (Accessed: 7/12/16.)

9	   Ibid.

10	  The average unemployment rate in the 12 months before August 1992 was measured at 4.6%, while the average unemployment rate in the 12 months 
after August 1992 was measured at 4.5%; virtually unchanged.

11	  “Megamall won’t mean big cut in jobless,” op. cit.
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The pace of employment growth in the Minneapolis MSA during the decade after 1992 was much slower 
than the growth rates experienced in the metro areas of Minnesota outside of Minneapolis. Over the 10 
years after the opening of MOA, the Minneapolis MSA experienced an increase of employment of just 
2.9 percent in general merchandise retail stores.  Over the same time period, however, employment in 
general merchandise retail in the rest of the state increased by 12.3 percent. Job growth in department 
stores and other general merchandise stores outside of Minneapolis outperformed employment growth in 
the Minneapolis MSA. (See Figure 1.)

Beyond department stores, small retail stores (i.e.: jewelry stores. designer clothing stores, or home 
décor, etc.) are also found in malls, but other retail stores are not necessarily in malls and still may 
thrive within the metropolitan region. The employment data from 1992 to 2002 does not show 
that employment in retail establishments (large and small) in the Minneapolis MSA experienced a 
meaningful net positive impact from the development of MOA.  The compound annual growth rate in 
Minneapolis MSA for the period from 1992 to 2002 was 1.8 percent – not appreciably different from the 
1.5 percent growth in the areas outside of Minneapolis (See Figure 2).12

Demand for retail sales and retail workers are directly correlated with population and personal income 
(buying power) within a market area. A comparison of the gains in retail employment between the 
Minneapolis MSA and the areas in the rest of Minnesota from 1992 through 2002 shows that retail 
employment for every 1000 residents increased at a faster pace in the areas outside the Minneapolis 
MSA.  In 1992 there were 59 retail workers in the Minneapolis MSA for every 1,000 residents, while the 
12	  The difference represents 5,000 retail jobs out of 190,000 jobs in 2002.
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areas outside of the MSA had only 54 retail workers per 1000 population. Ten years later there were 60 
retail workers per 1000 population in the Minneapolis MSA – virtually no growth in retail workers per 
population. However, during the same decade, the number of retail workers per 1000 population outside 
of the areas of Minneapolis rose from 54 to 60, an increase of 11 percent (See Figure 3). Those areas 
outside of Minneapolis were able to increase retail jobs without public subsidies like those provided to 
MOA. 

In 1992 critics of MOA argued that it was developing more retail space than the economy of the 
Minneapolis MSA would be able to absorb within a reasonable time period. MOAs developers argued 
that the mall would attract as many as 40 million of visitors a year that would not only benefit the mall, 
and to downtown retailers from the many visitors that would also patronize downtown retailers. The 
economic impact of the net addition of new tourists with the purpose of shopping should be evident 
by an increased in the ratio of retail sales to personal income in the Minneapolis MSA. A surge of retail 
purchases from outside visitors would tend to increase the ratio of retail sales to personal income. The 
data on retail sales and personal income does not show a growth in retail sales that exceeded the rise in 
personal income. From 1992 to 2002 sales from general merchandise establishments increased by 18.3 
percent, while personal income increased by 22.5 percent; the ratio of sales to income went from 5.3 in 
1992 to 5.1 in 2002.13

13	  The increase in sales and income were both adjusted for price inflation between 1992 and 2002, and also adjusted by increases in the population 
within the MSA. Retail sales data is from U.S. Census Bureau, Economic Census.
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Figure 3 - Growth in Retail Employment per 1,000 Residents
1992 - 2002
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Overview of Public Subsidies in the Development of Mall of America, MN and  
the American Dream Meadowlands, NJ.
Mall of America and American Dream Meadowlands would not have been developed but for substantial 
amounts of government subsidies in the form of tax rebates and public infrastructure investment.  
While the developers of American Dream Miami have indicated they will not seek public funding, the 
experience of the other similar projects they have been involved appears that that the developer has been 
very strategic in requesting government funding support well after the projects are underway in order to 
place maximum political pressure on local and state elected officials who want to realize the construction 
jobs or do not want to see the layoff of hundreds of construction workers.

Mall of America
The initial development and the series of expansions of Mall of America was made possible by a series 
of public subsidies that its developers began receiving at the mall’s inception. The development plans 
soon after the groundbreaking in June 1989 indicated that the mall would be completed in two phases.  
The mall opened in the late summer of 1992, and it was soon made clear that additional public subsidies 
would be required to complete the second phase of the project as envisioned in 1992. Additional public 
subsidies have been necessary for the expansion of the mall between 2006 through 2015. 
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MOA received tax-increment financing since construction started on the first phase of the development. 
Public subsidies paid for the cost of critical infrastructure that included: land acquisition; parking 
facilities; site preparation; sewer, water and drainage; grading; landscaping; and construction of bridges.14 
From 1992 through 2006, MOA received public subsidies of $108 million in the form of tax breaks, most 
of which were from tax increment financing, and sales taxes rebates.15 The City of Bloomington provided 
the tax increment financing for public infrastructure, while the State of Minnesota provided sales tax 
rebates on purchases generated within the mall.

In 2006 MOA sought additional public subsidies for the development of Phase II a phase that had be 
promised before breaking ground for Phase I. According to articles in the local press, the owners sought 
an additional $141 million in public financing, beyond the $106 million that The City of Bloomington 
had already approved for Phase II. The City Bloomington in 2006 approved an extension of the TIF for 
an additional 20 years for the purpose of future growth of the mall.

In the summer of 2008 MOA received “a substantial and controversial public subsidy” to spur the 
construction of Phase II and “provide a boost to the local economy.”16 Despite the additional subsidies 
from Bloomington and the state of Minnesota, progress on Phase II did not begin as quickly as was 
expected by legislators that supported of the economic incentive package. The package of subsidies 
approved by the legislature was modified from the proposal put forth by MOA and Bloomington. The 
modified plan approved by the legislature allowed Bloomington to impose a citywide lodging tax of 
up to 1 percent, create a special taxing authority within MOA that could impose a sales tax of up to 1 
percent, and collect a food and beverage tax of up to 3 percent within the mall. Despite the 2008 package 
of subsidies, MOA noted that the incentive package would not be sufficient to build Phase II. The federal 
Stimulus Act of 2009 allowed the Bloomington Port Authority to issue $40.3 million in Recovery Zone 
(tax-exempt) Bonds, and allowed the completion of Phase II of the MOA project.

The TIF funds directed to MOA in 2011 alone accounted for 95 percent of the $7.5 million in property 
taxes levied on MOA. The local property tax bill after the TIF rebate was $377,000.17 At the end, 
the second phase of the mall’s development was completed in the fall of 2015, 22 years after MOA’s 
groundbreaking, and with hundreds of millions of dollars in government funding support for a project 
which was initially conceived as a single project when the Triple Five Group first proposed the project in 
the 1980’s.

American Dream Meadowlands
Triple Five Group is the developer of American Dream Meadowlands, which is located in East Rutherford, 
NJ and is part of the Meadowlands Sports Complex. The development has followed a similar path to that 
of the Mall of America; relying on substantial public subsidies and experiencing a pace of development 
that has frequently fallen behind initial construction schedules. 

14	  Program Evaluation Division, Office of the Legislative Auditor, State of Description of Selected Tax Increment Districts. Minnesota. March 1996.

15	  Chris Serres, “Megamall asking for mega millions.” Star Tribune, May 2, 2006.  (Accessed: 7/24/2016)

16	  Mike Kaszuba, “MOA expansion project is hitting a wall.” Star Tribune, August 24, 2008. (Accessed: 7/27/2016)

17	  “Minnesota mall’s impact questioned.” John Brennan, NorthJersy.com. (Accessed: 3/21/2016) 

A-56



11

The retail/entertainment project was proposed in 2003, but the developers of the original complex filed 
for bankruptcy in 2007. In 2009 a successor company was not able to secure the necessary financing to 
move the project forward, and in July 2013 the Triple Five Group stepped in and gained control of the 
entire site. 18 The project was renamed the American Dream Meadowlands. When Triple Five took over 
the project, State of New Jersey public entities had already spent $80 million in roads and infrastructure 
that supports this project. 

Recently, Triple Five Group seeks to sell $1 billion in bonds comprised of a combination of taxable 
bonds and tax-exempt bonds from New Jersey’s Sports and Exposition Authority.  American Dream 
Meadowlands will benefit from lower interest rates but also from property tax payments-in-lieu-of-
taxes (PILOT) from New Jersey Economic Redevelopment and Growth program, and other sources,19 
providing incentive grants in amounts up to 75% of the annual incremental tax revenues generated 
by over a 20-year period. The grants and sales tax rebates will be dedicated to paying the interest and 
principal on the bonds.20 While the details on the issuance of bonds had not been confirmed as of 
May 2016, Triple Five Group has moved its completion date to 2017. Meeting the projected date of 
completion is contingent on the sale of $1 billion in bonds backed by government entities and the 
state and local government approve the use of sales and property taxes to pay bondholders.21 There has 
been substantial concern expressed by elected officials throughout the summer of 2016 in New Jersey 
regarding the project status and the ability to sell the bonds without further government commitments.   
Construction has apparently stalled until the financing plan has been settled and the bonds are issued.

Analysis of American Dream - Key Point 2.
A. Stated Premise by American Dream:  No appropriately land use designated vacant land exists for 
American Dream Miami, and as a result the application satisfies the deficiency requirements of LU-
8E and LU-8F at the County, Tier and Minor Statistical Area. The Graham Companies’ application 
acknowledges that there are “no deficiencies on the plan map with respect to either residential or 
commercial land” but the Graham proposal is an example of a mixed use development that by approving 
the amendment it will be an “affirmation of the CDMP’s intent to foster good planning.”22

B. What the Data Actually Indicates: Enough land exists to accommodate demand for commercial 
use, given there is no special economic benefit from a mega–mall such as ADM in comparison to other 
traditional retail centers as the analysis of Key Point 1 above makes clear.  Additionally, the amount of 
County projected Business and Office Land per 1000 residents in the Northern Tier in 2020 and 2030 is 
expected to exceed the amount per 1000 people countywide. As a result both applications do not meet 
the deficiency requirements in LU-8E and LU-8F for the American Dream and the Graham Companies.

18	  ”More delays at American Dream Meadowlands over money.” John Brennen, et al., NorthJersey.com. April 15, 2016. (Accessed: 7/18/2016)

19	  See http://www.njeda.com/financing_incentives/programs/bond_financing.

20	  A portion of property and sales taxes that would typically be paid to local and state government, will be used to pay the debt service on the bonds 
issued for the American Dream Meadowlands. For details see: http://www.njeda.com/large_business/economic_redevelopment_growth.

21	  “N.J. should not have to cough up $1B to American Dream mega-mall: opinion,” Michael J. Doherty, New Jersey State Senator, representing the 23rd 
Legislative District.

22	 Miami Economic Associates, December 14, 2015 report, page 219.
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C. Discussion:  The map below shows the vacant land in the Northern Tier which is currently 
designated for Business and Office and Employment Center use.  The County’s most recent projections 
have indicated that there is enough vacant commercial land in MSA 3.1, the Northern Tier and 
Countywide to accommodate absorption beyond the 2030 planning window.

The analysis submitted on behalf of International Atlantic LLC concurs with the County’s assessment 
that while the County has enough land to accommodate commercial growth within the planning 
window, there are no large parcels with the same advantages as the parcel which is the subject of their 
application. It is this lack of a large enough parcel, together with the presumed special economic benefits 
created by ADM which the applicant claims to meet the deficiency/adequacy standards of LU-8E and 
LU-8F. 

International Atlantic, argues that the development of ADM will translate into unique economic benefits 
to the County, but as our review of the history of Mall of America shows that within the first decade of 
operations, the mega-mall did not lead to significant job growth or other unique recurring economic 
benefits from 1992 to 2002. The economic benefits from MOA were small at best and more likely, 
virtually absent, despite receiving substantial public incentives and the benefits of public infrastructure 
investments.

The Graham Companies’ application likewise concurs that the deficiency/adequacy standards 
associated with LU-8E and LU-8F are not met, but that their proposed mixed use development is “good 
planning.” Graham Companies are essentially arguing that a private developer’s good planning should 
trump the overall objectives carefully considered within the County’s CDMP land use policies. If having 
larger parcels for commercial development is important, the map in Figure 4 shows that there are already 
six designated vacant parcels in excess of 20 acres to accommodate larger scale commercial development 
in the Northern Tier including two parcels already owned by one of the applicants. These six parcels are 
202 acres in total and range from 28 to 48 acres.	

Miami-Dade County and the broader MSA is already considered a shopping “Mecca” for domestic23 
and international visitors24 based on the data reported by the Greater Miami Convention and Visitors 
Bureau25 and recognized by the County’s own Retail–Entertainment District report.26 The region will 
continue to be recognized as a premier retail destination notwithstanding the development of another 
mall.   The scale of expenditures from these international shoppers in the Miami metropolitan area 
has much more to do with economic conditions in the Caribbean and Latin America than the square 
feet of retail built in the Miami metro market.   There is nothing that would indicate that the scale of 
development or the combination of entertainment with retail would have any unique economic benefits 
as the applicant’s analysis has indicated, and, therefore, there is no justification for amending the land use 
designation just because of the project’s large size.

23	  Domestic visitors originate from all four regions in the U.S. 

24	  Seventy percent (70%) of international visitors to Greater Miami come from Latin America and the Caribbean.

25	  Greater Miami Convention and Visitors Bureau (2015), Visitor Industry Overview.

26	  Lambert Advisory. 2002. Retail Entertainment District Report. Miami-Dade County, Planning Department.
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Our projections indicate that 8.45 million square feet of additional commercial built space will be 
absorbed in Miami Dade County between 2015 and 2020.  Our projection tracks very closely to the 
additional 115.1 acres of land (building + parking + open area allocated to any given development), 
which the County projects to be absorbed annually over the same time frame.

Our analysis, however, shows that nearly 75 percent of the projected growth (6.3 million square feet) 
will be driven by Miami-Dade residents and Miami-Dade workers who will reside in housing and growth 
corridors that are well beyond Northwest Dade. We estimate that 2.2 million square feet (MSF) of the 
projected 8.45 MSF will be in categories such as supermarkets, pharmacies, building supplies which are 
not going to be tenants of any scale within a project such as ADM. This will leave 6.25 MSF which could 
potentially be captured by ADM. Of this amount, 75 percent will be driven by local demand rather than 
tourist demand, given the mall will be located in one corner of Miami-Dade County’s 1,946 square miles. 

International Atlantic’s own projections conclude that a majority of its customers will be visitors and not 
locals. ADM will capture but a small percentage of this total additional demand for new space.  The only 
way ADM could hope to lease up the space in the new mall and sustain itself is by cannibalizing demand 

Parcels Matching Landuse Plan Vacant Acres 
< 1
2 - 5
6 - 10
11 - 20
21 +
North Planning Tier MSA's I

Figure 4 - Commercial Vacant Parcels
Above 20 Acres in Northern Tier
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from existing centers, just as the economic history of the Mall of America suggests from the first decade 
following its opening day.

Our projections of demand takes into consideration the significant deceleration of economic growth in 
Latin America and the Caribbean region currently affecting retail purchases from international visitors. 
The International Monetary Fund (IMF) is forecasting slow growth in the Latin America and Caribbean 
region as compared to the halcyon years from 1998 to 2007 when the compound annual growth rate for 
the region was 3.1 percent per year.27 The latest forecast of growth in the region from 2016 to 2021 is 2.1 
percent (two thirds the growth rate of 1998-2007). Using the  IMF’s forecasts of the top 10 international 
visitor markets for Miami-Dade County suggests that economic growth from 2016 to 2021 for the 
combined top 10 markets will be 1.9 percent per year compared to the 3.0 percent growth rate they 
experienced from 1998-2007.

Another consideration related to higher value commercial development is the fact that vacant land 
is far from the only option for developments such as ADM. Vacant land in the County is becoming 
increasingly scarce. A property that is currently occupied by an existing use does not mean that it is 
not available for redevelopment at higher value/higher density. This option is actually being exercised 
throughout the County as the amount of vacant land recedes. A vacant parcel does not necessarily 
translate into that parcel being the best and most appropriate parcel for development from an economic 
or financial perspective.

Redevelopment of parcels with active development on them are commonplace in urban areas. Such 
parcels are candidates for redevelopment at higher densities or with higher investment value because 
they meet the necessary land use designation, are particularly well located in relation to the broader 
market and often times have the access and transportation network already in place to support higher 
density development without the imposition of additional offsite costs.

As it relates to ADM, the Calder Race Track site is an example of a property with the appropriate land 
use designation for commercial use, is larger than the property now controlled by International Atlantic, 
and has excellent access to the highways and the regional market.  Calder has already actively marketed 
60 acres of its 250 acre parcel for sale and there has been broad speculation in the local real estate 
community that the entire 250 acres may be available for purchase given the proximity and challenging 
competitive positioning of Calder in relation to other pari-mutuel casinos in Miami-Dade and Broward 
County. Additionally, Calder is in the immediate orbit of the Seminole Hard Rock Casino which has a 
competitive advantage due to its monopoly on table gaming in South Florida region.

Analysis of American Dream/The Graham Companies, Key Point 3.
A. American Dream’s Premise:  Adequate Industrial and Office designated vacant land exists in the 
Planning MSA 3.1, the Northern Tier, and Countywide to accommodate absorption nearly to 2040, 
well beyond the CDMP’s planning window even once the two parcels proposed for modification are re-
designated.

27	  International Monetary Fund. World Economic Outlook: April 2016. 
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B. What the Data Actually Indicates:  While on an exclusively quantitative basis there is adequate land 
to accommodate demand from industrial users in the Northern Tier of the County for the foreseeable 
future. On a practical level there are only two adequate vacant consolidated land holdings which could 
accommodate modern industrial park development with modern users in the Northern Tier if the two 
proposed developments are provided a re-designation of their land use. As a result, if the proposed land 
use amendment was to be approved, the Northern Tier would fail the adequacy test of LU-8F and the 
applicant has not demonstrated that the modification will not have a significant adverse impact on future 
industrial development.

C. Discussion:  The map below shows all vacant parcels in the Northern Tier by size of parcel which are 
designated for Industrial and Office use.  Industrial space will generally be developed only on vacant land 
and will not displace other uses on any scale given that it is on the lower end of the property valuation 
spectrum and cannot be easily integrated with other uses such as residential and is therefore allocated to 
discrete dedicated zones.

Vacant Commercial Acres
< 1

1.1 - 5

5.1 - 10

10.1 - 20

20.1 +

North Planning Tier MSA's

I

Figure 5 - Only Two Large Parcels Available for Industrial 
Development in Northern Tier If Land Use Amendment Approved 
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Of the 1,882 vacant acres28 in the Property Appraisers database which are designated for Industrial 
and Office use, in the Northern Tier, 705 acres are in individual parcels or adjacent land holdings of 
multiple parcels under common ownership less than 20 acres in size and half of those acres are less than 
five acres in size.  These parcels/adjacent holdings are scattered throughout the Northern Tier and are 
not appropriate for most modern distribution or manufacturing uses which need excellent highway 
access and are generally developed in modern business parks with appropriately designed roadways to 
accommodate for truck turning radiuses and efficient dock height loading for off-street unloading and 
loading of product and materials.

Indeed, there are only six parcels/adjacent holdings which account for 1,038 acres (or 55% of total 
industrial designated land in the Northern Tier) and are larger than 50 acres in size.  Of these, four 
of the six parcels are the subject of The Graham Companies or International Atlantic’s application to 
the County.  As a result, if the land use amendment is approved, the County will have only two vacant 
parcels/adjacent holdings in the entire Northern Tier of the County that will be able to accommodate 
modern industrial park development.   While one of the parcels is a large 453 acres owned by FDG 
Beacon Countyline, LLC  and the other is relatively small and a poorly positioned 68 acres parcel owned 
by AMB I75, LLC. If any barrier to developing these properties were to exist such as an environmental or 
legal issue, the County will be left with only one or potentially no property in the entire Northern Tier 
able to accommodate modern industrial park development going forward.  

This runs in direct contrast of the County’s objective to insure that a balance of development and 
associated employment creation occurs throughout the County as demand warrants.

While preserving large sites for industrial development may on the face of it, appear to be the same 
argument that ADM is making as their need for a large site, which does not exist for a mega-mall 
development, in fact the arguments are very different.

In the case of the industrial land, modern industrial development in the Northern Tier cannot move 
forward if there are not enough adequate large sites to accommodate that development.  In the case of 
ADM, there are a number of large and more moderate sized sites to accommodate modern commercial 
development, only not a vacant site large enough to accommodate a mega-mall. Yet, as the assessment 
of the historical economic impacts of MOA makes perfectly clear, there is no inherent economic 
benefits from a mega-mall vs. any other mall or retail center.   As a result, an amendment would just be 
consolidating development and subsequent retail sales on one property which has no net-benefit to the 
County and actually will cannibalize from other retail centers which are currently vibrant and serve the 
commercial needs of surrounding neighborhoods in close proximity.  

28	  This compares closely to 1,627 vacant acres identified by the Planning Department although the difference in vacant designated acreage has no 
appreciable impact on the analysis.   
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