Transportation Related Agency Correspondence for App. 5 and 6 — updated through
November 2016

e November 17, 2015 Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) Response
to Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc. (LCE) Responses to October 23, 2015 DTPW
Comments on Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Methodology

e November 24, 2015 Technical Memorandum Addendum on Methodology for
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted by LCE

e Applicant’'s TIA for American Dream Miami & Graham Project, dated Dec. 22, 2015 —
received December 30, 2015 [posted separately on RER, Planning Division website,
under November 2015 cycle]

e January 19, 2016 Email from Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Providing
Comments on TIA Report dated December 22, 2015

e January 21, 2016 Email from Town of Miami Lakes Providing Comments on TIA Report
dated December 22, 2015

e January 22, 2016 Regulatory and Economic Resources Department (RER) and DTPW
Comments on TIA Report dated December 22, 2015

e January 25, 2016 Broward County Letter Providing Comments on TIA Report dated
December 22, 2015

e January 28, 2016 FDOT Letter Providing Comments on TIA Report dated December 22,
2015

o February 2, 2016 City of Miramar Letter Providing Comments on TIA Report
e February 9, 2016 RER Email and table regarding pending/approved plats
o February 23, 2016 Applicant Email Revising Table 6, Trip Generation Summary for ADM

e Feb. 25, 2016 DTPW Comments on Revised Trip Generation Summary and Additional
Information

e March 7, 2016 FDOT Letter Providing Comments on Trip Generation Summary for
American Dream Miami

e March 14, 2016 LCE Technical Memorandum Providing Responses to Comments on
Revised Trip Generation for American Dream Miami

e March 24, 2016 FDOT Letter Providing Comments on LCE Technical Memorandum
dated March 14, 2016

Source: Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (RER), Planning Division, November 2016

May 2016 Cycle Application Nos. 5, 6



Transportation Related Agency Correspondence for App. 5 and 6 — updated through
November 2016
e June 22, 2016 LCE Letter — Comment Set and Responses

e August 5, 2016 FDOT Letter Providing Comments on the ADM/Graham Companies
Revised Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Report dated June 22, 2016

e August 26, 2016 Florida Turnpike Enterprise E-mail Providing Comments on the
ADM/Graham Companies Revised TIA Report dated June 22, 2016

e September 1, 2016 Broward County Letter Providing Comments on the ADM/Graham
Companies Revised TIA Report dated June 22, 2016

e September 7, 2016 DTPW and RER Comments on the ADM/Graham Companies
Revised Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Report dated June 22, 2016

o September 7, 2016 LCE Letter — Comment Set and Responses

e September 12, 2016 City of Miramar Letter Providing Comments on the ADM/Graham
Companies Revised TIA Report dated June 22, 2016

e September 13, 2016 Town of Miami Lakes Email Providing Comments on the
ADM/Graham Companies Revised TIA Report dated June 22, 2016

o September 14, 2016 Florida Turnpike Enterprise E-mail Revised Comments on the
ADM/Graham Companies Revised TIA Report dated June 22, 2016

e September 20, 2016 LCE Letter — Comment Set and Responses as of September 20,
2016

e October 7, 2016 LCE Letter — Comment Set and Responses with Final Revisions/Notes

e October 24, 2016 City of Miramar E-mail and attachment — Development Activity as of
October 2016

e November 9, 2016 DTPW Miami-Dade Transit — Transit Impact Report, Revision No. 7

May 2016 Cycle Application Nos. 5, 6



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Shen, Joan (PWWM)

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 4:27 PM

To: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E.'

Cc: 'Robert Gorlow'; 'Andre Groenhoff'; 'James Taylor'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla; Osterholt,

Jack (Office of the Mayor); Woerner, Mark (RER); Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino,
Myra (PWWM); Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM)

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Attachments: Response to Muhammad Khan_101615-responses.docx

Good afternoon Dr. Leftwich,
Attached, please find our responses in blue.
Thank you,

Joan Shen, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, Chief

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, FL 33128

Phone: 305-375-2030, Fax: 305-372-6064
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

From: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. [mailto:scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 6:16 PM

To: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); Shen, Joan (PWWM)
Cc: 'Robert Gorlow'; '‘Andre Groenhoff'; 'James Taylor'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla

Subject: FW: American Dream Miami

Muhammad
Thank you for your comments. Attached are our responses to your comments.
Scot

D. Scot Leftwich,Ph.D.,P.E.
President

Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc.
12151 Science Drive Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100 ext 203
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
Mobile:  (407) 406-4455



From: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM) [mailto:khanm@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 2:50 PM

To: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. <scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com>; 'James Taylor' <imt@Ice-fl.com>

Cc: Shen, Joan (PWWM) <joans@miamidade.gov>; Patino, Myra (PWWM) <patinom@miamidade.gov>;
andre.groenhoff@gmail.com; Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM) <Yele@miamidade.gov>; Brown, Helen (RER)

<HFB@miamidade.gov>

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Good afternoon Scot/James,

Nice talking to you this morning in the meeting. As discussed, we reviewed the material and offer
some additional comments below:

1)

2)

As commented before, we have concerns regarding 14% pass by trips. Was there any pass-by
trip data collected for MOA site to support it. It is recommended that this rate should be
reduced.

The size of about 1.5 million-SF of entertainment uses in ADM appears significantly higher
than MOA. Therefore, it is expected to create its own separate trip generation apart from retail.
Please revise trip generation accordingly.

3) Vehicle occupancy rates are not mentioned. If they are available they can be used to support

4)

5)

6)

trip generation by applying to estimated persons/customers of ADM project.

Provisions should be kept in planning and design phases for right-of-ways and space to
accommodate any future rail or transit service with dedicated travel way.

Based on review of slide 18, if the vehicles were tube counted for MOA, then no transit or non-
motorized reductions should be made.

No discussion is provided regarding the parking demand.

7) We are working in coordination with our RER department for the stations’ traffic data and will

provide you soon.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact us at the number

below.

Regards,

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE, Professional Engineer
Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation

and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-2030 - Fax: 305-372-6064
khanm@miamidade.gov

http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. [mailto:scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 4:20 PM

To: Shen, Joan (PWWM); ‘James Taylor'

Cc: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM); andre.groenhoff@gmail.com
Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Thank you
Scot

D. Scot Leftwich,Ph.D.,P.E.
President

Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc.
12151 Science Drive Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100 ext 203
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
Mobile:  (407) 406-4455

From: Shen, Joan (PWWM) [mailto:joans@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 2:44 PM

To: 'James Taylor'

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E."; Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM)
Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Hi James,

Below is the contact information for Muhammad Khan and Myra Patino:

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE,

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-1587 - Fax: 305-372-6064

Email: khanm@miamidade.gov

Myra Patino, P.E.

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-1682 - Fax: 305-372-6064

Email: patinom@miamidade.gov

Thank you,

Joan Shen, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, Chief



Traffic Engineering Division

Miami-Dade County Public Works and Waste Management
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, FL 33128

Phone: 305-375-2030, Fax: 305-372-6064
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

From: James Taylor [mailto:jmt@Ice-fl.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Shen, Joan (PWWM)

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E.'

Subject: American Dream Miami

Dr. Shen,

Dr. Leftwich and | would like to schedule some time this afternoon to follow up on the TIA methodology for the American
Dream Miami, as well as begin coordination of directional count data for use in the TIA.

Could we get half an hour with you today at 1P?

Regards,
James

James M. Taylor, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Tel: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205

Fax: (407) 249-2212

Email: jmt@Ice-fl.com




AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI
MIAMI-DADE CDMP TIA METHODOLOGY
COMMENT SET & RESPONSES
Muhammad Khan October 26, 2015

Dear Mr. Kahn;

Thank you for your email comments following the last methodology conference on Monday
October 23, 2015. We delved much deeper into the trip generation studies and rationale for our
approach at our prior methodology conference on September 21, 2015, which I believe you did
not attend. We had a robust discussion on many of the concerns you raised which would have
been helpful to you. That is perhaps why Dr. Shen was generally on board with our approach
during the conference call on October 21, and we did not hear any comments when Jack
Osterholt asked if there were any additional questions regarding the trip generation at the
meeting on October 23.

Nonetheless, we want to address any concerns you may have going forward as we have done
below. Please understand that respectfully we must move forward with our analysis based on
the general consensus of the reviewing agencies to date in order to meet our November 30
submission deadline. Any corrections or valid revisions will have to be considered during the
review process. We look forward to working with you and other reviewing agencies throughout
the CDMP and subsequent traffic studies and interchange proposals related to the American
Dream Miami.

1) As commented before, we have concerns regarding 14% pass by trips. Was there any pass-
by trip data collected for MOA site to support it. It is recommended that this rate should be
reduced.

A specific pass-by study was not conducted at MOA for either their own expansion study or our
American Dream Miami project. It should be noted that the pass-by rate was derived from ITE'S
Trip Generation for retaill centers (ITE 820) and only calculated based on the retail GLA. There
/s no reason to assume it should be different here than for any other retail shopping center. In
the past, DRI’s for shopping centers located in Florida and along freeways have also applied the
ITE pass-by rates and once off the freeway mainline treated them as “link-diverted” trips, thus
having the same impact on the interchanges and access roads as a new trip. We really don’t
see any supported rationale to treat this center differently.

The response is acknowledged. However, as it was discussed in a previous conference call over
the phone, most of the pass-by trips are anticipated from FDOT roadways, therefore, approval
should be obtained from FDOT prior to using this percentage. Furthermore, for any pass-by
trips along the County roadway system, it may be reviewed and commented during CDMP TIA
review phase.

2) The size of about 1.5 million-SF of entertainment uses in ADM appears significantly higher
than MOA. Therefore, it is expected to create its own separate trip generation apart from
retail. Please revise trip generation accordingly.



The Applicant has considered all alternative sites that reviewers to date has presented for use
and concluded that MOA is the closest model to ADM that exists to best forecast ADM trip
generation based on the size, mix, trip type and design. The primary trip purpose at MOA
remains overwhelmingly “shopping”. Based on the Cambridge Systematics 2012 study it was
68% shopping, and another mixed 7% of shopping and other purposes (total 75%). Therefore
the primary driver of the trip generation is the retail component and the same will be true of
ADM to be operated under same owner.

One difference anticipated between the MOA and ADM ancillary entertainment trips, however, is
vehicle occupancy. Florida entertainment facilities and theme parks have much higher vehicle
occuparncy rates than reported at MOA. The range is from 2.3 at MOA and is reported near 4.0
at theme parks in Central Florida. Therefore, if we increased a small portion of the trips for
entertainment as you suggest, and then use internal capture matrices and apply the higher
occupancy rates for Florida to all entertainment trips, the trip total is less. We opted to keep the
rate conservative and avoid multiple adjustments up and down that may be questionable. Also,
please keep in mind many of the entertainment uses measure large, but have significant
unusable areas such as a 100,000 sf submarine lake, and a 65,000 sf outdoor fishing lake. We
did not adjust MOA rates for use at ADM for these reasons.

The response is not accepted. The sizes of different uses in MOA and ADM are proportionally
different. Such as, the entertainment and hotel uses are significantly high in ADM as compared
to retail size of the mix. Therefore, we recommend that trip generation be revised for CDMP
TIA.

3) Vehicle occupancy rates are not mentioned. If they are available they can be used to
support trip generation by applying to estimated persons/customers of ADM project.

Please see the response to comment (2). At MOA it ranges from 2.1 for resident trips (within
150 miles) and 3.6 for Non-Resident trips (beyond 150 miles) with a weighted average of 2.3
persons per vehicle. These rates are already reflected in the trip counts taken at MOA. Note
again that the average vehicle occupancy for theme entertainment centers in Floriaa is higher
which if applied would lower our trip generation.

The response is accepted.

4) Provisions should be kept in planning and design phases for right-of-ways and space to
accommodate any future rail or transit service with dedicated travel way.

As you suggest we are planning to incorporate a transit center within the parking system such
as at MOA along with having an FDOT Park-and-Ride lot just off the exit ramps from I-75/HEFT.
At this stage we are seeking land use and will be able to more accurately respond when
developing the site plan. The developers have historically placed great value on transit access
and services.

The response is accepted.



5) Based on review of slide 18, if the vehicles were tube counted for MOA, then no transit or
non-motorized reductions should be made.

That is correct. The bus transit and other shared vehicle modes are inherent in the trip rates.
The LRT adjustment was “added” to the trip rates to account for a lack of light rail transit within
our planning horizon and based on the current 2040 LRTP.

The response is accepted.

6) No discussion is provided regarding the parking demand.

Parking will be addressed at the site plan review. Please keep in mind that most parking will be
provided in structures as is the case at MOA.

The response is accepted.

7) We are working in coordination with our RER department for the stations’ traffic data and
will provide you soon.

We look forward to reviewing County’s existing an historical count data and vested trips, by
direction, for use in the COMP TIA.

The 2014 data and some detailed are already provided. We are further coordinating with the
County’s RER department for analysis and information.



American Dream Miami
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Methodology for Transportation Impact Analysis (T1A)
for Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment

ADDENDUM

Prepared by:
Leftwich Consulting, Inc.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826

November 24, 2015



1.0 PURPOSE FOR ADDENDUM

Subsequent to the Methodology Meetings of September 3, 2015 and October 23, 2015 the American
Dream Miami Applicant (International Atlantic, LLC) responded to comments from the reviewing
agencies and other participating jurisdictions. During this process, the Graham Companies, owners
of the adjoining properties to the south, made it known that they were going to submit a CDMP for
the approximate 300 acres concurrently with the American Dream Miami. This presented a number
of challenges related to coordination of traffic study methodology and consistency of SERPM
model data and analysis of common study area roads.

After discussing the traffic studies required for the two contiguous but separate CDMP applications
with representatives from International Atlantic LLC, the Graham Companies, and Miami Dade
County, it was agreed that while these are two independent CDMP applications it would be best to
address the traffic impacts in a single traffic study. This study will now include both developments
while separating the output data to identify discreet impacts of each development on each roadway
facility being studied.

All technical aspects of the study methodology previously presented and reviewed will generally
remain the same. Figure 1 shows the proposed location of American Dream Miami and the
Graham Companies Project.

2.0 STUDY AREA

The study area for the TIA will be defined in terms of degree of project traffic impacts on the
surrounding roadway networks. Specifically, the TIA analysis will extend to all State and
County roadways where external trips are forecast to be equivalent to or greater than five percent
(5%) of the maximum service volume (MSV) at the adopted level of service (LOS) standard for
each facility. Local collectors roadways proximate to the Project will also be included.

The study area for the TIA will be defined by first determining the study areas for each project
(Graham Project and American Dream Miami) separately. Then, the two study areas will be
overlaid and the maximum outer boundary of the two study areas will form the final study area.

3.0 SITE ACCESS

American Dream Miami and the Graham Project intends to seek access to an extension of Miami
Gardens Drive, Interstate 75 and Florida’s Turnpike via a future interchange at NW 170" Street.
Figure 2 includes a preliminary access plan for the two Projects which may be subject to change in
the TIA as project access needs are further analyzed.

American Dream Miami Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP
Leftwich Consulting, Inc. 1 November 24, 2015
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4.0 TRIP GENERATION FOR GRAHAM PROJECT

Trip generation associated with the Graham Project for the analysis years 2020 and 2040 has been
forecast per Institute of Transportation’s (ITE) methodology as outlined in the Trip Generation
Manual, 9™ Edition. In Year 2020, the project estimates a partial build-out of uses to include 150 ksf
of commercial use, 250 ksf of business park use, and 500 multi-family dwelling units. In Year 2040,
full build-out of the Graham Project will include 1,000 ksf of commercial use, 3,000 ksf of business
park use, and 2,000 multi-family dwelling units.

For each year, the internal trip capture rate was calculated for the site by utilizing the Multi-Use
Development Internal Capture Matrix methodology outlined in the Trip Generation Handbook. The
resulting capture rate was applied to total project trips generated by land uses. The quantity of
captured trips was then deducted from total trip quantities to derive the net external trips generated
by the site. Next, and for each year, a pass-by trip reduction was applied to the amount of net
external project trips generated by the retail uses. This percent reduction was derived from the ITE
fitted curve equation for ITE Land Use 820 (Shopping Center) per ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook.
The quantity of pass-by trips was then deducted from net external trip quantities to derive the new
external trips generated by the site. Table 1 presents the Daily and PM peak hour trip generation
summary for the Graham Project for Years 2020 and 2040.

Table 1: Trip Generation Summary for Graham Project

= Trip Rates Trip Forecast
S ITE PM PM
N Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily | Peak
— Commercial 820 150 KSF | 5893 | 524 | 8840 | 786
&)_J‘ Business Park 770 250 KSF 13.48 1.35 3,370 338
o Multi-Family Apartment 220 500 DU 6.31 059 | 3155 | 295
o Total Generated Trips 15365 | 1419
% PM Internal Capture = 15.1% |of net external trips 2,317 214
:'__6 Net External Trips 13,048 | 1,205
6 Passerby Trips = 35.0% |0f ext'l comm'l trips 2,588 239
New External Trips 10,460 | 966
— Trip Rates Trip Forecast
g ITE PM PM
S Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily [ Peak
Y] Commercial 820 1,000 KSF | 30.33 2.80 | 30,330 | 2,800
2 Business Park 770 3,000 | KSF | 10.86 | 1.05 | 32,580 | 3,150
E Multi-Family Apartment 220 2,000 DU 6.12 056 | 12,240 | 1,120
o Total Generated Trips 75,150 | 7,070
% PM Internal Capture = 10.8% |of net external trips 8,121 | 764
S Net External Trips 67,029 | 6,306
6 Passerby Trips = 20.0% |of ext'l comm'l trips 5172 | 487
New External Trips 61,857 | 5,819
American Dream Miami Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP

Leftwich Consulting, Inc. 4 November 24, 2015



5.0 CDMP TIA ANALYSIS

The combined CDMP TIA analysis will be performed as outlined in the submitted Methodology
Statement (dated September 3, 2015) and subsequent comment responses drafted to address agency
review comments. Trips for American Dream Miami and the Graham Project will be tracked
separately in the analysis, but will be combined to determine full impact of both projects together.

American Dream Miami Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP
Leftwich Consulting, Inc. 5 November 24, 2015



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Colmenares, Lisa <Lisa.Colmenares@dot.state.fl.us>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 4:47 PM

To: Stillings, Noel (RER); Woerner, Mark (RER); Isabel Cosio Carballo

Cc: Dykstra, Lisa; Lampley, Paul; Lyn, Neil; Wong, Chon; Fox, Randy; Meitin, Omar; Filer, Carl

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami and Graham Properties Applications - Traffic Report
Available

Noel & Mark:

Good afternoon. The Florida Department of Transportation, District Six, in cooperation with District Four, completed a
joint review of the submitted transportation impact analysis for the American Dream Miami (ADM) and The Graham
Project developments, which is dated December 22, 2015.

As discussed with the County, we would like to submit the comments that we have collected, in order to see if they can
be resolved at the methodology meeting scheduled for January 22", 2016 at the South Florida Regional Council Offices
at 2:00 PM. After the meeting, the Department will be submitting formal comments, if necessary.

Based on the joint CDMP traffic analysis submitted, the following comments are offered.

General Comments

1)

2)

Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate adequate public facilities are
present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel demand generated by ADM and Graham Project. These
include an interchange modification at HEFT and I-75; a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170% Street; a
partial new interchange at I-75 and NW 178" Street; and an interchange modification at I-75 and Miami
Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange improvements ultimately requires FDOT and FHWA approval.

If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by 2020, the base
transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and Graham Project’s traffic analysis is invalid. This
would result in additional transportation impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is
recommended that a condition of approval be included for the ADM and Graham Project CDMP submittals
contingent upon obtaining the requisite FDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange access
changes. If any of the relied upon transportation improvements are not approved, a re-evaluation of the
traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

In Table 8, there are projects funded in Priority IV and assumed to open in different years. Please provide
clarification about how the Applicant intends to advance these projects such that they are constructed by the
year used in the traffic analysis. The funding source and commitment must be clarified for these
improvements.

Section 5.0 - Trip Generation

3)

Regarding the pass-by trip percentages from ITE code 820: Shopping Center, The Graham Property uses 35%
in 2020 (150 KSF) and 20% in 2040 (1,000 KSF). ADM uses 14% (3,500 KSF). There is no fitted curve in the 3™
edition of the ITE Handbook (latest version), and there is no evidence to suggest that the curve would flatten
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4)

5)

6)

at 900 KSF, beyond which there are only four data points. A fitted curve for this data would most likely be
under 20% for the 2040 Graham property and below 10% for the ADM (which would be 3 graph lengths away
from the end of this plot). Basing the pass-by rate on the three data points over 1,000 KSF is not a statistically
valid methodology. A more appropriate methodology would utilize a curve, or other observed data. Please
revise the trip generation analysis accordingly for both ADM and Graham Project.

In Table 6, an auto occupancy factor of 2.3 is reported, but it is not clear how this factor was derived. The
MOA Survey data cited in Appendix G indicates that the size of a typical party surveyed at MOA breaks down
as 44% 1 person, 35% 2 person, 21% 3+ people. Assuming the average party size in the 3+ category is 3.5,
then the average party size would be 1.9. It is unclear if a cross-classification of mode of travel and size of
party was analyzed to specify the size of party for users of personal automobiles. Please clarify the
methodology used to calculate the report auto occupancy value of 2.3, and include calculations supporting
the text in the report.

The assumption that trip rates derived for GLA (Retail) from MOA can be directly applied to retail GLA of ADM
is questionable. The implicit assumption is that the non-retail portions of the MOA and ADM will have similar
trip generation characteristics. Currently, the only support provided is that the retail square footage as a
proportion of the gross floor area is similar, but a comparison of the non-retail square footage of the two
developments is not discussed in the application.

From previous information provided by ADM, the non-retail portion of MOA consists of 31% common areas,
compared to 19% common areas in the ADM development. While the proportion of retail GLA in the two
developments is comparable, at 56% for ADM and 59% for MOA, the proportion of non-retail attractions in
the two developments is not, with 24% in ADM and 11% in MOA.

Therefore, the use of traffic counts on a per-retail square footage basis is a flawed approach that does not
consider a large portion of the trip generation activity in ADM, relative to MOA. In addition, there is no control
for the regional context of ADM relative to MOA. South Florida includes a number of attractions that are likely
to reduce the internal capture of trips at ADM. In conclusion, the trip generation rates from MOA must at
least be factored to account for these two significant differences in the two developments.

Pursuant to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2" Edition, “Diverted linked trips are trips that are attracted
from the traffic volume on roadways within the vicinity of the generator but require a diversion from that
roadway to another roadway to gain access to the site.” Since trips to ADM and Graham Project travel to both
generators via limited access facilities adjacent to the sites, they add traffic to streets that directly connect to
the site. As a result, these trips are classified as Diverted Linked Trips and not Pass-By Trips. Please revise the
trip generation analysis accordingly for both ADM and Graham Project.

In addition, such diverted linked trips must be accounted for when evaluating the project’s impact on the
adjacent streets that directly connect to both sites. Please revise the roadway link analysis to include these
diverted linked trips.

Section 7.0 — Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

7)

Using Mall of America (MOA) data, ADM and Graham Project assumed that approximately 30% of all trips are
non-regional. It is stated in the CDMP traffic analysis that modelling efforts were made to distribute this
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magnitude of volume to HEFT and |-75. To verify the travel characteristics associated with MOA in
Minneapolis are comparable to ADM in Miami, it is recommended that additional documentation be provided
to substantiate the non-regional trip assumption. This should include a tabular summary comparing several
trip generators that attract non-regional trips to document and verify the proposed 30%
assignment. Potential large scale retail uses to review that attract non-regional traffic include Sawgrass Mills
Mall which also happens to be located within the area covered by SERPM.

8) The impact of the solution on study area links definition must also be assessed and described in the report. If
ADM trip length frequency distribution is underestimated, it is possible that impacts to roadways and number
of impacted roadway segments are also underestimated.

Section 9.0 — Mitigation Analysis

9) Please clarify the commitment of funding for the improvements included in the mitigation analysis, and the
entity responsible for constructing that improvement.

10) The applicant previously agreed, as part of the methodology development review, to include transit and
multimodal mitigation measures. Please include in the report consideration for multimodal or transit

mitigation measures.

Please contact Lisa Dykstra at (954) 777-4360 or you can contact me at (305) 470-5386 if you need any additional
assistance.

Thank you,
Lisa

Lisa Colmenares, AICP

Planning Manager

Intermodal Systems Development Office

Florida Department of Transportation, Distirct Six
1000 NW 111* Avenue

Miami, FL 33172

Phone: (305) 470-5386

E-mail: lisa.colmenares@dot.state.fl.us

From: Stillings, Noel (RER) [mailto:stillin@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 11:18 AM

To: Somoza, Napoleon (RER); Shen, Joan (PWWM); Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM); Cejas, Monica
(MDT); Cartaya, Nilia M. (MDT); Brown, Helen (RER)

Cc: Boucle, Aileen; 'Paul.Camples@dot.state.fl.us'; Desdunes, Harold; Dykstra, Lisa; Colmenares, Lisa;
'mgonzalez@cityofhialeahgardens.com'; Gutierrez-Scaccetti, Diane; 'bhenry@broward.org’;
'Margaret.higgis@dot.state.fl.us'; 'schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov'; 'jsesodia@broward.org'; 'dstorch@hialeahfl.gov';
'sezuniga@miramarfl.gov'; Wong, Chon; 'mdiaz@mdxway.com'; 'Eman.gamaa@dot.state.g.us'; Lewis, Lynn; Martinelli,
Tomas; 'jmmoore@miramarfl.gov'; 'minavialobo@mdxway.com'; 'reya@miamilakes-fl.gov'; 'ebsilva@miramarfl.gov';
'jtoledo@mdxway.com'; 'sbrunner@broward.org'; 'jehernandez@hialeahfl.gov'; 'kimcsamson@dot.state.fl.us';
'rsalomon@sunrisefl.gov'; Woerner, Mark (RER)

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami and Graham Properties Applications - Traffic Report Available




Good morning,

The applicant’s traffic report for both the American Dream Miami and the Graham Applications is available for
your review and can be accessed online at: http://www.miamidade.gov/planning/cdmp-amendment-
cycles.asp (scroll down to the “November 2015” heading for the PDF labeled “Transportation Impact Analysis
for Application Nos. 1 and 2".

A meeting to review the analysis will soon be scheduled.

Regards,

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

111 NW 1st Street, 12th floor, Miami, Florida 33128
Phone: (305) 375-2835 ext. 96535

From: Somoza, Napoleon (RER)

Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 1:00 PM

To: Shen, Joan (PWWM) <joans@miamidade.gov>; Khan, Muhammad (PWWM) <khanm@miamidade.gov>; Patino,
Myra (PWWM) <patinom@miamidade.gov>; Cejas, Monica (MDT) <mcejas@miamidade.gov>; Cartaya, Nilia M. (MDT)
<cartayn@miamidade.gov>; Brown, Helen (RER) <HFB@miamidade.gov>; Stillings, Noel (RER) <stillin@miamidade.gov>
Cc: Aileen.Boucle@dot.state.fl.us; 'Paul.Camples@dot.state.fl.us' <Paul.Camples@dot.state.fl.us>;
'Harold.desdunes@dot.state.fl.us' <Harold.desdunes@dot.state.fl.us>; 'Lisa.dykstra@dot.state.fl.us'
<Lisa.dykstra@dot.state.fl.us>; 'Lisa.Colmenares@dot.state.fl.us' <Lisa.Colmenares@dot.state.fl.us>;
'mgonzalez@cityofhialeahgardens.com' <mgonzalez@cityofhialeahgardens.com>; 'Diane.scaccetti@dot.state.fl.us'
<Diane.scaccetti@dot.state.fl.us>; 'bhenry@broward.org' <bhenry@broward.org>; '"Margaret.higgis@dot.state.fl.us'
<Margaret.higgis@dot.state.fl.us>; 'schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov' <schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov>; 'jsesodia@broward.org'
<jsesodia@broward.org>; 'dstorch@hialeahfl.gov' <dstorch@hialeahfl.gov>; 'sezuniga@miramarfl.gov'
<sezuniga@miramarfl.gov>; 'chon.wong@dot.state.fl.us' <chon.wong@dot.state.fl.us>; 'mdiaz@mdxway.com'
<mdiaz@mdxway.com>; 'Eman.gamaa@dot.state.g.us' <Eman.gamaa@dot.state.g.us>; 'Lynn.lewis@dot.state.fl.us'
<Lynn.lewis@dot.state.fl.us>; 'Tomas.martinelli@dot.state.fl.us' <Tomas.martinelli@dot.state.fl.us>;
'immoore@miramarfl.gov' <immoore@miramarfl.gov>; 'minavialobo@mdxway.com' <minavialobo@mdxway.com>;
'reya@miamilakes-fl.gov' <reya@miamilakes-fl.gov>; 'ebsilva@miramarfl.gov' <ebsilva@miramarfl.gov>;
'jtoledo@mdxway.com' <jtoledo@mdxway.com>; 'sbrunner@broward.org' <sbrunner@broward.org>;
'lehernandez@hialeahfl.gov' <jehernandez@hialeahfl.gov>; 'kimcsamson@dot.state.fl.us'
<kimcsamson@dot.state.fl.us>; ‘rsalomon@sunrisefl.gov' <rsalomon@sunrisefl.gov>; Woerner, Mark (RER)
<MWOERNER@miamidade.gov>

Subject: FW: American Dream Miami

Importance: High

Ladies and gentlemen,

Please find attached for your information and review a supplement to the CDMP TIA Methodology for the
American Dream Miami Application which include the Graham project —another CDMP Amendment Application
filed last month and located south of the American Dream Miami CDMP Amendment Application— in the TIA
analysis. Should you have any questions or comments regarding the supplement to the TIA Methodology,
please feel free to reach out directly to the ADM Transportation consultant but do not forget to copy Mr. Mark
R. Woerner, Miami-Dade County Assistant Director for Planning.

Thank you very much for your assistance with this planning process.



Napoleon V. Somoza, Supervisor

Metropolitan Planning Section — Long Range Planning

Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1220

Miami, FL 33128-1972

Tel. No. 305-375-2835 ext. 8754

nvs@miamidade.qov

“Delivering Excellence Every Day”

From: Woerner, Mark (RER)

Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 3:08 PM

To: Rowe, Garett A. (RER) <rowega@miamidade.gov>; Somoza, Napoleon (RER) <NVS@miamidade.gov>
Subject: FW: American Dream Miami

See attached.

Mark R. Woerner, AICP

Assistant Director for Planning

Planning Division

Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources
305-375-2835

“Delivering Excellence Every Day”

From: James Taylor [mailto:imt@I|ce-fl.com]

Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 3:04 PM

To: Woerner, Mark (RER) <MWOERNER@miamidade.gov>

Cc: 'Robert Gorlow' <rgorlow@comcast.net>; 'Andre Groenhoff' <andre.groenhoff@gmail.com>; 'Miguel Diaz de la
Portilla' <Mdportilla@arnstein.com>; Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor) <josterholt@miamidade.gov>; 'Scot Leftwich,
Ph.D., P.E.' <scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com>

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Mark,

On behalf of American Dream Miami, please find for County record a supplement to the ADM CDMP TIA Methodology
Statement to include the Graham project in the analysis per your discussion with the developers last month. Please feel
free to reach out directly with any questions.

Regards,
James

James M. Taylor, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Tel: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205

Fax: (407) 249-2212

Email: jmt@Ice-fl.com

From: Shen, Joan (PWWM) [mailto:joans@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:36 AM

To: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E." <scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com>

Cc: 'Robert Gorlow' <rgorlow@comcast.net>; 'Andre Groenhoff' <andre.groenhoff@gmail.com>; 'James Taylor"
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<jmt@Ice-fl.com>; 'Miguel Diaz de la Portilla' <Mdportilla@arnstein.com>; Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor)
<josterholt@miamidade.gov>; Woerner, Mark (RER) <MWOERNER@ miamidade.gov>; Khan, Muhammad (PWWM)
<khanm@miamidade.gov>; Patino, Myra (PWWM) <patinom@miamidade.gov>; Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM)
<Yele@miamidade.gov>

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

We are available after 4 PM tomorrow.
Thank you,

Joan Shen, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, Chief

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, FL 33128

Phone: 305-375-2030, Fax: 305-372-6064
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

From: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. [mailto:scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 5:54 PM

To: Shen, Joan (PWWM)

Cc: 'Robert Gorlow'; 'Andre Groenhoff'; 'James Taylor'; ‘Miguel Diaz de la Portilla'; Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor);
Woerner, Mark (RER); Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM); Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM)

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Dr. Shen

Thank you for your comments. Do you have time on Thursday afternoon to discuss the comments. Please let me
know and | will send a call in number.
Scot

D. Scot Leftwich,Ph.D.,P.E.
President

Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc.
12151 Science Drive Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100 ext 203
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
Mobile:  (407) 406-4455

From: Shen, Joan (PWWM) [mailto:joans@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 4:27 PM

To: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E.'

Cc: 'Robert Gorlow'; '‘Andre Groenhoff'; 'James Taylor'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla; Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor);
Woerner, Mark (RER); Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM); Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM)

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Good afternoon Dr. Leftwich,

Attached, please find our responses in blue.



Thank you,

Joan Shen, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, Chief

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, FL 33128

Phone: 305-375-2030, Fax: 305-372-6064
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

From: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. [mailto:scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 6:16 PM

To: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); Shen, Joan (PWWM)
Cc: 'Robert Gorlow'; ‘Andre Groenhoff'; 'James Taylor'; Miguel Diaz de la Portilla

Subject: FW: American Dream Miami

Muhammad
Thank you for your comments. Attached are our responses to your comments.
Scot

D. Scot Leftwich,Ph.D.,P.E.
President

Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc.
12151 Science Drive Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100 ext 203
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
Mobile:  (407) 406-4455

From: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM) [mailto:khanm@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 2:50 PM

To: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. <scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com>; 'James Taylor' <jmt@|ce-fl.com>

Cc: Shen, Joan (PWWM) <joans@miamidade.gov>; Patino, Myra (PWWM) <patinom@miamidade.gov>;
andre.groenhoff@gmail.com; Eymil, Yelenys (PWWM) <Yele@miamidade.gov>; Brown, Helen (RER)
<HFB@miamidade.gov>

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Good afternoon Scot/James,

Nice talking to you this morning in the meeting. As discussed, we reviewed the material and offer
some additional comments below:

1) As commented before, we have concerns regarding 14% pass by trips. Was there any pass-by
trip data collected for MOA site to support it. It is recommended that this rate should be
reduced.



2) The size of about 1.5 million-SF of entertainment uses in ADM appears significantly higher
than MOA. Therefore, it is expected to create its own separate trip generation apart from retail.
Please revise trip generation accordingly.

3) Vehicle occupancy rates are not mentioned. If they are available they can be used to support
trip generation by applying to estimated persons/customers of ADM project.

4) Provisions should be kept in planning and design phases for right-of-ways and space to
accommodate any future rail or transit service with dedicated travel way.

5) Based on review of slide 18, if the vehicles were tube counted for MOA, then no transit or non-
motorized reductions should be made.

6) No discussion is provided regarding the parking demand.

7) We are working in coordination with our RER department for the stations’ traffic data and will
provide you soon.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact us at the number
below.

Regards,

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE, Professional Engineer
Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation

and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-2030 - Fax: 305-372-6064
khanm@miamidade.gov
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E. [mailto:scot.leftwich@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 4:20 PM

To: Shen, Joan (PWWM); ‘James Taylor'

Cc: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM); andre.groenhoff@gmail.com
Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Thank you
Scot

D. Scot Leftwich,Ph.D.,P.E.
President

Leftwich Consulting Engineers, Inc.
12151 Science Drive Suite 101
Orlando, Florida 32826



Telephone: (407) 281-8100 ext 203
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
Mobile:  (407) 406-4455

From: Shen, Joan (PWWM) [mailto:joans@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 2:44 PM

To: 'James Taylor'

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E."; Khan, Muhammad (PWWM); Patino, Myra (PWWM)
Subject: RE: American Dream Miami

Hi James,

Below is the contact information for Muhammad Khan and Myra Patino:

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE,

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-1587 - Fax: 305-372-6064

Email: khanm@miamidade.gov

Myra Patino, P.E.

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-1682 - Fax: 305-372-6064

Email: patinom@miamidade.gov

Thank you,

Joan Shen, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, Chief

Traffic Engineering Division

Miami-Dade County Public Works and Waste Management
111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, FL 33128

Phone: 305-375-2030, Fax: 305-372-6064
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

From: James Taylor [mailto:jmt@Ice-fl.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Shen, Joan (PWWM)

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E.'

Subject: American Dream Miami

Dr. Shen,



Dr. Leftwich and | would like to schedule some time this afternoon to follow up on the TIA methodology for the American
Dream Miami, as well as begin coordination of directional count data for use in the TIA.

Could we get half an hour with you today at 1P?

Regards,
James

James M. Taylor, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Tel: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205

Fax: (407) 249-2212

Email: jmt@Ice-fl.com
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Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Brandon R. Schaad <schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:04 AM

To: Woerner, Mark (RER); Stillings, Noel (RER); Somoza, Napoleon (RER)
Subject: American Dream Miami and Graham Properties Applications
Greetings,

Below, please find the Town of Miami Lakes comments on the CDMP amendment application traffic study for the above-
referenced project. | will be at the meeting tomorrow to discuss these comments in person.

1. Page 5: The study says that “... the study area for each development extends to all significant roadways where
external trips for each project are forecast to be equivalent to or greater than five percent (5%) of the maximum service
volume (MSV) ...” What does “significant roadways” mean? Is there a definitions, or can you identify those roadways
that are not considered to be significant? We are concerned that the analysis seems to arbitrarily exclude all roads within
the Town of Miami Lakes.

2. Page 5: The study area should be defined by a five percent threshold for of MSV for both projects combined.
Distinguishing the two projects for traffic analysis purposes is essentially a fiction.

3. Page 13: The use of the Mall of America (MOA) as a model for trip generation, with further any further
adjustments, needs more analysis and justification. While we agree that the MOA is in general a reasonably close
comparable case for a unique project, the MOA is geographically situated very differently within its metropolitan area
than this potential mall would be. Given such limited sample sizes, it is essential to at least try to account for how such a
difference might affect trip generation. For example, on page 14 it is explained that the MOA’s internal capture rate was
applied to this project. But would geographic location affect internal capture rate? If so, how?

4. Page 14: Regarding the reduction for diverted trips, and the use of the standard percentage of diverted trips for
Shopping Center being used, it seems at least plausible that the percent of diverted trips for the proposed mall would be
significantly lower, given its size and (it seems likely) significant time commitment getting into and out of the facility (i.e.
it is less likely to “stop-in” for a meal if it will take significant time to get into and out of the mall). Additionally, this
“Shopping Center” diverted trip factor seems to have been applied to all generated trips, even those that are very different
from retail (i.e. hotels, amusement parks, etc.), some of which common sense would suggest would have close to zero
diverted trips. Is there a justification for applying the “Shopping Center” rate to all trips?

5. Page 29 (and elsewhere): Regarding Miami Gardens Drive between 1-75 and NW 87" Avenue in the short term
(2020), in several places the traffic study discusses an existing deficiency that WOULD BE existing if the adopted LOS
was something other than what it is. However, the LOS on this roadway is adopted partially for policy reasons related to
transit and other alternative modes, and not simply as an exception. The analysis should focus on the LOS for this
roadway as actually adopted.

6. Pages 29 and 30: Regarding the long term (2040) LOS of the HEFT from NW 106"Street to US 27 and I-75 from
Miramar Parkway to Miami Gardens Drive, the study states that “Regression of historical count data shows Year 2040
background volumes could be higher than the available capacity even with the capacity improvement before any project
trips are added.” This appears to mean that the model does not show such a failure with the proposed capacity
improvement, which would mean that if the project’s trip cause the LOS failure, then the applicant would have
responsibility for mitigation.

7. Page 35: the study states that “All improvements were assumed to be place [sic] by the Short-term Year 2020.”
Does County staff believe this is feasible?



8.  General: the only mitigation proposed in this analysis is for Miami Gardens Drive, in the short term year (2020),
which is to minimize left turns and provide an uninterrupted flow section as part of the I-75 interchange improvement.
However, if that is the mitigation proposed, there should be an analysis as to what the impact of that mitigation would be.

9. General: It is unfortunate that the CDMP amendment rules do not require analysis of modes of transportation other
than automobile. While looking only at traffic numbers, it is straightforward to simply conclude that adding more lanes
here or there or creating an “uninterrupted flow section” would result in achieving an adopted LOS, but ignoring the
potential impact that such action might have on transit mobility which, after all, requires walkability that is often
degraded through automobile “capacity enhancements.” Given the significance of this project, not only on its own terms
but through its potential as a catalyst impacting a large area around it, this opportunity should be seized upon to
evaluate impacts and potential improvements (and including alternative improvements, such as a rail transit connection)
to all modes of transportation simultaneously and holistically, such that this significant project could be a starting point
to achieving a more multimodal transportation system in the larger vicinity of the project. This opportunity should not
be wasted, even if it requires more time than simply applying once again a system that has proven many times over that
it does not work.

Brandon R. Schaad, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Planning
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Town of Miami Lakes

6601 Main Street

Miami Lakes, FL 33014
(305) 512-7128
schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov
www.miamilakes-fl.gov
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PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON THE
AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI (ADM) AND THE GRAHAM COMPANIES
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (TIA) REPORT
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES
AND
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC WORKS
January 22, 2016

Page 1, Section 1.0 Introduction

Figure 1 Map, Project Location and Existing Roadways
e Map must show all roadway improvements proposed for each of these two projects, such
as NW 102 Avenue as indicated on Figure 2 Map.

e Some existing interchange locations are incorrect. For example, the interchanges at the
HEFT and NW 67 Avenue and at I-75 and NW 87 Avenue do not exist. The interchange
at I-75 and NW 87 is a planned future improvement. Please revise map accordingly.

Figure 2 Map, Preliminary Access Plan

e Show all the planned roadway improvements proposed within the application site for the
Graham project, such as NW 102 Avenue.

Page 5, Section 2.0 Analysis Years

e Provide Concurrency Analyses for each application including identifying the traffic count
station for each roadway segment analyzed, and for the combined applications as
requested in the Instructions For Applications Requesting Amendments to the Miami-
Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan May 2015-16 Amendment
Cycle.

Page 5, Section 3.0 Study Area

Figure 3, ADM and Graham 2020 Study Area and Figure 4, ADM and Graham 2040 Study
Area Maps

e Clarify the information regarding the ADM Study Area Roadway and Graham Study Area
Roadway.

Page 8, Section 4.0 Existing Conditions (Year 2015)
Figure 5, FDOT and County Stations
e Provide analyses in Table 1 and Appendix C for all FDOT and County traffic count stations
shown on Figure 5.
Table 1, Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segments LOS Analysis.
e |dentify the traffic count station for each roadway segment analyzed.

e Maximum service volumes for State roadways should be determined using FDOT's
Generalized Table and the County’s adopted LOS standards. Maximum service volumes
for County roadways must be calculated using ARTPLAN and the County’s adopted LOS
standards.

e Peak Hour Period volumes (PHP) are calculated using the average of the two highest
consecutive hours, when 24-hour traffic counts are available. If 24-hour traffic counts are
not available, then use the K factor. See Instructions For Applications Requesting



Amendments to the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan May
2015-16 Amendment Cycle).

e For the Existing analysis, use the actual hourly traffic counts available from FDOT and
the County. For the 2020 and 2040 analyses, the growth factors must be applied to the
hourly volumes.

Page 11, Section 5.0 Trip Generation

e Use of the ITE Land Use code 820 for the pass-by trips does not seem to be appropriate
because of the unique nature of this proposed development.

e Do the pass-by trips only apply to the retail-oriented land uses?

o 10% of the adjacent street traffic is a rule of thumb for pass-by values, according to the
FDOT Transportation Site Impact Handbook.

e Provide a separate table showing the combined trip generation and combined analyses
for both the ADM and Companies Applications for years 2020 and 2040.

Table 6, Trip Generation Summary for ADM
e Explain how the vehicle occupancy was applied for the light rail adjustment.
e Trip generation depends on the survey conducted — we want to look at alternatives.

Page 17, Section 6.0 Background conditions (Years 2020 & 2040)

e The County Platting Division has indicated that there is substantial development along
NW 97 Avenue in the City of Hialeah. Provide information regarding these developments
and consider their traffic impact in the analyses.

Figures 6, 7, and 8, Cost-Feasible and Planned Improvements

e Show only the Cost Feasible Roadway improvements (funded Priorities | through 1V
roadway improvements) listed in the adopted 2040 LRTP.

Page 25, Section 7.0 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment
e Provide the plots showing the new TAZs with the centroids and connectors.

Figure 9, 2020 Daily Project Distribution, and Figure 10, 2040 Daily Project Distribution

e Expand the study areas for each application and for the combined applications. It is
unclear how trips are distributed. Review of Figures 9 and 10 indicate that only individual
application trip attenuations were performed based on the 5% Rule methodology. Provide
a trip distribution for the combined trips generated by both applications. Furthermore, the
percentages along the expressways stopped at higher numbers, such as 11.6% (11.3%)
along the HEFT going south and 15.4% (17.9%) along I-75 going east. Trips should be
extended farther, in all directions and distributed to surface streets until the percentages
reach 5% or less. Provide a new Study Area map for the combined ADM and Graham
Companies traffic impacts equivalent to or greater than 5% of the maximum service
volumes on the 2020 and 2040 roadway networks.

e Provide the supporting information in the Appendix H for all these maps.

Page 29, Section 8.0 Build-Out Conditions (Years 2020 & 2040)
Tables 9, Short-Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis and Figure
10, Long —Term (Year 2040) Roadway Segment LOS Analysis.



e Clarify if two-way analyses are also included, particularly for the 2020 and 2040
scenarios.

Page 35, Section 9.0 Mitigation Analysis

e As indicated in the Instructions Report, the analysis must consider only on the Cost-
Feasible Plan of the 2040 LRTP (funded Priority | through IV) roadway improvements and
should not consider partially funded, unfunded, or private projects. The applicants must
be responsible for any additional roadway or transit improvements needed as a result of
the impacts of their applications.

Appendixes
o Review of Appendix B indicated higher growth for expressways. For example, for I-75 and
the HEFT the historical volumes for most of the segments will result in higher growth rates.
Please verify and revise accordingly.

e Provide detailed modular plots for the entire impact study area in Appendix H1. Also,
provide plots for the combined analysis in order to identify the impact of the combined
applications.

Additional Comments
e Provide the County with any information or traffic analyses provided to other agencies as
input and for review, such as the interchange justification and interchange modification
reports.

o Identify roadways where schools exists or are planned and performed the corresponding
AM Peak Hour analyses.

e Provide information regarding any plans for future transit service to serve the subject
application sites.

e Add a new column to Tables 1, 9 and 10 identifying the traffic count station of each
roadway segment analyzed. Also, include every major section roadways, arterials and
collectors in the analyses.

e Add a Table of contents and a one- or two- page Executive Summary to the report.

e The County calculate the Impact Fees based on ITE trip generation codes. Provide
information on the impact fees for the ADM Application.
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January 25, 2016

Mark R. Woerner, AICP

Assistant Director for Planning

Dept. of Regulatory and Economic Resources
111 NW 1st Street, 12th Floor

Miami, FL 33128-1902

RE:

American Dream Miami and Graham Property

Dear Mr. Woerner:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed development of American
Dream Miami (ADM) and the Graham Property, in northwest Miami-Dade County. Broward
County staff has reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis submitted with the two applications for
amendment to the Miami-Dade Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP).

Based on our review, staff makes the following recommendations which we request that the
applicant specifically address in their resubmittal to Miami-Dade County:

1l

2.

The study area maps (Figure 3 for Year 2020 and Figure 4 for Year 2040) show the
impacts associated with the ADM and Graham individually. The study areas should be
calculated based on both ADM and Graham collectively.

Additionally, the traffic impacts of major developments in northwestern Dade County on
southern Broward County should be modeled and evaluated. In addition to the ADM and
Graham projects, the projected development of the Landmark property (between NW 47
and NW 57 Avenues and between NW 199 Street and Snake Creek Canal) should be
included in the analysis.

Trip generation for ADM is based on an adjustment to the GLA-based rate for Mall of
Americas (MOA). ADM will be about 35% larger than MOA and trip generation is
increased a like amount to estimate trip generation for ADM (49,800 vs. 67,251).
However, the theme park and related features are included within the gross floor area
(GFA) but not within the gross leasing area (GLA). For this application, the non-leasable
area of ADM could reasonably be expected to generate trips. The GFA for ADM will be
41% larger than MOA (vs. 35% for the GLA); given the unique nature of these
developments, the trip adjustment should be based on GFA.

Broward County Board of County Commissioners

Mark Bogen - Beam Furr « Dale V.C. Holness + Martin David Kiar + Chip LaMarca * Stacy Ritter » Tim Ryan « Barbara Sharief « Lois Wexler

www.broward.org
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4. The light rail transit (LRT) adjustment is stated to be 10.8 percent, but the adjusted
increase in trip generation is only about 7 percent. The justification for this appears to be
that MOA has an average vehicle occupancy (AVO) of 2.3 but the study assumes that
ADM will have an AVO of 4.0 based on AVO's calculated for Orlando area theme parks.
However, ADM will be a retail/entertainment complex congruous in nature to MOA, so
much so that trip generation is based on MOA. Orlando theme parks are primarily
entertainment complexes vs. retail/entertainment complexes. Therefore, it is reasonable
to expect the AVO for ADM to be similar to that of MOA and the effective LRT adjustment
should reflect the 10.8 percent value.

5. Information is limited in the report for the hotel component of MOA. Per our research, it
appears MOA has a maximum of 850 on-site hotel rooms whereas 2,000 rooms are
planned for ADM. This ratio of hotel rooms for ADM to MOA is not consistent with the
35% adjustment in trip generation and further puts into question the values used in the
study to estimate ADM traffic.

6. The MOA trip data provided by Cambridge Systematics (included as an appendix to the

" TIA) indicates that a significant amount of the trips to and from MOA that have origins
within an approximate 15-mile radius, however, there are also significant numbers of trips
being made from approximately 60 miles or more. Approximately half of the trips have
travel times in excess of 30 minutes, with 23% of trips having travel times greater than
one hour. Given the fact that the ADA site has land uses that could attract trips from even
further distances than the MOA site, the dissipation of ADM and Graham Property trips
shown on the submitted TIA trip distribution maps seems to be more rapid than what would
be expected based on the MOA site data. In other words, the TIA trip length distributions
seem shorter than expected, reducing the size of the impact area. Please provide the
SERPM model trip distribution plots for the ADM and Graham project zones for a 10-mile
radius for the 2020 and 2040 model runs so that trip lengths can be further evaluated. If
trip-length distribution curves are available for the project zones from the model outputs,
please provide those as well. The longer project trip lengths also puts into question the
diverted trip credit assumed for the TIA as it appears a substantial portion of ADM trips
will be destination-oriented rather than diverted link or pass-by.

7. Please provide the SERPM model loaded total volumes and v/C ratio plots for the
surrounding network for an approximate 10-mile radius surrounding the project zones (it
is acknowledged that the model v/C’s are not equivalent to the segment v/C's using FDOT
planning level-of-service procedures).

8. Please provide a summary table of the model land use data files (ZDATA files) for the
study area traffic analysis zones for the various 2020 and 2040 model runs.

9. Based on the TIA narrative, the Applicant indicates that there will be additional traffic
analysis provided beyond that currently included in the CDMP traffic impact analysis.
Broward County staff has concerns about the frictional impacts that the expanded 1-75
interchange will have on an already congested I-75 mainline as well as what impacts the
proposed access ramps onto the HEFT will have on the adjacent HEFT mainline
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10.

illg |®

12.

13.

14.

operations. Please describe what additional traffic operations analysis will be provided to
address these areas.

Continuing from the above comment, an operational analysis of the |1-76 @ Miramar
Parkway interchange and adjacent should be performed as more than 5% of the current
project distribution impacts this interchange. Broward County staff has concerns
regarding impacts to the interchange operations as well as the arterial mainline of Miramar
Parkway. Additionally, existing Broward MPO data show Miramar Parkway east and west
of 1-75 significantly overcapacity (peak-hour v/C’s of 1.47 and 1.21) whereas the TIA
analysis for existing conditions shows those links operating at LOS “C.”

Please provide the project distributions along the segment of Flamingo Road/Ludlam
Road from Red Road in Broward County to NW 188 Street in Miami-Dade County. This
corridor is one of the few continuous north/south corridors that crosses county lines other
than the expressways in the area. It is currently a two lane facility and could potentially
become a parallel reliever to other roadways forecasted to be over-capacity.

The TIA narrative essentially indicates that the ADM and Graham projects generally have
no significant impacts or capacity mitigation requirements beyond the project access
needs due to the fact that the significantly impacted roadway segments that are forecasted
to operate below the adopted LOS standard were already forecasted to operate below the
standard without the projects. However, some of the project's impacts represent a
significant percentage of the adopted level-of-service capacity of the failing links, creating
a much more severely failing condition on these segments. It seems that a land plan
application that further degrades a failing links should be required to mitigate at least its
additional impact to the failing link, or propose other mitigation, potentially on parallel
facilities to offset these impacts. Please clarify the projects’ mitigation responsibilities
relative to these impacts as part of the CDMP process.

For the American Dream project, ITE land use code 820 was not considered an acceptable
source of data. Please explain why it is acceptable for calculating trip diversion. The
number of diverted trips appears to be overestimated, especially given the fact that the
study states that “30% of MOA visits were made from outside the region” and that “nearly
half of MOA trips travel over 30 minutes to arrive at the site.” A smaller number of diverted
trips and longer trip lengths would have a more negative effect on Broward County
facilities.

During the review meeting held at SFRPC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion of
extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whilst Miami-Dade
Transit will be the primary service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore
option for transit service north of the site with Broward County Transit. Transit riders are
likely to be employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the
future labor pool.
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| look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff as this development project moves
though the development review process. In the event that mitigation is proposed in Broward
County, | would like to coordinate with your staff and our attorneys to develop appropriate,
enforceable, agreements that will ensure the installation of required improvements outside Miami-
Dade County.

Please let me know if you have questions about these comments. | can be reached at (954) 357-
6602 or jsesodia@broward.org.

Sincerely,

Jo Q@CD &u

Josie P. Sesodia, AICP
Director

CC: Bertha Henry, County Administrator
Cynthia S. Chambers, Director EPGMD
Henry Sniezek, Deputy Director, EPGMD
Tony Hui, Deputy Director, Public Works Dept.
Scott Brunner, P.E., Director, Traffic Engineering Division
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Florida Department of Transportation

RICK SCOTT 1000 NW 111 Avenue JIM BOXOLD
GOVERNOR Miami. FL 33172 SECRETARY

January 28, 2016

The Honorable Jack Osterholt
Deputy Mayor of Miami-Dade County
Office of the Mayor

111 NW 1st Street, 29" Floor

Miami, FL 33128

Subject: American Dream Miami & The Graham Project
Transportation Impact Analysis for Comprehensive Development
Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment — December 22, 2015

Dear Deputy Mayor Osterholt:

The Florida Department of Transportation, District Six, in cooperation with District
Four, completed a joint review of the submitted transportation impact analysis for the
American Dream Miami (ADM) and The Graham Project developments, which is dated
December 22, 2015. The document represents a joint CDMP traffic analysis effort
between ADM Mall and the 340 acre Graham Companies property located
immediately south of ADM.

The mixed-use ADM project and the Graham Project are located in the southwest
corner of the interchange at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive in northwest Miami-Dade
County. The sites also are adjacent to the interchange between the Homestead
Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT) and I-75. The ADM project, situated on about
194 acres, totals 6.2 million square feet of non-residential use and a 2,000 room hotel.
Of this, 3.5 million square feet will be dedicated for retail use, while the remaining 2.7
million square feet is for entertainment uses. These entertainment uses include an
indoor theme park, an indoor water park, a sports complex, movie and live action
theaters and a ski slope. The proposed build-out for the ADM project is 2020, while
the proposed build-out for the Graham Companies project is 2040.

www.dot.state.fl.us



Deputy Mayor Jack Osterholt
January 28, 2016

Page 2

The Graham Companies project, which occupies about 340 acres, is planned to
be completed in phases. By 2020 (which coincides with the build-out date for ADM),
The Graham Project site will consist of 150,000 square feet of retail use, 250,000
square feet of business park use, and 500 multi-family dwelling units. At the time of
its build-out in 2040, the Graham Companies project will include 1.0 million square
feet of retail use, 3.0 million square feet of business park use, and 2,000 multi-family
dwelling units.

Based on the joint CDMP traffic analysis submitted, the following comments are
offered.

General Comments

1)

Pursuant to House Bill (HB) 359 and Florida Statute (F.S.) 373.4149 (Miami-
Dade County Lake Belt Area), “Rezonings, or amendments to local zoning and
subdivision regulations, and amendments to local comprehensive plans
concerning properties that are located within 1 mile of the Miami-Dade Lake
Belt Area shall be compatible with limestone mining activities. No rezonings,
variances, amendments fo local zoning and subdivision regulations which
would result in an increase in residential density, or amendments to local
comprehensive plans for any residential purpose may be approved for any
property located in sections 35 and 36 and the east one-half of sections 24
and 25, Township 63 South, Range 39 East until such time as there is no active
mining within 2 miles of the property.”

Given that the proposed comprehensive plan amendments are located within
one mile of the Lake Belt Area and an increase in residential development
intensity is planned on The Graham Project site, please provide sufficient
documentation that demonstrates this comprehensive plan amendment
complies with HB 359 and F.S. 373.4149.

ADM and the Graham Project propose improvements that affect existing
interchanges, a future full interchange, and a future partial interchange (Miami
Gardens Drive at I-75, HEFT at I-75, a new interchange at HEFT and NW
170th Street, and a partial interchange at NW 178th Street and |-75). An
Interchange Access Request (IAR) document, consistent with the FDOT
Interchange Access Request — User's Guide, will be required for each of the
interchange modifications. Additional traffic analyses will be required to
evaluate impacts upon Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facilities and
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4)

interchanges during morning, afternoon and weekend periods, and to identify
improvements to accommodate the additional future traffic.

Several transportation improvement projects are relied upon to demonstrate
adequate public facilities will be present by 2020 to accommodate the
expected travel demand generated by ADM and The Graham Project. These
include an interchange modification at HEFT and I-75, a new interchange at
HEFT and NW 170" Street, a new partial interchange at I-75 and NW 178
Street, and an interchange modification at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive.
Each of these interchange improvements ultimately requires approval by
FDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed
by 2020, the base transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and
The Graham Project’s traffic analysis is invalid. This would result in additional
transportation impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it
is recommended that a condition of approval be included for the ADM and The
Graham Project CDMP submittals that they are contingent upon obtaining the
requisite FDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange access
changes. If any of the relied upon transportation improvements are not
approved, a re-evaluation of the traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

In Table 8, there are projects funded in Priority IV of the 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) and assumed to open in different years, such as
NW 170 Street from HEFT to NW 97t Avenue. Please provide clarification
about how the applicant intends to advance these projects such that they are
constructed by the year used in the traffic analysis. The funding source and
commitment must be clarified for these improvements.

Section 4.0 — Existing Conditions (Year 2015)

5)

6)

As noted on page 8, please clarify the source for the directional split factors
used to convert non-directional service volumes from the Miami-Dade
database.

Please describe the source and justification for applying an assumed 1%
growth to extrapolate 2014 volumes to 2015 existing conditions.
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7) In the first bullet on page 8, please consider adjusting the eastern limit of the
HEFT project to NW 27" Avenue.

Section 5.0 - Trip Generation

8) The total acreage for The Graham Project in Table 3 does not match the total
acreage in Table 2. Please revise the appropriate table to maintain
consistency of the property’s acreage throughout the report.

9) Pursuant to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, “Diverted linked trips are trips
that are attracted from the traffic volume on roadways within the vicinity of the
generator but require a diversion from that roadway to another roadway to gain
access to the site.” Since trips to ADM and The Graham Project travel to both
generators via limited access facilities adjacent to the sites, they add traffic to
streets that directly connect to the sites. As a result, these trips are classified
as diverted linked trips and not pass-by trips. Please revise the trip generation
analysis accordingly for both ADM and The Graham Project.

In addition, such diverted linked trips must be accounted for when evaluating
the project’'s impact on the adjacent streets that connect directly to both sites.
Please revise the roadway link analysis (summarized in Tables 9 and 10) and
include diverted linked trips assigned to Miami Gardens Drive, NW 170" Street
and NW 178" Street. The revised roadway link analysis should include these
diverted linked trips, a text description of what these diverted linked trips
represent, a summary of the calculations to quantify these trips and a graphic
that depicts where these trips are assigned to the roadway network.

10) Regarding the pass-by trip percentages from ITE code 820: Shopping Center,
The Graham Project uses 35% in 2020 (150 KSF) and 20% in 2040 (1,000
KSF). ADM uses 14% (3,500 KSF). There is no fitted curve in the 3™ edition
of the ITE Handbook (latest version), and there is no evidence to suggest that
the curve would flatten at 900 KSF, beyond which there are only four data
points. A fitted curve for this data would most likely be under 20% for the 2040
Graham Companies property and below 10% for the ADM (which would be 3
graph lengths away from the end of this plot). Basing the pass-by rate on the
three data points over 1,000 KSF is not a statistically valid methodology. A
more appropriate methodology would utilize a curve or other observed data.
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Please revise the trip generation analysis accordingly for both ADM and The
Graham Project.

Additionally, please provide the calculations confirming the “pass-by’/diverted
linked trip reduction reasonableness check to ensure it represents no more
than 10% of the volume of the adjacent street. Such a check should be
performed separately for ADM and The Graham Project.

11) In Table 6, an auto occupancy factor of 2.3 is reported, but it is not clear how

this factor was derived. The Mall of America (MOA) Survey data cited in
Appendix G indicates that the size of a typical party surveyed at MOA breaks
down as 44% 1 person, 35% 2 person, 21% 3+ people. Assuming the average
party size in the 3+ category is 3.5, then the average party size would be 1.9.
It is unclear if a cross-classification of mode of travel and size of party was
analyzed to specify the size of party for users of personal automobiles. Please
clarify the methodology used to calculate the reported auto occupancy value
of 2.3, and include in the report the calculations supporting the text.

12) The assumption that trip rates derived for GLA (Retail) from MOA can be

applied directly to the retail GLA of ADM is questionable. The implicit
assumption is that the non-retail portions of the MOA and ADM will have similar
trip generation characteristics. Currently, the only support provided is that the
retail square footage as a proportion of the gross floor area is similar. But a
comparison of the non-retail square footage of the two developments is not
discussed in the application.

From previous information provided by ADM, the non-retail portion of MOA
consists of 31% common areas, compared to 19% common areas in the ADM
development. While the proportion of retail GLA in the two developments is
comparable (at 56% for ADM and 59% for MOA), the proportion of non-retail
attractions in the two developments is not (with 24% in ADM and 11% in MOA).
Given this discrepancy, FDOT recommends that Gross Floor Area (GFA) be
used as the independent variable for the trip generation analysis to ensure that
the total proposed development intensity of 6.2 million square feet is included
in the analysis.
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Finally, please clarify the apparent discrepancy of GLA square footage
reported in Tables 4 and 6 that distinguish between entertainment and retail
uses.

13) For internal capture calculations for the Graham Companies property, please
consider using the internal capture rates for origins and destinations within a
multi-use development found in the FDOT Trip Generation Recommendations
Report, October 2014, as well as National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) Report 684. Excerpts of the relevant pages from this
document and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook are attached for your
convenience.

Section 7.0 — Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

14) Using MOA data, ADM and The Graham Project assumed that approximately
30% of all trips are non-regional. It is stated in the CDMP traffic analysis that
modelling efforts were made to distribute this magnitude of volume to HEFT
and I-75. To verify that the travel characteristics associated with MOA in
Minneapolis are comparable to ADM in Miami, it is recommended that
additional documentation be provided to substantiate the non-regional trip
assumption. This should include a tabular summary comparing several trip
generators that attract non-regional trips to document and verify the proposed
30% assignment. Potential large scale retail uses to review that attract non-
regional traffic include Sawgrass Mills Mall, which also is located within the
area covered by the Southeast Regional Planning Model (SERPM).

This additional documentation also should include accurate model network
plots in Appendix H to depict all centroids for ADM. Please note that the impact
of the study area links definition must be described in the report. If ADM’s trip
length frequency distribution is underestimated, it is possible that impacts to
roadways and the number of impacted roadway segments also are
underestimated.

15) The land use data factoring cited in the second paragraph on page 25 is
unclear. The applicant should add text to the report clarifying what is meant
by factoring and the impact of doing so.
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16) Please include text in the report describing the reasonableness of the model’s
performance. The applicant must analyze and document the study area link
volumes relative to counts. Study area links representing new roadways are
of particular concern because model volumes are utilized as the only source
of traffic data for these links.

Section 8.0 — Build-Out Conditions (Years 2020 & 2040)

17) The method utilized to compute 2020 and 2040 build-out level of service (LOS)
in Tables 9 and 10, respectively, distinguishes diverted trip route segments for
which pass-by reduction is not applied (shaded in green in the tables). The
project trip estimates used to compute volumes for these links should be the
Net External Trips, rather than New External Trips (from Table 6). Neither
appear to be used for the diverted trip route segment. The computations for
project traffic on those links must be clarified and revised, as applicable.

Section 9.0 — Mitigation Analysis

18) The transportation improvements identified in the submitted CDMP traffic
impact analysis are based on PM peak hour traffic conditions. Please note
that additional transportation improvements may be identified as part of the
IAR documentation to address adverse impacts during AM and weekend peak
periods that were not required as part of this CDMP evaluation.

The mitigation analysis portion of the traffic report also must clarify the funding

commitment for the improvements and the entity responsible for constructing
each improvement, and consider multimodal or transit mitigation measures.

Please contact me at 305-470-5386, or Lisa Dykstra at 954-777-4360, if you have
any questions concerning our comments.

Sincerely,

Lisa Colmenares, AICP
Planning Manager
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Enclosures: Excerpts from NCHRP Report 684 and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook

cc:  Harold Desdunes, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six
Stacie Miller, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Steve Braun, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Carl Filer, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six
Lisa Dykstra, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Isabel Cosio-Caraballo, South Florida Regional Council
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Maxwell B. Chambers
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City Manager

Kathleen Woods-Richardson

Community & Economic
Development
2200 Civic Center Place
Miramar, Florida 33025

Phone (954) 602-3264
FAX  (954) 602-3448

February 2, 2016

Mr. Mark Woerner, AICP

Assistant Director for Planning

Miami-Dade County - Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources
111 NW 1 Street, 12" Floor

Miami, Florida 33128

Re:

American Dream Miami and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment
Applications

Dear Mr. Woerner:

City of Miramar staff has reviewed the American Dream Miami (ADM) and
Graham Properties Comprehensive Development Master Plan amendment

applications.
developments to urban centers within the City.

Major highways connect both of these large scale mixed-use
Staff offers the following

comments related to these applications.

1.

Direct transit service should be provided from the American Dream
Miami Mall and Graham industrial/retail development to the park and
ride lot at Miramar Regional Park and the Miramar Town Center/Park
and Ride.

At a minimum, the analysis should evaluate traffic impacts to Miramar
Parkway, Pembroke Road, Red Road/NW 57" Avenue and Flamingo
Road/NW 67" Avenue. A level of service analysis at project buildout
should be provided for all of these roadways.

The Miramar Parkway buildout year volumes shown in Tables 9 and 10
of the Transportation Impact Analysis are lower than projections
prepared by the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization. The
developer's traffic consultant should meet with the City of Miramar,
Broward County, and Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization to
discuss the impacts to City roadways and potential mitigation. The City
is in the process of updating its Capital Improvement Program to include
the extension of Miramar Parkway from its current terminus at SW 192
Terrace to Pembroke Road at SW 196 Avenue. The extension of
Miramar Parkway to Pembroke Road will help alleviate the current traffic
problem at Miramar Parkway/l-75 Interchange, improve the Level of
Service at this intersection and provide an alternate north-south route
via US 27.

Please provide the housing demand expected to be generated by both
projects.
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Community & Economic
Development
2200 Civic Center Place
Miramar, Florida 33025

Phone (954) 602-3264
FAX  (954) 602-3448

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these applications. Feel free to
contact me with any questions on the City's comments.

Sincere'ly,

ilva, Al
Director

Cc.  Kathleen Gunn, Assistant City Manager
Michael Moore, Chief Operations Officer
Luisa Millan, Director
Bissy Vempala, P.E., City Engineer
Jo Sesodia, Broward County Planning and Development Management
Greg Stuart, Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Stillings, Noel (RER)

Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2016 9:21 AM

To: 'scot.leftwich@Lce-fl.com'; 'jmt@Ice-fl.com’; csweet@bellsouth.net;
‘andre.groenhoff@gmail.com’

Cc: 'mgonzalez@cityofhialeahgardens.com’; 'schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov';

'reya@miamilakes-fl.gov'; 'dstorch@hialeahfl.gov'; 'jehernandez@hialeahfl.gov'; Guim,
Raquel (RER); Pino, Raul (RER); Rowe, Garett A. (RER); Gomez, Lourdes (RER); Somoza,
Napoleon (RER); Woerner, Mark (RER)

Subject: Nov. 2015 CDMP Applications - Development Potential around ADM and Graham Cos.
Applications
Attachments: Nov 2015 CDMP Cycle Apps 1 2 T-Plat table Revised 2.docx

Please find attached table for your information and consideration detailing the platted, vacant, and non-platted
areas within the vicinity of the ADM and Graham Cos. Applications.

Regards,

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

111 NW 1st Street, 12th floor, Miami, Florida 33128
Phone: (305) 375-2835 ext. 96535



"y "bs TYE'cr=2010

) "bs 96/'GGZ T=asnoyasep
"I "bs 005‘e2=j00y2S

¢8¢=sSwWo0y |s10H

vTE=AlIwe-ninn;/ sidy

[el010ns
SUN 97/ =S8SNOYUMO |
suun 969=Ajiure}-a|buis
suaples
yeajelH (ennoe
A2 1921U0D asnoyalem suspes "OAY ZTT MIN JEVCETE 10N)
"} "bs 000‘02T [elsnpuj yesjelH 0%790-T00-6T0C-/¢ | ® 1S 8ET MN paljald | T¥TEC-1 8
801140 Y "bs €G/'T
A2 1921U0D ashoyalem suapies "OAY 60T MIN uoISIAIpgNS
) "bs gsg'e [euisnpuj yeajelH 0T00-¥00-6T0C-/C | ® 1S ¥¥T MN egal | T9€EC-1 A
asnoyaem
Y 'bs T2Zv'ce
A9 1921U0D 321JJ0 suaples "9AY /0T MN
"} "bs 88511 [elsnpuj yesjelH 0TO0-£00-6T0C-2C | %2 1S #ST MN Joell Jsygai | Tyeee-1 9
00%0
® ‘06€0 ‘08€0
‘0L€0 ‘09€0°0SY0
SOA sosnoyarem apeq-lweln ‘0SE0'0910'0VE0 "ONY /6 MN yied ssauisng
"y "bs uolw T'T [eisnpu| | pareiodiooulun ‘G/¥0-T00-6002-0¢ | ® 1S 0LT MN S/-1 ANV | L96¢22-1 S
|ooyds T800-T00-.T0C-¥0
Auo 10e1u00 "} "bs 00s'eL 0800-T00-2T0C-¥0 9AY /6 MN
swlool |10y ¢8¢ [eLisnpu| | yesfeiy jo Auo T6¥0-T00-ATOC-#0 | ® 1S ¢9T MN uonipni3 | 069€¢-1 14
SOA | Ssasnoyumol 90z "ONY /6 MN
4S 60¢ [enuspisay | yesjelH jo Ao 09T¥-620-TC0C-¥0 | ® 1S 8ET MN olbejleg | T/E€2-1 )
S9A "BDAY 9€ M\
Sasnoyumol 0LT [enuapisay | yeajelH jo AlD ® 1S 8T M se||IA oibejjeg | vryeZ-1 4
0TcO pue
‘0820 ‘0020 ‘00€0
SOA | swawuedy ¢TE ‘06T0 ‘0TE0 ‘'08TO
sasnoyumo] 0.L¢ ‘02€0 ‘0.TO ‘0€€0 "9AY L6 MN
4S /8% [enuapisay | yeajelH jo AuD -T00-T202-¥0 | % 1S ¥ST M\N ellLluog | LGG€2-1 T
juawdojanag ‘14 'bs ] JBUMQ dep
paniwons pasodoig asn uonolpsune /5910Y) SON o1j04 uoIeI0T joweN 100f01d re|d-1 1o -oN
1loday oljel] puel dNAD ealy .

1uawdojana( [enusiod pue Auno)d apeq-iwely pareiodiooulun pue ‘suspies) yesfelH ‘yesieiH Jo sanid ay) Ul sjgosed pane|d




14 bs 80g'8ve = [eiswwod

T=uonels Jamod

) "bs 20€'20€'6=9snoyarem
SJUBPNIS 00S' T=I00YIS

NNm_mnmwmsoccgo._. leiolgns
syun 9gz=Ajiwe}-s|buls
Slauled
[e12J8WwWoD 9010 pue apeq-lwelN (oe ¥1°82) 1S 98T MN | paywi Ajwed
) "bs 8058172 ssauisng | paresodioouun | W bs 8y9'GZZ‘T | 0TO0-TO0-6002-0E | ® "9AY L8 MN 18U89 8y L 8T
(sa10e G6'E)
(ZT-M) swepnms Y 'bs ze6'TLT | O¥TO-T00-6002-0€ 07171 Auadoud
00S'T:I00YdS | [enuspisay/ apeq-lwelN (‘'sare g6'g) 1S 98T MN |ooyos
laueyd 90IJO | paresodioduiun ")y "bs 625'85Z | O¥T0O-TO0-6002-0E | ® "9AY 68 MN 1SOMULION LT
(sau0e 617'1ST)
"y "bs /6%'62.'9 | 0200-000-9T0Z-Z€
Sawoyumol 9zz (sauoe 81°8S) 1S #ST MN 11T 124
4S5 962 | [enuspisay sode lwelN | Y 'bs G8Y'/¥S'Z | 00G0-TO0-STOZ-2E | ® OAY /8 MN 217171 694 9T
(seu0e £9°69) 1S ¥ST MN
Sawioyumol G// | [enuspisay | yesjeliH Jo Aud | ‘U bs 816°/65'2 | 0900-000-9T0Z-70 | ® "8AY /6 MN | UuNQg 'S [|9MOT] GT
(sau0e 96'179) G-
SBWOYUMOL ¥8 | [enuspisay | yesjeliH Jo Aud | ‘U bs G28'628'¢ | O0TT0-000-9TOZ-70 | ® "8A€ /6 MN | uUung 'S [|omoT] vT
(sau0e G/°G) G-
sawoyumo] ¢/ | [enuspisay | yeafelH jo AuD ")y "bs 989'6%2 | 00T0-000-9T0Z-¥0 | ® 1S 09T MN D117 8.4 €T
sawoyumo L (se10e 22°2TT) "8AY /6 MN 2771 sybieH
8SP'T | [lenuspisay | yesjeiH Jo AuD | U 'bs £0£'888'v | TT00-000-9T0Z-¥0 | 7 1S 0LT MN UiH sepy ZT
(saioe 81°2) "8AY /6 MN
uonels Jamod | [enuspisay | yeajelH jo AiD ) 'bs G86°20T | 0980-000-9T02-70 | % 1S OLT MN T9d4 1T
) 'bs €18'98¢ ZT¥0-T00-6002 dl
sasnoyasem apeq-lwelN Yy "bs 05g'€9T -0E pue ‘TEY0 % "9AY /6 MN | uewpalH Buinl
Yy "bs 20g'20€ leasnpu| | paresodioouiun Y "bs 0St'¥S | 0EY0O-T00-6002-0E | 2 1S 0LT MN | ® dnoio e|jines 0T
"8AY /6 MN 01
asnoysJiem OAY /0T M\N o171
")) "bs 000'000°'6 ® 1S #ST MN ‘aulfiunod
"xoiddy lelasnpul | yesfely jo Ao SOI|0} [eJBASS | 01 1S 0LT MN uodeag HA4 6
juawdojena@ ‘14 'bs ] JEITYe) den

1wswdojanaq [enualod pue Auno) speq-iwel pareiodiooulun pue suspies yesjelH ‘yes|eiH Jjo Al ayl ul sjaosed pane|d-uoN ‘Juesep




) "bs 000‘00zZ'T=9snoy
JO Xdeg/ealy uowwod

suun 000‘g="s1dy

)} "bs 000'000°€ = ed ssauisng

009'c=Swo0y |910H

)} "bs 000'00G T=1usWuUrELBIUT

Y

"bs 000005 ' v=Ire19Y

[eloians

(pasinal aq
011nQ) SAA

(swool |210y
009T Sapnjoul)
yred ssauisng

) "bs 000000
Ire1oy

"} "bs 000'000'T
sjuun

Ajiwrej-niniN 0002

2210

pue ssauisng
pue 8210
pue fensnpu

Auno)
apeq-lweln
paresodioduiun

ssolb 6EE

143H % G2
-1 'Meq ® 1S
8./T MN ® 1S
04T MN "Miaq

(uoneonddy
diNao)
‘0D weyelo

0Z

(pasinai aq
011nQ) SOA

9SNOH JO Xoed
"} "bs 000°002'T
SWo0Yy

[810H 0002
lusuwurelisiug
) "bs 000'005'T
Ireloy

) "bs 000°005°E

VYO
pue feusnpu

Auno)d
speq-lweln
paresodioduiun

ssolb 8y v6T

143H®
G/-1 'MI8q 1S
8.T MN JO N

(uoneonddy
diNao)
nNav

6T

paniwgns
1loday
olyjelL

wswdojanag
pasodold

asn
pueT dINdD

uonalpsune

4 'bs
/S810Y)
ealy

"SON 01|04

uo1e20T

laumo
Jowep 10aloid

feld-1

de
uo ‘oN

wawdojana( [enualod pue Auno) apeqg-iweln parejodioduiun ul saus uonedlddy uswpuswy dNAD STOZ JoqWaAoN




9T0Z AJeniga4 ‘UoISIAIQ MBIAY D1jjeJ] pue Suiie|d ‘Y3y pue uoisialg Suluue|d ‘Y3y :221n0s

Y "bs 00000z T=9sn0oyY

Jo yoegealy uowwo)
T=uonels Jamod

)} "bs 000'00G T=IuUswWurenau
Y4 "bs 000°000'€ =)1ed ssauisng
Y "bs TEV'EY=20W0

Sluspnis

00S'T pue 'Y "bs 005'€.=S|0040S
)} "bs €0T'855 0T=9Snoyare
288'e=swool [910H

)} "bs 80581, ‘v=Ire189y

suun $1e z=Ajwel-nnin/sidy
SHUN €21 'y=Sasnoyumo |

suun zG6 =Ajiwey-s|buls

STIVILIOL V101
paniwgns ‘14 'bs . JBUMO . den
Loday juawdojanaq pasodoid asn pue’ uonolpsung /s219v) SON 0l]04 uole20 jouren 198001 1e|d-1 Uo -oN
opelL dWdd ealy

suoneolddy Juswpuswy dNdD pue ‘quedeA ‘pane|d-uoN ‘pane|d Joj Juswdojaaaq [enusiod Lol




=~

CDMP LAND USE

z 1348 V¢
. - = =
= Z 9 z -~
- = (1=}
~ ~
=y (=)
z 3 412 14
IS > 2
& < p
‘?'. . 15 16
i. -
1 3
B
CITY OF CITY.OF HIALlEAH S OWNIOE]
HIALEAH |2 3 = e
SARDENS i
U _
NW 138THISTE —

JAV HLL8 MAN | |

NW 186TH ST

NW170TH ST

ESTATE DENSITY (1-2.5 DU/AC)

'/ / ESTATE DENSITY W/ DENSITY INCREASE 1
LOW DENSITY (2.5-6 DU/AC)
LOW-MEDIUM DENSITY (6-13 DU/AC)
MEDIUM DENsTY (13-2° DUAC)

B VeEDIUM-HIGH DENSITY (2560 DUAC)

INDUSTRIAL AND OFFICE
I USINESS AND OFFICE

OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL

PARKS AND RECREATION
OPEN LAND

ENVIRONMENTALLY PROTECTED PARKS
WATER

TRANSPORTATION (ROW, RAIL, METRORAIL, ETC.)
EXPRESSWAYS

MAJOR ROADWAY'S (3 OR MORE LANES)
MINOR ROADWAYS (2 OR MORE LANES)

NN 2020 URBAN DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY
0

miimnE MUNICIPAL BOUNDARY




Stillings, Noel (RER)

Subject: FW: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Discussion 02.19.16 Materials
Attachments: Table 6 Revision_021916.pdf; Additional Sourcesr.pdf

From: James Taylor [jmt@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 1:09 PM

To: Woerner, Mark (RER)

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E."; Andre Groenhoff; 'Robert Gorlow’

Subject: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Discussion 02.19.16 Materials

Mark,

Thank you again for taking the time on Friday to discuss the American Dream Miami CDMP TIA comments to date. For
your review, please find attached a summary of the proposed revision for Table 6: Trip Generation Summary for American
Dream Miami for upcoming CDMP TIA revision. We have also included the Table 6 from the December submittal and the
alternative analysis discussed on Friday showing another method which arrives at nearly the same result.

We propose to include the proposed revision in the revised CDMP TIA to address all agency comments received to date
on trip generation. We appreciate that you have offered to review the new trip generation proposal within a week’s
time. We have reached out to FDOT to discuss the same.

Most of the source material used to revise the trip generation summary is already included in the CDMP TIA submitted in
December 2015, however, some additional back-up materials has been included per our trip generation discussion on
Friday. Additionally, here are links to a couple of reports we made mention of during the presentation:

http://www.miamiandbeaches.com/~/media/files/gmcvb/partners/research%?20statistics/annual_report_2014

http://www.teaconnect.org/images/files/TEA 103 49736 _150603.pdf

Please feel free to have your staff reach out with any questions or concerns.

Regards,
James

James M. Taylor, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Tel: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205

Fax: (407) 249-2212

Email: imt@Ice-fl.com




Table 6 (December 2015 CDMP): Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

Trip Rates Trips
ITE PM PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily | Total In Out
Entertainment/Retail (GLA) - 3,500 | KSF | 1921 | 146 | 67,251 | 5098 | 48% | 2,447 | 52% | 2,651
Total Generated Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 67,251 | 5,098 2,447 2,651
PM Internal Capture = 0.0% | 0 0 0 0
Net External Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 67,251 | 5,098 2,447 2,651
LRT Adjustment = 10.8% |of net external trips 4,682 355 170 185
Net External Trips 71,933 | 5,453 2,617 2,836
Passerby Trips = 14.0% |of net external trips 10,071 | 763 343 420
New External Trips 61,862 | 4,690 2,274 2,416
Notes:
. Rates shown in units of external vehicle trips per period per 1,000 square feet of retail GLA where American Dream Miami consists of
3,500 ksf retail GLA within 6,200 ksf GFA (includes entertainment) plus hotel.
. Surveys at MOA show 10.8% LRT trips. This % added back into ADM with MOA auto occupancy of 2.3 applied.
. Diverted trips calculated from ITE’s fitted curve for Shopping Center pass-by %.
Table 6 (Proposed Revision): Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami
Trip Rates Trips
ITE PM PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily | Total In Out
Entertainment/Retail (GFA) - 6,200 | KSF | 1126 | 085 | 69822 | 5293 | 48% | 2541 | 52% | 2,752
Total Generated Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 69,822 | 5,293 2,541 2,752
PM Internal Capture = 0.0% | 0 0 0 0
Net External Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 69,822 5,293 2,541 2,752
LRT Adjustment = 10.8% |of net external trips 6481 | 491 236 255
Net External Trips 76,303 5,784 2,777 3,007
Diverted Trips = 9.7% |of net external trips 5,995 454 200 254
New External Trips 70,308 5,330 2,577 2,753
Notes:

Entertainment/Retail Trip Rates derived from Mall of America (MOA) external trip generation as provided in Table 5 per 1,000 ksf of
Gross Floor Area (GFA). Two (2) independent counts report for MOA provided in Appendix F.

LRT Adjustment = (Unadjusted Net External Trips)(10.8%)(2.3 MOA AVO / 3.0 Conservative FL Attraction AVO)

Diverted trip reduction percentage reduced from 14% per ITE’s Shopping Center Pass-by fitted rate to 9.7% based on fitted curve only
using 3 highest ITE Shopping Center data points (all > 1 msf) plus data from two large Florida retail attractions (Florida Mall and
Galleria Mall) provided in Appendix TBD

Diverted trip reduction only applied to 81% of net external trips (those trips not associated with entertainment/other use) per
Cambridge MOA survey provided in per Appendix G



Table 6 (Alternative Analysis): Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

Trip Rates Trips
ITE PM PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily | Total In Out

Entertainment/Retail (GFA) - 6,200 | KSF | 1126 | 085 | 69822 | 5293 [ 48% | 2541 | 52% | 2,752

Trips for Increased Entertainment - 836 KSF 2.14 0.16 1,789 136 48% 65 52% 71
Total Generated Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 71,611| 5,429 2,606 2,823

PM Internal Capture = 0.0% | 0 0 0 0

Net External Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 71,611| 5,429 2,606 2,823

LRT Adjustment = 10.8% |of net external trips 6,647 504 242 262
Net External Trips 78,258 | 5,933 2,848 3,085

Diverted Trips = 9.7% |of net external trips 6,149 466 200 266
New External Trips 72,109 | 5,467 2,648 2,819

Entertainment/Retail Trip Rates derived from Mall of America (MOA) external trip generation as provided in Table 5 per 1,000 ksf of
Gross Floor Area (GFA). Two (2) independent counts report for MOA provided in Appendix F.

Increased Entertainment (the additional amount of entertainment at ADM above the equivalent MOA proportion = 1,500 ksf (ADM) —
471.8 ksf (MOA) * 6,200 KSF / 4,405 ksf (% Increase of GFA) = 835.9 ksf GFA

Increased Entertainment Trip Rates = Base Mixed Entertainment/Retail Rates * 19% (those trips associated with entertainment/other
use per Cambridge MOA survey provided in Appendix G)

LRT Adjustment = (Unadjusted Net External Trips)(10.8%)(2.3 MOA AVO / 3.0 Conservative FL Attraction AVO)

Diverted trip reduction percentage reduced from 14% per ITE’s Shopping Center Pass-hy fitted rate to 9.7% based on fitted curve only
using 3 highest ITE Shopping Center data points (all > 1 msf) plus data from two large Florida project surveys (Florida Mall and
Galleria Mall) provided in Appendix TBD

Diverted trip reduction only applied to 81% of net external trips (those trips not associated with entertainment/other use) per
Cambridge MOA survey provided in Appendix G



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Khan, Muhammad (PWWM)

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 3:59 PM

To: Woerner, Mark (RER); Guyamier, Frank (MDT); Somoza, Napoleon (RER); Fernandez,
Darlene (PWWM)

Cc: Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); Gomez, Lourdes (RER)

Subject: RE: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Discussion 02.19.16 Materials

Attachments: Table 6 Revision_021916.pdf; Additional Sourcesr.pdf

Good afternoon Mark,

Please see below our comments regarding the provided trip generation presentation and additional
documents:

s

The morning AM peak hour and Saturday peak hour trip generations are missing in analysis provided.
The earlier AM and Saturday trip generations provided should be revised based on updated methodology.

Please note that this review does not cover any outstanding comments related to the Graham project,
which was included in the combined CDMP December 2015 transportation analysis.

On slide 4, the source for MOA trips trend was not found. Please verify if the graph for MOA ftrip trend
represents the monthly traffic variations in two trip generation studies (June and August 2015) done for
MOA.

On slide 9, a vehicle occupancy of 3.0 to 4.0 persons/vehicles is mentioned to be used. However, review
of slides 10 and 15 indicates that, this factor is 3.0 for all the theme parks. Please verify and revise the
text accordingly. Furthermore, supporting document/study be provided for 3.0 vehicle occupancy.

Phase 2 is mentioned on slide 19 for MOA to accommodate additional demand for hotel use. Please add
details of Phase 2 in the upcoming study for our records.

In December 2015 CDMP study Appendix A2, the hotel rooms are mentioned to be 506 for MOA as
compared to 503 on slide 21 in this study. Please verify and revise accordingly.

The summary on slides 25 and 26 presents a better approach for potential pass-by value at ADM.
However, the Galleria Mall, FL appears significantly dissimilar to ADM. Since this mall has significant
higher pass-by value, smaller size, is close to a major tourist destination (the beach) and is located along
heavily used surface street with convenient access instead of an expressway like in ADM. Therefore, it
is recommended that it be eliminated from samples. In addition, the other locations should be evaluated
for such parameters.

On slide 27, the IN and OUT percentages are shown as 48 and 52, respectively. However, in earlier
CDMP study, these percentages are 49 and 51 as shown in Appendix F. Please explain the difference
and revise accordingly.

As mentioned in earlier meeting that FDOT District 4 and 6 have significant comments for trip generation
which should also be addressed accordingly.



We look forward to working with the applicant for later phases of the traffic impact study. Please do not hesitate
to contact us, if you have any concerns.

Regards,

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE, Professional Engineer
Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation

and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-2030 - Fax: 305-372-6064
khanm@miamidade.gov
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Woerner, Mark (RER)

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 4:15 PM

To: Guyamier, Frank (MDT); Somoza, Napoleon (RER); Fernandez, Darlene (PWWM); Khan, Muhammad (PWWM)
Cc: Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); Gomez, Lourdes (RER)

Subject: FW: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Discussion 02.19.16 Materials

Hi all;

This is just their revised trip gen based on last Friday's meeting. We need to review this material by Friday to determine
if it is sufficient for the analysis.

thanks,

Mark

From: James Taylor [jmt@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 1:09 PM

To: Woerner, Mark (RER)

Cc: 'Scot Leftwich, Ph.D., P.E."; Andre Groenhoff; 'Robert Gorlow'

Subject: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Discussion 02.19.16 Materials

Mark,

Thank you again for taking the time on Friday to discuss the American Dream Miami CDMP TIA comments to date. For
your review, please find attached a summary of the proposed revision for Table 6: Trip Generation Summary for American
Dream Miami for upcoming CDMP TIA revision. We have also included the Table 6 from the December submittal and the
alternative analysis discussed on Friday showing another method which arrives at nearly the same resuilt.

We propose to include the proposed revision in the revised CDMP TIA to address all agency comments received to date
on trip generation. We appreciate that you have offered to review the new trip generation proposal within a week’s
time. We have reached out to FDOT to discuss the same.

Most of the source material used to revise the trip generation summary is already included in the CDMP TIA submitted in
December 2015, however, some additional back-up materials has been included per our trip generation discussion on
Friday. Additionally, here are links to a couple of reports we made mention of during the presentation:

http://www.miamiandbeaches.com/~/media/files/gmcvb/partners/research%20statistics/annual report 2014

2



http://www.teaconnect.org/images/files/TEA 103 49736 150603.pdf

Please feel free to have your staff reach out with any questions or concerns.

Regards,
James

James M. Taylor, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Tel: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205

Fax: (407) 249-2212

Email: imt@Ice-fl.com




FDOT

Florida Department of Transportation

RICK SCOTT 1000 NW 111 Avenue JIM BOXOLD

March 7, 2016

Napoleon Somoza, Supervisor

Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources Planning
111 NW 15t Street, Suite 1220

Miami, FL 33128-1972

Subject: American Dream Miami Trip Generation Methodology
for Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment

Dear Mr. Somoza:

The Florida Department of Transportation, District Six, in cooperation with District
Four, completed a joint review of the trip generation methodology analysis and revised
Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami (Table 6 Revision_021916.pdf),
submitted to us by the applicant on March 1, 2016. The information represents a
response to trip generation methodology concerns voiced by FDOT and others as part
of the review of the Transportation Impact Analysis provided by the applicant in
December 2015.

Based on the joint District Four and Six review, the following comments are offered.

1) The applicant utilized GFA in the revised results and has addressed the
concern regarding the recommended use of Gross Floor Area (GFA) rather
than Gross Leasable Area (GLA) to derive trip generation rates from the Mall
of America (MOA) data.

2) Regarding the pass-by, or diverted link trip reduction rate, the applicant
satisfied the districts’ concern by revising the rate from 14% to 9.7%.

www.dot.state.fl.us



Napoleon Somoza
March 7, 2016
Page 2

3) The LRT adjustment used to factor the MOA trip generation to account for the

absence of light rail transit serving ADM should include a conversion of transit
person trips to vehicle trips. The applicant suggests using a factor of 3.0 as
the average vehicle occupancy, which is loosely derived from and adjusted
downward from Florida theme park attendance data. Use of MOA trip
generation rates and Florida theme park factors is inconsistent. It is
recommended that available vehicle occupancy data from MOA of 2.3 be
utilized to inform the LRT adjustment.

Regarding the hotel adjustment process, the applicant did not specifically
address the internal capture concern previously raised, which has to do with
the regional context of ADM vs. MOA. The applicant should demonstrate the
applicability of regional context in the Minneapolis area to support a similar
level of internal capture for ADM. Otherwise, it is recommended that the
applicant develop a factor to account for a reduced internal capture rate at
ADM, relative to MOA, due to the presence of a number of regional attractions
that are likely to play a significant role in the itineraries of ADM visitors.

Please contact me at 305-470-5386, or Lisa Dykstra at 954-777-4360, if you have any
questions concerning our comments.

CC:

Sincerely, .

Imenares,/AICP
Planning Manager

Harold Desdunes, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six
Stacie Miller, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Steve Braun, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Carl Filer, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six

Omar Meitin, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six

Lisa Dykstra, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four

Isabel Cosio-Caraballo, South Florida Regional Council



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
March 14, 2016
American Dream Miami (ADM) & Graham Project Trip Generation

RE: Please see below County and FDOT comments and Applicant responses regarding trip
generation for the above referenced project.

Miami-Dade County Department of Transportation and Public Works — Mar 2, 2016
(with regards to the Trip Generation Presentation provided Feb. 19, 2016)

1. The morning AM peak hour and Saturday peak hour trip generations are missing in
analysis provided. The earlier AM and Saturday trip generations provided should be
revised based on updated methodology.

LC: The Applicant intends to use the same methodologies presented at the 2/19 meeting
(and per the presentation materials provided afterwards) for Daily, AM, PM and any
weekend analysis to be provided. Specifically, the Applicant intends to perform the
following for trip generation forecast at ADM.

A. Apply the total GFA trip rates observed at MOA to the total GFA proposed at ADM.

B. Make no adjustment at ADM for variations in entertainment % and hotel % or total
GFA between the two projects even though making these adjustment could very
likely drive the ADM trip rate per GFA down based on available data.

C. Reduce the LRT adjustment to account for a future AVO of 3.0 (instead of 4.0) at
ADM despite data showing much larger AVO at large attractions in Florida.

D. Reduce pass-by/diverted reduction from 14% of total trips to 9.7% and only apply
the reduction to the non-retail portion of total trips (81% of total trips). Verify the
reduction does not exceed 10% of adjacent background volumes for any period.

The Applicant is proposing to move ahead with the CDMP revision and zoning analysis
based on these conservative adjustments to the ADM trip generation forecast. Specifically,
the revised Trip Generation Summary on Slide 27 shows the substantial impact of these
adjustments on the Dailly and PM peak project trips. These same adfjustment would be
applied for AM peak and weekend analysis.

2. Please note that this review does not cover any outstanding comments related to the
Graham project, which was included in the combined CDMP December 2015
transportation analysis.

LC: Acknowledged. The proposed trip generation for the Graham Project is attached.

3. On slide 4, the source for MOA trips trend was not found. Please verify if the graph for
MOA trip trend represents the monthly traffic variations in two trip generation studies
(June and August 2015) done for MOA.

ADM & Graham Trip Generation Responses_031416 1



LC: The count reports from the independent count programs at MOA are found in Appendix
F of the CDMP TIA. An attachment of the Kimley-Horn study labeled “Weekday Seasonal
Factor” shows cumulative weekday inbound traffic data as taken at the MOA garages for
every Wednesaay in 2014. These counts were used to develop the MOA curve on Slide 4.

4. On slide 9, a vehicle occupancy of 3.0 to 4.0 persons/vehicles is mentioned to be used.
However, review of slides 10 and 15 indicates that, this factor is 3.0 for all the theme
parks. Please verify and revise the text accordingly. Furthermore, supporting
document/study be provided for 3.0 vehicle occupancy.

LC: A rate of 3.0 AVO was used to convert Annual Attendance to ADT for each park to be
conservative (Using a higher AVO would have resulted in lower entertainment rates).
Surveys adopted for use in Central Florida’s regional travel demand models show AVO closer
to 4.0. Regardless and despite evidence to the contrary, the Applicant is proposing to apply
the higher mixed-rate per GFA rates observe at MOA to all uses at ADM instead of the lower
rates observed at the theme parks.

5. Phase 2 is mentioned on slide 19 for MOA to accommodate additional demand for hotel
use. Please add details of Phase 2 in the upcoming study for our records.

LC: Per the MOA Phase Il Traffic Study, the expansion consists of 1.458 msf retail/mixed-
use, Bass Pro Shops (300 ksf), Performing Arts Center (6000 seats), 1,325 hotel units, 615
ksf office, and 300 condo units.

6. In December 2015 CDMP study Appendix A2, the hotel rooms are mentioned to be 506
for MOA as compared to 503 on slide 21 in this study. Please verify and revise
accordingly.

LC: MOA has 506 hotel rooms.

7. The summary on slides 25 and 26 presents a better approach for potential pass-by value
at ADM. However, the Galleria Mall, FL appears significantly dissimilar to ADM. Since this
mall has significant higher pass-by value, smaller size, is close to a major tourist
destination (the beach) and is located along heavily used surface street with convenient
access instead of an expressway like in ADM. Therefore, it is recommended that it be
eliminated from samples. In addition, the other locations should be evaluated for such
parameters.

LC: The ADM forecast relies on the best data available, but due to the unique size of ADM
there is little pass-by data to draw from. Despite it's imperfect comparison to ADM, the
Galleria Mall was included in the data set because it is a large retail venue and it's located in
FDOT D4. This approach of consensus building by using best available data is no different
than for other more conventional projects which may have to rely on some imperfect ITE
data sources to make a forecast. However, excluding the Galleria Mall from the data set

ADM & Graham Trip Generation Responses_031416 2



provided on Slide 26 at the request of Miami-Dade staff would result in a power fitted curve
that would forecast an increase in pass-by at ADM (from 9.7% as presented to 11.5%).
The Applicant is agreeable to this adjustment, but is still proposing the conservative 9.7%.

8. On slide 27, the IN and OUT percentages are shown as 48 and 52, respectively.
However, in earlier CDMP study, these percentages are 49 and 51 as shown in Appendix
F. Please explain the difference and revise accordingly.

LC: The PM peak hour In/Out split of 48%/52% shown in the revised Table 6 on Slide 27 is
consistent with Table 6 of the December 2015 CDMP TIA. Presumably the 49%/51% split
referred to in this comment from Appendix F of the COMP TIA was from one of the two
independent count reports conducted at MOA. The second count report at MOA observed a
PM peak hour split of 47%/53%. The average weekday PM peak hour In/Out split for the
two count studies was 48%/52% as propose for ADM. Coincidentally, this is the same split
ITE provides for ITE 820 (Shopping Center).

9. As mentioned in earlier meeting that FDOT District 4 and 6 have significant comments
for trip generation which should also be addressed accordingly.

LC: Consultants for the Applicant have provided the trip generation presentation to FDOT on
March 1, 2016, received response March 7, 2016, and have addressed those comments by
providing response to Miami-Dade County along with this comment set.

We look forward to working with the applicant for later phases of the traffic impact study.
Please do not hesitate to contact us, if you have any concerns.

Regards,

Muhammad Asif Khan, P.E., PTP, PTOE, Professional Engineer
Traffic Engineering Division

Miami Dade County

Department of Transportation

and Public Works

111 NW 1st Street, Suite 1510, Miami, Florida, 33128-1970
Phone: 305-375-2030 - Fax: 305-372-6064
khanm@miamidade.gov
http://www.miamidade.gov/pubworks/

"Delivering Excellence Every Day"

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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EDOT District Four & District Six — Mar 7, 2016

(with reqgards to the Trip Generation Presentation provided March 1. 2016)

1. The applicant utilized GFA in the revised results and has addressed the concern
regarding the recommended use of Gross Floor Area (GFA) rater that Gross Leasable
Area (GLA) to derive trip generation rates from the Mall of America (MOA).

LC: Acknowledged.

2. Regarding the pass-by, or diverted link trip reduction rate, the applicant satisfied the
districts’ concern by revising the rate from 14% to 9.7%.

LC. Acknowledged.

3. The LRT adjustment used to factor the MOA trip generation to account for the absence
of light rail transit serving ADM should include a conversion of transit person trips to
vehicle trips. The applicant suggests using a factor of 3.0 as the average vehicle
occupancy, which is loosely derived from and adjusted downward from Florida theme
park data. Use of MOA trip generation rates and Florida theme park factors is
inconsistent. It is recommended that available vehicle occupancy data from MOA of 2.3
be utilized to inform the LRT adjustment.

LC: The Applicant contends the revised trip generation forecast performed for ADM is based
on the best available data for this unique site and it is conservative for a number of reasons,
as follows:

The revised ADM trip generation shown on slide 27 of the presentation provided to
FDOT on March 1, 2016 indicates an increase of more than 13% of PM peak hour
new external trips above the previous CDMP submittal.

The mixed-use external trip rate was adjusted upward by basing the generation on
GFA instead of GLA despite traditional treatment of primarily shopping-based
venues on ITE’s code 820 (Shopping Center) GLA.

ITE's Shopping Center data trend indicates bigger venues return lower trip rates in
both the daily and peak hours. However, no reduction has been proposed from the
MOA rates.

Surveys presented from MOA show that 19% of external trip ends are hotel related.
However, no reductions for external trips at ADM (where hotel supply is forecasted
to be much closer to demand onsite) has been proposed.

Encouraged by reviewing agencies to look into entertainment rates at theme parks
in Central Florida, data was found that supported reducing the mixed-use MOA rate
at ADM. However, no such reduction has been proposed.

The pass-by/diverted rate for the retail portion of ADM has been reduced from the
commonly used ITE Shopping Center methodology.

AVO, expected to be higher in Florida and at the bigger venue, was kept constant
for all trips except for the LRT adjustment.

The 10.8% LRT ridership was taken from the highest end of the survey data range.
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However, despite the evidence to decrease ADM trips for the reasons above, the Applicant
has chosen to be conservative and make a less complex submittal in the hope of building
consensus quicker among reviewing staff. To that end, the previously proposed adjustment
for LRT was reduced from the 4.0 AVO rate observed in Central Florida theme parks and
adopted for use in Central Florida’s regional travel demand models to 3.0 AVO as a
reasonable compromise and despite evidence to the contrary.

4. Regarding the hotel adjustment process, the applicant did not specifically address the
internal capture concern previously raised, which has to do with the regional context of
ADM vs. MOA. The applicant should demonstrate the applicability of regional context in
the Minneapolis area to support a similar level of internal capture for ADM. Otherwise, it
is recommended that the applicant develop a factor to account for a reduced internal
capture rate at ADM, relative to MOA, due to the presence of a number of regional
attractions that are likely to play a significant role in the itineraries of ADM visitors.

LC: The Applicant contends the revised trip generation forecast performed for ADM is based
on the best avallable data for this unique site and is conservative. Note that no reductions
have been made to the MOA mixed-use rate due to the larger size of ADM (increased
capture, longer stays, bigger AVO) or due to extra external trips at MOA due to insufficient
hotel supply (19% of MOA trips have a hotel trip end). The Applicant has decided against
making such downward adjustments to the ADM trip generation forecast to encourage
consensus among reviewing agencies in review of this unique project. However, at some
point being overly conservative with the forecast becomes unrealistic and perhaps harmful
to the Applicant. Note that ITE does not address regional variations with adjustment factors
for their published rates. The Applicant proposes to maintain the revised trip generation
that was adjusted up by more than 13% for new external PM peak hour trips as shown on
Slide 27 of the trip generation presentation. We encourage FDOT to consider any
uncertainty in the internal capture for ADM versus MOA impossible and unprecedented to
account for, but that the other downward adjustments that were not pursued by the
Applicant as an agreeable balance.
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ADM & Graham Project Trip Generation
March 14, 2016 Attachments

A.  ADM Trip Generation (per Slide 27 of 2/19/16 Presentation)
B.  Graham Project Trip Generation (3/14/16)



A. ADM Trip Generation 2/19/16



Table 6 (Revision): Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

Trip Rates Trips
ITE PM PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code | Size | Units | Daily | Peak | Daily | Total In Out
Entertainment/Retail (GFA) - 6,200 | KSF | 11.26 [ 085 | 69,822 | 5293 | 48% | 2541 | 52% | 2,752
Total Generated Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 69,822 | 5,293 2,541 2,752
PM Internal Capture = 0.0% | 0 0 0 0

Net External Trips (pre-LRT adjustment) 69,822 | 5,293 2,541 2,752

LRT Adjustment = 10.8% |of net external trips 648L | 491 236 255
Net External Trips 76,303 | 5,784 2,777 3,007

Diverted Trips = 9.7% |of net external trips 5,995 454 200 254
New External Trips 70,308 | 5,330 2577 2,753

Notes:

. Entertainment/Retail Trip Rates derived from Mall of America (MOA) external trip generation as provided in Table 5 per 1,000 ksf of
Gross Floor Area (GFA). Two (2) independent counts report for MOA provided in Appendix F.

. LRT Adjustment = (Unadjusted Net External Trips)(10.8%)(2.3 MOA AVO / 3.0 Conservative FL Attraction AVO)

. Diverted trip reduction percentage reduced from 14% per ITE’s Shopping Center Pass-hy fitted rate to 9.7% based on fitted curve only
using 3 highest ITE Shopping Center data points (all > 1 msf) plus data from two large Florida retail attractions (Florida Mall and
Galleria Mall) provided in Appendix TBD

. Diverted trip reduction only applied to 81% of net external trips (those trips not associated with entertainment/other use) per
Cambridge MOA survey provided in per Appendix G




B. Graham Project Trip Generation 3/14/16



Z 'ON uoiediddy juswpuswy dINdD STOZ J19qWBAON
uolesauan duu] saluedwo) weyeds ayl - 0Z0Z 41e2A

‘PIOYSa4y} %0T dY} YHm adueldwod moys 03 SUOI1e|nd|ed ay3 4o 3T d|qel
935 "193J1S 8ET MN UO 870/ PUB dALIQ SUIPJED JWEA] UO 8TSZ SUOIIRIS JUNO0D | 04 Iudde[pe 153s0|2 ay3 Suisn paje|ndjed diyjed] 199.431S 1Udde(py Yl 4O %OT 03 PaHWI| Jaylny s
pue (ejnwJo4 Ag-ssed 31| ay3 Suisn paiejndjed) sdii] |1e19Y [eu91XF Yl JO %SE 01 parwi] S| wea3oud Juswdojaasp pasodoud 0zZOg 4e9A 9yl 10 9s [1e19Y 03 Sdii| pauaAIq - Z 910N

"uoI}Ip3 pJg oogpueH uollesauas diuj 31| dY} Wouy g'9 pue T°g sa|ge] Ul punoy ale siooey
INOH Yead INd PUe NV paiepdn ayl a|iym uoilip3 pug joogpueH uoliesauas dii] 31| 9yl WO g'/ pue T°/Z S9|qe Ul punoy aJe si01de4 uoliezijeulaiul Ajleq ay| "jooqpueH uoijesauas du] 31| ay3} wouy
$1010B} UOI1EZI[BUISIUI DY) PUE S}93Yspealds asn-1n|Al 31| @Y1 Suisn papinoid suolle|ndjed UoI1ezijeulalu] JNOH Yead Nd PUe JnoH sead INV ‘Ajlled ay1 Joj QT pue DT ‘gT S9|qel paydeiie aas - T 910N

910¢/T1/¢ s91e100ssYy 73 a|ddesams Ayle)
L9V %S 96€ %9t €98 SdIYL IVNY3ILXI L3N
80T %S 00T %8V 80T 00°S + (X) U162°0- = (dL) U1 %00°SE Z 910N 33§ 35N 1IVL3Y OL SdIYL a3L¥3AIQ
98T %VS 6ST %97 Sve dT d|qel 93§ - uoliezijeusaiu| %8E ¢ T 910N 33§ NOILVZITYNYILNI
19L %S SS9 %9t 9TH'T SdIYL AVMIAIYA SSOYD
61T %YL 88 %9¢ LEE G8°0+(X) u106'0 = (1) ul 0LL "14 "DS 000°05¢ MYVd SSINISNG
601 %S LLE %8Y 98/ €€+ (X)u1£9'0= (1) ul 08 "14 "DS 000°0ST VLY
€0T %SE 06T %59 €6¢ S9°LT+(X)SS0=1 0zt na 0os SININLYVAY
1lNOSdidL| 1LNO0% NI SdiyL NI % Sdidl Nd NOILIQ3 H16 31l N3l S1INN aSN ANV
sLt %Lt 68€ %65 %99 SdIYL IVNY3ILXI L3N
4 %8€ ov %29 %9 00°S + (X) U162°0- = (dL) U1 %00°SE T 910N 39§ 35N 1IVL3Y OL SdIYL a3Ly¥3AIa
14 %1¥ 6€ %65 L9 DT 3|qeL 89S - uoiezijeutaqu| %01°'8 T 910N 33§ NOILVZITYNYILNI
LTE %Lt 891 %65 S6L SdIYL AVMIAIYA SSOYD
4 %ST ¥6¢ %S8 143 6°0+ (X) u1£6'0= (1) ul 0LL "14 "DS 000°05¢ MYVd SSANISNG
9L %8E 174 %79 00¢ vZz+(X)u1T90= (1) U1 0z8 "14 "DS 000°0ST VLY
66T %08 0S %0T 67T eLre+(X)ero=1 0zt na 0os SININLYVAY
1lNOSdidL| LNO0% NI SdiyL NI % SdIYdL NV NOILIA3 H16 3Ll N3l S1INN aSN ANV
SsT's %0S SsT's %05 0TE0T SdIYL IVNY3ILXI L3N
00€'T %0S 00€'T %0S 009°C 00°S + (X) U162°0- = (dL) U1 %00°SE T 910N 33§ 35N 1IVL3Y OL SdIYL a3L¥3AIQ
977'T %09 LT0'T %09 £SY'C g7 9|qel 93S - uoljezijeulaiu| %L6°ST T 910N 33§ NOILVZITYNYILNI
189°L %0S 789°L %05 €9€°ST SdIYL AVMIAIYA SSOYD
989T %05 G897 %05 TLEE T9'STL+(X)290T =1 0LL "14 "0S 000°0S¢ MYVd SSINISNG
61V %08 or'y %08 6€8'8 €8'G+(X)u159'0= (1) ul 0z8 "14 "DS 000°0ST 1IVL3Y
LLS'T %05 LLS'T %05 vSTE 95°€ZT +(X) 909=1 0zt na oos SININLYVAY
1lNOSdidL| LNO0% NI SdidL NI % Allva NOILIA3 H16 31l N3l S1INN aSN ANV
NOILVHINID dI¥Ll INVHO0Ud LNINWJOT13IAIA 020C HVIA - STINVAINOD INVHVYD JFHL - VT 319V1




T "ON uonediddy 1uswpuswy dINAdD STOZ JoqWSAON
uonezjjeutaiu| Ajreg

a7 9|qel
‘uolIp3 pug “ooqpueH uonessuso du] 31| 9yl WoJj 'L pue T°/ S9|geL WoJ) paule1qo usaq aney saiey ainide) [eusaiu| ayl - 910N
)Yled ssauisng 1ejay |lenjuapisay
[ %L6°S ) ¥9€°GL LLE°C 6£8°8 ySLE asn ajbuis
TANLAYO TYNYILNI 0162l 820't 9v9'L 9€2'C lejoL
GSY'9 9/t°) 008°¢ 6/1°) [EE]
GSv'9 2651 Gh8'e 150°L [CIE]
V101 0 3SN ANV g 3SN ANV vV 3SN ANV
LN3IWdOT3IAIA ISN-ILTININ ¥Od SdIYL TVNYI1X3 L3N
%06 %01 %00} % [ puewiaqg [ paoueleg [ pueuwiaqg | %98 %Pl %001} %
|BUJSIXT WO }IXT 820°¢ £7E L€' [e101 [esz [%S1 [ cel [ect [%€ | 9v9°L €611 6£8'8 [ |BUJBIXT WO Joju3
[ 9L | 9L 11z 989°) 3 < 008°€ 619 6LYY 3 [ Gb8'E
285°) €cl G89°L Jo3 > S¥8'e G/ 0zr'y JEE]
[ 26G°1 | leusolxg | [eussyul lelol [ puewsq [ paouejeg [ puewsq | leusolxg | [eussyul lelol [ 008°'E
|eUIS}XT 0} Joju3 4S 000°052 o215 [Lze [%ez [ 111 {221 [%¥ | 4S 000°05 1 2213 Jeusex3 0} Ix3
0LL apod N1 3Ll 028 apod N1 3Ll
jled ssauisng 2 3SN ANV 1'e3ay g 3SN ANV

puewag 0
[ puewsag | [o [%0 | (98 [%L1 | [ 0 |
143 %2 86€ %6
[ poouepg | [_pooweed ]
[ poousiea | T _ %8t _ pooueres |
[ v ] 86¢
puewsq [ puewsq
_ puEwag [%0 [ozg [%ge [ pueweg |
Ly %€ 65 [%8e |
%L %62 %001 %
9€z'e 816 ¥51'e |ejoL [BUIRIX3 Wol} 133
6L1°) 86€ 1.G°) w3 150°'L
1G0'L 0cs 1161 d9juy
lewsdix3 | |eusaju) lejo [T
na o0os ?zIg feuieix3 03 1x3
0zz apod N1 3Ll
s)dy [enuapisay V 3SN ANV

Ajleg  swesawil
Z°ON dNaD a3foid
AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVYHINIOD didl LINJNHOT13IAIA ISN-ILTININ 9t0z/ve/t aeq

0202 - SAIINVAINOD INVHVYD JHL - NOILLVZITVNYILNI ATIVA - 9T 319VL a|ddejoams wshieuy



7 "ON Uol1ed||ddy Juswpuawy dIAdD STOT JoquanoN
uoliez|jeusaiu] JnoH yead INY

JT9|qeL
‘uonip3 pJg “YoogpueH uoinelausn dul 31| 9Yl WO Z'9 PUe T°g S9|ge | WOoJ) Paule1qo uaag aney saley ainide) [eusaju| syl - 910N
)led ssaulisng 1ejay |enuapisay
%078 G6. 9vE 00Z 67C asn a|bulg
FANLAVO TVNYILNI 8¢/ 91€ Ll 444 |ejol
762 1€ €9 €61 ux3
GeY 8.C 101 61 JE]
IV.LOL 0 3SN ANV g 3SN ANV Vv 3SN ANV
LNIWJOTIAIA ISN-ILTNIN O SdINL TYNNILXT LN
%16 %6 %001 % [ puewag [ peouejeg [ puewag | %G8 %G1 %001 %
[BUIBIXT WOY }XT 9le 0¢ 9re B30 [z1 [%t | [ [zz [%62 | L1 62 002 B30 [BUIBIXT WOy Jejul
[ 1€ | 1€ Sl 155 X3 €9 €l 9/ X3 101
8.2 9l 762 Jojug > 101 Ll vel Jojug
[ 8/2 | lewe)xg | |eutsiy| lelo] [ puewaq [ paouejeg [ puewsaq | lewsolxg | |eulsyu| lelol €9
[eUIBIXT O} J8jug 4S 000052 o213 [s1 [%82 [ Gl [ov [%ze | 4S 000°00} oz1g |BuISIX3 0} I3
0LL apod N1 3Ll 0z8 2pod N1 3Ll
Jed ssauisng 2 3SN ANV 112398 FERI Al
[ pueweg | 6 e | 0 _
L Twr ] ¥4 %L
[ peoueeg | [ pooueeg |
paduejeg 14 paduejeg
0 Z
[ pueweaq [ pueweq
[ puewsg [%z [v [z [ puewag |
0 %0 2 Te ]
%16 %E %001 %
(444 L 6¥C |ejol [eusaix3 woly Jajug
€61 9 661 [EE] [ ev ]
61 ) 0S Jojug
Jeuselxg | [euloju| 101 er
Na oos azig [eusa)xg 0} X3
02z 2pod N3l
s)dy [epuapisay vV 3SN ANV

AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVYINID didl LNINJOTIAIA ISN-ILTININ
020C - SIINVdINOD WVHVYD JHL - NOILVZITVNYILNI HNOH MV3id NV - JT 319V1

JHedd NV dweyawil

Z°ON dNGD 13foid
9102/v2/1T 1eq
9|ddejsams 1sAjeuy



T "ON uonediddy 1uswpuswy dINAdD STOZ JoqWaA0N
uoljez|jeudalu| JnoH yead INd

art 3|qel
‘uolIp3 pig YooqpueH uonelauso du] 31| 9yl WoJ) Z'9 pue T°9g $9|geL WoJ) paule1qo usaq aney saiey ainide) |eusaiu| ayl - 910N
)Yled ssauisng 1ejay |lenjuapisay
%8E 7T 9Lyl 1€¢€ 98/ €62 asn a|buis
FANLdVO TVNYILNI 1201 062 €29 651 lejoL
886 v12 €le 19 [RE]
z8h 9. 60€ 96 [CTE]
V101 0 3SN ANV g 3SN ANV V 3SN ANV
LN3WdOT3IAIA ISN-ILTININ ¥Od SdIYL TVNYF1X3 L3N
%98 %Pl %00} % [ puewiaq [ paoueleg [ puewiaq | %6. %LZ %001} %
|BUJBIXT WO }IXT 062 8Y /€€ [ 22 [%Le [ 8 [s [%e | €29 v9l 98/ [ |BUJBIXT WOl Jojug
[ [2%4 | [2%4 GE 612 3 < €Le 96 607 3 [ 60€
9. [ 88 JENE] > 60€ 89 118 [EE]
[ 9/ | leusolxg | [eussyu) lelol [ puewsaq [ paouejeg [ puewsq | leusolx3 | [eussyu) lelol [ cLe
|eulsX3 03 Jeju3 4S 000°052 o215 [og [%0z [ 0¢ [oe [%8 | 4S 000°00} °zig Jeusex3 0} Ix3
0LL apod N1 31l 028 apod N1 3Ll
jled ssauisng 2 3SN ANV 1'e3ay g 3SN ANV

puewiaq [ o0 ]
[ puewaq | [os [%28 | {901 [%92 [ 0 |
s Jwe ] 8¢ %0k
| pooueeg | paoueleg
poomes I T —
& ]

[ puewsq [ puewsaq
[ Pueweq [v 72200 VT 77 [ pueweg |
%¥S %9¥ %00} %
65| Vel (14 |elol [ewsaIxg woyj o3
R N S R L= —r—
86 Z6 06l d9juy
|eusax3y |eusaju| |ejol H
Nna 00s azig [eula)x3 0} Ix3
022 apoJ N1 31l
S)dy [eRuapIsay v 3SN ANV

JH)ead INd Pwesawi]l
T°ON dINaD afoid

AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVHINID dIdL LNJINdOT3IAIA ISN-ILTNIN 9102/¥2/1 a1eq
0202 - SAINVAINOD INVHVYD JFHL - NOILVZITVNYILNI HNOH MV3id INd - AT 319V1 a|ddejoams 1shjeuy



Z "ON uopeolddy juswpuswy 4NdD GL0Z JoquianoN

uonessuas) du] ssiuedwo) weyels) ayl

sajeloossy % a|ddejeams Ayien

40 %0T uey3 aiow ou 03 paywi| ase sdu) Ag-ssed/pawaniq

/ PaMRAId %0Z

/ PaURNIG %S€E

ovs YH)Id Nd jead INd 40 %0T
Ly YH)Id WV jead NV 30 %0T
909 Altea Altea jo %01
870/ + 81SC suonels
18T 0 L8T SLT 3ead INd 40 %0T
0181 0 9981 €GLT YH Nd Ad
191 0 6vT (443 Jead NV 40 %0T
9091 0 €6vT 8TLT YH Ad WV
€T0C 0 S00T T20T Aleq jo %01 9AY L6 MN JO 1S9 S3|1W §°0
62T0C 0 9%00C T1Z0C Area 1992415 8T MN y10z/€z-ce/ot 8v0/-1044
a8esany € Aeg z Aeqg T Aeqg awesawi] uol3e207 JUN0) sajeQ uno) | uoneis uno)
dlj4e41 19915 1UBE[PY JO %0T > S! Ag-ssed/ panianid INd ovs LSy 80¢ 69€E LSE €G€ £9€ 3e3d INd 40 %0T
68SE 0LS€ TeSE 999¢ YH Md Nd
dlyjeu] 192415 JUEIPY JO %0T > SI Ag-ssed/ pariania INY cly L1T 9 1e Sog e L1€ 3ead INV 40 %0T
STTE 670€ [44%3 vLTE YH Ad WV
dlyjed | 19915 JUddelPY JO %0T > SI Ag-ssed/ parianig Ajleq 9%0‘9 9/€‘S 009‘C €E0Y LTOY ja4074 (04014 Alle@ yo %0t 9AV L8 MN 4O M 1934 008
(43014 S9TOY EEVOY 86€01 Areaq 4Q suapien welA - 098-4S v10Z/61-LT/9 8TSZ-1004
:mojag 99§ - Jlyjea] 193415 Judelpy Hwi %0T sdii) Ag-ssed sdii) Ag-ssed any Aeq € € Aeq zheq T Aeg swendwil uoned’oq uno)y $91eQ Juno) ( uonels uUNo)

9L0z/Liie

uonesauan duy

uonesauan duy

0r0¢

0zoc

870 Pue 8TSZ SUOIILIS JUNOD 10Q4 WO} SAWN|OA dlyjel | 133435 Juddelpy Jo %0T - 3T 3|qeL




ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

LI¥6T €S¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 8¢ 17 0 LT ST€ ze 95%Z ZSP9T 9§ M
I860C ¢€6%F 0 0 0 0 0 0 6¢C 43 € 14 TLE T¢ §88Z 9TSLT LL |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
ye" ¢ €e¢ se"¢ HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
999¢ STLT 00S¢ STL 6LSCT 0€LT ATIVA
999¢ STLT 880T STLT 6LST 0€LT "W d
PLTE 0EL 00S¢ STL 7¥8 008 WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
86€0¥ LTIV6T 18602 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
GG8 €0¢ THT 69 8S S¥ zSS 6CT 80T 85T LST 00€c
€I2CT TT€ 89 19 z6 06 206 9T 7¥eC 192 9¢¢ 00ze
PELT 599 9CT SeT €ST ST 69TT 0Lz zee 98¢ 162 00TC
€90¢ 6L 98T L0T S8T €1¢C TLTT S8¢ 60€ 9¢¢g 4723 000¢
L8SC 696 zsc 6TC TSze 9% ¢ 8T9T 0S¢ €LE LTV 89% 006T
85¢e¢€ €90T 092 €ve €9¢C L6T S62¢C 8% 474° 0%9 0€9 008T
08G¢€ Te0T 092 (4% 6LT 844 8%S¢C 8L9 T€9 6€9 009 00LT
L1L9T L98 444 8zc oce S6T 0T8T €0G 62% 0S¥ 8C¥ 009T
08TC 706 TCZ 62C 82¢C 9z 9LTT g9¢ o¥¢€ zo¢g 692 00GT
096T 068 612 9zz 82¢C LTT 0LOT %43 192 792 44 00%T
S8LT 126 €IC zse T12 h4d 798 T6T 0S2 STZ 80¢C 00€T
PYLT 618 €0¢ 602 0¢C €0¢C 526 0¥z 552 602 %44 002T
€991 898 cee ST1Z 612 z1ce S6L vze €6T 98T z6T 00TT
YLLT 9€¢0T zsc 8GC TLT §S5¢ 8¢EL 06T 9GT 98T 90¢ 000T
$91C S6¢€T €0¢ gee 8%¢ 90% 69L zoc S8T L8T S6T 0060
zeoe 88TC 619G €99 G€S TLS 7¥8 vve L0T 68T $0¢C 0080
STI6¢C L8ET 7G9 169 789 85¥% 8¢S €8T L¥T 70T 76 00L0
TIST VeI SeEY 90% 6€C ZoT 692 66 zL 4 44 0090
zzs L6€E $ST 8CT TL 44 SCT S¥ o€ X4 44 0050
702 S¥T LS 9¢ 43 0c 65 44 ST T TT 00%0
TET 69 9T 44 €T 9T z9 LT 6T ST TT 00€0
ceT LY €T A €T L SL LT 9T 0c 44 0020
€0¢ 69 €T LT 0T 6¢C PeT S¢ T¢ €€ S¥ 00T0
%A% 6€T ze 8¢ 6¢€ 0% z8¢ i) z9 €8 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/LT/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

LS96T T0¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% €€ 0 T L8T 6¢C LTSZ 9699T €% M
9LL0T ¥TIS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% ¥ 0 44 09¢ 6% 6¥82 ¥SELT 6§ |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
9z ¢ $0°¢C LY ¢ HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
TE€SE 0€ELT 0T¥C STL 9% ¥ STLT ATIVA
TE€SE 0€LT POTT 0€LT 9% ¥ STLT "W d
A% 0EL 0T¥%<C STL 506 ST8 WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
(4057 LS96T 9LL0C $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
YL zve (3574 S¥ zL z8 00§ 06 GET 62T 9%T 00€c
LLTT 79% 0CT €0T STT 9ZT €18 6ST z1cC S¥eC L6T 00ze
69GT 869 T%T 4 9ST 6ST L6 T2 T€2 5S¢ LT 00TC
TI6T zzL LST 991 102 86T 68TT LLT z6¢ 062 ogeg 000¢
z8vc .88 0zz LTT STC S€T G6GT See 98¢ LTV LYY 006T
TT€E 080T 592 792 T6¢C 652 T€2C 0TS 6GS T9S 109 008T
00¥%¢€ 0L0T LT 6LT 99¢ IS¢ 0€ee 619 9%9 089§ S8% 00LT
60LC 796 €ee 6¥%2C LST szz SYLT SS¥ ZTY S9% [ 009T
TLTIC 8L T0Z zI1Z Z8T 68T 88€T 8LE €9¢ T€E 9T¢ 00GT
0T6T 6LL 98T s02 L9T R44 TETT 08¢ 562 162 592 00%T
SE6T 066 792 852 82¢C 0¥z S¥6 vee zse 12z 8€T 00€T
Z88T 0z6 LET 812 91¢C 6% 296 L¥Z zee LET 9% ¢ 002T
0Z8T 0€6 812 vee LT T€C 068 €5¢C 1544 002 961 00TT
CTLLT 6T0T 1844 (444 LT z9c €SL 502 68T 98T LT 000T
6922 €8V T 443 €ve 98¢ 0€¥Y 98L 002 9LT 18T 622 0060
8%0¢ 89T¢C €8% 9895 8GS 1574 088 LST €0¢ 912 $0¢C 0080
806¢C 6CEC LTO9 €59 665 09% 6LS S6T 8¢T 6€T LOT 00L0
L6VT LTTT SeEY €0¥ €z 9GT 082 L6 9L 1= 4 0090
0TS 98¢ 9%T 8CT 99 9% ¥CT 8¢ LY 8T I 0050
L6T T¥T 9g 0% S¢ 0c 9S 9T 9T ST 6 00%0
SeT %9 44 ST LT 8 TL TT ze T€ L 00€0
G9T 0L ze 6T €T 9T S6 0c T¢ 8T 9t 0020
092 86 0c LT 9t¢ 14 zoT €¢ 6¢ 0% 0S 00T0
zss zsc 474 Is €9 96 00¢€ G9 T9 16 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/8T/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

60L8T T8¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 o€ S¥ 0 LT €52 9¢ 8T¥Z 688ST I M
9G%TZ 8TS 0 0 0 0 0 0 6¢ 9% 0 LT 0LE 9¢ ¥86C GS8LT 66 |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
¥Z ¢ $0°¢C A HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
0LS€E STLT 6€€C €L 609¢C STLT ATIVA
0LS€E STLT SZO0T S¥9T 609¢C STLT "W d
6¥%0¢€ 0EL 6€€C 0€EL 198 0€s WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
G9T0¥% 60L8T 95¥1C $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
TSL see 8g S¥ 69 €L 91§ 68 LTT 4 A 89T 00€c
S8TT zLE 8L 8L STT T0T €18 PLT z6T 544 90¢ 00ze
699T TZS SCT 2T T€T PHT 8YTT L92 LLZ LTE L8T 00TC
096T €9 6€T €9T TIST 8T 9CeT €6¢C €9¢ PI€ 9G¢ 000¢
€1S¢C zes PLT 702 9¢z 80¢ T69T 68¢€ 66¢€ L0 96% 006T
TCzZE 616 coc LET 8¢z zve zo€ee k4 L%S LZT9 €09 008T
69G¢€ L6 86T 7S¢ L92 G52 G8G¢C 199 L89 8G9 6LS 00LT
TELT L68 6¥%C 444 80¢C 91¢ 7€E8T 44 IS¥ 8C¥ T€¥ 009T
TT€C LL8 622 S6T zee T€T PEVT %% 9g¢ 0%¢€ 0¢€ 00GT
V6T 598 LZZ vee 0TZ 6T LLOT L9T 7eT €1¢€ €9¢ 00%T
888T 556 zee LET vee zsc €€6 z9c T€T 66T 844 00€T
L8LT 9%8 zee 802 502 102 %6 002 €9¢ 6€C 6€C 002T
828T 36 €€ 812 z9¢ 844 ¥.8 0¥z 922 0ze 88T 00TT
08LT ceoT 9zz 0S2 TLT SLT 8SL 86T 002 89T z6T 000T
LSTT 0LET pee sze zee 68¢€ L8L 66T 78T €1C 161 0060
8€0¢€ L8TT 709 599 LLS 1574 158 0s2 L0T 802 98T 0080
€ILT TLTIC 065 T€9 SIS SEY %S T9T GST €TT €0T 00L0
YLYT 60CT %44 08¢ 9% e ZoT 592 S8 TL T9 8% 0090
z67¥ TLE 9CT 0¢T 69 9% ICT 44 8¢ 44 ST 0050
86T vCT €S 8¢ 9z LT YL LT 6T ST €T 00%0
8¢T LL €T LZ T ST 19 €T LT A LT 00€0
ST 09 €T €T 0c¢ A S8 TT 6T 8¢ LT 0020
6€T L6 ze 14 44 9¢ A7 9¢ 8¢ T€ LY 00T0
9% ¥ 0ST ze % 6¢€ 8% 96¢C S¥ SL €6 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/6T1/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

Z¥S0T  661C X3 0 € € 0 €z LEE 69T 98 6%S 7G8 SLT PIECZ 1695 SO€ M
6996 zZ9t1c S¥ 0 € S € 6 vee OLT see 62 ITOT 00T 6CST €685 0% |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
85 TC 98°0¢ 9€°2Z HOYINHDYHJ MDNIL
€SLT 0€9T ZE0T 008 586 S¥9T ATIVA
€SLT 0€9T 98L 0€9T 586 S¥9T "W d
8TILT 008 zZe0T 008 889 S¥L WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
T120¢C Z¥SoT 6996 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
T6T TL €T ST 8T 14 0cT 9¢C SC 14 44 00€c
00€ 9CT 9¢ T€ 8¢ T¢ PLT LZ 5SS 9¢ 9S 00ze
0T¥% 8T 9¢ (3874 6¢ €9 622 9% 9¢ 69 8L 00TC
vEg 9G6¢ 6% 8% 18 8L 8LCT LS €9 LL 18 000¢
98 €0¥ z8 76 €TT PIT 9% LL 2ot LT S€T 006T
T8€T G529 TST 62T €8T Z9T 9SL 9GT S8T 0ce S6T 008T
SLOT 0zL 96T €91 0€c TLT G956 102 L¥%T LTT 062 00LT
¥89T S€EL 76T 16T SLT SLT 678 T€C 62¢C 00¢c 68T 009T
99¢€T 0TL €0¢ 60C 6%T 6%T 999 9T TLT 79T 09T 00GT
9%TT 8LS GST ST 0%T 8¢T 899G 9¢T 8%T SeT 6%T 00%T
LZOT €19 62T 6€T 8TT LZT IS SCT LTT 0zt 4 00€T
890T 91§ 6CT 8CT €FT 9TT ZSS TCT 8¢T 6€T $ST 002T
€00T LZS 6CT LTT 9¢T SET 9LY 61T €TT LET LOT 00TT
186 A% LTT LTT SO0T GST L8Y 60T 0cCT 4 PeT 000T
zeet T0L 8%T L¥%T 69T LET T€S 9¢T 91T LET YT 0060
8TLT Te0T z8c 65¢C (0§24 IS¢ 989 6ST 8T 9LT 0LT 0080
TEST €86 792 0¥z L9T zee 8%S T9T 8GT 0zt 60T 00L0
ZO0T €19 602 PLT 9%T 78 68¢€ 9%T 88 g8 oL 0090
829 S6¢€ YT T0T 98 99 €eT 44 (3574 44 44 0050
LST 78T 69 IS S¢ 6¢C €L ST €T 44 €T 00%0
TET 8L LzC LT 0c¢ A €S L €T 1 1 00€0
8L L€ €T 8 T 7 ¥ S L T 8T 0020
08 8¢ L 8 L zS €T A 0T ST 00T0
¥CT 9¢ 8 €T L 88 8T S¢ 6T 9tz 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥102/22/0T ‘HIVA LIVYIS
HAY HLL6/HAY HL9E¢ A0 LSHM HTIIW S 0 IS HL8ET MN :NOILAIY¥DSHA
8%0L *NOILVYLS

L8 * ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

¥€C0T 89¢c (44 0 T T T 8T LEE SLT €0T 6L9 LL8 9LT STCZ S€€s ¥6<¢ M
Z186 €Lece 9% 0 9 i4 T 91 1745k Z8T zee 66¢C 7596 SCT 699T 0L8S %S9 q
TOALOL MELLOL ST A €T ctl T 0T 6 8 L 9 S ¥ € 4 T dIda

HSVIVYIVA AYYWNNS NOILVOIAISSYTIO

ST €T $T €2 LT €2 HOYINHDYHJ MDNAL
998T SHOT 706 STL T80T 00LT ATIVA
998T S¥9T 008 0€9T T80T 00LT "W d
€6%T STL 706 STL 665 S¥L WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
9%00¢ 7€Z0T 186 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
06T zs 8 TT ST 8T 8€T I 44 9¢ LS 00€c
S¥¢€ LTT LZ 9¢ 8¢ 9¢ 82¢C 44 S z9 89 00ze
S LLT T¢ IS LY 8% 8%¢C LS 6S 8S YL 00TC
%99 zee (3574 6% 69 TL zee T0T TL YL 98 000¢
L08 vLE 69 00T 60T 96 (374 68 00T 0zt ¥CT 006T
STET LTO STT 9T LLT 78T 8CL €LT LST z6T 90¢ 008T
TG8T 0LL 0LT 06T 81¢C z6T T80T €€z TLT S0¢€ TLZ 00LT
$€9T 8L €61 L6T 0TC 18T €58 sze LTC z6T 6TC 009T
8TET 999 G8T LST P91 09T zS9 6GT PLT G9T PST 00GT
STIZT 6T9 69T 95T 9%T 8%T 965 9CT 89T GST L¥T 00%T
L¥TT 909 T%T L9T 0ST 8%T %S SCT TET 8¢T L¥T 00€T
TSOT vzg TIST 4 It 6€T LZS STT 60T €T 09T 002T
9L6 ZIS 6€T 0zt T€T zeT 79% ST 91T 00T €0T 00TT
890T 189 €eT LT 8¢T €971 L8Y 8TT 8TT €TT 8¢T 000T
$8TT g€9 9% T [47A8 LT SLT 6%S LTT €VT TSt LET 0060
YLET Z8L 06T oce 06T Z8T z6S ATA 6GT I%T 0ST 0080
TSPT 168 892 9zz 82¢C 69T 09S 6%T S¥T ST TCT 00L0
986 TLS z8T GST SET 66 STV 0CT 66 TTT S8 0090
447 zee €TT 16 zL 9% 0TT L€ S¢ 44 9T 0050
8G¢ SLT 99 4] 43 €T €8 TC 0c 44 8T 00%0
SeT €6 T¢ 1C 9z ST 47 i A 1 1 00€0
SL ¥ 0T 0T 8 €T 43 i T 9 T 0020
90T 0s 0T ST PT TT 9g 1 TT 1 A 00T0
66 9¢ s S TT 8 €9 T 8 I €T 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T102/€2/0T ‘HIVA LIVYIS
HAY HLL6/HAY HL9E¢ A0 LSHM HTIIW S 0 IS HL8ET MN :NOILAIY¥DSHA
8%0L *NOILVYLS

L8 * ALNNOD



Z 'ON uonedlddy Juawpuawy diNdD STOZ 419qWIA0N
uolesauan dii] sajuedwo) weyedo ayl - Oy0C 1e9A

‘PIOYSa4Y3 %0T 943 Y1M dueldwod Moys 03 suolie|ndjed ay3 4o} 3¢ a|qel
995 "39941S 8ET MN UO 870/ PUB dALIQ SUSPJIED [WEl|Al U0 8TSZ SUOIILIS JUN0D 104 Iuadelpe 353502 ayl Suisn pale|ndjed d1jed] 199J41S JUade(py Y3 JO %0T O3 PayWI| J3yyiny s
pue (ejnw.o4 Ag-ssed 31| ayi1 Suisn palejndjed) sdii] |1e19y |eulaix3 ayl 4O %0 01 panwi] sI weidoud yuswdojanap pasodoud Oy0g JeIA 2Y3 404 95N [1e19Y 01 Sdli] PalIdAIQ - ¢ 910N

“uonIp3 pJg JooqpueH uonesauao diil J1| Y3 WO} 7°9 PUB T°9 S3|GEL Ul pUNO) 318 SI0198) INOH Yead INd Pue INY paiepdn ayi ajiym uonipl
pug soogpuey uoiesaua diuil J1| 8yl WOl '/ pue T°/ S3|geL Ul punoj aJe si01ded4 UOIiezijeutalul Ajleq ayl "joogpueH uoiesauas diul J1| 9yl WOJ4 SI03de) Uollezijeulaiul
3y3 pue s3eayspealds asn-1 A 311 3y Suisn papiaoid suoIIR|NJ|BD UOIeZI|BUIDIU| JNOH Ye3d |Ald PUB JNOH 3ead AV ‘Ajled ayi 4o} gz pue Dz ‘gz Sa|gel paydeiie a9s - T 30N

9107/11/€ sajepossy 1 ajddelsams Ayied
LLT'SE %09 8ETC %0t SIE‘S SdIYL TYNY3LX3 LN
LET %CS (o144 %8 /SY 00°S + (X) U162°0- = (d1) U1 %00°0C T 910N 3935 35N 1IV134 OL SdI¥1l d3L¥IAId
191 %65 €€S %T¥ 00€‘T Qz 3|qeL 995 - uoliezljeusaiy| %8€°8T T 210N 3935 NOILVZITYNYILNI
18T %65 168°C %Y TL0'L SdI¥1 AVM3IAIYA SSOUD
4344 %YL 08 %9C TsT'e G8°0+(X) uU106°0 = (L) U1 0LL "14 "DS 000°000°€ MNYVd SSINISNg
LSY'T %CS SYE'T %8% 208°C TEE+(X)U1£9°0=(1)u 08 "14 "0S 000°000°T 1Iv13y
76€ %SE 9zL %59 8IT'T G9 LT +(X)S50=1 (o144 na 000¢ SININLYVIY
1NOSdI¥L| 1NO % NI SdI¥L NI % SdIdl INd NOILId3 H16 31l N1 3all S1INN asn aNvi
TEV'T %6¢ SLY'E %TL 906t SdIYL TVNY3ILX3 1IN
14 %8€ L %C9 LTT 00°S + (X) U1 62°0- = (d1) U1 %00°0¢ C 910N 33§ 3SN 1IVL3Y OL SdIYL d3Ly3AIa
0€T %6¢C LTE %TL LYy J¢ d|qel 83S - uoliezijeutsiu| %LT'8 T 910N @3S NOILVZITYNYILNI
909‘T %6¢ ¥98‘c %IL oLv's SdI¥L AVM3IAIYA SSOUD
8LS %ST €LT'E %58 168°€ 67°0 + (X) U160 = (1) U1 0LL "14 DS 000°000°€ MNYVd SSINISNG
874 %8€ ¥6€ %9 G€9 T+ (X)u119°0= (1) Ul 0¢8 "14 "DS 000°000°T 1VL3Y
181 %08 L6T %0¢ 786 eLre+(x)evo=1 (o144 na 000¢ SININLYVIY
1NOSdI¥L| 1NO % NI SdI¥L NI % SdI¥L NV NOILId3 H16 31l N1 3all SLINN asn anvi
809°0€ %0S 609°0€ %0S L1219 SdIYL TYNY3LX3 LN
889'C %0S 889°C %05 9/€'‘S 00°'S + (X) U162°0- = (d1) U1 %00°0¢C Z 910N 3935 3SN 1IV13Y OL SdI¥1 a3L¥IAIQ
08¢’y %05 08¢y %08 095‘8 g¢ d|qel 93s - uoljezijeutayu| %6E°'TT T 910N 93S NOILVZITYNYILNI
9/S°LE %0S LLSLE %05 €ST‘SL SdI¥L AVM3IAIYA SSOUD
88791 %05 88791 %05 9/5Ce T9'STL+(X) 290T =1 0LL "14 DS 000°000°€ MYV SSINISNG
L9T'ST %08 L9T'ST %05 vEE0E €8'G+(X) uU159°0= (1)U 0z8 "14 "DS 000°000°T 1IV.L3Y
[44N°] %05 [44°] %05 14444 95°€CT +(X) 909=L1 (o144 na 000¢ SININLYVIY
1NO SdIdL| 1NO % NI SdIdL NI % Allva NOILId3 H16 31l N1 3all SLINN SN ANV

NOILVYINIO dIH1l INVYDO0Ud LNIINdOTIAIA 0770 YVIA - STINVAINOI INVHVYD JFHL - VZ 319V1




T "ON uonediddy 1uswpuswy dINAdD STOZ JoqWSAON
0¥0¢ - uonezijeusaiu| Ajleq

a¢9lIqel

*UOIP3 PUZ “00gpUEH UONEIBUID diiL I 1| Y} WOJY '/ PUB T°/ S3|eL WO.j PauUIeIqo Udag dARY saley anided [eusajul ayL - 910N

)ied ssauisng l1ejoy |enuapisay
[ %6E°LL PSL'GL 9.5'2¢ e€'0€ vzl asn a|buig
JUNLAVO TYNYILNI 965'99 LeE'Le 6€2°92 120'6 lejoL
862'€E 867Gl ¥r0'El 1G)'y 3Ix3
862°€E £€8'Gl S6lL°El 0/2'v J9juz
aviol 3 3SN ANV € 3SN ANV V 3SN ANV
1NIINJOTIAIA 3ISN-ILTNIN ¥O4 SdIYL TVNYILXT L3N
%96 %Y %00} % [ puewsq [ peouejeg [ pueweq | %98 %L %00} %
|BUIBIXT WoJj X3 LEE'LE Syl 9/6'2¢ ejoL [evr'e [%S1 [ i1 [sv [%€ | 6£2'9C S60'% ¥E€€'0€ |ejoL |EUId)X3 WoJj Jejug
_ 86¥'Gl _ 861'GlL 062 882'91 X3 Pr0'el €21 191Gl X3 S6lL'El _
£€8'Gl il 882'91 93 > S6L°El 2/6'L /9161 93
[ €e8'GlL | leusolxg | [eussyu) lelo] [ puewsq [ paoueleg [ puewsq | leusolxg | [eussyu) lelo] vr0'ClL |
|eUIIX3 0} Jojug 4S 000°000° azIs [ess’e  [wee [ 209 [209 [%¥ | 4S 000°000° ozI5 [BUIBIXT 0} }IX3
0LL 9pod N1 31l 0z8 2pod N1 3ll
J}Jed ssauisng 2 3SN ANV l'ejoy g 3SN ANV
puewaq 0
[ puewaq | [0 [%0 | [899°1 (%L1 | [ 0 |
9ce %2 GOE‘L %6
| pooueeg | paoueleg
| pooueeg | [ o ] _ 899') | [ psouepeg _
[ w8 ] Goe')
puewsq [ puewsq |
[ puewag [%0 lozoz  [%ee [ puewag |
v8l %€ lozee  [%8e |
Yo7l %92 %00} %
120'6 112'¢ vzl |ejoL [BUIRIX3 Wol} 133
IS.v___|s9g’L  |eer9 EE] oy
0.2’y 2G8'L 2zl d9juy
JeUIRIXT | [eusju] |eJO L [ v
Nna o0ooz azig [eusa)x3 01 Ix3
022 9po9 N7 3Ll
sydy |enuapisey vV 3SN ANV

AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVHINID dIdLl LNJINdOT3IAIA ISN-ILTNIN
070¢ - SIINVAINOD INVHVYO JHL - NOILLVZITVNYILNI ATIVA - 92 319VL

Aleg  swesgawiy

C’'ON dNdD 1afoud
9t0z/sz/t aleq
a|ddersams 1sAjeuy



7 "ON uoi1ed||ddy Juswpuawy dAdD STOT JoquianoN
0¥0T - UOI1eZI|eulalu| JNOH Yead INY

Jc¢9lqel
‘uonip3 pJg “YoogpueH uoineausn dil 31| 9Yl WO Z'9 Pue T°g S9|e L WOoJ) Paulelqo uaaqg aney saley ainide) [eusaju| syl - 910N
)led ssaulisng 1ejay |enuapisay
%L1'8 0Lv'S 168°¢ G€9 786 esn a|bulg
FANLAVO TVNYILNI £20'S 6£9'C X474 156 |ejol
€8€°L 274 191 €9/ ux3
1%9°¢ /81°¢ 09Z €61 JE]
IV.LOL 0 3SN ANV 93SN ANV Vv 3SN ANV
LNIWJOTIAIA ISN-ILTNIN O SdINL TYNNILXT LN
%S6 %S %001 % [ puewag [ peouejeg [ puewag | %.9 %EE %001 %
[BUIRIXT WO }IXT 6£9°C [4¥%4 168°¢ |e1oL [1e1 [%¥ | 0L [0z [%62 | 1Ty 80C Ge9 |e101 [BUISIXT WO Joju3
[ 257 | 251 9zl 8.5 X3 < 191 [ (N4 X3 092 |
/81°€ 98 €/2°¢ Jojug > 092 vEl 76€ Jojug
[ /8L | lewse)xg | |eulsiy| lelo] [ puewaq [ paouejeg [ puewaq | lewsolxg | |eulsyu| lelol /9L |
[eUI}X3 0} Jepul 000°000°€ 2215 [zoL [%82 [ 9zl [9z1 [%ze | 4S 000°000°L ezI§ [euJeX3 0} X3
0LL apod N1 3Ll 0z8 2pod N1 3Ll
Jed ssauisng 2 3SN ANV 112398 FERI Al
[ pueweg | 0
[ pueweg | 6 e | R 0 _
O e ] 9 %L1
[ peoueeg | [ pooueeg |
paduejeg 9l 14 paduejeg
0 8
[ pueweq [ pueweq |
[ pueweg [or [%e [v [%e [ puewsg |
0 %0 8 T ]
%16 %E %001} %
156 [214 86 |ejol [euIa)X3 Woy Jaiug
€9/ [ 181 RE] e ]
€61 2 161 Jojug
Jeuselxg | [euloju| 101 ez
Dﬂ OOON ON_W [euia1x3 01 IX3
02z 2pod N3l
sydy |enuapisay V 3SN ANV

AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVYINID didl LNINJOTIAIA ISN-ILTININ
00C - SIINVdINOD WVHVYD JHL - NOILVZITVNYILNI HNOH MV3id NV - JZ 319V1

JHedd NV dweyawil

Z°ON dNGD 13foid
9102/52/1 1eq
9|ddejsams 1sAjeuy



7 "ON uonedijddy 1uswpuswy dINAdD STOZ JoqWSA0N
0¥0¢ - UoI1ezi|eulalu| JnoH Yead INd

acoelqel

*uoIlp3 PIE Y00gpueH UoIeaudD diil 31| Ay WOIY Z'g PUE T°9 SI|GEL WOI) PaUIEIqO Udaq dAeY saley ainide) [eusdiu| ayL - 910N

)Yled ssauisng 1ejay |lenjuapisay
%8E '8 2L0°L ZsLe 208C 8LL°l asn ajbuis
TANLAYO TYNYILNI 2LL'S 116'C 161 509 lejoy
L€SE G6L°C ¥60°) Zre [RE]
1vZ'T GLL €0L°L €9¢ [CTE]
V101 0 3SN ANV g 3SN ANV Vv 3SN ANV
LN3IWdOTIAIA ISN-ILININ ¥Od SdIYL TVNYI1X3 L3N
%6 %9 %00} % [ puewiaqg [ paoueleg [ puewiaq | %8. %2 %001} %
[BUIBIXT WOy JXT 116C 181 2753 [ [rsz [%Le [ 62 [62 [%e | 161°C 509 208°C [ |BUJBIXT WOl Jojug
[ G6L°C S61°C €1 z£eT X3 ¥60°1 €9¢ ISVl X3 [ €0L°L
G/ T2 0Z8 Jojug > €01’} Zre ShE'l Joug
[ Gl/ leusolx3 | [eussyu) lelol [ puewsaq [ paouejeg [ puewsq | leusolx3 | [eussyu) lelol [ ¥60°L
|euIs}x3 03 Jeju3 000°000°€ o215 (99 [%0z [ 801 [soL [%8 | 4S 000°000°} °zIg Jeusex3 0} Ix3
0LL apod N1 31l 028 apod N1 3Ll
jled ssauisng 2 3SN ANV 1'e3ay g 3SN ANV
puewaq 0
[ puewaq | [%L8 | 62 [%92 [ 0 |
1y %2 Gel %01
| pooueeg | pasuejeq
| pooueeg | I TR [ vEee | [ paoueieg |
[ 6z | el
[ puewsq [ puewsq |
[ puewsq [ov [%¥ [ree [%9v [ puewsg |
62 [Sor  [weyr |
%vS %9¥ %001 %
509 €lG 8Ll |ejoL feusa}x3 woy 123
v 051 Z6¢€ el [ eoe ]
£9¢ £9¢ 9z. JEE]
|eusax3y |eusaju| |ejol ve
Nna 0ooz azig [eulaix3 01 Ix3
0z2 apo) N1 3Ll
s)dy |euapisay Vv 3SN ANV

AYVINININS 3YNLdVI TVNYILNI ANV NOILVHINID dIdL LNJINdOT3IAIA ISN-ILTNIN
0v0¢ - SIINVAINOI INVHVYD JFHL - NOILVZITVNYILNI HNOH MV3id INd - ¢ 319V1

JH)ead INd  dwesawil

C’'ON dNdD 1afoud
9t0z/sz/t aleq
a|ddersams 1sAjeuy



Z "ON uopeolddy juswpuswy 4NdD GL0Z JoquianoN

uonessuas) du] ssiuedwo) weyels) ayl

sajeloossy % a|ddejeams Ayien

40 %0T uey3 aiow ou 03 paywi| ase sdu) Ag-ssed/pawaniq

/ PaMRAId %0Z

/ PaURNIG %S€E

ovs YH)Id Nd jead INd 40 %0T
Ly YH)Id WV jead NV 30 %0T
909 Altea Altea jo %01
870/ + 81SC suonels
18T 0 L8T SLT 3ead INd 40 %0T
0181 0 9981 €GLT YH Nd Ad
191 0 6vT (443 Jead NV 40 %0T
9091 0 €6vT 8TLT YH Ad WV
€T0C 0 S00T T20T Aleq jo %01 9AY L6 MN JO 1S9 S3|1W §°0
62T0C 0 9%00C T1Z0C Area 1992415 8T MN y10z/€z-ce/ot 8v0/-1044
a8esany € Aeg z Aeqg T Aeqg awesawi] uol3e207 JUN0) sajeQ uno) | uoneis uno)
dlj4e41 19915 1UBE[PY JO %0T > S! Ag-ssed/ panianid INd ovs LSy 80¢ 69€E LSE €G€ £9€ 3e3d INd 40 %0T
68SE 0LS€ TeSE 999¢ YH Md Nd
dlyjeu] 192415 JUEIPY JO %0T > SI Ag-ssed/ pariania INY cly L1T 9 1e Sog e L1€ 3ead INV 40 %0T
STTE 670€ [44%3 vLTE YH Ad WV
dlyjed | 19915 JUddelPY JO %0T > SI Ag-ssed/ parianig Ajleq 9%0‘9 9/€‘S 009‘C €E0Y LTOY ja4074 (04014 Alle@ yo %0t 9AV L8 MN 4O M 1934 008
(43014 S9TOY EEVOY 86€01 Areaq 4Q suapien welA - 098-4S v10Z/61-LT/9 8TSZ-1004
:mojag 99§ - Jlyjea] 193415 Judelpy Hwi %0T sdii) Ag-ssed sdii) Ag-ssed any Aeq € € Aeq zheq T Aeg swendwil uoned’oq uno)y $91eQ Juno) ( uonels uUNo)

9L0z/Liie

uonesauan duy

uonesauan duy

0r0¢

0zoc

870 Pue 8TSZ SUOIILIS JUNOD 10Q4 WO} SBWN|OA dlyjel | 133435 JUddelpy JO %0T - 3T 3|qeL




ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

LI¥6T €S¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 8¢ 17 0 LT ST€ ze 95%Z ZSP9T 9§ M
I860C ¢€6%F 0 0 0 0 0 0 6¢C 43 € 14 TLE T¢ §88Z 9TSLT LL |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
ye" ¢ €e¢ se"¢ HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
999¢ STLT 00S¢ STL 6LSCT 0€LT ATIVA
999¢ STLT 880T STLT 6LST 0€LT "W d
PLTE 0EL 00S¢ STL 7¥8 008 WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
86€0¥ LTIV6T 18602 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
GG8 €0¢ THT 69 8S S¥ zSS 6CT 80T 85T LST 00€c
€I2CT TT€ 89 19 z6 06 206 9T 7¥eC 192 9¢¢ 00ze
PELT 599 9CT SeT €ST ST 69TT 0Lz zee 98¢ 162 00TC
€90¢ 6L 98T L0T S8T €1¢C TLTT S8¢ 60€ 9¢¢g 4723 000¢
L8SC 696 zsc 6TC TSze 9% ¢ 8T9T 0S¢ €LE LTV 89% 006T
85¢e¢€ €90T 092 €ve €9¢C L6T S62¢C 8% 474° 0%9 0€9 008T
08G¢€ Te0T 092 (4% 6LT 844 8%S¢C 8L9 T€9 6€9 009 00LT
L1L9T L98 444 8zc oce S6T 0T8T €0G 62% 0S¥ 8C¥ 009T
08TC 706 TCZ 62C 82¢C 9z 9LTT g9¢ o¥¢€ zo¢g 692 00GT
096T 068 612 9zz 82¢C LTT 0LOT %43 192 792 44 00%T
S8LT 126 €IC zse T12 h4d 798 T6T 0S2 STZ 80¢C 00€T
PYLT 618 €0¢ 602 0¢C €0¢C 526 0¥z 552 602 %44 002T
€991 898 cee ST1Z 612 z1ce S6L vze €6T 98T z6T 00TT
YLLT 9€¢0T zsc 8GC TLT §S5¢ 8¢EL 06T 9GT 98T 90¢ 000T
$91C S6¢€T €0¢ gee 8%¢ 90% 69L zoc S8T L8T S6T 0060
zeoe 88TC 619G €99 G€S TLS 7¥8 vve L0T 68T $0¢C 0080
STI6¢C L8ET 7G9 169 789 85¥% 8¢S €8T L¥T 70T 76 00L0
TIST VeI SeEY 90% 6€C ZoT 692 66 zL 4 44 0090
zzs L6€E $ST 8CT TL 44 SCT S¥ o€ X4 44 0050
702 S¥T LS 9¢ 43 0c 65 44 ST T TT 00%0
TET 69 9T 44 €T 9T z9 LT 6T ST TT 00€0
ceT LY €T A €T L SL LT 9T 0c 44 0020
€0¢ 69 €T LT 0T 6¢C PeT S¢ T¢ €€ S¥ 00T0
%A% 6€T ze 8¢ 6¢€ 0% z8¢ i) z9 €8 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/LT/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

LS96T T0¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% €€ 0 T L8T 6¢C LTSZ 9699T €% M
9LL0T ¥TIS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% ¥ 0 44 09¢ 6% 6¥82 ¥SELT 6§ |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
9z ¢ $0°¢C LY ¢ HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
TE€SE 0€ELT 0T¥C STL 9% ¥ STLT ATIVA
TE€SE 0€LT POTT 0€LT 9% ¥ STLT "W d
A% 0EL 0T¥%<C STL 506 ST8 WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
(4057 LS96T 9LL0C $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
YL zve (3574 S¥ zL z8 00§ 06 GET 62T 9%T 00€c
LLTT 79% 0CT €0T STT 9ZT €18 6ST z1cC S¥eC L6T 00ze
69GT 869 T%T 4 9ST 6ST L6 T2 T€2 5S¢ LT 00TC
TI6T zzL LST 991 102 86T 68TT LLT z6¢ 062 ogeg 000¢
z8vc .88 0zz LTT STC S€T G6GT See 98¢ LTV LYY 006T
TT€E 080T 592 792 T6¢C 652 T€2C 0TS 6GS T9S 109 008T
00¥%¢€ 0L0T LT 6LT 99¢ IS¢ 0€ee 619 9%9 089§ S8% 00LT
60LC 796 €ee 6¥%2C LST szz SYLT SS¥ ZTY S9% [ 009T
TLTIC 8L T0Z zI1Z Z8T 68T 88€T 8LE €9¢ T€E 9T¢ 00GT
0T6T 6LL 98T s02 L9T R44 TETT 08¢ 562 162 592 00%T
SE6T 066 792 852 82¢C 0¥z S¥6 vee zse 12z 8€T 00€T
Z88T 0z6 LET 812 91¢C 6% 296 L¥Z zee LET 9% ¢ 002T
0Z8T 0€6 812 vee LT T€C 068 €5¢C 1544 002 961 00TT
CTLLT 6T0T 1844 (444 LT z9c €SL 502 68T 98T LT 000T
6922 €8V T 443 €ve 98¢ 0€¥Y 98L 002 9LT 18T 622 0060
8%0¢ 89T¢C €8% 9895 8GS 1574 088 LST €0¢ 912 $0¢C 0080
806¢C 6CEC LTO9 €59 665 09% 6LS S6T 8¢T 6€T LOT 00L0
L6VT LTTT SeEY €0¥ €z 9GT 082 L6 9L 1= 4 0090
0TS 98¢ 9%T 8CT 99 9% ¥CT 8¢ LY 8T I 0050
L6T T¥T 9g 0% S¢ 0c 9S 9T 9T ST 6 00%0
SeT %9 44 ST LT 8 TL TT ze T€ L 00€0
G9T 0L ze 6T €T 9T S6 0c T¢ 8T 9t 0020
092 86 0c LT 9t¢ 14 zoT €¢ 6¢ 0% 0S 00T0
zss zsc 474 Is €9 96 00¢€ G9 T9 16 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/8T/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

60L8T T8¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 o€ S¥ 0 LT €52 9¢ 8T¥Z 688ST I M
9G%TZ 8TS 0 0 0 0 0 0 6¢ 9% 0 LT 0LE 9¢ ¥86C GS8LT 66 |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
¥Z ¢ $0°¢C A HOVINADYHAJ MDNAL
0LS€E STLT 6€€C €L 609¢C STLT ATIVA
0LS€E STLT SZO0T S¥9T 609¢C STLT "W d
6¥%0¢€ 0EL 6€€C 0€EL 198 0€s WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
G9T0¥% 60L8T 95¥1C $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
TSL see 8g S¥ 69 €L 91§ 68 LTT 4 A 89T 00€c
S8TT zLE 8L 8L STT T0T €18 PLT z6T 544 90¢ 00ze
699T TZS SCT 2T T€T PHT 8YTT L92 LLZ LTE L8T 00TC
096T €9 6€T €9T TIST 8T 9CeT €6¢C €9¢ PI€ 9G¢ 000¢
€1S¢C zes PLT 702 9¢z 80¢ T69T 68¢€ 66¢€ L0 96% 006T
TCzZE 616 coc LET 8¢z zve zo€ee k4 L%S LZT9 €09 008T
69G¢€ L6 86T 7S¢ L92 G52 G8G¢C 199 L89 8G9 6LS 00LT
TELT L68 6¥%C 444 80¢C 91¢ 7€E8T 44 IS¥ 8C¥ T€¥ 009T
TT€C LL8 622 S6T zee T€T PEVT %% 9g¢ 0%¢€ 0¢€ 00GT
V6T 598 LZZ vee 0TZ 6T LLOT L9T 7eT €1¢€ €9¢ 00%T
888T 556 zee LET vee zsc €€6 z9c T€T 66T 844 00€T
L8LT 9%8 zee 802 502 102 %6 002 €9¢ 6€C 6€C 002T
828T 36 €€ 812 z9¢ 844 ¥.8 0¥z 922 0ze 88T 00TT
08LT ceoT 9zz 0S2 TLT SLT 8SL 86T 002 89T z6T 000T
LSTT 0LET pee sze zee 68¢€ L8L 66T 78T €1C 161 0060
8€0¢€ L8TT 709 599 LLS 1574 158 0s2 L0T 802 98T 0080
€ILT TLTIC 065 T€9 SIS SEY %S T9T GST €TT €0T 00L0
YLYT 60CT %44 08¢ 9% e ZoT 592 S8 TL T9 8% 0090
z67¥ TLE 9CT 0¢T 69 9% ICT 44 8¢ 44 ST 0050
86T vCT €S 8¢ 9z LT YL LT 6T ST €T 00%0
8¢T LL €T LZ T ST 19 €T LT A LT 00€0
ST 09 €T €T 0c¢ A S8 TT 6T 8¢ LT 0020
6€T L6 ze 14 44 9¢ A7 9¢ 8¢ T€ LY 00T0
9% ¥ 0ST ze % 6¢€ 8% 96¢C S¥ SL €6 €8 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T0Z/6T1/90 ‘HIVA LIVYIS
AY L8 MN A0 M 008 ‘dA SNHAYYD IWYIW/098 ¥S :NOILJAINDSHA
8TST *NOILVYLS
L8 : ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

Z¥S0T  661C X3 0 € € 0 €z LEE 69T 98 6%S 7G8 SLT PIECZ 1695 SO€ M
6996 zZ9t1c S¥ 0 € S € 6 vee OLT see 62 ITOT 00T 6CST €685 0% |
TOALOL MYLIOL ST A €T T TT 0T 6 8 L 9 g i € 4 T dIda
HASYEAYIVYA A¥YWAAS NOILYDIAISSYID
85 TC 98°0¢ 9€°2Z HOYINHDYHJ MDNIL
€SLT 0€9T ZE0T 008 586 S¥9T ATIVA
€SLT 0€9T 98L 0€9T 586 S¥9T "W d
8TILT 008 zZe0T 008 889 S¥L WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
T120¢C Z¥SoT 6996 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
T6T TL €T ST 8T 14 0cT 9¢C SC 14 44 00€c
00€ 9CT 9¢ T€ 8¢ T¢ PLT LZ 5SS 9¢ 9S 00ze
0T¥% 8T 9¢ (3874 6¢ €9 622 9% 9¢ 69 8L 00TC
vEg 9G6¢ 6% 8% 18 8L 8LCT LS €9 LL 18 000¢
98 €0¥ z8 76 €TT PIT 9% LL 2ot LT S€T 006T
T8€T G529 TST 62T €8T Z9T 9SL 9GT S8T 0ce S6T 008T
SLOT 0zL 96T €91 0€c TLT G956 102 L¥%T LTT 062 00LT
¥89T S€EL 76T 16T SLT SLT 678 T€C 62¢C 00¢c 68T 009T
99¢€T 0TL €0¢ 60C 6%T 6%T 999 9T TLT 79T 09T 00GT
9%TT 8LS GST ST 0%T 8¢T 899G 9¢T 8%T SeT 6%T 00%T
LZOT €19 62T 6€T 8TT LZT IS SCT LTT 0zt 4 00€T
890T 91§ 6CT 8CT €FT 9TT ZSS TCT 8¢T 6€T $ST 002T
€00T LZS 6CT LTT 9¢T SET 9LY 61T €TT LET LOT 00TT
186 A% LTT LTT SO0T GST L8Y 60T 0cCT 4 PeT 000T
zeet T0L 8%T L¥%T 69T LET T€S 9¢T 91T LET YT 0060
8TLT Te0T z8c 65¢C (0§24 IS¢ 989 6ST 8T 9LT 0LT 0080
TEST €86 792 0¥z L9T zee 8%S T9T 8GT 0zt 60T 00L0
ZO0T €19 602 PLT 9%T 78 68¢€ 9%T 88 g8 oL 0090
829 S6¢€ YT T0T 98 99 €eT 44 (3574 44 44 0050
LST 78T 69 IS S¢ 6¢C €L ST €T 44 €T 00%0
TET 8L LzC LT 0c¢ A €S L €T 1 1 00€0
8L L€ €T 8 T 7 ¥ S L T 8T 0020
08 8¢ L 8 L zS €T A 0T ST 00T0
¥CT 9¢ 8 €T L 88 8T S¢ 6T 9tz 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥102/22/0T ‘HIVA LIVYIS
HAY HLL6/HAY HL9E¢ A0 LSHM HTIIW S 0 IS HL8ET MN :NOILAIY¥DSHA
8%0L *NOILVYLS

L8 * ALNNOD



ds? 0°S SdS Ad JHLVIANHD

¥€C0T 89¢c (44 0 T T T 8T LEE SLT €0T 6L9 LL8 9LT STCZ S€€s ¥6<¢ M
Z186 €Lece 9% 0 9 i4 T 91 1745k Z8T zee 66¢C 7596 SCT 699T 0L8S %S9 q
TOALOL MELLOL ST A €T ctl T 0T 6 8 L 9 S ¥ € 4 T dIda

HSVIVYIVA AYYWNNS NOILVOIAISSYTIO

ST €T $T €2 LT €2 HOYINHDYHJ MDNAL
998T SHOT 706 STL T80T 00LT ATIVA
998T S¥9T 008 0€9T T80T 00LT "W d
€6%T STL 706 STL 665 S¥L WY
HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA dNOH HNNTOA ¥NOH
SNOILDHYIA dHANIFWOD M :NOILDHAMIA H NOILDHJIIA
NOILVIWMOANI HWNATOA MVHd
9%00¢ 7€Z0T 186 $STIYIOL dNOH-¥C
06T zs 8 TT ST 8T 8€T I 44 9¢ LS 00€c
S¥¢€ LTT LZ 9¢ 8¢ 9¢ 82¢C 44 S z9 89 00ze
S LLT T¢ IS LY 8% 8%¢C LS 6S 8S YL 00TC
%99 zee (3574 6% 69 TL zee T0T TL YL 98 000¢
L08 vLE 69 00T 60T 96 (374 68 00T 0zt ¥CT 006T
STET LTO STT 9T LLT 78T 8CL €LT LST z6T 90¢ 008T
TG8T 0LL 0LT 06T 81¢C z6T T80T €€z TLT S0¢€ TLZ 00LT
$€9T 8L €61 L6T 0TC 18T €58 sze LTC z6T 6TC 009T
8TET 999 G8T LST P91 09T zS9 6GT PLT G9T PST 00GT
STIZT 6T9 69T 95T 9%T 8%T 965 9CT 89T GST L¥T 00%T
L¥TT 909 T%T L9T 0ST 8%T %S SCT TET 8¢T L¥T 00€T
TSOT vzg TIST 4 It 6€T LZS STT 60T €T 09T 002T
9L6 ZIS 6€T 0zt T€T zeT 79% ST 91T 00T €0T 00TT
890T 189 €eT LT 8¢T €971 L8Y 8TT 8TT €TT 8¢T 000T
$8TT g€9 9% T [47A8 LT SLT 6%S LTT €VT TSt LET 0060
YLET Z8L 06T oce 06T Z8T z6S ATA 6GT I%T 0ST 0080
TSPT 168 892 9zz 82¢C 69T 09S 6%T S¥T ST TCT 00L0
986 TLS z8T GST SET 66 STV 0CT 66 TTT S8 0090
447 zee €TT 16 zL 9% 0TT L€ S¢ 44 9T 0050
8G¢ SLT 99 4] 43 €T €8 TC 0c 44 8T 00%0
SeT €6 T¢ 1C 9z ST 47 i A 1 1 00€0
SL ¥ 0T 0T 8 €T 43 i T 9 T 0020
90T 0s 0T ST PT TT 9g 1 TT 1 A 00T0
66 9¢ s S TT 8 €9 T 8 I €T 0000
TYIOL TYIOL HLY aiec aNz IST TYIOL HLY aiec anNz IST HNIL
AANIINOD M *NOILDHIIA d :NOILDHIIA
0000 THNIL I¥VYLS
¥T102/€2/0T ‘HIVA LIVYIS
HAY HLL6/HAY HL9E¢ A0 LSHM HTIIW S 0 IS HL8ET MN :NOILAIY¥DSHA
8%0L *NOILVYLS

L8 * ALNNOD



FDOT

Florida Department of Transportation

RICK SCOTT 1000 NW 111 Avenue JIM BOXOLD

March 24, 2016

Napoleon Somoza, Supervisor

Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources Planning
111 NW 15t Street, Suite 1220

Miami, FL 33128-1972

Subject: American Dream Miami Trip Generation for
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment

Dear Mr. Somoza:

The Florida Department of Transportation, District Six, in cooperation with District
Four, completed a joint review of the resubmitted trip generation analysis and
Technical Memorandum for American Dream Miami (ADM) and Graham Project,
which was dated March 14, 2016. The technical memorandum includes responses to
comments concerning the trip generation analysis for the development projects
presented in December 2015.

Based on the joint District Four and Six review of the Technical Memorandum
dated March 14, 2016, the Applicant has satisfactorily addressed all comments
concerning the trip generation analysis.

Please contact me at 305-470-5386, or Lisa Dykstra at 954-777-4360, if you have
any questions concerning our comments.

Sincerely,

) Lisa Colmenares, AICP
gf Planning Manager

www.dot.state.fl.us



Napoleon Somoza
March 24, 2016
Page 2

CC:

Harold Desdunes, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six
Stacie Miller, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Steve Braun, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Carl Filer, Florida Department of Transportation, District Six

Lisa Dykstra, Florida Department of Transportation, District Four
Isabel Cosio-Caraballo, South Florida Regional Council
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AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI & GRAHAM PROJECT
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA)
For Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment
Miami-Dade County, Florida

COMMENT SET & RESPONSES
June 22, 2016

Introduction to CDMP TIA Comment Responses

Attached are the responses to comments received from seven (7) reviewing agencies and
interested parties on the Traffic Impact Analysis for the CDMP amendment, with FDOT Districts
4 and 6 submitting a joint set of comments. In summary, comments were received from Miami-
Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources, Miami-Dade County Transit,
Broward County Planning and Development Management Division, Florida Districts 4 and 6,
Town of Miami Lakes, and City of Miramar. The comments and responses were numerous while
many pertained to the same topic.

As we respond to the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA submittal comments and responses, it is
helpful to keep in mind all the traffic studies that were yet to be performed and have since been
completed. For example, aside from the CDMP traffic study, an additional traffic study was
prepared for to meet the Miami-Dade County Zoning requirements. The Zoning analysis
generally follows the requirements for the Response to Question-21 of a Development of
Regional Impact (DRI). Both the CDMP and the Zoning analyses follow many of the same
guidelines, including establishing roadway link existing conditions and background traffic, trip
distribution, and total project impacts. The main differences between the two studies is that
the Zoning Analysis is limited to three years of committed roadway projects and it also include
intersection analyses and evaluations. The updated analysis also includes information pertaining
to the Concurrency response, a review of Weekend traffic conditions compared to Weekday
conditions, Air Quality determination (DRI Question 22), brigde model run comparisons for
NW170th Street and NW154th Street, and preliminary traffic impact fee analyses for the two
Projects. Some of these additional analyses are included as appendices to the updated Main
Document.

In addition to these traffic studies, the interchanges themselves must undergo State and
Federal studies including but not limited to; Reevaluations of the interchange analysis included
in the 1-75 PD&E, Interchange Access Requests (IAR), and Turnpike Interchange Justification
Reports (TIJR). All these studies will be reviewed and coordinated by the FDOT and FHWA, and
are very comprehensive with detailed State and Federal guidelines. The freeway analyses are
prepared separately from the updated document submitted at this time.

With the expansion of the updated CDMP TIA to address also the Zoning and the Concurrency
requirements, along with other mentioned supporting studies, the team is hopeful that we have
addressed all significant items pertaining to the CDMP per the comments contained herein. We
are available to address any follow-up comments that any agency has in regards to the revised
CDMP study and other submitted studies and supporting information.
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Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources and
Department of Transportation and Public Works — January 22, 2016

Page 1, Section 1.0 Introduction

Figure 1 Map, Project Location and Existing Roadways

Map must show all roadway improvements proposed for each of these two projects,
such as NW 102 Avenue as indicated on Figure 2 Map.

LC: Based on other comments recelived, the Figure titled Location and Existing
Roadways has been modified to just show the existing roadway network. The ADM and
Graham project boundaries are also added for illustrative purposes. Future roadway
improvements such as NW 102 Avenue are addressed elsewhere in the document.

Some existing interchange locations are incorrect. For example, the interchanges at the
HEFT and NW 67 Avenue and at I-75 and NW 87 Avenue do not exist. The interchange
at I-75 and NW 87 is a planned future improvement. Please revise map accordingly.

LC: The figure has been updated to reflect only existing interchanges. Also see
comment above.

Figure 2 Map, Preliminary Access Plan

Show all the planned roadway improvements proposed within the application site for the
Graham project, such as NW 102 Avenue.

LC. The figure has been updated to include the proposed NW 102th Avenue, along with
the NW 107th Avenue roadway also requested by the County.

Page 5, Section 2.0 Analysis Years

Provide Concurrency Analyses for each application including identifying the traffic count
station for each roadway segment analyzed, and for the combined applications as
requested in the /nstructions For Applications Requesting Amendments to the Miami-
Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan May 2015-16 Amendment Cycle.

LC: Concurrency analyses have been added to the revised CDMP and Zoning analyses
report as requested. The information is consistent with the latest vested project trip
information provided by the Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and
Economic Resources as of April 2016 and includes both FDOT and County traffic count
Stations. The vested trips are included in the Background Summary table presented in
Table 1-15 and includes reference to the individual traffic count stations referenced for
the vested trips.
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Page 5, Section 3.0 Study Area

Figure 3, ADM and Graham 2020 Study Area and Figure 4, ADM and Graham 2040 Study Area

Maps

Clarify the information regarding the ADM Study Area Roadway and Graham Study Area
Roadway.

LC: The referenced figures have been revised to include the overall year 2020 and year
2040 study areas associated with the combined impacts of the ADM and Graham Project
as requested by review agencies. Also included are the individual ADM and Graham
study area roadway significant links. Notably, three separate figures are shown, namely
one for the Year 2020 CODMP and Zoning analyses, one for the Year 2040 CDMP and one
for the year 2040 Zoning.

Page 8, Section 4.0 Existing Conditions (Year 2015)

Figure 5, FDOT and County Stations

Provide analyses in Table 1 and Appendix C for all FDOT and County traffic count
stations shown on Figure 5.

LC: As previously noted, the traffic study area has been revised to reflect all significant
roaadway links based on the combined ADM and Graham project trips for both the years
2020 and 2040 CDMP and Zoning analyses. The Count Station map has been updated
to show only those traffic count locations utilized for the analyses.

Table 1, Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segments LOS Analysis.

Identify the traffic count station for each roadway segment analyzed.

LC: The traffic count stations have been added to the Existing (2015) Study Area
Roadway Segment LOS Analysis table and the Background Summary table presented in
Table 1-15.

Maximum service volumes for State roadways should be determined using FDOT'’s
Generalized Table and the County’s adopted LOS standards. Maximum service volumes
for County roadways must be calculated using ARTPLAN and the County’s adopted LOS
standards.

LC: The Maximum Service Volumes are reflective of the referenced criteria for
determining the capacities to be used for the revised COMP (as well as the other traffic
analyses contained in the updated document). The capacities have been based on
FDOT’s Generalized Tables and coordinated to ensure they do not exceed the County’s
MSVs referenced in the County’s Vested Trips database with updates as needed. This
includes Miami Gardens Drive which has been updated to be consistent with the
County's adopted MSV. The County's adopted LOS standards are also used throughout.
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Peak Hour Period volumes (PHP) are calculated using the average of the two highest
consecutive hours, when 24-hour traffic counts are available. If 24-hour traffic counts
are not available, then use the K factor. See /nstructions For Applications Requesting
Amendments to the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan May
2015-16 Amendment Cycle).

LC: All link analyses tables have been updated to reflect the above mentioned
guidelines.  The procedure for achieving the requested existing PHP volumes are
described in the report, along with supporting tables with existing and future PHPs.

For the Existing analysis, use the actual hourly traffic counts available from FDOT and
the County. For the 2020 and 2040 analyses, the growth factors must be applied to the
hourly volumes.

LC: The existing FDOT and County counts have been established for all analyzed
roaaway links and hourly and 15-minute traffic volumes applied were available. Again,
the updated Count Location figure shows which counts were utilized. The PHP volumes
derived for the various scenarios and analyses are detailed in the report. A review of
the development of PHP volumes for the AM and PM existing and future traffic
conditions, by peak and off-peak direction (NB/EB and SB/WB), is detailed. The future
PHP background volume development, without neither the ADM nor the Graham Project
included, are based on percent growth factors applied directly to the PHP volumes as
requested. The process for preparing the growth is identified in the updated report
along with supporting tables.

Page 11, Section 5.0 Trip Generation

Use of the ITE Land Use code 820 for the pass-by trips does not seem to be appropriate
because of the unique nature of this proposed development.

LC.: Both the ADM and Graham Project Trip Generations were revised and finalized
between the time of the December 2015 COMP TIA submittal and the submittal of the
updated and expanded report. The Trip Generation for the ADM Project was unique due
to the nature of the ADM site and its land uses. The ADM Trip Generation was
ultimately finalized in March, 2016 after extensive coordination with all applicable review
agencies. Miami-Dade provided approval in an email dated March 18 and FDOT's letter
was dated March 24. The final ADM and Graham Trip Generation tables are included in
the updated report. An appendix is dedicated exclusively to the development and final
approval of the Trip Generation.

Do the pass-by trips only apply to the retail-oriented land uses?
LC: Yes, please refer to the updated Trip Generation table.

10% of the adjacent street traffic is a rule of thumb for pass-by values, according to the
FDOT Transportation Site Impact Handbook.
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LC: Acknowledged. All roadways have been checked to ensure that the passer-by trips
do not exceed the 10 percent threshold.

Provide a separate table showing the combined trip generation and combined analyses
for both the ADM and Companies Applications for years 2020 and 2040.

LC: The combined analyses are included in the revised report, as requested. The trip
generations continues to be separate for the individual Projects since they have distinct
trip distributions. The combined project trips for the two sites are included in all
Combined traffic analyses, as requested. The revised report has been divided into
distinct sections that pertains individually to the ADM, the Graham, and the Combined
analyses and resulting traffic impacts, along with a general section that provides an
overview of information that is relevant regardless of the analysis being presented.
Furthermore, Concurrency analyses, CODMP analyses, and Zoning analyses are included
n the three separate ‘“project” scenario sections. The same approach has been taken to
the Appendices. As summarized in the report, the individual sections and the precluding
general section can be removed from the report, along with corresponding Appendices,
to obtain just the information that relates to either the ADM, the Graham, or the
Combined analyses.

Table 6, Trip Generation Summary for ADM

Explain how the vehicle occupancy was applied for the light rail adjustment.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM
have been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in
the revised report.

Trip generation depends on the survey conducted — we want to look at alternatives.
LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM

have been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in
the revised report.

Page 17, Section 6.0 Background conditions (Years 2020 & 2040)

The County Platting Division has indicated that there is substantial development along
NW 97 Avenue in the City of Hialeah. Provide information regarding these developments
and consider their traffic impact in the analyses.

LC.: Noted. The County has provided a list of planned platted projects to include in the
analysis. The projects have been added to the travel demand forecasting socio-
economic data for study years 2020 and 2040 and are considered in both the CODMP and
the Zoning analyses and supporting traffic studies.
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Figures 6, 7, and 8, Cost-Feasible and Planned Improvements

Show only the Cost Feasible Roadway improvements (funded Priorities | through 1V
roadway improvements) listed in the adopted 2040 LRTP.

LC: The Cost Feasible Plan Priorities | through 1V roadway improvements have been
shown separately as requested. The additional projects are based on requests from the
County, City of Hialeah or direction from ADM and are addressed separately in the
report. It /s understood that any roadway improvement referenced for the report and
its analyses for respectively the ADM and the Graham Projects will have to be in place
by the year 2020. Any modification could require a reanalysis of the traffic impacts as
applicable.

Page 25, Section 7.0 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

Provide the plots showing the new TAZs with the centroids and connectors. Figure 9,
2020 Daily Project Distribution, and Figure 10, 2040 Daily Project Distribution

The model plots included in the revised report are contained in a supporting Appendix
and have network plots for the updated analyses which show the centroid connectors.

Expand the study areas for each application and for the combined applications. It is
unclear how trips are distributed. Review of Figures 9 and 10 indicate that only
individual application trip attenuations were performed based on the 5% Rule
methodology. Provide a trip distribution for the combined trips generated by both
applications. Furthermore, the percentages along the expressways stopped at higher
numbers, such as 11.6% (11.3%) along the HEFT going south and 15.4% (17.9%)
along 1-75 going east. Trips should be extended farther, in all directions and distributed
to surface streets until the percentages reach 5% or less. Provide a new Study Area
map for the combined ADM and Graham Companies traffic impacts equivalent to or
greater than 5% of the maximum service volumes on the 2020 and 2040 roadway
networks.

LC: The updated report has been expanded to review the combined impacts of the two
developments as the criteria for determining the traffic analyses study area. The ADM
and Graham project traffic are also reviewed separately for their individual traffic
impacts and potential mitigation needs. Particular focus has been given to regional
facilities such as HEFT, the Turnpike, and I-75 were substantial additionally roadway
links were reviewed. In short, the updated study area was refined to ensure that all
roadway were extended one link past the 5% criteria, where applicable.

Provide the supporting information in the Appendix H for all these maps.

LC: The revised report contains the requested update to the model network plots. Since
the study area was expanded, the model network plots have been expanded to provide
a separate plot for the Northeast, the Northmiddle, the Northwest, the Southeast, the
Southmiddle, and the Southwest areas of the ADM/Graham Project study area. Plots are
provided for three model runs, namely the 2020 land use on the 2020 network (CODMP
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and Zoning analyses), the 2040 land use on the 2040 network (CDMP only), and the
2040 land use on the 2020 network (Zoning only).

Page 29, Section 8.0 Build-Out Conditions (Years 2020 & 2040)

Tables 9, Short-Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis and Figure 10,
Long —Term (Year 2040) Roadway Segment LOS Analysis.

Clarify if two-way analyses are also included, particularly for the 2020 and 2040
scenarios.

LC: The Peak Hour Peak Direction was analyzed in the previously submitted December
2015 report. The revised report includes both the peak directional and non-directional
traffic, as requested. This s done for respectively the CDMP and the Zoning analyses,
along with many of the supporting studlies as applicable. The Concurrency review is also
based on directional traffic.

Page 35, Section 9.0 Mitigation Analysis

As indicated in the /nstructions Report, the analysis must consider only on the Cost-
Feasible Plan of the 2040 LRTP (funded Priority | through 1V) roadway improvements
and should not consider partially funded, unfunded, or private projects. The applicants
must be responsible for any additional roadway or transit improvements needed as a
result of the impacts of their applications.

LC: Please refer to earlier response to Miami-Dade Department of Regulatory and
Economic Resources comments relating to Figures 6, 7, and 8 and the expanded
roadway improvement figures and tables presented in the updated report.

Appendixes

Review of Appendix B indicated higher growth for expressways. For example, for 1-75
and the HEFT the historical volumes for most of the segments will result in higher
growth rates. Please verify and revise accordingly.

LC: The traffic growth review has been revised to include not only additional roadway
links, as determined based on the study area review, but also by setting several criteria
for future year growth projections. For example numerous roadway links were identified
to have annual growth rates higher than ten percent per year. It is unrealistic to expect
that background, without project trips, will continue to grow at these historically
observed growth rates through the year 2040. Similarly, there are roadways which have
negative historical growth forecasts. To provide more reasonable background volume
forecasts, the growth rates for year 2020 was set at a minimum of 1 percent and a
maximum of 5 percent for the time period 2015 through 2020, except expressways
which were limited to 2.5 percent. The growth rates for the year 2040 background
traffic was once again set at a minimum of 1 percent but with a maximum of 2 percent
for the time period 2015 through 2040, except freeways which were limited to 1.5
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percent. Also, any 2014 traffic counts were applied a conservative 2 percent growth to
forecast year 2015 existing conditions. Again, as previously mentioned, a detailed
review of growth rates and above mentioned criteria are documented in the report.

Provide detailed modular plots for the entire impact study area in Appendix H1. Also,
provide plots for the combined analysis in order to identify the impact of the combined
applications.

LC: Updated plots have been included for both the ADM and the Graham Profect trip
distributions and have been expanded to encompass the revised study area. A separate
trip distribution is not applicable for the Combined Project trips, since the traffic analyses
distinctly show the two Profects separately throughout. The Combined analyses do
contain the addition of the two Project site traffic volumes for a Combined Total Project
Traffic projection.

Additional Comments

Provide the County with any information or traffic analyses provided to other agencies
as input and for review, such as the interchange justification and interchange
modification reports.

LC: Comment noted. We will continue to work corporately with County staff to ensure
that all efforts are coordinated. No separate information has been furnished to any
other agencies at this point. The upcoming efforts for the federally and state guided
freeway efforts will be coordinated with the County.

Identify roadways where schools exists or are planned and performed the corresponding
AM Peak Hour analyses.

LC: The traffic analyses for the revised report and its analyses have been enhanced to
include the AM traffic, along with the PM traffic, for all study links and therefore
addresses the coverage of any schools located within the study area.

Provide information regarding any plans for future transit service to serve the subject
application sites.

LC: The report addresses all the roadway needs for each the ADM and the Graham
Projects. The ADM Team has previously indicated that shuttle service will be provided
to and from its Site to nearby location such as the Miami International Airport. The
specifics of transit commitments will be addressed following the completion of the CDMP
and Zoning analyses.

Add a new column to Tables 1, 9 and 10 identifying the traffic count station of each
roadway segment analyzed. Also, include every major section roadways, arterials and
collectors in the analyses.

LC: The traffic count stations have been added to the Existing Study Area Roadway
Segment LOS Analysis table and other tables were traffic counts are referenced directly
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such as the Background Summary table. As previously noted, the study area has been
expanded to include the combined ADM and Graham project trips based on the 5%
criteria. A review was made to ensure that all major roadways were included in the
analysis.

Add a Table of contents and a one- or two- page Executive Summary to the report.

LC: As requested, a Table of Contents has been added to the revised report and an
Executive Summary has also been included.

The County calculate the Impact Fees based on ITE trip generation codes. Provide
information on the impact fees for the ADM Application.

LC: Preliminary Impact Fee analyses for the ADM and Graham Project applications are
included in supporting Appendices, as requested, and has been prepared in accordance
with the County’s guidelines. The Impact Fee analyses includes reference to site specific
trip generation information and updated present day cost (PDC) factors.
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Miami-Dade County Department of Requlatory and Economic Resources — January
28, 2016

The Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources provided a map
and table listing approved plats, along with the traffic reports submitted. These are the plats in
the vicinity of the Nov. 2015 CDMP App. Nos. 1 & 2, the ADM and Graham applications.

LC: The provided approved platted projects have been added to the updated socio-economic
data for the year 2020 and year 2040 travel demand forecasting model runs to ensure that the
platted projects are accounted for in the ADM and Graham analyses, as well as their Combined
analyses. The requested projects are included in the Appendix as reference, along with a
summary table of the TAZs that have been updated for the requested platted projects plus the
ADM and the Graham site TAZS.

10

348



Miami-Dade County Transit — January 21, 2016

Requested Amendments

1. Re-designate the application site on the Land Use Map:

From: “Industrial and Office”
To: “Business and Office”

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.

2. Delete the 0.45 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limitation on the portion of the Application area
west of NW 97 Avenue

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.

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 land
within the subject property

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.

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;

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.
5. Amend the Transportation Element Figure 1- Planned Year 2030 Roadway Network;

Figure 2 — Roadway Classification 2012; and Figure 3 — Roadway Functional
Classification 2030).

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.

11
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Broward County Planning and Development Management Division—January 25, 2016

1. The study area maps (Figure 3 for Year 2020 and Figure 4 for Year 2040) show the impacts
associated with the ADM and Graham individually. The study areas should be calculated
based on both ADM and Graham collectively.

LC: The updated analyses have been expanded to review the combined traffic associated
with the two developments and serve as the criteria for determining the study area. The
Combined analyses are presented for informational purposes only since each individual
profect will be responsible for its own transportation impacts. Updated mitigation figures
and tables include Combined mitigation information with footnotes pertaining to how they
relate to the individual ADM and Graham Projects and their mitigation needs.

2. Additionally, the traffic impacts of major developments in northwestern Dade County on
southern Broward County should be modeled and evaluated. In addition to the ADM and
Graham projects, the projected development of the Landmark property (between NW 47
and NW 57 Avenues and between NW 199 Street and Snake Creek Canal) should be
included in the analysis.

LC: The model socio-economic data represented in the model year 2020 and year 2040
zdata files represents the latest adopted land use information within the area. In addition,
Miami-Dade County provided a list of 20 platted projects to include in the analysis. These
profects have been added to the year 2020 and year 2040 model socio-economic data. No
further refinements were made to the zdata.

3. Trip generation for ADM is based on an adjustment to the GLA-based rate for Mall of
America (MOA). ADM will be about 35% larger than MOA and trip generation is increased a
like amount to estimate trip generation for ADM (49,800 vs. 67,251). However, the theme
park and related features are included within the gross floor area (GFA) but not within the
gross leasing area (GLA). For this application, the non-leasable area of ADM could
reasonably be expected to generate trips. The GFA for the ADM will be 41% larger than
MOA (vs. 35% for the GLA); given the unique nature of these developments, the trip
adjustment should be based on GFA.

LC. Both the ADM and Graham Project Trip Generations were revised and finalized between
the time of the December 2015 CDMP TIA submittal and the submittal of the updated and
expanded report. The Trip Generation for the ADM Project was unique due to the nature
of the ADM site and its land uses. The ADM Trip Generation was ultimately finalized in
March, 2016 after extensive coordination with all applicable review agencies. Miami-Dade
provided approval in an email dated March 18 and FDOT's letter was dated March 24. The
final ADM and Graham Trip Generation tables are included in the updated report. An
appendix Is dedicated exclusively to the development and final approval of the Trip
Generation.

4. The light rail transit (LRT) adjustment is stated to be 10.8 percent, but the adjusted
increase in trip generation is only about 7 percent. The justification for this appears to be

that MOA has an average vehicle occupancy (AVO) of 2.3 but the study assumes that ADM
will have an AVO of 4.0 based on AVO’s calculated for Orlando area theme parks. However,
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ADM will be a retail/entertainment complex congruous in nature to MOA, so much so that
trip generation is based on MOA. Orlando theme parks are primarily entertainment
complexes vs. retail/entertainment complexes. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect the
AVO for ADM to be similar to be similar to that of MOA and the effective LRT adjustment
should reflect the 10.8 percent value.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in the revised
report.

Information is limited in the report for the hotel component of MOA. Per our research, it
appears MOA has a maximum of 850 on-site hotel rooms whereas 2,000 rooms are planned
for ADM. This ratio of hotel rooms for ADM to MOA is not consistent with the 35%
adjustment in trip generation and further puts into question the values used in the study to
estimate ADM traffic.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in the revised
report.

The MOA trip data provided by Cambridge Systematics (included as an appendix to the TIA)
indicates that a significant amount of the trips to and from MOA that have origins within an
approximate 15-mile radius, however, there are also significant numbers of trips being
made from approximately 60 miles of more. Approximately half of the trips have travel
times in excess of 30 minutes, with 23% of trips having travel times greater than one hour.
Given the fact that the ADA site has land uses that could attract trips from even further
distances than the MOA site, the dissipation of ADM and Graham Property trips shown on
the submitted TIA trip distribution maps seems to be more rapid than what would be
expected based on the MOA site data. In other words, the TIA trip length distributions seem
shorter than expected, reducing the size of the impact area. Please provide the SERPM
model trip distribution plots for the ADM and Graham project zones for a 10-mile radius for
the 2020 and 2040 model runs so that trip lengths can be further evaluated. If trip-length
distribution curves are available for the project zones from the model outputs, please
provide those as well. The longer project trip lengths also puts into question the diverted
trip credit assumed for the TIA as it appears a substantial portion of ADM trips will be
destination-oriented rather than diverted link or pass-by.

LC: The revised report contains updated network plots. Since the study area was
expanded, the model network plots have been expanded to provide a separate plot for the
Northeast, the Northmiddle, the Northwest, the Southeast, the Southmiddle, and the
Southwest areas of the ADM/Graham Project study area. Plots are provided for three model
runs, namely the 2020 land use on the 2020 network (CDMP and Zoning analyses), the
2040 land use on the 2040 network (COMP only), and the 2040 land use on the 2020
network (Zoning only).

The sub-area model obtained from the Turnpike SERPM 6.5.4 Model utilized for the ADM
and Graham traffic analyses is restricted to the areas contained in the provided network
percent project distribution plots. For regional trips, manual adjustments were made to the
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model distributions to extend the trips for the regional HEFT, I-75, and Turnpike facilities.
The revised report therefore addresses the adjustment of trip distribution to account for
more regional trip making.

The diverted trips have been finalized as part of the final Trip Generation approved in March
2016 and adjustments have been made to ensure more regional trips are assigned on
regional facilities.

Please provide the SERPM model loaded total volumes and v/C ratio plots for the
surrounding network for an approximate 10-mile radius surrounding the project zones (it is
acknowledged that the model v/C’s are not equivalent to the segment v/C's using FDOT
planning level-of-service procedures).

LC: The background trips utilized in the analyses were obtained from existing PHP traffic
volumes derived from local FDOT and County traffic counts and are based on historical
growth profections as detailed in response to MDC RER Comment on the Appendices. The
only referenced model volumes are for non-existing roadway facilities. The resulting future
volume therefore will vary for the majority of roadway links from the SERPM model
forecasts trips. It would therefore not make sense to review the volume-to-capacity ratios
from the model when a more detailed analysis is contained in the various traffic analyses
presented in the updated report.

Please provide a summary table of the model land use data files (ZDATA files) for the study
area traffic analysis zones for the various 2020 and 2040 model runs.

LC: A summary table of the ZDATA refinements included for the ADM and Graham CDMP
analysis are included in supporting Appendix. The table summarizes the zdata information
for the two Projects and their TAZs, as well as County requested Platted Projects also
updated in the model zdata.

Based on the TIA narrative, the Applicant indicates that there will be additional traffic
analysis provided beyond that currently included in the CDMP traffic impact analysis.
Broward County staff has concerns about the frictional impacts that the expanded 1-75
interchange will have on an already congested I-75 mainline as well as what impacts the
proposed access ramps onto the HEFT will have on the adjacent HEFT mainline operations.
Please describe what additional traffic operations analysis will be provided to address these
areas.

LC. As stated in the introduction to the comment responses, "In addition to these traffic
studlies, the interchanges themselves must undergo State and Federal studies including but
not limited to;, Reevaluations of the interchange analysis included in the [-75 PD&E,
Interchange Access Requests (IAR), and Turnpike Interchange Justification Reports (TIJR).
All these studies will be reviewed and coordinated by the FDOT and FHWA, and are very
comprehensive with detailed State and Federal guidelines.” These further studies will focus
on the operational aspects of these nearby freeway facilities and their respective ramps.
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10. Continuing from the above comment, an operational analysis of the 1-75 @ Miramar

11.

12.

13.

Parkway interchange and adjacent should be performed as more than 5% of the current
project distribution impacts this interchange. Broward County staff has concerns regarding
impacts to the interchange operations as well as the arterial mainline of Miramar Parkway.
Additionally, existing Broward MPO data show Miramar Parkway east and west of I-75
significantly overcapacity (peak-hour v/C’s of 1.47 and 1.21) whereas the TIA analysis for
existing conditions shows those links operating at LOS “C”.

LC: Please see above response related to more detailed operational review being
performed in other future freeway studies.

In regards to the traffic volumes for the Miramar Parkway, the traffic volume used for the
analyses is based on the January 24, 2014 traffic count information provided by Broward
County. The provided count does not reflect V/C ratios exceeding the adopted LOS.

Please provide the project distributions along the segment of Flamingo Road/Ludlam Road
from Red Road in Broward County to NW 188 Street in Miami-Dade County. This corridor is
one of the few continuous north/south corridors that crosses county lines other than the
expressways in the area. It is currently a two lane facility and could potentially become a
parallel reliever to other roadways forecasted to be over-capacity.

LC: Please refer to the supporting Appendix model distribution plots for information relating
to distribution of ADM and Graham Project trips on Flamingo Road/Ludlam Road. As noted
no project traffic is assigned for either of the two Projects to this facility and therefore the
roadway was not added to the traffic analyses performed in the updated report.

The TIA narrative essentially indicates that the ADM and Graham projects generally have
no significant impacts or capacity mitigation requirements beyond the project access needs
due to the fact that the significantly impacted roadway segments that are forecasted to
operate below the adopted LOS standard were already forecasted to operate below the
standard without the projects. However, some of the project’'s impacts represent a
significant percentage of the adopted level-of-service capacity of the failing links, creating a
much more severely failing condition on these segments. It seems that a land plan
application that further degrades a failing links should be required to mitigate at least its
additional impact to the failing links, or propose other mitigation, potentially on parallel
facilities to offset these impacts. Please clarify the projects’ mitigation responsibilities
relative to these impacts as part of the CDMP process.

LC: The mitigation impacts associated with each the ADM and the Graham Projects are
clearly defined in the revised report and take into consideration all segments with
deteriorated LOS conditions and Project trips exceeding the 5% of the Maximum Service
Volume criteria for significant links. The mitigation impacts are addressed according to
whether the traffic volumes exceeding roadway capacity /s due to it being backlogged trips
or Project only impacts and are consistent with State guidelines established in HB 7207.

For the American Dream project, ITE land use code 820 was not considered an acceptable
source of data. Please explain why it is acceptable for calculating trip diversion. The
number of diverted trips appears to be overestimated, especially given the fact that the
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14.

study states that “30% of MOA visits were made from outside the region” and that “nearly
half of MOA trips travel over 30 minutes to arrive at the site.” A smaller number of diverted
trips and longer trip lengths would have a more negative effect on Broward County
facilities.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM
have been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trijp Generation reflected in the
revised report.  Also, please refer to response to Broward County Planning and
Development Management Division No. 6 in regards to adjustments made to account for
more regional trip making.

During the review meeting held at SFRPC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion of
extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whilst Miami-Dade
Transit will be the primary service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore
option for transit service north of the site with Broward County Transit. Transit riders are
likely to be employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the future
labor pool.

LC: Transit /s not directly referenced in the traffic analysis. Transit will be addressed
subsequent to the completion of the CDMP TIA and supporting traffic analyses contained in
the upaated report. Discussion will include Broward County as it relates to any transit
services extended within its County boundaries. The CDMP and Zoning analyses address
transit in general with further information to be established separately.
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Florida Department of Transportation, District 6, District 4 — January 28, 2016

General Comments

1. Pursuant to House Bill (HB) 359 and Florida Statute (F.S.) 373.4149 (Miami-Dade County
Lake Belt Area), “Rezonings, or amendments to local zoning and subdivision regulations,
and amendments to local comprehensive plans concerning properties that are located
within 1 mile of the Miami-Dade Lake Belt Area shall be compatible with limestone
mining activities. No rezonings, variances, amendments to local zoning and subdivision
regulations which would result in an increase in residential density, or amendments to
local comprehensive plans for any residential purpose may be approved for any property
located in sections 35 and 36 and the east one-half of sections 24 and 25, Township 53
South, Range 39 East until such time as there is no active mining within 2 miles of the

property.”

Given that the proposed comprehensive plan amendments are located within one mile of
the Lake Belt Area and an increase in residential development intensity is planned on The
Graham Project site, please provide sufficient documentation that demonstrates this
comprehensive plan amendment compiles with HB 359 and F.S. 373.4149.

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.

2. ADM and the Graham Project propose improvements that affect existing interchanges, a
future full interchange, and a future partial interchange (Miami Gardens Drive at 1-75, HEFT
at 1-75, a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170" Street, and a partial interchange at NW
178" Street and 1-75). An Interchange Access Request (IAR) document, consistent with the
FDOT Interchange Access Request — User's Guide, will be required for each of the
interchange modifications. Additional traffic analyses will be required to evaluate impacts
upon Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facilities and interchanges during morning,
afternoon and weekend periods, and to identify improvements to accommodate the
additional future traffic.

LC: We acknowledge FDOT's comment. As noted in the introduction to the comment
responses, there will be further traffic analyses beyond the revised CODMP and Zoning report.
At such time, the specific Federal/FDOT requirements will be addressed.

3. Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate adequate
public facilities will be present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel demand
generated by ADM and The Graham Project. These include an interchange modification at
HEFT and 1-75, a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170" Street, a new partial interchange
at 1-75 and Miami Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange improvements ultimately
requires approval by FDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by 2020, the
base transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and The Graham Project’s traffic
analysis is invalid. This would result in additional transportation impacts to area roadways
that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is recommended that a condition of approval be
included for the ADM and The Graham Project CDMP submittals that they are contingent
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upon obtaining the requisite FDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange
access changes. If any of the relied upon traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

LC: Acknowledged. The ADM and Graham Project CDMP analyses are based on the
mentioned interchange improvements being in place by the year 2020 and it is understood
that if these interchanges are not implemented by that time that there may need to be
updated traffic analyses.

4. In Table 8, there are projects funded in Priority IV of the 2040 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) and assumed to open in different years, such as NW 170th Street from HEFT to
NW 97th Avenue. Please provide clarification about how the applicant intends to advance
these projects such that they are constructed by the year used in the traffic analysis. The
funding source and commitment must be clarified for these improvements.

LC: The five Priority IV roadway projects accelerated to 2020 and presented in the
December 2015 CDMP TIA were:

1-75, SR 826 (Palmetto) to NW 170 St - Widen with Express Lanes

1-75 at Miami Gardens Drive - Modify Interchange

SR 821 (HEFT), NW 57 Ave (Red) to Turnpike (Mainline) - Widen to 8 Lanes

SR 821 (HEFT), 1-75 to NW 57 Ave (Red) - Widen to 8 Lanes

Miami Gardens Dr/NW 186 St, NW 97 Ave to 1-75 - New 4 Lane Road (6L Assumed)

In addition, the NW 170th Street project referenced in above comment is accelerated from
Phase 111 to the year 2020:

o NW 170 St, SR 821 (HEFT) to NW 97 Ave - 6 Lane Divided Road

The ADM representatives understand the necessity of these projects being in place by the
year 2020 for not only the COMP analysis and its findings but also for the viability of the
ADM Project being implemented. The Client will work with local agencies to ensure that
they are completed. The funding source and commitment are part of the efforts which are
being pursued to ensure that the projects become a reality.

Section 4.0 Existing Conditions (Year 2015)

5. As noted on page 8, please clarify the source for the directional split factors used to convert
non-directional service volumes from the Miami-Dade database.

LC: The revised existing traffic conditions analyses are based on traffic counts from either
FDOT, Miami-Dade County or Broward County. In a few cases, such as the Florida's
Turnpike, K and D factors were obtained from the FDOT daily counts (where 15 minute
synopses or hourly counts were not available) and were applied to obtain directional and
non-directional existing traffic volumes. Supporting information provided in Table I-15
shows the process used to identify the existing traffic counts and specifies the directional
NB/EB and SB/WB volumes.

18

356



6. Please describe the source and justification for applying an assumed 1% growth to
extrapolate 2014 volumes to 2015 existing conditions.

LC: The updated report provides a historical as well as existing summary of available traffic
counts. When reviewing Table 1-13, it is clear that historically there is varying traffic growth
on individual facilities. Some roadways have experienced extensive annual growth since
2010 and others have decreased in traffic volumes over the same time period. The 1
percent growth was therefore a conservative approach for the area and represented a
reasonable assumptions for reviewing the increase in traffic between 2014 and 2015, and
beyond. For purposes of converting existing 2014 FDOT counts to the year 2015, a 2
percent is now being applied for the June 2016 Update to be more conservative. Notably,
the percentage growth between 2014 and 2015 does not impact the projected traffic
forecasts through the year 2020 and 2040 since historical trends (generally from 2009
through 2014) was the main resource for estimating the future year background traffic
volumes. Notably, many roadways are estimated to have this minimal 1 percent growth
beyond year 2015 based on the final percent growth estimates derived for the analyses and
as reflected in Table 1-13. Also, please note the maximum growth rates set for the two
analyses years.

7. In the first bullet on page 8, please consider adjusting the eastern limit of the HEFT project
to NW 27" Avenue.

LC: The study area for the COMP has been expanded based on the combined traffic from
the ADM and Graham Profects and to ensure that a regional focus is represented for the
ADM trips. As a result, the study area now includes extension of HEFT beyond the
December 2015 CDMP TIA study boundary.

Section 5.0 Trip Generation

8. The total acreage for The Graham Project in Table 3 does not match the total acreage in
Table 2. Please revise the appropriate table to maintain consistency of the property’s
acreage throughout the report.

LC: Table 2 shows the overall acreage for the ADM and Graham Projects as respectively
194.1 and 340.1 acres. Table 3 includes the total 194.1 acres for ADM and incorrectly
shows the 279.9 acres West of NW 97th Avenue and 60.2 acres East of NW 97th Avenue as
345.8 acres. The Trip Generation table has been updated in the revised report to reflect the
340.1 acres obtained by summing the East and West sides.

9. Pursuant to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, “Diverted linked trips are trips that are
attracted from the traffic volume on roadways within the vicinity of the generator but
require a diversion from that roadway to another roadway to gain access to the site.” Since
trips to ADM and The Graham Project travel to both generators via limited access facilities
adjacent to the sites, they add traffic to streets that directly connect to the sites. As a result,
these trips are classified as diverted linked trips and not pass-by trips. Please revise the trip
generation analysis accordingly for both ADM and The Graham Project.
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10.

11.

In addition, such diverted linked trips must be accounted for when evaluating the project’s
impact on the on the adjacent streets that connect directly to both sites. Please revise the
roadway link analysis (summarized in Tables 9 and 10) and include diverted linked trips
assigned to Miami Gardens Drive, NW 170" Street and 178™ Street. The revised roadway
link analysis should include these diverted linked trips, a text description of what these
diverted linked trips represent, a summary of the calculations to quantify these trips and a
graphic that depicts where these trips are assigned to the roadway network.

LC: Both the ADM and Graham Project Trip Generations were revised and finalized between
the time of the December 2015 CDMP TIA submittal and the submittal of the updated and
expanded report. The Trip Generation for the ADM Project was unique due to the nature of
the ADM site and its land uses. The ADM Trip Generation was ultimately finalized in March,
2016 after extensive coordination with all applicable review agencies. Miami-Dade provided
approval in an email dated March 18 and FDOT's letter was dated March 24. The final ADM
and Graham Trip Generation tables are included in the updated report. An appendix is
dedicated exclusively to the development and final approval of the Trip Generation.

The traffic analysis has been prepared in accordance with the described methodology for
applying diverted vs. non-diverted trips. To demonstrate that the diverted trips are in fact
included on the indicated links, the Net External Trip Generation (applied for diverted trips
links) have been added to Tables I-17 through 1-19 and are highlighted in green to match
with the green highlighted diverted trips.

Regarding the pass-by trips percentages from ITE code 820: Shopping Center, The Graham
Project uses 35% in 2020 (150 KSF) and 20% in 2040 (1,000 KSF). ADM uses 14% (3,500
KSF). There is no fitted curve in the 3™ edition of the ITE Handbook (latest version), and
there is no evidence to suggest that the curve would flatten at 900 KSF, beyond which there
are only four data points. A fitted curve for this data would most likely be under 20% for the
2040 Graham Companies property and below 10% for the ADM (which would be 3 graph
lengths away from the end of this plot). Basing the pass-by rate on the three data points
over 1,000 KSF is not a statistically valid methodology. A more appropriate methodology
would utilize a curve or other observed data.

Please revise the trip generation analysis accordingly for both ADM and The Graham Project.

Additionally, please provide the calculations confirming the “pass-by”/diverted linked trip
reduction reasonableness check to ensure it represents no more than 10% of the volume of
the adjacent street. Such a check should be performed separately for ADM and The Graham
Project.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in the revised
report.

In Table 6, an auto occupancy factor of 2.3 is reported, but it is not clear how this factor
was derived. The Mall of America (MOA) Survey data cited in Appendix G indicates that the

size of a typical party surveyed at MOA breaks down as 44% 1 person, 35% 2 person, 21 %
3+ people. Assuming the average party size in the 3+category is 3.5, then the average
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party size would be 1.9. It is unclear if a cross-classification of mode of travel and size of
party was analyzed to specify the size of party for users of personal automobiles. Please
clarify the methodology used to calculate the reported auto occupancy value of 2.3, and
include in the report the calculations supporting the text.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trijp Generation reflected in the revised
report.

12. The assumption that trip rates derived for GLA (Retail) from MOA can be applied directly to
the retail GLA of ADM is questionable. The implicit assumption is that the non-retail portions
of the MOA and ADM will have similar trip generation characteristics. Currently, the only
support provided is that the retail square footage as a proportion of the gross floor area is
similar. But a comparison of the non-retail square footage of the two developments is not
discussed in the application

From previous information provided by ADM, the non-retail portion of MOA consists of 31%
common areas, compared to 19% common areas in the ADM development. While the
proportion of retail GLA in the two developments is comparable (at 56% for ADM and 59%
for MOA), the proportion of non-retail attractions in the two developments is not (with 24%
in ADM and 11% in MOA). Given this discrepancy, FDOT recommends that Gross Floor Area
(GFA) be used as the independent variable for the trip generation analysis to ensure that
the total proposed development intensity of 6.2 million square feet is included in the
analysis.

Finally, please clarify the apparent discrepancy of GLA square footage reported in Tables 4
and 6 that distinguish between entertainment and retail uses.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trijp Generation reflected in the revised
report.

13. For internal capture calculations for the Graham Companies property, please consider using
the internal capture rates for origins and destinations within a multi-use development found
in the FDOT Trip Generation Recommendations Report, October 2014, as well as National
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684. Excerpts of the relevant
pages from this document and the ITE Trip Generation Handbook are attached for your
convenience.

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in the revised
report.

Section 7.0 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

14. Using MOA data, ADM and The Graham Project assumed that approximately 30% of all trips
are non-regional. It is stated in the CDMP traffic analysis that modelling efforts were made
to distribute this magnitude of volume to HEFT and 1-75. To verify the travel characteristics
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15.

16.

associated with MOA in Minneapolis are comparable to ADM in Miami, it is recommended
that additional documentation be provided to substantiate the non-regional trip assumption.
This should include a tabular summary comparing several trip generators that attract non-
regional trips to document and verify the proposed 30% assignment. Potential large scale
retail uses to review that attract non-regional traffic include Sawgrass Mills Mall which also
happens to be located within the area covered by the Southeast Regional Planning Model
(SERPM).

This additional documentation also should include accurate model network plots in Appendix
H to depict all centroids for ADM. Please note that the impact of the study area links
definition must be described in the report. If ADM's trip length frequency distribution is
underestimated, it is possible that the impacts to roadways and the number of impacted
roadway segments also are underestimated.

LC: The revised report addresses the adjustment of trip distribution to account for more
regional trip making. For regional trips, manual adjustments were made to the model
distributions to extend the trips for the regional HEFT, 1-75, and Turnpike facilities. The
revised report therefore addresses the adjustment of trip distribution to account for more
regional trip making.

The model plots are included in the revised report as part of the Appendix. Plots have been
enhanced to show the requested centroid connectors, along with the expanded study area.

The 30 percent trips assigned via HEFT are based on the observed patterns from the MOA
site. Similar distribution patterns are not likely to occur even at large shopping malls within
the area, so no further review was completed in relation to the utilized 30 percent.

The land use data factoring cited in the second paragraph on page 25 is unclear. The
applicant should add text to the report clarifying what is meant by factoring and the impact
of doing so.

LC: The text contained in the referenced paragraph has been expanded to more clearly
detail the process for ensuring that the model assignments at the corresponding traffic
analysis zones used for distributing the ADM and the Graham Project trips match those
identified in the Trip Generation summary.

Please include text in the report describing the reasonableness of the model’'s performance.
The applicant must analyze and document the study area link volumes relative to counts.
Study area links representing new roadways are of particular concern because model
volumes are utilized as the only source of traffic data for these links.

LC: The model volumes are only used for new facilities. It is acknowledged that new traffic
links are always a concern because there is no historical information to relate to. Text has
been added to the report.
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Section 8.0 Build-Out Condiitions (Years 2020 & 2040)

17. The method utilized to compute 2020 and 2040 build-out level of service (LOS) in Tables 9
and 10, respectively, distinguishes diverted trip route segments for which pass-by reduction
is not applied (shaded in green in the tables). The project trip estimates used to compute
volumes for these links should be the Net External Trips, rather than New External Trips
(from Table 6). Neither appear to be used for the diverted trip route segment. The
computations for project traffic on those links must be clarified and revised, as applicable.

LC: The project trips assigned for the links were the pass-by reduction is not applied 1S
computed utilizing the Net External Trips.

Section 9.0 Mitigation Analysis

18. The transportation improvements identified in the submitted CMDP traffic impact analysis
are based on PM peak hour traffic conditions. Please note that additional transportation
improvements may be identified as part of the IAR documentation to address adverse
impacts during AM and weekend peak periods that were not required as part of this COMP
evaluation.

The mitigation analysis portion of the traffic report also must clarify the funding
commitment for the improvements and the entity responsible for constructing each
improvement, and consider multimodal or transit mitigation measures.

LC: The report has been expanded to include not only the revised CDMP PM analyses but
also requested AM and Weekend analyses. The Weekend analysis is presented in the
Appendix along with a comparison to weekaday traffic.

The mitigation for the ADM and the Graham Information pertaining to funding commitments
and responsibilities are not included in the tables. Nor are multimodal assumptions
addressed in the CDMP analysis.  Both of these will be addressed later in the Project
discussions with MDC staff. Projects are presented for all future year traffic analyses as part
of the updated report.

Also Note that an Appendix was received and reviewed from FDOT relating to their
Comment No. 13

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trip Generation reflected in the revised
CDMP TIA report.
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Town of Miami Lakes — January 22, 2016

Page 5: The study says that “... the study area for each development extends to all significant
roadways where external trips for each project are forecast to be equivalent to or greater
than five percent (5%) of the maximum service volume (MSV) ...” What does “significant
roadways” mean? Is there a definitions, or can you identify those roadways that are not
considered to be significant? We are concerned that the analysis seems to arbitrarily
exclude all roads within the Town of Miami Lakes.

LC: The intend of the analyses is to show all roadways which has significant impact based
on the Project contributing 5% of Maximum Service Volume criteria. To make sure the
study addresses the Town's concerns, NW 154th Street (Miami Lakes Blvd) has been
extended to include the segments between NW 82nd Ave and NW 57th Avenue. Note none
of these links meet the 5% significance test. Further review of the project distribution plots
contained in Appendix to the updated report shows that very little Project traffic is assigned
within the Town of Miami Lakes boundaries.

2. Page 5: The study area should be defined by a five percent threshold for of MSV for both
profects combined. Distinguishing the two projects for traffic analysis purposes is essentially
a fiction.

LC: The revised report has been updated to include not only the individual ADM and Graham
Profect traffic impacts but also the Combined impacts. The combined traffic serves as the
parameter used to identify the overall study area for the traffic analyses. The individual
Project findings are consulted for determining any needs associated with their individual
Profect's mitigation requirements. The Combined impacts and mitigations are shown for
informational purposes only.

3. Page 13: The use of the Mall of America (MOA) as a model for trip generation, with further
any further adjustments, needs more analysis and justification. While we agree that the
MOA is in general a reasonably close comparable case for a unique project, the MOA is
geographically situated very differently within its metropolitan area than this potential mall
would be. Given such limited sample sizes, it is essential to at least try to account for how
such a difference might affect trip generation. For example, on page 14 it is explained that
the MOA's internal capture rate was applied to this project. But would geographic location
affect internal capture rate? If so, how?

LC. Both the ADM and Graham Project Trip Generations were revised and finalized between
the time of the December 2015 CDMP TIA submittal and the submittal of the updated and
expanded report. The Trip Generation for the ADM Project was unique due to the nature of
the ADM site and its land uses. The ADM Trijp Generation was ultimately finalized in March,
2016 after extensive coordination with all applicable review agencies. Miami-Dade provided
approval in an email dated March 18 and FDOT's letter was dated March 24. The final ADM
and Graham Trip Generation tables are included in the updated report. An appendix is
dedicated exclusively to the development and final approval of the Trip Generation.

4. Page 14: Regarding the reduction for diverted trips, and the use of the standard percentage
of diverted trips for Shopping Center being used, it seems at least plausible that the percent
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of diverted trips for the proposed mall would be significantly lower, given its size and (it
seems likely) significant time commitment getting into and out of the facility (i.e. it is less
likely to “stop-in” for a meal if it will take significant time to get into and out of the mall).
Additionally, this “Shopping Center” diverted trip factor seems to have been applied to all
generated trips, even those that are very different from retail (i.e. hotels, amusement parks,
etc.), some of which common sense would suggest would have close to zero diverted trips.
Is there a justification for applying the “Shopping Center” rate to all trips?

LC: As noted previously, all issues related to the Trip Generation approach for the ADM have
been finalized and are included in the updated ADM Trijp Generation reflected in the revised
report.

Page 29 (and elsewhere): Regarding Miami Gardens Drive between 1-75 and NW
87" Avenue in the short term (2020), in several places the traffic study discusses an
existing deficiency that WOULD BE existing if the adopted LOS was something other than
what it is. However, the LOS on this roadway is adopted partially for policy reasons related
to transit and other alternative modes, and not simply as an exception. The analysis should
focus on the LOS for this roadway as actually adopted.

LC: The capacity for Miami Gardens Drive has been revised to reflect the County's adopted
LOS information.

Pages 29 and 30: Regarding the long term (2040) LOS of the HEFT from NW 106"Street to
US 27 and 1I-75 from Miramar Parkway to Miami Gardens Drive, the study states that
“Regression of historical count data shows Year 2040 background volumes could be higher
than the available capacity even with the capacity improvement before any project trips are
added.” This appears to mean that the model does not show such a failure with the
proposed capacity improvement, which would mean that if the project’s trip cause the LOS
failure, then the applicant would have responsibility for mitigation.

LC: The statement has been removed from the text. Further note that the future
background volumes have been updated to ensure that further constraints exist for
forecasting these trips (as described elsewhere in response to comments and as detailed in
Table 1-13). The CDMP and supporting traffic studies and their respective analyses review
all roadway links based on the criteria that 1) if a future year link volume exceeds capacity
and 2) the Project trips exceed the 5% of MSV and 3) the facility is not backlogged due to
background traffic, then the link is identified as being deficient and mitigation will need to
be assessed for the Project.

Page 35: the study states that “All improvements were assumed to be place [sic] by the
Short-term Year 2020.” Does County staff believe this is feasible?

LC: We cannot infer as to what the County believes to be feasible. We do reiterate that it /s
the ADM'’s intend that the improvements not reflected in the Cost Feasible Plan will be fully
pursued to ensure that they are in place by the year 2020. It is understood that IF for any
reason this does not occur that there may need to be reanalyzes completed for the ADM
and the Graham sites.
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8. General: the only mitigation proposed in this analysis is for Miami Gardens Drive, in the
short term year (2020), which is to minimize left turns and provide an uninterrupted flow
section as part of the I-75 interchange improvement. However, if that is the mitigation
proposed, there should be an analysis as to what the impact of that mitigation would be.

LC: The revised CDMP and added Zoning analyses expands on the projected impacts
assoclated with the ADM and Graham projects. The mitigation recommendations have been
reviewed for both the roadway segments (all link analyses) and the intersections (Zoning
analyses only) to verify that the recommendations needed to achieve acceptable operating
conditions have been incorporates, where feasible. For the roadway links, the mitigation
results are presented in Appendix 11-D for the ADM Project, Appendix 111-C for the Graham
Profect, and Appendix IV-A for the Combined ADM and Graham Projects. Each of the
mitigation summaries include the necessary widenings and corresponding capacities to
ensure that acceptable LOS operating conditions are achieved.

For the intersections, Appendices II-1 and 11-J summarize the ADM mitigation needs,
Appendices 111-H and 111-1 summarize the Graham mitigation needs, and Appendices IV-F
and V-G summarize the Combined ADM and Graham mitigation needs. In the case of the
intersections, a maximum number of one exclusive right, three throughs, and two left turns
were utilized, which means that there are operating conditions which could not be
mitigated.

The Combined mitigation results are provided for informational purposes only.

9. General: It is unfortunate that the CDMP amendment rules do not require analysis of modes
of transportation other than automobile. While looking only at traffic numbers, it is
straightforward to simply conclude that adding more lanes here or there or creating an
“uninterrupted flow section” would result in achieving an adopted LOS, but ignoring the
potential impact that such action might have on transit mobility which, after all, requires
walkability that is often degraded through automobile “capacity enhancements.” Given the
significance of this project, not only on its own terms but through its potential as a catalyst
impacting a large area around it, this opportunity should be seized upon to evaluate impacts
and potential improvements (and including alternative improvements, such as a rail transit
connection) to all modes of transportation simultaneously and holistically, such that this
significant project could be a starting point to achieving a more multimodal transportation
system in the larger vicinity of the project. This opportunity should not be wasted, even if it
requires more time than simply applying once again a system that has proven many times
over that it does not work.

LC: We acknowledge the limitation of the CDMP analysis in regards to transit and other non-
roadway capacity enhancements. The ADM Project recognizes that there is potential
application of transit and other non-motorized enhancements to the Site in the future. No
evaluation for transit has been included in the analysis. Transit will be addressed as part of
efforts following the CODMP and Zoning analyses.
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City of Miramar / Miami-Dade County Department of Requlatory and Economic
Resources — February 2, 2016

1. Direct transit service should be provided from the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham
industrial/retail development to the park and ride lot at Miramar Regional Park and the
Miramar Town Center/Park and Ride.

LC: The ADM Project recognizes that there is potential application of transit and other non-
motorized enhancements to the Site in the future. This would also potentially apply to the
Graham Site. Detalled route-specific transit has not been addressed at this time. Transit
will be coordinated as part of future discussions.

2. At a minimum, the analysis should evaluate traffic impacts to Miramar Parkway, Pembroke
Road, Red Road/NW 57th Avenue and Flamingo Road/NW 67th Avenue. A level of service
analysis at project buildout should be provided for all of these roadways.

LC: Please refer to the response to Broward County Planning and Development
Management Division comment No. 11.

3. The Miramar Parkway buildout year volumes shown in Tables 9 and 10 of the
Transportation Impact Analysis are lower than projections prepared by the Broward
Metropolitan Planning Organization. The developer’s traffic consultant should meet with the
City of Miramar, Broward County, and Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization to
discuss the impacts to City roadways and potential mitigation. The City is in the process of
updating its Capital Improvement Program to include the extension of Miramar Parkway
from its current terminus at SW 192 Terrace to Pembroke Road at SW 196 Avenue, The
extension of Miramar Parkway to Pembroke Road will help alleviate the current traffic
problem at Miramar Parkway/1-75 Interchange, improve the Level of Service at this
intersection and provide an alternate north-south route via US 27.

LC: Please refer to response to Broward County Comment No. 10. In regards to the
traffic volumes for the Miramar Parkway, the traffic volume used for the analyses is based
on the January 24, 2014 traffic count information provided by Broward County. The
provided count does not reflect V/C ratios exceeding the adopted LOS.

The Extension of Miramar Parkway Is already included in the Year 2020 Cost Feasible Plan
and the Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan model networks and are therefore already included
in the model trip distributions. The roadway segment analyses have also been expanded
to include additional segments on Miramar Parkway, as demonstrated in the revised report.

4. Please provide the housing demand expected to be generated by both projects.

These comments are addressed as part of the Land Use application.
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FDOT

Florida Department of Transportation
RICK SCOTT 1000 NW 111 Avenue
GOVERNOR Miami. FL 33172

JIM BOXOLD
SECRETARY

August 5, 2016

Deputy Mayor Jack Osterholt
Miami-Dade County

Office of the Mayor

111 NW 1st Street, 29" Floor
Miami, FL 33128

NZS d S-9v un
d3AiI3034

NOISIAIG NN T4-43y

Subject: American Dream Miami and Graham Project - Transportation
Impact Analysis for Comprehensive Development Master Plan

Dated June 22, 2016

Dear Mr. Osterholt:

The Florida Department of Transportation, District Six, in cooperation with District
Four, completed a joint review of the transportation impact analysis for the American
Dream Miami (ADM) and Graham Project (GP) development, which is dated June 22,
2016. This represents a joint Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP)
traffic analysis effort between American Dream Miami (ADM) Mall and the 300-acre
Graham Companies property located immediately south of ADM.

The mixed-use ADM project and Graham Companies project is located in the
southwest corner of the interchange at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive in northwest
Miami-Dade County. The site is also adjacent to the interchange between Florida's
Turnpike and I-75. The ADM project totals 6.2 million square feet of non-residential
use plus a 2,000-room hotel. Of this, 3.5 million square feet will dedicated for Retail
use, while the remaining 2.7 million square feet is for entertainment uses. These
entertainment uses include an indoor theme park, an indoor water park, a sports
complex, movie and live action theaters, and a ski slope. The proposed build-out for
the ADM project is 2020, while the proposed buildout for the Graham Companies

project is 2040.

The Graham Companies project is planned to be completed in phases. By 2020
(which coincides with the buildout date for ADM), the Graham Companies site will
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consist of 150,000 square feet of Retail use, 250,000 square feet of Business Park
use, and 500 multi-family dwelling units. At the time of its buildout in 2040, the Graham
Companies project will include 1,000,000 square feet of Retail use, 3,000,000 square
feet of Business Park use, and 2,000 multi-family dwelling units.

The following comments are offered concerning the submitted concurrency,
zoning, and comprehensive development master plan traffic analysis.

General Comments

1)

2)

Since ADM and Graham Property traffic analyses assume interchange improvements
that affect an existing or future interchange, an Interchange Access Request (IAR)
document, consistent with the FDOT Interchange Access Request — User’s Guide will
be required for each of the interchange modifications. The noted improvements affect
an existing, future full interchange, or future partial interchange (Miami Gardens Drive
at |-75, HEFT at I-75, a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and a partial
interchange at NW 178th Street and 1-75). Additional traffic analyses beyond that
submitted for the CDMP will be required to evaluate impacts upon SIS facilities and
interchanges during morning, afternoon, and weekend periods, and identify
improvements to accommodate the additional future traffic.

Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate
adequate public facilities are present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel
demand generated by ADM and Graham Project. These include an interchange
modification at HEFT and I-75; a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170" Street; a
partial new interchange at I-75 and NW 178t Street; and an interchange modification
at |-75 and Miami Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange improvements ultimately
requires FDOT and FHWA approval. Please note that current FHWA policy
discourages partial interchange configurations and access serving private property.
Although FHWA Policy Point #4 stipulates that each case is evaluated on its own
merits, it is the Department’s experience that obtaining approval for partial
interchanges is a difficult and long process that may present scheduling challenges.

If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by
2020, the base transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and Graham
Project's traffic analysis is invalid. This would result in additional transportation
impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is recommended that
a condition of approval be included for the ADM and Graham Project CDMP submittals
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3)

4)

5)

6)

contingent upon obtaining the requisite FDOT and FHWA approvals for the proposed
interchange access changes. [f any of the relied upon transportation improvements
are not approved, a re-evaluation of the traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

Please provide the electronic Synchro files so that they may be reviewed.

Please add delay and v/C ratio values to all intersection LOS summary tables for ease
of comparison between the various analyses conducted and for verification with the
Synchro analysis. Such information is beneficial for understanding the intersection
mitigation improvements if the approach and movement specific delay and LOS were
provided in tabular format.

Page 99, 128, & 157, Mitigation Summary, Intersection Improvements: Why were
intersection improvements limited to only three variations ( 1 exclusive right turn lane,
3 through lanes, and 2 left turn lanes)? Each intersection depending on location and
geometry should have been assessed separately. Unique lane geometries should be
tested to determine what is necessary for the intersection to function at an acceptable
LOS.

Please check the page numbering of the report documents. There seems to be some
skipped numbers.

Executive Summary

7)

There are 9 improvements, including interchange improvements at I-75/HEFT/Miami
Gardens Drive, a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170" Street, and I-75 ramps at
NW 178" Street to/from southbound 1-75, that are assumed to be constructed by 2020.
These improvements form the basis of the 2020 roadway network used for the
submitted concurrency analysis, zoning analysis, and comprehensive development
master plan analysis. It is suggested that these improvements be identified in the
Executive Summary, and specified as roadway improvements necessary to
accommodate both developments’ traffic. This comment also extends to the
Mitigation Summary section for Chapters 2 and 3.

Chapter 1, Section 6 — Existing Conditions

8)

In some instances, FDOT daily traffic volumes were adjusted using K and D factors to
estimate peak hour, peak directional volumes for roadways. Please consider using
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9)

synopsis reports for those count stations to obtain an actual peak hour, peak
directional volume for the existing conditions. Such synopsis reports can be provided
by FDOT upon request.

In Appendix I-D, please include the name of the intersection in the header of all
Synchro output worksheets. Also, please identify the type of analysis (HCM 2010 or
Synchro 9) and results represented on each worksheet. This applies to all Synchro
output worksheets provided for each scenario in each chapter of this submittal
package.

10)Page 25, Table I-1: For Segment NW 107t Avenue from NW 122" Street to NW 138t

Street, please place Note number (4) under the appropriate column. Also, it is
understood that no data was available for this segment, however please explain why
the assumption of an AADT of 8,000 was used. How was this value determined?

11)Page 31, 1t Paragraph: It is stated that Synchro’'s HCM 2010 methodology will be

used for the output results; however the results provided throughout the document
and the Synchro outputs in the appendix are not of the HCM methodology. They are
instead the calculated delay and LOS from the Synchro system, which does not
calculate the results according to HCM. You must choose to print the HCM 2000 or
2010 version outputs within the software. Please provide the HCM output results for
all existing conditions and future Synchro analysis.

Chapter 1, Section 8 — Background Conditions

12)Identified in Appendix I-D, unusual cycle lengths were used to analyze many of the

intersections. For example, at the intersection of Florida’s Turnpike ramp termini and
Okeechobee Road a 133-second cycle length was analyzed for the south ramp termini
intersection. However, the north ramp termini intersection was analyzed with a 80-
second cycle length, even though they were evaluated as an actuated-coordinated
system (See page 526 of Appendix I-D). Similarly, at Florida’s Turnpike and Red
Road, the west ramp termini intersection was studied with a 69.4-second cycle length,
and at I-75 and Miramar Parkway, the south ramp termini intersection was analyzed
with a 65.4-second cycle length (see pages 532 and 540 of Appendix I-D). It is
recommended that all intersection analyses be revised to reflect the cycle lengths and
phasings from existing signal timing sheets. Future year analyses should maintain
cycle lengths and phasings, although splits may be optimized to reflect different green
time needs due to traffic volume changes.
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Chapter 2, Section 8 — Weekend Review

13)The text provided for the Weekend Review (page 94 of the PDF) indicates that no
further review of weekend conditions is needed based on the findings. However, no
specific findings are written in support of this statement. Please provide additional
details concerning the weekend evaluation to justify not analyzing weekend conditions
further. For example, a comparison of ADM and Graham Property project volumes
for a typical weekday and weekend should be provided; a comparison of total traffic
volumes for a weekend and weekday should be included; and an assessment of
directional volume changes that may impact SIS facilities and nearby interchanges in
a manner different from what is experienced currently.

Chapter 1, Section 6 —Existing Conditions

14)In section 6.2, the PHP is defined as the average of the two highest consecutive hours
of traffic and defined as the average of traffic volume between 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM.
Are these the highest consecutive hours of traffic for all links? The two highest
consecutive hours should be determined from traffic counts and defined for SIS
facilities, Turnpike facilities, Other State Facilities, and County Facilities separately.
This methodology should be consistent with the Interchange Access Request
methodology.

Chapter 1, Section 7 - Trip Generation

15)The Department does not dispute the 10.8% LRT adjustment to net external trips
which was previously approved as part of the methodology and shown in Table I-9.
However, the calculation of the LRT adjustment should be reviewed. If 10.8% of
person trips to MOA took LRT then this 10.8% should be applied to the person trips
visiting ADM. Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 2.3 for ADM to match the vehicle
occupancy of MOA then 69,822 daily net external vehicle trips translates to 160,591
person trips. To add the 10.8% back divide 160,951 person trips by 1-.108 = .892 so
180,438 person trips to American Dream Mall. Converting back to vehicle trips with a
2.3 auto occupancy gives 78,451 vehicle trips. The difference between 78,451 and
69,822 vehicle trips is 8,629 additional vehicle trips. Please clarify the difference
between the 8,629 vehicle trips calculated vs. the 6,481 vehicle trips provided in Table
I-9.
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16)In the Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP (Nov. 24, 2015) PM internal capture
was 15.1% in 2020 and 10.8% in 2040 for the Graham project, but the current analysis
shows 24.48% in 2020 and 18.38% in 2040. Unless otherwise approved, use the
same internal capture rates that were previously approved in the methodology.

Chapter 1, Section 8 — Background Conditions

17)Florida’s Turnpike from 1-595 to Pines Blvd in Broward County is included as a Year
2040 Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Broward
MPO 2040 LRTP. The identified source in Table 1-12 is the SERPM7.0 model. The
model is a tool and should not be used a source. Please reference the appropriate
agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect agency
plans, FDOT should be notified and the project should be removed.

18)Okeechobee Road from NW 154" St to Florida’s Turnpike in Miami-Dade County is
included as a Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not
included in the Miami-Dade MPQO 2040 LRTP. The identified source in Table 1-12 is
the SERPM 7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used a source. Please
reference the appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does
not properly reflect agency plans, FDOT should be notified and the project should be
removed.

19)SERPM 7.0 model is identified as a source for three projects in Table 1-12 but the
methodology identified SERPM 6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E model, plus Turnpike edits
for their planned future projects, plus the approved SERPM 7 socioeconomic data
integrated in. Please clarify which model was used for this analysis.

20)Section 8.3 indicates that growth rate caps were imposed on all facilities. In the
approved methodology no growth rate cap was included. Please clarify in the report
how and why the growth rate caps were determined, and provide any numerical
support of this determination.

21)Page 48, Table I-14: Please label and explain the difference between the 1st and 2"
columns labeled as “Referenced Intersection % Growth”. It appears in the Appendix
that there are two sets of intersection growth rates for the two Phases (Phase | and
Phase Il). Please define the Phases in a footnote and label the column appropriately.



Deputy Mayor Jack Osterholt
August 5, 2016
Page 7

22) Page 53-54, Table I-16: Please check for missing intersections and revise as
necessary. Only Intersections 16 through 54 are provided.

Chapter 1, Section 9 - Project Trip Distribution

23)Socio-economic data was factored to match the daily ITE trip generation calculations
for the external trip quantities. How was this performed? The model plots show % trips
from the select zone analysis but not the model volumes in Appendix I-M. Please
include model volume plots for this select zone analysis.

24)Please provide the methodology for determining the number of households with and
without children and vehicle ownership for the Graham Property households where
there were not households previously.

25)Consistent with the traffic methodology, a new TAZ was created for ADM to force
access to HEFT and NW 170" Street. There appears to be a centroid connector near
the HEFT and NW 170™ Street in the submitted material, though it is not identified as
an ADM TAZ and the percent distribution is not depicted. When adding the percent
trips on the centroid connectors for the ADM TAZ in Appendix I-M, the percentage
sums to only 70% indicating that the other 30% is distributed from the new centroid.
Please identify the number of the TAZ added near HEFT and NW 170™ Street and
what socio-economic data was assigned. The table in Appendix I-L should be updated
to reflect this TAZ. Additionally, please denote the TAZ with a star for ADM on the
map in Appendix I-L.

26)Please include model plots from the newly created ADM TAZ near the HEFT and NW
170" St interchange showing the select zone analysis in both model volumes and
percent of project traffic volumes. This will serve as a check that this methodology for
matching the expected regional long distance trip making characteristics works as
intended.

27)0On page 63, a typographical error was noted. References to Table I-8 and Table I-9
should be changed to Table I-9 and Table I-10 instead.

Chapter 1, Section 10 — Project Assignment

28)Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures I-10B, 11B, and 12B: Please explain why no traffic
to/from the Graham Project is assigned for the link of NW 170" Street from NW 102"¢
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Avenue/NW 107" Avenue to NW 97" Avenue, particularly since there is an access
point at the location of NW 102" Avenue/NW 107" Avenue. The 0.0% value is
present for both 2020 and 2040 project distributions.

29)Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures I-10B, 11B, and 12B: Please explain why no traffic is
assigned to/from the link of NW 170" Street from NW 82" Avenue to NW 78" Avenue
when both the links to the east and west have project traffic assigned to them.

30)Page 63, Table I-17: Please check the percent distribution values for the link of NW

178" Street between Graham Access and NW 97t Avenue. The values do not match
those shown in Figure |-10B.

Chapters 2 through 4 — Link Analysis

31)The use of ADM or Graham Property traffic should not be included as “background”
traffic in the analysis when determining if a facility is backlogged. The determination
of backlogged facilities must be re-done to include only approved background traffic.
Throughout the submitted analysis, it is stated that backlogged facilities include traffic
generated by either ADM or Graham Property, depending on which project was being
analyzed. This means that links which fail due to trips from Graham property or ADM
are considered backlogged and not subject to mitigation. This approach to evaluating
backlogged facilities is included in the Zoning Link Analysis and CDMP analysis tables
in Chapters 2 through 4. Below are examples of roadways identified as backlogged
facilities (and failing) because of either ADM or Graham Property traffic.

a. [-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida’s Turnpike (Table 11I-5A)

b. I-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida’s Turmnpike (Tables II-5B and IlI-
5B)

c. 1-75 from Florida’s Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive (Tables 1I-56B and
111-5B)

d. Okeechobee Road from Hialeah Gardens to NW 103rd Street (Tables
II-6B and 111-5B)

e. Okeechobee Road from NW 103rd Street to SR 826 (Tables /I-5B and
I11-56B)

f. Miami Gardens Drive from |-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Avenue
(Tables II-2B and 11I-2B - )

g. Miami Gardens Drive from NW 87th Avenue to NW 82nd Avenue
(Tables II-2B and IlI-2B)
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32)It was noted in several tables in Chapter 4, particularly Tables VI-5A, VI-5B, and VI-
6B, that two segments of I-75 fail in 2020 and 2040 because of ADM and Graham
Property traffic. Yet these two segments (I-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida’'s
Turnpike, and 1-75 from Florida’s Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive) are not listed in
Mitigation Summary sections or the Executive Summary of the report. Planned
improvements to both I-75 segments will increase capacity to accommodate
background growth traffic through 2040 and allow the roadway to operate at an
acceptable level of service. However, the addition of ADM and Graham Property
traffic causes these 1-75 segments to fail, according to the submitted analysis. As a
result, please identify the necessary improvements for these two I-75 segments to
allow them to operate at an acceptable level of service with both project’s traffic, and
include these improvements under each Mitigation Summary section of the report.

33)In Chapters 2 through 4, the volumes and lane geometries for various roadway
segments for the 2020 and 2040 Zoning and CDMP analysis tables differ. When
comparing Table 1I-5A (2040 CDMP Analysis) with Table [I-6A (2040 Zoning Analysis)
the total trips for a particular roadway segment are not the same. In some cases, the
number of lanes (CF + proposed) are different. For example, SR 826 shows 10 lanes
in the zoning analysis for 2040 and 10+4/12+4 in the CDMP analysis for 2040. Also,
the segment of Florida's Turnpike from SW 8" Street to SR 836 was assigned 311
combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour CDMP analysis, but only 307
combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour Zoning analysis.

Please clarify the apparent project trip assignment and roadway geometry
inconsistencies and revise the analyses, as appropriate.

34)The Mitigation Summary in each chapter does not include intersection mitigation.
Please add the intersection mitigation summary to this section. This summary is
included in the executive summary but does not differentiate between Graham and
ADM responsibilities.

35)Please revise the analysis of backlogged facilities such that ADM and Graham
Property project traffic are not considered as background traffic. In the Intersection
ADM Mitigation Summary appendices (lI-I, II-J, llI-H, 1ll-1), items that are significant
are highlighted in yellow. In some cases (e.g., NW 186" Street / Miami Gardens Drive
& NW 67" Avenue) mitigation is proposed for turning movements, which includes
traffic impacts from both ADM and Graham Property. Intuitively, if both projects
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contribute significant traffic impacts to a turning movement requiring mitigation, then
the mitigation costs should be shared between the two developments. Please clarify
how the projects included in the intersection needs of the executive summary were
determined to be significantly impacted by ADM and Graham Property developments.

36)In comparing Table 1l-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS
Analysis — ADM Impacts and lll-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area
Intersection LOS Analysis — Graham Impacts, the LOS with both ADM and Graham
Property included do not match. Given that this column should include all trips from
both projects, it is expected that the LOS would be the same. Please correct the
apparent discrepancy.

37)Page 83, Table 1-4 and Page 112, Table lll-4: Please check LOS values for
Intersection ID 9 (NW 67" Avenue at Miami Gardens Drive), and explain why this
intersection operates better with the additional project trips than with just the
background traffic only.

38)Page 95, Table II-7 and Page 156, Table IV-7: Please check LOS values for
Intersection ID 16 (SR 823/Red Road at Turnpike Ramp (E)), and explain why this
intersection operates better with the additional project trips than with just the
background traffic only.

39)Table I-7 is included in both Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter lll is specific to the Graham
property but the Table II-7 states it is for the ADM impacts. The table appears to be
identical including the headers of the table. Please replace Table 1I-7 in Chapter Il
with the correct Table III-7.

40)Table II-7 states “Zoning Short Term (Year 2040).” Please change to “Zoning Long
Term (Year 2040).”

Chapter 2, Section 8 — Mitigation Summary

41)Page 127, Second Paragraph (sentence before bulleted list): Please clarify if the
listed improvements are for the ADM and/or Graham Project. ADM is referenced
twice in the noted sentence. This also occurs again on Page 149 in the same
location under Section 6.0 Mitigation Summary.
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Chapter 3, Section 5 — Year 2040 AM and PM Zoning Analyses

42)Page 116 — 119, Tables IlI-5A & 5B: Please check for an error in the font color for
columns under Background Trips Peak Hour Peak Dir Analysis NB/EB (Vol/LOS).
Not all values in red font are failing.

Missing Tables

43) There appear to be several tables missing from the submittal package (see cursory
list below). Please revise the report to include all summary tables.

Qo oo

Th

The first half of Table 1I-3B is missing.

The first half of Table I-5A is missing.

The first half of Table 11-6B is missing.

Table IlI-6B should be renamed “Table 1I-5B” to be consistent with the
report’s naming conventions.

The first half of Table IlI-3B is missing.

The first half of Table IlI-6A is missing.

General Synchro Comments

44)After reviewing the output from the Synchro analyses there are some discrepancies
in the inputs used for the existing and future conditions.

a.

The peak hour factor for all intersections/approaches was used the
default value. Was this discussed and agreed upon during the
methodology agreement?

Cycle length/offsets and minimum initial (minimum green) did not
correspond to Miami Dade County Signal Systems TOD sheets. Also
please provide the Signal Timing sheets used as reference for the
Synchro inputs within the appendix area.

It is not possible to verify the truck percentage used in the analyses due
to the output sheets provided. It is important to account for this input in
the Synchro analyses. Please provide both the methodology and
process for how the truck percentage was chosen for the approaches or
intersections and provide the appropriate HCM output from Synchro.
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d.

For the reference (yield) point, “beginning of green” is used for actuated-
coordinated intersections. Was this verified with the Miami Dade County
area engineer for these signals? Typically, the majority of signals in the
County have a reference point of “beginning of yellow” for the main
movements. Please check data and update the analyses with the correct
input.

Some intersections between the existing conditions and future analyses
get swifched from actuated-coordinated operation to uncoordinated in
the future. Please clarify the reason for this change.

For the future analyses, was the signal timing optimized for the “without
mitigation” and the “with mitigation” scenarios? Please clarify when
optimization was used and if there were any manual adjustments to the
timing or other system parameters for the Synchro files.

Please contact me at 305-470-5386, or Lisa Dykstra at 954-777-4360, if you have
any questions concerning our response.

Sincergty, /

; {
Lisa Colmenares,"AICP
Planning Manager

Cc: Harold Desdunes, Florida Department of Transportation District 6
Stacie Miller, Florida Department of Transportation District 4
Steve Braun, Florida Department of Transportation, District 4
Omar Meitin, Florida Department of Transportation, District 6
Steven Craig James, Florida Department of Transportation, District 6
Lisa Dykstra, Florida Department of Transportation, District 4
Isabel Cosio Carballo, South Florida Regional Council



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Samson, Kim C. <Kim.Samson@dot.state.fl.us>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 4:57 PM

To: Stillings, Noel (RER)

Cc: Stettner, Alison; Colmenares, Lisa

Subject: RE: Comments for the Graham/ADM Applications
Hi Noel,

As discussed, after briefly reviewing the material provided (to me) this week -

The County can consider the District’'s comments representative of important Turnpike input as well, with regard to the
applicant’s submittal.

A couple of additional Turnpike facility specific comments are provided below:

-Turnpike projects on the Homestead Extension of Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), south of SR 836 (inclusive of managed
Express Lanes) are let for construction (Design-Build). The analysis should include these projects.

-Turnpike has additional count/toll information available which is not included in the FDOT FTI. The availability of this
information was shared with the applicant during the methodology meetings but was not requested by the applicant for
the preparation of the analysis.

- HEFT, in the project vicinity, has sustained considerable growth rates (with the exception of recession years). The
calculated annualized growth rate (which included recession years) from 2000 — 2015 is 3.5% north of SR 836 and 3.0%
south of SR 836. The development of growth rates for this facility should be assessed independently of the other limited
access facilities. Information from the Turnpike’s Annual evaluation is provided below for information/reference.

If additional Turnpike comments should be noted, time permitting | will forward to you or bring to meeting on Sept 9.

Regards,
Kim
North of SR 836
l Weighted Average Growth Rate
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011 tc
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
South of SR 836
Weighted Average Growth Rate
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
48,700 53,300 55,600 60,300 70,300 77,400 81,100 82,200 76,900 72,600 74,300
2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004to | 2005to | 2006to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011 tc
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
9.4% 4.3% 8.5% 16.6% 10.1% 4.8% 1.4% -6.4% -5.6% 2.3% 2.6% 2.8%

1



Kim Samson, PE, PTOE
Project Manager, Planning Traffic Engineering

FTE - Traffic & Revenue Engineering Consultants
D +1-954-934-1106

M +1-954-553-3484

kim.samson@dot.state.fl.us

AECOM - Built to deliver a better world
Florida's Turnpike Enterprise

Pompano Operations Center

P.O. Box 9828

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33310

From: Stillings, Noel (RER) [mailto:stillin@miamidade.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2016 1:36 PM

To: Samson, Kim C.

Subject: FW: Comments for the Graham/ADM Applications

Good afternoon Kim,

Seems like we got disconnected — sorry but my phone did not list what number you called in on, so I'm
emailing you back.

As we discussed, here are the comments we received from FDOT about the ADM/Graham applications
(Application Nos. 5 and 6 in our May 2016 CDMP Cycle).

Let us know, or if your Planning Manager can let us know, if you will have any comments on the applications.

| have also included the Advance Notification package we received for the HEFT/NW 170 Street Interchange,
with that Beacon Countyline reference.

Regards,

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

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

COUNTY

Environmental Protection and Growth Management Department
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT DIVISION
115 S. Andrews Avenue, Room 329K e Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 e 954-357-6634 ¢ FAX 954-357-8655

September 1, 2016

Mark R. Woerner, AICP

Assistant Director for Planning

Dept. of Regulatory and Economic Resources
111 NW 1st Street, 12th Floor

Miami, FL 33128-1902

RE: American Dream Miami and Graham Property

Dear Mr. Woerner:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed development of American
Dream Miami (ADM) and the Graham Property, in northwest Miami-Dade County. Broward
County staff has reviewed the revised Traffic Impact Analysis submitted with the two applications

for amendment to the Miami-Dade Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP).

Based on our review, staff has the following comments which we request that the applicant

specifically address in their resubmittal to Miami-Dade County:

1. Itis unclear how the 10.8-percent upward adjustment for light rail transit (LRT) resulted in
the addition of 6,481 daily trips and 491 PM peak hour trips. These values do not agree
with our calculations. Please provide a worksheet outlining the LRT adjustment
calculations and please provide backup for any assumptions accepted for this adjustment.

2. ltis maintained in the study that the hotel component is an ancillary/complementary land
use and was reflected in the trip generation estimates for ADM derived from count data
collected at Mall of America (MOA). It was further stated in a reply to a previous comment
about the hotel component that the ADM site is not near other Miami-Dade attractions
such as the beaches or airport and therefore is not expected to generated trips other than
visitors to ADM. In response to the ancillary/complementary land use comment, MOA has
506 rooms on-site to accommodate approximately 4,400,000 square feet (SF) of gross
floor area (GFA), or about one room per 8,700 SF of GFA. ADM is proposed to have
2,000 rooms for 6,200,000 SF of GFA which equates to one room per 3,100 SF of GFA.
Proportionally, ADM will have 2.8 times more hotel rooms per SF of GFA than MOA and
accordingly, it is not reasonable to expect that all guests will be visiting the hotels as an
ancillary use of ADM. With regard to the response that the location of ADM is not near
other Miami-Dade attractions, it should be noted that there are at least four hotels
comprising over 500 hotel rooms in the Miami Lakes Main Street area, located within two
to three miles of the site, also similarly remotely located from the airport and
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Mark R. Woerner, AICP
Assistant Director for Planning
Page Two of Three

beaches. Therefore, it is not a reasonable assumption that the project’s hotels will not
generate trips other than ancillary to ADM. Furthermore, as the area develops with other
planned and committed projects, the demand for hotel rooms will increase. For the above
reasons, we continue to recommend that an adjustment to trip generation be made to
account for hotel visits not specifically associated with ADM.

. The analysis shows that Miramar Parkway west of I-75 operates at Level of Service (LOS)

C and will continue to do so for future conditions. This was brought up in our previous
comments and the response was that the analysis was based on 2014 traffic count data.
2015 traffic counts for the intersection of Miramar Parkway and Dykes Road/SW 160
Avenue (Attachment A) indicating that Miramar Parkway is currently operating
overcapacity. Furthermore, Synchro analysis (Attachment B) shows that during the PM
peak, the intersection of Miramar Parkway and Dykes Road operates at LOS F.

During the review meeting held at SFRC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion of
extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whist Miami-Dade
Transit will be the primary service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore
option for transit service north of the site with Broward County Transit. Transit riders are
likely to employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the
future labor pool.

| look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff as this development project moves
though the development review process. In the event that mitigation is proposed in Broward
County, | would like to coordinate with your staff and our attorneys to develop appropriate,
enforceable, agreements that will ensure the installation of required improvements outside Miami-
Dade County.

Please let me know if you have questions about these comments. | can be reached at (954) 357-
6602 or jsesodia@broward.org.

Sincerely,

b Lrodia

Josie P. Sesodia, AICP
Director

Attach (2)

CC:

Bertha Henry, County Administrator

Henry Sniezek, Director, EPGMD

Tony Hui, Deputy Director, Public Works Dept.

Scott Bruner, P.E., Director, Traffic Engineering Division



Broward County Traffic Engineering Division

Attachment A
2300 W. Commercial Blvd.
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309
SIGNAL: 3472 File Name : 3472 05052015
CITY: MIRAMAR Site Code : 00000000
LOCATION: MIRAMAR PKWY & DYKES RD/SW 160 AVE Start Date : 5/5/2015
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
DYKES RD DYKES RD MIRAMAR PARKWAY MIRAMAR PARKWAY
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. ol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Tol_| Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_| Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total_|_Int. Total ‘
07:00AM | 99 80 41 0 220 4 39 142 0 185 0 275 7 0 282100 165 55 0 320 | 1007
07:15AM | 114 66 50 0 230 | 18 77 156 0 251 2 337 9 0 348 /143 190 62 0 395 | 1224
07:30AM | 125 78 53 0 256 8 46 195 0 249 | 20 315 18 0 353|162 178 54 0 394 | 1252
07:45AM | 138 66 42 0 246 8 64 215 0 287 | 42 441 26 0 509 223 182 81 0 486 | 1528
Total | 476 290 186 0 952 | 38 226 708 0 972 | 64 138 60 0 1492 | 628 715 252 0 1595 | 5011
08:00AM | 144 33 25 0 202 | 11 52 190 0 253 | 20 363 22 0 405214 159 90 0 463 | 1323
08:15AM | 115 40 16 0 171 6 84 167 0 257 9 296 24 0 329 172 195 86 0 453 | 1210
08:30AM | 69 35 16 0 120 5 85 191 0 281 12 288 30 0 330143 154 79 0 376 | 1107
08:45 AM 78 53 31 0 162 4 47 138 0 189 16 300 26 0 342|184 198 117 0 499 | 1192
Total | 406 161 88 0 655 | 26 268 686 0 980 | 57 1247 102 0 1406 | 713 706 372 0 1791 | 4832
*k*k BREAK *kk
11:00AM | 54 54 15 0 123 | 19 24 42 0 85| 13 167 39 0 219, 73 189 43 0 305 | 732
11:15AM | 49 50 16 6 121 | 22 28 51 0 101 | 12 250 52 0 314 /105 191 37 0 333 | 869
11:30AM | 31 40 11 0 82| 26 35 52 0 113 | 14 183 49 0 246 | 8 151 25 0 262 | 703
11:45 AM 54 36 25 0 115 ] 23 27 160 0 210 14 202 47 0 263|131 219 42 0 392 980
Total | 188 180 67 6 441 | 90 114 305 0 509 | 53 802 187 0 1042 | 395 750 147 0 1292 | 3284
12:00PM | 47 47 20 0 114 | 27 48 149 0 224 | 13 230 54 0 297 /166 204 42 0 412 | 1047
12:15 PM 35 38 15 0 88| 42 31 159 0 232 14 227 46 0 287|144 193 30 0 367 974
12:30PM | 46 58 16 0 120 | 39 45 189 0 273 | 15 186 78 0 279183 206 52 0 441 | 1113
12:45PM | 34 40 25 0 99| 35 55 192 3 285 16 275 61 0 352146 211 52 0 409 | 1145
Total | 162 183 76 0 421 | 143 179 689 3 1014 | 58 918 239 0 1215 /639 814 176 0 1629 | 4279
*k*k BREAK *kk
04:00PM | 75 46 32 0 153 | 68 84 171 0 323 | 34 254 63 0 351243 381 81 0 705 | 1532
04:15PM | 97 41 30 0 168 | 77 75 206 0 358| 34 231 45 0 310255 384 89 0 728 | 1564
04:30PM | 168 44 68 0 280 | 74 79 128 4 285 | 38 237 35 0 310|182 363 112 0 657 | 1532
04:45PM | 225 88 104 0 417 | 48 81 152 8 289 36 265 57 0 358216 412 79 0 707 1771
Total | 565 219 234 0 1018 | 267 319 657 12 1255 |142 987 200 0 1329 | 896 1540 361 0 2797 | 6399
05:00PM | 230 144 91 0 465 | 75 62 224 0 361 | 43 233 42 0 318 |260 397 101 0 758 | 1902
05:15PM | 215 132 48 0 39| 49 56 282 4 391 | 29 260 53 0 342|222 460 110 0 7921920
05:30PM | 212 120 75 0 407 | 81 161 215 4 461 | 34 257 51 0 342 | 242 446 82 0 770 | 1980
05:45PM | 232 129 79 0 440 | 62 95 264 2 423 | 34 233 61 0 328 251 459 94 0 804 | 1995
Total | 889 525 293 0 1707 | 267 374 985 10 1636 | 140 983 207 0 1330 | 975 1762 387 0 3124 | 7797
Grand Total | 2686 1558 944 6 5194 | 831 1480 4030 25 6366 | 514 6305 995 0 7814 | 4246 6287 1695 0 12228 | 31602
Apprch% | 517 30 182 0.1 131 232 633 04 6.6 807 127 0 347 514 139 0
Total % | 8.5 4.9 3 0 164 | 26 47 128 01 201,16 20 3.1 0 247 | 134 199 54 0 387




Attachment B

Queues
3472: Dykes Rd & Miramar Pky 9/1/2016
A ey ¢ ANt A2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b O ol b . T il
Traffic Volume (vph) 207 983 140 387 1762 975 293 525 889 985 374 267
Future Volume (vph) 207 983 140 387 1762 975 293 525 889 985 374 267
Satd. Flow (prot) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5085 1583 3433 3539 1583 3433 3539 1583
FIt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 3433 5085 1583 3433 5085 1583 3433 3539 1583 3433 3539 1583
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 152 372 212 193
Lane Group Flow (vph) 225 1068 152 421 1915 1060 318 571 966 1071 407 290
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6 2 4 8
Total Split (s) 250 810 810 250 810 810 250 390 390 350 490 490
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Act Effct Green (s) 2100 760 760 210 760 760 202 340 340 310 448 448
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 042 042 012 042 042 011 019 019 017 025 025
vlc Ratio 056 050 020 105 089 120 083 08 206 181 046 054
Control Delay 811  39.0 47 1325 546 1303 962 838 506.7 409.7 59.6  23.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 811  39.0 47 1325 546 1303 962 838 506.7 409.7 59.6 23.0
LOS F D A F D F F F F F E C
Approach Delay 42.0 87.9 306.1 265.7
Approach LOS D F F F
Queue Length 50th (ft) 131 336 0 ~278 765 ~1248 191 348 ~1585  ~977 218 98
Queue Length 95th (ft) 181 382 48  #396 830 #1520  #253  #427 #1857 #1115 276 204
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1200 1472 1680 1712
Turn Bay Length (ft) 330 275 400 250 300 300 320 400
Base Capacity (vph) 400 2147 756 400 2147 883 400 668 470 501 881 538
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 056 050 020 105 089 120 080 085 206 181 046 054

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 180

Actuated Cycle Length: 180

Offset: 141 (78%), Referenced to phase 2:WBT, Start of Yellow
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 2.06

Intersection Signal Delay: 165.0 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 113.8% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  3472: Dykes Rd & Miramar Pky




COMMENTS ON THE
AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI (ADM) AND THE GRAHAM COMPANIES
REVISED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS (TIA) REPORT
DATED JUNE 22, 2016
BY THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC
WORKS, (DTPW) TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DIVISION
DEPARTMENT OF REGULATORY AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES, (RER) PLANNING AND
PLATTING DIVISIONS

SEPTEMBER 7, 2016

DTPW COMMENTS

1. Executive Summary: Please explain the 220 various scenarios listed for the intersection
analyses. It would appear that only 18 scenarios would be required, 9 alternatives for both
AM and PM Peak Hours: 1-Existing, 2 & 3 - Future No-Build (2020 & 2040), 4 & 5- ADM
Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 6 & 7 - Graham Project Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 8
& 9 — Total Combined Projects (2020 & 2040).

2. Section 1-Overview: What is the difference in the CDMP versus the Zoning analyses?
From a traffic analysis perspective, the concern mainly exists with the worst-case
scenarios. Please advise.

3. Figure I-3 through 6: Please zoom into the study area and identify the highlighted roadway
segments with their street names.

4. Section 6.2-Existing Roadway Link Directional PHPs: Please clarify and provide an
example for the following statement:

“For the MDC counts, the PHPs were ratio'ed to the official PHPs identified by the County in
its count reports and the directional distributions observed from the raw counts were then used
to derive northbound/eastbound (NB/EB) and southbound/westbound (SB/WB) PHP
directional volumes.”

5. Section 6.3-Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS: Please provide the data assumptions
for the roadway segments used to determine the maximum service volume thresholds.
Also, there were no FDOT tables included in Appendix I-C, only Intersection TMCs.

6. Table I-4: The PM LOS is missing for ID #10. Also, please show the intersection delays
for all the LOS Summary tables throughout the report.

7. Table I-10: The Diverted Trip to Retail Use volumes which were calculated from the ITE
Trip Generation Handbook Pass-by Trip volumes for Land Use Code 820 are only valid
for the PM Peak Hour since the data was collected for a weekday during the PM Peak
Period. No diverted trips should be calculated for the Daily or AM peak analysis.
Furthermore, caution should be exercised when using the pass-by fitted curve equation in
lieu of non-pass-by trip data as listed in Table F.9 from the ITE Handbook, which includes
diverted trip percentages.

8. Table I-10, Note 2: This states that “Diverted Trips to Retail Use for the Year 2020
proposed development program is Limited to 35% of the External Retail Trips (calculated
using the ITE Pass-by Formula) and is further limited to 10% of the Adjacent Street Traffic
calculated using the closest adjacent FDOT Count Stations 2518 on Miami Gardens Drive
and 7048 on NW 138 Street.” The table shows the net external trips with the pass-by
reductions. Please advise if the pass-by trips were reduced only for the existing roadway



10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

facilities. The traffic at the sites’ driveways and new roadways must show 100% trips as
these are all new.

Section 8.3-Background Growth: According to ITE Transportation Impact Analysis for Site
Development, growth rates should not normally be employed for horizons beyond 4 to 5
years (i.e. through 2020) because of the variability in growth rates over time and the
magnitude of error that can result from a relatively small error in the growth rate over a
long period of time (such as using these to generate 2040 volumes).

Table I-16: the first half is missing for ID # 1-15.

Figures I-10A through 12B: Please explain the major differences in the project distribution
percentages between the Zoning and CDMP analyses. For example, the ADM Project
Distribution on Figure 1-11B is 23.41% for the north-south 4-lane segment near the
Graham project. This same link however, is listing a 43.19% ADM Project Distribution in
Figure 1-12B. Otherwise, most of the percentages are similar to their counterparts as
compared in the figures.

Section 10-Project Assignment: The diverted trips for the TMVs shown are not shown in
detail in Appendix I-K. Please include separate figures to show these volumes.

Table IV-7: This table is numbered IV but should be sequentially numbered VI. Also, this
is titled ‘Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)’ but should be Long Term. Also, please confirm
that the signal cycle lengths used in the future analyses were the same as existing. Any
deviation from these needs to be documented.

Mitigation Summary (all scenarios): Please ensure that the future LOS intersection
analyses does not include improvements at the intersections, such as additional/increased
turn bay storages, signal optimization, etc. A comparison of the Future No-Build and Build
scenarios needs to be evident. A separate LOS analysis should be made for those
intersections requiring mitigation. Also, were there any unsignalized intersections that
were identified for signalization in the future?

Appendix I-K1: Some of the turning movement volumes do not appear to be adding up
correctly. For example, assuming a 1% growth rate from existing to 2020, the background
volumes for the AM WB through movement at NW 87" Avenue and Miami Gardens Drive
should be 1,544; and then adding the ADM and Graham project trips should result in 1,637
instead of 1,621. Please clarify. Also, why are the peak directions different for the two
projects during the same peak period?

RER COMMENTS:

General Comments

1.

For each application, include a proportionate share analysis that identifies the applicant’s
fair share of the cost of the required transportation improvements.

Number all of the pages in the report, including tables and maps.
Some pages appear to be missing, i.e. pages 54, 69, 85, 90, 97, 114, 126, 155, and 156.

All tables, maps, and corresponding roadway analyses must show all the roadway
segments impacted by 5% or more by the projects’ impact.

All maps and tables need to be labelled to show the major roadways and corridors, and
identify all the state roadways.



6. List all roadway segments in an orderly fashion from north to south and west to east.
7. The roadway links for the existing and year 2040 should correspond to the maps.
8. Only projects listed in the Cost-Feasible Plan of the County’'s 2040 Long Range

Transportation Plan (LRTP) should be considered for future 2020 and 2040 analysis.
9. Reference to “FDOT Comments” refers to FDOT'’s letter dated August 5, 2016.

10. RER staff reserves the right to provide additional comments later and will continue to
finalize review of the Revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).

Page 1, Executive Summary
11. Clarify if the 70,000 and 10,000 external trips (paragraph three) are daily or PM peak hour
trips.

12. Page 4, last paragraph, clarify locations in bullet point three and four, and for any other
corresponding reference to these locations.

13. Clarify the difference between the concurrency, CDMP, and zoning analyses performed.

CHAPTER | GENERAL INFORMATION
Page 16, Figure I-1 Project Location and Existing Roadways

14. Show and label all major section line roadways, with the number of lanes, for the entire
Study Area.

15. Add the following missing interchanges on SR 826: NW 67 Avenue, NW 57 Avenue, and
heading further east until the Golden Glades interchange.

16. Correct mislabeled “I-75” icon depicted on SR 924/Gratigny Parkway, and on all other
applicable maps.

Page 17, Figure 1-2 Preliminary Access Plan

17. Site Plan does not show location of applicant’s proposed park and ride facility for Miami-
Dade Transit (MDT), please revise Site Plan to depict location of Park and Ride facility.

Page 19, Section 5 Study Area
18. Provide a complete listing of the roadway links depicted in Figures I-3 through I-5.

19. For Figure 1-3, I-4 and I-5 label all major section line roadways and other roadway facilities
that are impacted 5% or more by the projects to define the study area.

20. The 5% analysis to determine the study area boundaries for the existing, future 2020 and
2040 should include all the major section line roadways within the study area.

Page 23, Figure 1-6 FDOT and County Count Station Map
21. Label the corresponding roadways for the traffic count stations depicted.
22. List all the traffic counts stations, not just ones impacted by the 5% of the projects’ trips.



Page 24, Section 6.2 Existing Roadway Link Directional and Section 6.3 Existing
Roadway Link Directional LOS

23. List which peak season count factors were used.
24. Correct reference to FDOT's Generalized Table to Appendix I-E (not I-C).

25. Please consider using FDOT’s synopsis reports to obtain the actual peak hour, peak
direction volumes, when available.

26. Utilize the County’s 3-day traffic counts.

27. Provide detailed explanation on how the directional peak hour period (PHP) volumes for
the County stations were derived.

Pages 25-27, Table I-1 Year 2015 Area Roadway Segment Existing AM and PM PHP
Summary

28. Provide copies and identify source of the 15-minute FDOT/MDC/Broward County counts.

29. Revise the table, corresponding maps and list all the roadway segments according to the
identified study area, for example:

NW 107 Avenue needs to be depicted from Okeechobee Road to NW 170 Street;

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be depicted from SR 836/Dolphin Expressway
to NW 27 Avenue;

c. Extend the analysis for the HEFT to the Mainline Turnpike;

Interstate I-75 ends at the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826, delete the roadway segment
from NW 57 Avenue to LeJune as it is part of SR 924/Gratigny Parkway;

e. Miami Gardens Drive needs to be extended to NW 27 Avenue;

NW 138 Street ends at Okeechobee and does not continue to the HEFT;

NW 87 Avenue needs to be extended from NW 154 Street to Okeechobee Road.
NW 122 Street needs to be extended to LeJune Road,;

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be extended south to SR 836/Dolphin
Expressway.

> @a =~

Pages 28-29, Table I-2 Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis
30. Identify the FDOT and County traffic count stations for the roadway segments.

31. Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds

32. Adopted LOS values need to follow the Level of Service Standards in the Transportation
Element of the CDMP.

Page 38, Table I-9 Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

33. Document the calculation used to arrive at the 6,481 Daily trips and 491 PM Peak Hour
Trips based on the 10.8% LRT adjustment. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 15
which also questions this.



34. Clarify the vehicle occupancy value used to calculate the LRT adjustment

35. The AM/PM internal capture, although it is O, is labeled incorrectly for each of these
corresponding tables

Page 41, Table 1-11 Future Year 2020 Roadway Improvements

36. Remove NW 97 Avenue from NW 154 Street to NW 170 Street from the Year 2020
Commited Improvements list as that roadway already exists.

Page 41, Table 1-12 Future Year 2040 Roadway Improvements

37. Clarify that NW 107 Avenue from NW 138 Street to NW 170 Street and NW 102 Avenue
from NW 170 Street to NW 178 Street are not part of the Cost Feasible Plan.

38. Remove the following from list and corresponding analysis:

a. Okeechobee Road from NW 154 Street to HEFT, as the Priority IV project is for
grade-intersections from Krome Avenue to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. RER
concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 18 that the SERPM model is a tool and should
not be utilized as a source.

b. NW 138 Street to SR 924 (a state road only east of I-75), and correct listing of the
project as the boundaries are from the HEFT to SR 826.

c. HEFT — correct reference from SW 8 Street to SR 836, as that will be widened to
10 lanes, not “10+4” lanes.

d. SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — reference should be corrected to I-75, from NW
170 Street to SR 826.

e. SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — correct the future number of lanes and
corresponding analysis from “10+4” to 10 lanes (will be widened from 8 to 10
lanes).

f. Correct other two references to “12+4” lanes on SR 826, as West Flagler Street to
I-75 and I-75 north to Dade/Broward County line will be widened with express lanes
to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; SR 826 from I-75 to NW 103 Street will be widened with
express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; and SR 826 from NW 103 Street to Flagler
street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 10 to 12 lanes.

g. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 33 regarding the listing of the “10+4” and
“12+4” lanes listed for the 2040 CDMP analyses.

Page 45 Section 8.3 Background Growth

39. RER concurs with FDOT’'s Comment No. 20 questioning the rationale for the cap placed
on growth rate. Florida’s Turnpike Authority has indicated that their facilities sustained
considerable growth rates, and due to this they request that independent growth rates be
used for their facilities, separate from the rates used for other limited access facilities.

40. RER Staff emailed on January 28, 2016 a map, table and corresponding traffic reports for
approved plats within the vicinity of the ADM and Graham projects. As there is no
reference to usage of said information, please revise for inclusion as background growth.



Pages 46-47, Table 1-13 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Background Future Growth
Rate Summary

41. Revise to provide analysis on the PM peak hour average of the County’s traffic counts for
the three-day period which provide a more comprehensive average, rather than the first
day of the successive three-day count.

42. For the background analysis for both ADM and Graham, revise to omit the background
traffic of the other application.

Page 49, Section 8.5 Background Roadway Link Directional LOS

43. Please provide information as to how the service volume values were converted into
directional LOS values

Page 50, Table I-15 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Segment Future Background AM
and PM PHP Summary

44, Revise to provide a separate column for FDOT and County vested development orders
(DOS) trips, instead of including them as part of the overall background.

Page 66, Section 10 Project Assignment

45. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 28 questioning the 0.0% trip assignment to/from
the Graham project within the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 102 Avenue/NW
107 Avenue to NW 97 Avenue.

46. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 29 questioning why no trips were assigned for
the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 82 Avenue to NW 78 Avenue.

Page 66, Section 9 Project Trip Distribution

47. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 23 regarding clarification of the socio-economic
data and requesting inclusion of the model volume plots.

CHAPTER Il ADM FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

48. RER concurs with FDOT'’s extensive Comment No. 31 that backlogged facilities should
only include traffic from approved development—it should not include traffic generated by
either the ADM/Graham projects.

Page 72, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

49. Table I-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table I-15.

Page 73, Table lI-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment

LOS Analysis-ADM PM Impacts

50. Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each corresponding
roadway segment.



51. Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds.

52. The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Page 91, Section 6 Impact Fee Assessment

53. The response to Question 10 of the DRI analysis indicates that road impact fees are
expected to be paid in the amount of $110 million. Appendix 1I-A ADM Preliminary Impact
Fee Analysis lists an impact fee of $58,752,501 for ADM and an impact fee of $7,439,278
for Graham for a total of $66,191,779. Revise to resolve differences between the two
figures.

Page 101, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

54. Table I-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table I-15

Page 102, Table IlI-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway

Segment LOS Analysis-Graham PM Impacts

55. Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each corresponding
roadway segment

56. Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds

57. The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

CHAPTER IV COMBINED FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

58. Relabel Tables VI-2B, VI-3A, VI-5A, VI-5B, VI-6A, VI-6B to IV-2B, IV-3A, IV-5A, IV-5B, IV-
6A, and IV-6B to be consistent with the rest of the tables in Chapter IV and listed in the
table of contents.

Page 131, Table IV-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway
Segment LOS Analysis — Combined ADM/Graham PM Impacts

59. Please clarify how the information provided in this table differ from the information
provided in Chapters Il and Ill, Tables II-1 and Ill-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020).

Pages 149 and 157, Section 9.0 Mitigation Summary

60. Correct references in the first and second paragraph to the ADM project mentioned twice
and include reference to the Graham project.

61. First paragraph, Applicant states they are working with various agencies on a “study area
roadway improvement plan to include.... with development timelines.” Clarify which
agencies they are working with, what formalized agreements have been entered, and
provide development timelines.



62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

The applicant states the previously mentioned roadway improvement plan will “accelerate
several cost feasible” priorities from the County’s Adopted 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) into an “earlier timeline.” However, Project No. 2 (the new
interchange at HEFT and NW 170 Street) is not part of the Cost Feasible Plan, but is
instead listed as a private improvement. Revise to include the appropriate reference to the
non-cost feasible plan and to clarify which LRTP Priority the improvements fall under, or
if they are not included in the 2040 LRTP.

All the list of improvements with the exception of the NW 102 Avenue and NW 107 Avenue
projects, were assumed to be in place by 2020. Please refer to previous comment and
advise feasibility and method by which applicant proposes to advance and pay for the
LRTP priorities. As noted, one project is not part of the 2040 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan,
and the project on NW 170 Street from the HEFT to NW 97 Avenue is a Priority 11l (2026-
2030).

Page 98 in Chapter Il of the ADM Mitigation Summary Section, projects 4 and 5 in the
numbered 1 through 9 list of improvements refer to the “ADM Project Access Road”, while
on Page 127, Chapter Il in the Graham Mitigation Summary Section, lists as project 13
and 14 the “Graham Project Access Road.” Page 149 in Chapter IV of the Combined
Future Traffic Impacts lists the previously mentioned projects 4, 5, 13, and 14 as the
“Graham Project Access Road” with the improvements numbered 1 though 9. Please
resolve those differences.

Please clarify the two additional project improvements listed under “Year 2040". Also, the
improvements do not show the backlogged facilities also needing roadway improvements
in order to meet acceptable LOS operating conditions.

Re-evaluate reference to backlogged facilities, in reference to RER previous comments
under “Chapter Il ADM Future Traffic Impacts.”

The last sentence on Page 157 states that “alternative travel modes” will be “addressed
separate of this Report.” As the application is currently undergoing review, that analysis
needs to be provided now.



AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI & GRAHAM PROJECT
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and Supporting Traffic Studies
Submitted June 22, 2016

COMMENT SET & RESPONSES
As of September 7, 2016

Introduction DMP esponses

Attached are the responses to comments received from four (4) reviewing agencies and interested parties on the CDMP
TIA and Supporting Studies dated June 22, 2016, with FDOT Districts 4 and 6 submitting a joint set of comments. In
summary, comments were received and responded to from Florida Districts 4 and 6, Miami-Dade County Transit, the
Florida's Turnpike District, and Broward County. Additionally, comments were also received from Miami-Dade County
Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) and Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources (RER).
The applicant has not had the opportunity to fully review these comments, as of September 7, 2016, but will furnish
responses following the September 9, 2016 meeting with review agencies at the South Florida Regional Planning Council
(SFRPC).

The applicant has made every effort to address the agencies comments and is fully committed to working with all
applicable parties to obtain final consensus on the CDMP TIA and the various supporting studies. Furthermore, the
applicant is proceeding forward towards finalizing an updated version of the June 22, 2016 report that incorporates all
responses addressed in this Comment Set and Responses. The intent is to resubmit the report within a reasonable time and
allow the agencies to review the updated report and ensure that it has adequately accommodated all requests.

One issue which should be further elaborated on is the approach for analyzing background trips. The June 22, 2016
included the assumption that each Project was analyzed individually while considering the other Project's trips as part of
the background trips and that this served as the basis for the mitigation recommendations. The request to include Graham
project trips for the ADM analysis was first introduced in the Comment and Response Set dated October 16, 2015, as part
of comments received from respectively FDOT, Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah
(refer to Appendix I-A-3). Graham trips were included in the analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA,
following addendum to add the Graham Project to the methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May
of 2016, a summary of the different analysis scenarios were shared with Miami-Dade County, in part to demonstrate the
extensive number of intersection and roadway segment analyses which were being prepared for the sites and to share the
length of time required to complete these analyses (due in great extend to the approach of having the other Project in the
background traffic and now having three separate Chapters for the ADM, the Graham, and the Combined scenarios). We
stand by the analyses which was presented in the report with the statement that this was our understanding of the approach
that was intended for the analyses. The applicant is amenable to work with agencies to resolve any issues of concern
related to the presented approach and in an effort to make sure that all parties are comfortable with the findings is
prepared to reevaluate the analyses without the other Project being included as background tnps Responses to comments
on the background trip approach reflect our commitment.

ER-PLANNING BivisioN



FDOT DISTRICTS FOUR AND SIX, DATED AUGUST 05, 2016:

General Comments

FDOT No. 1: Since ADM and Graham Property traffic analyses assume interchange improvements that affect an existing
or future interchange, an Interchange Access Request (IAR) document, consistent with the FDOT Interchange Access
Request — User's Guide will be required for each of the interchange modifications. The noted improvements affect an
existing, future full interchange, or future partial interchange (Miami Gardens Drive at I[-75, HEFT at I-75, a new
interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and a partial interchange at NW 178th Street and 1-75). Additional traffic
analyses beyond that submitted for the CDMP will be required to evaluate impacts upon SIS facilities and interchanges
during morning, afternoon, and weekend periods, and identify improvements to accommodate the additional future traffic.

The applicant will work with FDOT to ensure that all applicable traffic study documents are prepared as needed.
The HEFT and NW 170" TIJR is already in progress and coordination is being made with the Florida’s Turnpike.

FDOT No. 2: Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate adequate public facilities are
present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel demand generated by ADM and Graham Project. These include an
interchange modification at HEFT and I-75; a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street; a partial new interchange at
[-75 and NW 178th Street; and an interchange modification at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange
improvements ultimately requires FDOT and FHWA approval. Please note that current FHWA policy discourages partial
interchange configurations and access serving private property. Although FHWA Policy Point #4 stipulates that each case
is evaluated on its own merits, it isthe Department's experience that obtaining approval for partial interchanges is a difficult
and long process that may present scheduling challenges.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT comment and will continue to work with the Department to ensure that these
improvements are in place by the year 2020.

FDOT No. 2 Cont'd: If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by 2020, the base
transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and Graham Project's traffic analysis is invalid. This would result in
additional transportation impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is recommended that a condition of
approval be included for the ADM and Graham Project COMP submittals contingent upon obtaining the requisite FDOT
and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange access changes. If any of the relied upon transportation
improvements are not approved, a re-evaluation of the traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

The applicant acknowledges the above statements and understands that the submitted CDMP TIA has been based
on the presented projects being in place. In the event that a proposed transportation improvement is not in place
as planned, this may necessitate additional traffic analysis.

FDOT No. 3: Please provide the electronic Synchro files so that they may be reviewed.

The electronic Synchro files will be included once the updated CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report is
resubmitted accommodating the responses to agency comments, per the introductory overview.

FDOT No. 5: Please add delay and v/C ratio values to all intersection LOS summary tables for ease of comparison
between the various analyses conducted and for verification with the Synchro analysis. Such information is
beneficial for understanding the intersection mitigation improvements if the approach and movement specific delay
and LOS were provided in tabular format.

Delay will be been added to all intersection LOS summary tables, as requested. Specifically Tables I-16, 11-4, I1-7,
111-4, 1II-7, 1V-4, and 1V-7 will be updated to include the final delay along with the overall intersection LOS
results. Overall intersection volume to capacity ratios are not produced in the updated intersection results (e.g.
HCM 2010, as requested). Information on approach volume to capacity ratios will be maintained within the
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Appendices showing the individual intersection analysis outputs.

FDOT No. 5: Page 99, 128, & 157, Mitigation Summary, Intersection Improvements: Why were intersection
improvements limitedto only three variations (1 exclusiverightturnlane, 3 through lanes,and 2 leftturn lanes)? Each
intersection depending on location and geometry should have been assessed separately. Unique lane geometries
shouldbe testedto determinewhatisnecessary fortheintersectionto functionatanacceptable LOS.

The mitigation limits were set to ensure that reasonable assumptions were made in regards to the potential future
layout of intersections. At this point in time, there are many uncertainties in regards to what nearby land use and
associated access points could exist by the time the Projects are being implemented (e.g. 2020 and 2040).
Mentioned "unique" lane configurations, such as two right turn lanes or three left turn lanes, are complicated by
the need to have receiving lanes to accommodate such geometries and in turn depend on numerous other
supporting factors such as potentially having to merge the traffic back to its original number of receiving lanes.
The most conservative and realistic approach is to set the intersection configurations to the identified maximum
mitigations (e.g. 1 exclusive right turn lane, 3 through lanes, and 2 left turn lanes).

FDOT No. 6: Please check the page numbering of the report documents. There seems to be some skipped numbers.

The first page of several of the tables were accidentally left out when compiling the submitted June 22, 2016 CDMP
TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report. The missing pages that will be added back into the updated report are:

Page No. Item

53 1st pg of Table I-16, Year 2020 and 2040 Background Intersection LOS Analysis

64 1st pg of Table 1-17, Year 2020 SE Data on Year 2020 Roadway Network Project % Distribution & PM Trips

82 1st pg of Table II-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

87 1st pg of Table 11-5A, CDMP Short Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM AM Impacts

94 1st pg of Table 11-6B, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

111  |1st pg of Table 1lI-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham PM Impacts
121 |1st pg of Table II-6A, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham AM Impacts

Referenced page numbers are with respect to the June 22, 2016 CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report.

Executive Summary

FDOT No. 7: There are 9 improvements, including interchange improvements at I-75/HEFT/Miami Gardens Drive, a
new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and 1-75 ramps at NW 178th Street to/from southbound I-75, that are
assumed to be constructed by 2020. These improvements form the basis of the 2020 roadway network used for the
submitted concurrency analysis, zoning analysis, and comprehensive development master plan analysis. It is suggested
that these improvements be identified in the Executive Summary, and specified as roadway improvements necessary to
accommodate both developments' traffic. This comment also extends to the Mitigation Summary section for Chapters 2
and 3.

The addition of the above mentioned improvements will be added to the Executive Summary and are part of the
Mitigation Summaries (please also refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 41).

Chapter 1, Section 6 - Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 8: In some instances, FDOT daily traffic volumes were adjusted using K and D factors to estimate peak
hour, peak directional volumes for roadways. Please consider using synopsis reports for those count stations to
obtain an actual peak hour, peak directional volume for the existing conditions. Such synopsis reports can be provided
by FDOT uponrequest.
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Synopsis reports have been requested from FDOT and will be incorporated into the updated analyses.

FDOT No. 9: In Appendix I-D, please include the name of the intersection in the header of all Synchro output
worksheets. Also, please identify the type of analysis (HCM 2010 or Synchro 9) and results represented on each
worksheet. This applies to all Synchro output worksheets provided for each scenario in each chapter of this submittal
package.

The intersection name will be included in the header for all Synchro output worksheets. As indicated in response
to FDOT Comment No. 11, the outputs will be updated to represents HCM2010 results.

FDOT No. 10: Page 25, Table I-1: For Segment NW 107th Avenue from NW 122nd Street to NW 138th Street, please
place Note number (4) under the appropriate column. Also, it is understood that no data was available for this
segment, however please explain why the assumption of an AADT of 8,000 was used. How was this value
determined?

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 the '"'no count" estimate is treated similar to other FDOT Daily Only counts which have K
and D factors applied. 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.

FDOT No. 11: Page 31, 1st Paragraph: It is stated that Synchro's HCM 2010 methodology will be used for the
output results; however the results provided throughout the document and the Synchro outputs in the appendix are
not of the HCM methodology. They are instead the calculated delay and LOS from the Synchro system, which does
not calculate the results according to HCM. You must choose to print the HCM 2000 or 2010 version outputs within
the software. Please provide the HCM output results for all existing conditions and future Synchro analysis.

Correct, the report did state that the HCM 2010 results was being produced for the Synchro outputs. The report
should have stated the Synchro results were produced. In fact for the June 22, 2016 submittal, the decision was
made to reference the Synchro results in lieu of the HCM 2010 results due to the more realistic vehicular
operations which are referenced in Synchro. For example, Synchro is specifically set-up to evaluate the queuing of
vehicles at intersections and also has the option to include the free-flow right on red movements.

Since FDOT's comment specifically requests that the HCM results be included instead, the applicant will revise its
approach and the newly updated CDMP TIA report will include HCM 2010 results. All intersection analyses and
summary tables will be updated accordingly.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 12: Identified in Appendix I-D, unusual cycle lengths were used to analyze many of the intersections.
For example, at the intersection of Florida's Turnpike ramp termini and Okeechobee Road a 133-second cycle length
was analyzed for the south ramp termini intersection. However, the north ramp termini intersection was analyzed with
a 80- second cycle length, even though they were evaluated as an actuated-coordinated system (See page 526 of
Appendix [-D). Similarly, at Florida's Turnpike and Red Road, the west ramp termini intersection was studied with a
69.4-second cycle length, and at I-75 and Miramar Parkway, the south ramp termini intersection was analyzed with a
65.4-second cycle length (see pages 532 and 540 of Appendix I-D). Itis recommended that all intersection analyses
be revised to reflect the cycle lengths and phasings from existing signal timing sheets. Future year analyses should
maintain cycle lengths and phasings, although splits may be optimized to reflect different green time needs due to
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traffic volume changes.

For consistency, the intersection analyses will be revised to reference the existing timings. This will be included for
all future intersection analyses and results will be provided in the updated appendices and corresponding
intersection summary and mitigation tables.

Chapter 2,_Section8—Weekend Review

FDOT No. 13: The text provided for the Weekend Review (page 94 of the PDF) indicates that no further review of
weekend conditions is needed based on the findings. However, no specific findings are written in support of this
statement. Please provide additional details concerning the weekend evaluation to justify not analyzing weekend
conditions further. Forexample, acomparison of ADM and Graham Property project volumes for a typical weekday and
weekend should be provided; a comparison of total traffic volumes for a weekend and weekday should be included;
and an assessment of directional volume changes that may impact SIS facilities and nearby interchanges in a manner
differentfromwhatisexperienced currently.

As indicated in Section 8.0, the weekend analysis is contained in Appendix II-C and includes the referenced
comparison of typical p.m. weekday traffic versus Saturday peak hour of generator traffic associated with the
ADM site. The analysis includes assignments on Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Ave,
on Florida's Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821 from US 27/Okeechobee Road to NW 170th Street, and on I-75 from
Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive. The analysis addressed all the above mentioned criteria for the
weekend analysis and concluded that the weekend p.m. peak hour is the highest traffic period during the week. It
was therefore determined that there was not a need to analyze all roadway segments within the study area for the
weekend period and that the traditional weekday period served as the worst case traffic conditions.

Chapter 1,_Secti0n 6 —Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 14: Insection 6.2,the PHP is defined as the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic and defined
as the average of traffic volume between 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM. Are these the highest consecutive hours of traffic for all
links? The two highest consecutive hours should be determined from traffic counts and defined for SIS facilities, Turnpike
facilities, Other State Facilities, and County Facilities separately. This methodology should be consistent with the
Interchange Access Request methodology.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT's comment and the County's procedure for deriving PHP volumes based on the
two highest consecutive hours of the day. For the intersection turning movement counts, the field counts were
based on the AM hours between 7:00 am and 9:00 am and the PM hours between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm, the
traditional highest hours of the day. As such, the existing intersection TMVs are based on an average of the field
observed two-hour period counts. For consistency purposes, it is the applicants' traffic consultant's professional
opinion is that it makes the most sense to use the same two-hour peak periods for all intersection and roadway
segment counts are therefore recommending not to revise the approach for the development of PHP volumes.

Chapter 1, Section 7 - Trip Generation

FDOT No. 15: The Department does not dispute the 10.8% LRT adjustment to net external trips which was previously
approved as part of the methodology and shown in Table 1-9. However, the calculation of the LRT adjustment should be
reviewed. If 10.8% of person trips to MOA took LRT then this 10.8% should be applied to the person trips visiting ADM.
Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 2.3 for ADM to match the vehicle occupancy of MOA then 69,822 daily net external
vehicle trips translates to 160,591 person trips. To add the 10.8% back divide 160,951 person trips by 1-.108 = .892 so
180,438 person trips to American Dream Mall. Converting back to vehicle trips with a 2.3 auto occupancy gives 78,451
vehicle trips. The difference between 78,451 and 69,822 vehicle trips is 8,629 additional vehicle trips. Please clarify the
difference between the 8,629 vehicle trips calculated vs. the 6,481 vehicle trips provided inTable [-9.
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There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the vehicle occupancy, was scrutinized to a great extend and
does not warrant further review.

FDOT No. 16: In the Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP (Nov. 24, 2015) PM internal capture was 15.1% in 2020
and 10.8% in 2040 for the Graham project, but the current analysis shows 24.48% in 2020 and 18.38% in 2040 . Unless
otherwise approved, use the same internal capture rates that were previously approved inthe methodology.

The trip generation table presented in the June 22, 2016 TIA varies from the November 24, 2015 information and
again was coordinated with review agencies during the early months of 2016. No further refinements are
warranted at this time, as all issues related to the trip generation is considered to have been finalized.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 17: Florida's Turnpike from 1-595 to Pines Blvd in Broward County is included as a Year 2040 Cost
Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Broward MPO 2040 LRTP. The identified source in
Table 1-12 is the SERPM7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used a source. Please reference the
appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect agency plans, FDOT should
be notified and the project should be removed.

The model travel demand forecasts and all the Year 2040 CDMP roadway LOS tables will be updated to reflect
that the Florida's Turnpike from I-595 to Pines Blvd is not widened. Table I-12 will also been updated along with
all corresponding roadway link LOS analyses. Please consider this as notification to FDOT that there is an
inconsistency between the 2040 Broward LRTP and the SERPM7.0 model.

FDOT No. 18: Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike in Miami-Dade County is included as a
Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Miami-Dade MPO 2040 LRTP. The
identified source in Table I-12 is the SERPM 7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used as asource.
Please reference the appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect
agency plans, FDOT should be notified andthe project should be removed.

The model travel demand forecasts and all the Year 2040 CDMP roadway LOS tables will be updated to reflect
that Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike is not widened. Table I-12 will also been updated
along with all corresponding roadway link LOS analyses. Please consider this as notification to FDOT that there is
an inconsistency between the 2040 Miami-Dade LRTP and the SERPM?7.0 model.

FDOT No. 19: SERPM 7.0 model is identified as a source for three projects in Table I-12 but the methodology
identified SERPM 6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E model, plus Turnpike edits for their planned future projects, plus the
approved SERPM 7 socioeconomic data integrated in. Please clarify which model was used forthisanalysis.

In fact, the "SERPM6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E Model plus Turnpike Edits Plus the Approved SERPM 7.0 SE
Data" serve as the basis for the model runs prepared for the submitted CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies.
The only changes which have been made to the model runs were to accommodate: 1) The latest committed and cost
feasible LRTP roadway improvements, 2) The planned roadway improvements as presented in the June 22, 2016
report, 3) The ADM and the Graham Projects land use data, and 4) The requested additional platted projects.
The network improvements will be identified in revised Tables I-11 and I-12 presented in the updated CDMP TIA
report and will include the previously referenced removal of the three SERPM 7.0 model projects (see response to
FDOT Comments No. 17 and 18). The platted projects were detailed in Appendix I-L.
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FDOT No. 20: Section 8.3 indicates that growth rate caps were imposed on all facilities. In the approved
methodology no growth rate cap was included. Please clarify inthe report how and why the growth rate caps were
determined, and provide any numerical support of this determination.

Correct, the methodology did not address setting a cap for the project traffic growth rates. When reviewing
historical growth rates, though, there were links with both negative and extremely high growth rates. For
example, Hialeah Gardens Blvd has had an average growth of 19.3 percent per year over the period 2009 through
2014. If 19.3 percent growth is maintained through the year 2040, this would equate to the traffic growing by 100
times its existing value which obviously would not be realistic. It was therefore decided to err on the conservative
side and set lower growth rate percent maximum values; keeping in mind that higher growth rates would only
serve to make the background traffic automatically fail. The justification is further substantiated by the fact that
once a roadway becomes saturated (which even with the conservative estimates, many of the roads are forecast to
become), then there comes a point where no further traffic can be accommodated. For example, the freeways have
existing high traffic volumes and with further growth show warrant for substantial increases in number of lanes to
meet capacity. Notably by the time 2040 becomes a reality there will be many new innovations, such as connected
vehicles, which will override the need for such extreme number of lane needs and therefore the growth projections
are more than reasonable for purposes of forecasting trips through the year 2040. We recommend maintaining the
proposed growth rate caps, with the exception of the HEFT facility which has been requested by the Florida's
Turnpike to use higher rates.

FDOT No. 21: Page 48, Table I-14: Please label and explain the difference between the 1st and 2nd columns labeled as
"Referenced Intersection % Growth". It appears in the Appendix that there are two sets of intersection growth rates
for the two Phases (Phase I and Phase II). Please define the Phases in a footnote and label the column appropriately.

Headers will be included in the updated report that identify the two columns as respectively 2015-2020 and 2015-
2040 percent growth rates. Column headers match with the column headers from the Appendix I-J which detail
initial growth percentages based on the roadway link historically observed growth rates which served as the basis
for the development of the estimates presented in Table I-14.

FDOT No. 22: Page 53-54, Table I-16: Please check for missing intersections and revise as necessary. Only
Intersections 16 through 54 are provided.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 which addresses the missing page.

Chapter 1, Section 9 - Project Trip Distribution

FDOT No. 23: Socio-economic data was factored to match the daily ITE trip generationcalculations for the external
trip quantities. How was this performed? The model plots show % trips from the select zone analysis but not the model
volumes in Appendix [-M. Please include model volume plots for this select zone analysis.

The model does not automatically produce the same trip generations as were prepared for the AMD and the
Graham sites based on ITE and MOA field studies since the model relies on its own trip generation procedures.
The initial SERPM model trips generated for the ADM and the Graham TAZs were adjusted to ensure that the
final assigned traffic volumes from these TAZs match with the daily trip generation forecasts presented in Tables
I-9 and I-10, respectively. Select zone model volume plots will be added to Appendix I-M of the updated report.
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FDOT No. 24: Please provide the methodology for determining the number of households with and without children
and vehicle ownership for the Graham Property households where there were not households previously.

The number of household statistics were based on the existing TAZ referenced for the Graham Project and a
review of nearby TAZs. Appendix I-L provided a summary of the original versus revised TAZ household
characteristics.

FDOT No. 25: Consistent with the traffic methodology, a new TAZ was created for ADM to force access to HEFT
and NW 170th Street. There appears to be a centroid connector near the HEFT and NW 170th Street inthe submitted
material, though it is not identified as an ADM TAZ and the percent distribution is not depicted. When adding the
percent trips on the centroid connectors for the ADM TAZ in Appendix [-M, the percentage sums to only 70%
indicating that the other 30% is distributed from the new centroid. Please identify the number of the TAZ added near
HEFT and NW 170th Street and what socio-economic data was assigned. Thetable in Appendix I-L should be updated
to reflect this TAZ. Additionally, please denote the TAZ with a star for ADM on the map in Appendix I-L.

Appendix I-L does include both the "main" ADM and the near HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZs. It should be
pointed out that TAZ 2705 is incorrectly shown in the appendix table titled "Platted Parcels in the Cities of
Hialeah Gardens, and Unincorporated Miami-Dade County and Potential Development" but should in fact be
TAZ 2748. The table will be refined and the new plots to be provided in an updated Appendix I-M will show the
HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZ.

FDOT No. 26: Please include model plots from the newly created ADM TAZ near the HEFT and NW 170th St
interchange showing the select zone analysis in both model volumes and percent of project traffic volumes. This will serve
as a check that this methodology for matching the expected regional long distance trip making characteristics works as
intended.

A separate select zone analysis will be prepared for the ADM TAZ located near the HEFT/NW 170th Street
interchange. The resulting model plots will be added to Appendix I-M. Three separate plot sets will be provided
for respectively the Year 2020 Land Use on 2020 Network, the Year 2040 Land Use on 2020 Network, and the Year
2040 on 2040 Network. Please note that additional manual adjustments were included for the Florida's
Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821, the Florida's Turnpike/SR 91, and I-75 to increase the regional distributions and extend
the trips beyond the SERPMS6.5 subarea model area.

FDOT No. 27: On page 63, a typographical error was noted. References to Table I-8 and Table 1-9 should be
changed to Table I-9 and Table I-10 instead.

The ADM and the Graham trip generation table references within the text will be corrected to reflect Tables I-9
and I-10, as correctly noted in the above comment.

Chapter 1, Section 10 - Project Assignment
FDOT No. 28: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures [-10B, 11B, and 12B: Please explain why no traffic to/from the Graham
Project is assigned for the link of NW 170th Street from NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue to NW 97th Avenue,
particularly since there is an access point at the location of NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue. The 0.0% value is
present for both 2020 and 2040 project distributions.




The model distribution for the referenced roadway link is zero percent due to the fact that three different centroid
connectors are available for trips to exit the Graham TAZ. The model assigns the trips based on the "quickest"
path. Acknowledging that there will be travelers exiting Graham via the referenced roadway segment, a manual
adjustment will be made to the trip distribution figures and the future year roadway link analyses and will be
subsequently included in the updated report.

FDOT No. 29: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures I-10B, 11B, and 128: Please explain why no traffic is assigned to/from
the link of NW 170th Street from NW 82nd Avenue to NW 78th Avenue when both the links to the east and west have
project traffic assigned to them.

Based on the available roadway network, the trips are choosing to take alternate routes to by-pass the indicated
roadway link (please refer to the Appendix I-M model plots. No changes are deemed necessary for the analyses
since minimal trips are distributed within this general area.

FDOT No. 30: Page 63, Table I-17: Please check the percent distribution values for the link of NW 178th Street
between Graham Access and NW 97th Avenue. The values do not match those shown inFigure [-10B.

The information presented in Table I-17 is the correct. Figure I-10B is simply missing the ADM and the Graham
percent distributions for this roadway segment. The same applies for Figures I-11B and I-12B. All three figures
will be updated to include the missing percent project distributions.

Chapters 2 through 4 — Link Analysis

FDOT No. 31: The use of ADM or Graham Property traffic should not be included as "background" traffic in the
analysis when determining if a facility is backlogged. The determination of backlogged facilities must be re-done to
include only approved background traffic. Throughout the submitted analysis, it is stated that backlogged facilities
include traffic generated by either ADM or Graham Property, depending on which project was being analyzed. This
means that links which fail due to trips from Graham property or ADM are considered backlogged and not subject to
mitigation. This approach to evaluating backlogged facilities is included in the Zoning Link Analysis and CDMP
analysis tables in Chapters 2 through 4. Below are examples of roadways identified as backlogged facilities (and
failing) because of either ADM or Graham Property traffic.

1-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Table IlI-54)

1-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Tables I1I-5B and Il1I- 5B)

1-75 from Florida 's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive (Tables II-5B and 111-5B)

Okeechobee Road from Hialeah Gardens to NW 103rd Street (Tables I[I-5Band 111-5B)

Okeechobee Road from NW 103rd Street to SR 826 (Tables 11-5B and 111-5B)

Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Avenue (Tables II-2B and I1I-2B - )
Miami Gardens Drive from NW 87th Avenue to NW 82nd Avenue (Tables [I-2B and 111-2B)

@ ~® o0 TR

The June 22, 2016 approach for generating background traffic included the approach that the other Project was
part of the background traffic and therefore was used to identify the traffic impacts for the other Site. As
indicated in the introduction to the Comment Response Set, the request to include Graham project trips for the
ADM analysis was first introduced in October 2015 as part of comments received from respectively FDOT,
Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah and the Graham trips were included in the
analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA, following addendum to add the Graham Project to the
methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May of 2016, a summary of the different analysis
scenarios were shared with Miami Dade County.



The June 22, 2016 includes the Combined ADM and Graham analyses, as per the understanding of the applicant,
and does show the overall traffic impacts associated with both projects being in place. The intent of this Chapter
was to comply with the agency request but was not intended to override the individual Projects’ approach of
analyzing the other site as background traffic. Therefore the statement that the results were for “informational
purposes only” was included.

In order to comply with agency concerns and to ensure that the CDMP applications remain on schedule, revised
analyses will be prepared to review each Project relative to background traffic without the other Project.
Furthermore, the analyses will be updated with new traffic counts as per agency comments, adjustments to the
roadway improvement tables also per agency comments, and further review of individual segments to ensure that
the latest most appropriate assumptions are being applied.

FDOT No. 32: It was noted inseveral tables in Chapter 4, particularly Tables VI-5A, VI-5B, and VI-6B, that two
segments of [-75 fail in 2020 and 2040 because of ADM and Graham Property traffic. Yet these two segments (I-75
from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike, and 1-75 from Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive) are not
listed in Mitigation Summary sections or the Executive Summary of the report. Planned improvements to both I-75
segments will increase capacity to accommodate background growth traffic through 2040 and allow the roadway to
operate at an acceptable level of service. However, the addition of ADM and Graham Property traffic causes these I-
75 segments to fail, according to the submitted analysis. As a result, please identify the necessary improvements for
these two I-75 segments to allow them to operate at an acceptable level of service with both project's traffic, and
include these improvements under each Mitigation Summary section of the report.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 31 above.

FDOT No. 33: In Chapters 2 through 4, the volumes and lane geometries for various roadways segments for the
2020 and 2040 Zoning and COMP analysis tables differ. When comparing Table 11-5A (2040 CDMP Analysis) with
Table 11-6A (2040 Zoning Analysis) the total trips for a particular roadway segment are not the same. In some cases,
the number of lanes (CF + proposed) are different. For example, SR 826 shows 10 lanes in the zoning analysis for
2040 and 10+4/12+4 in the CDMP analysis for 2040. Also, the segment of Florida's Turnpike from SW 8th Street to
SR 836 was assigned 311 combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour CDMP analysis, but only 307
combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour Zoning analysis.

Please clarify the apparent project trip assignment and roadway geometry inconsistencies and revise the analyses, as
appropriate.

The 2040 CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses represent two different traffic assignments and thus analyses. For
the 2040 CDMP analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on the cost feasible network (a.k.a. 2040 network);
whereas for the 2040 Zoning analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on just three years of committed roadway
improvements similar to the previously utilized "DRI" methodology (a.k.a. year 2020 network). As a result there
are two different project percent distributions (Figures I-11A/B vs. Figures I-12A/B) and two different project
assignments (as noted by the reviewer). This also explains why there are differences in the number of lanes, and
corresponding roadway capacities, shown in the two sample tables as mentioned in the above comment. For the
2020 CDMP and the 2020 Zoning analyses, the results are identical since both rely on year 2020 SE assigned on the
2020 network. Accordingly, no changes are necessary to the analyses presented in Chapters 2 through 4.

FDOT No. 34: The Mitigation Summary in each chapter does not include intersection mitigation. Please add the
intersection mitigation summary to this section. This summary is included in the executive summary but does not
differentiate between Graham and ADM responsibilities.
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Intersection mitigation summaries will be added to Chapters 2, 3, and 4, as requested. Mitigation responsibilities
between the two Sites will be identified as well.

FDOT No. 35: Please revise the analysis of backlogged facilities such that ADM and Graham Property project
traffic are not considered as background traffic. Inthe Intersection ADM Mitigation Summary appendices (II-1, 11-J, III-
H, III-1), items that are significant are highlighted inyellow. Insome cases (e.g., NW 186th Street / Miami Gardens Drive
& NW 57th Avenue) mitigation is proposed for turning movements, which includes traffic impacts from both ADM
and Graham Property. Intuitively, if both projects contribute significant traffic impacts to a turning movement
requiring mitigation, then the mitigation costs should be shared between the two developments. Please clarify how
the projects included in the intersection needs of the executive summary were determined to be significantly
impacted by ADM and Graham Property developments.

The updated CDMP report will include reanalysis of all intersections including updating default assumptions, as
referenced in earlier FDOT comments. Results will be summarized in each Chapter mitigation section and the
Executive summary as requested.

FDOT No. 36: In comparing Table II-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis —
ADM Impacts and IlI-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis — Graham
Impacts, the LOS with both ADM and Graham Property included do not match. Given that this column should
include all trips from both projects, itis expected that the LOS would be the same. Please correct the apparent
discrepancy.

Correct, the intersection LOS values for the two tables should match for the final column with total traffic
volumes included when the total volumes are the same, as was the case. In line with the approach to no
longer include the other Project as background traffic, the results will no longer have the same results.

FDOT No. 37: Page 83, Table 11-4 and Page 112, Table I1I-4: Please check LOS values for Intersection ID 9 (NW
57th Avenue at Miami Gardens Drive), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.

The intersection should not in theory operate better for the With Project trips than the With Background Only
trips but did in few cases due to the fact that individual signal timings were revised. We acknowledge that there
were a few cases which should have been better analyzed.

FDOT No. 38: Page 95, Table 11-7 and Page 156, Table IV-7: Please check LOS values for Intersection ID 16 (SR
823/Red Road at Turnpike Ramp (E)), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 37.

FDOT No. 39: Table II-7 isincluded in both Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter III is specific to the Graham property but the
Table II-7 states it is for the ADM impacts. The table appears to be identical including the headers of the table.
Please replace Table II-7 in Chapter III with the correct Table I11-7.

The table will be updated to correctly reflect the intersection LOS results for the Scenario being analyzed.
11



FDOT No. 40: Table II-7 states "Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)." Please change to "Zoning Long Term (Year
2040)."

The table name will be revised as indicated.

Chapter 2, Section 8 - Mitigation Summary

FDOT No. 41: Page 127, Second Paragraph (sentence before bulleted list): Please clarify if'the listed improvements
are for the ADM and/or Graham Project. ADM is referenced twice in the noted sentence. This also occurs again on
Page 149 inthe same location under Section 6.0 Mitigation Summary.

The text for the Chapters II, III, and IV Mitigation summaries will be updated to state that "A summary of the
improvements proposed as part of the study area roadway improvement plan for American Dream Miami and the
Graham Project are summarized below and reflect those improvements that are baseline for the two projects,
prior to reviewing additional mitigation needs:"

Chapter 3, Section 5 —=Year 2040 AM and PM Zoning Analyses

FDOT No. 42: Page 116 — 119, Tables III-5A & 5B: Please check for an error in the font color for columns
under Background Trips Peak Hour Peak Dir Analysis NB/EB (Vol/LOS). Not all values in red font are failing.

The font color will be refined to ensure that just those LOS values which exceed the adopted LOS are indicated as
red.

Missing Tables

FDOT No. 43: There appear to be several tables missing from the submittal package (see cursory list below).
Please revise the report to include all summarytables.

The first half of Table II-3B is missing

The first half of Table II-54 is missing.

The first half of Table I1-6B is missing.

Table I1I-5B should be renamed "Table II-5B" to be consistent with the report'snaming  conventions.

The first half of Table 11I-3B is missing.
The first half of Table I1I-64 is missing.

- 0o af oy

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 in regards to the pages missing. Item d will be revised to '"Table
I1-5B."
General Synchro Comments

FDOT No. 44: After reviewing the output from the Synchro analyses there are some discrepancies in the inputs
used for the existing and future conditions.

a. The peak hour factor for all intersections/approaches was used the default value. Was this  discussed and
agreed upon during the methodology agreement?

b. Cycle length/offsets and minimum initial (minimum green) did not correspond to Miami Dade County  Signal
Systems TOD sheets. Also please provide the Signal Timing sheets used as reference for the Synchro inputs
within the appendix area.

12



C. [tis not possible to verify the truck percentage used in the analyses due to the output sheets provided. It is
important to account for this input in the Synchro analyses. Please provide both the methodology and process for
how the truck percentage was chosen for the approaches or intersections and provide the appropriate HCM output
from Synchro.

d. For the reference (yield) point, "beginning of green” is used for actuated- coordinated intersections. Was this
verified with the Miami Dade County area engineer for these signals? Typically, the majority of signals in the
County have a reference point of "beginning of yellow" for the main movements. Please check data and
update the analyses withthe correct input.

e. Some intersections between the existing conditions and future analyses get switched from actuated-

coordinated operation to uncoordinated in the future. Please clarify the reason for this change.

f.  For the future analyses, was the signal timing optimized for the "without mitigation" and the "with
mitigation" scenarios? Please clarify when optimization was used and if there were any manual
adjustments to the timing or other system parameters for the Synchro files.

All changes requested above will be included in the updated intersection analyses. For the peak hour and the truck
percentages, the factors are based on local traffic counts. The peak hour factors will be included in the updated
intersection volume spreadsheets (Appendix I-K) and the development of truck factors will be included in a new
appendix. Miami Dade County Signal System TOD sheets will also be included in a new appendix. For all other
comments relating to signal timing, please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 12.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY TRANSIT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016 (Revision No. 6):

Miami-Dade County has submitted a report titled “Transit Impact Report” for CDMP Applications the for ADM and the
Graham Projects which outlined the forecast transit needs for the two Sites, along with estimated annual operating costs.

The applicant acknowledges receipt of the transit report and intends to work joint with the County to address
transit needs and requirements associated with the two Sites.

FLORIDA’S TURNPIKE DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016:

The County can consider the District’s comments representative of important Turnpike input as well, with regard to the
applicant’s submittal. A couple of additional Turnpike facility specific comments are provided below:

Turnpike Comment No. 1: Turnpike projects on the Homestead Extension of the Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), south of
SR 836 (inclusive of managed Express Lanes) are let for construction (Design-Build). The analysis should include these
projects.

The proposed improvement tables will be updated to include the mentioned additional project (TIP 435543-1) and
the analysis will likewise reflect the improved number of lanes. The applicant has prepared an updated review of
the most recent Transportation Improvement Plans for respectively Broward and Miami-Dade Counties and will
be updating Tables I-11 and I-12 accordingly.

Turnpike Comment No. 2: Turnpike has additional count/toll information available which is not included in the FDOT
FTI. The availability of this information was shared with the applicant during the methodology meetings but was not

requested by the applicant for the preparation of the analysis.

The applicant appreciates the Turnpike’s offer to supply additional traffic count information and has reached out
to request those counts so they can be reflected in an update of the June 22, 2016 report.
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Turnpike Comment No. 3: HEFT, in the project vicinity, has sustained considerable growth rates (with the exception of
recession years). The calculated annualized growth rate (which included recession years) from 2000 — 2015 is 3.5% north
of SR 836 and 3.0% south of SR 836. The development of growth rates for this facility should be assessed independently
of the other limited access facilities. Information from the Turnpike’s Annual evaluation is provided below for
information/reference.

North of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate

2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003 to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

2015| Growth

South of SR 836

'00-'15
Weighted Average Growth Rate Trend Average
2000} 2001 2002 2003| 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008| 2009 2010) 2011 2012 2013] 2014 2015 2000| 2015 Growth
48,700} 53,300} 55,600 60,300} 70,300} 77,400} 81,100} 82,200 76,900 72,600 74,300 76,200 78,300 80,400 83,700 90,500 56,598' 88,627| 3.00%

2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009 to | 2010to | 2011lto | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
9.40% 4.30% 8.50%| 16.60%| 10.10%) 4.80% 1.40%| -6.40%| -5.60% 2.30% 2.60% 2.80% 2.70% 4.10% 8.10%

The growth rates provided with the Turnpike's comment have been reviewed and the analyses will be updated to
reflect the higher historical growth rates for HEFT, as requested.

If additional Turnpike comments should be noted, time permitting, they will be submitted to MDC or will bring on Sept 9.

BROWARD COUNTY, DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 2016:

Broward County Comment No. 1: It is unclear how the 10.8-percent upward adjustment for light rail transit (LRT)
resulted in the addition of 6,481 daily trips and 491 PM peak hour trips. These values do not agree with our calculations.
Please provide a worksheet outlining the LRT adjustment calculations and please provide backup for any assumptions
accepted for this adjustment.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the LRT, was scrutinized to a great extent and does not
warrant further review.

Broward County Comment No. 2: It is maintained in the study that the hotel component is an ancillary/complementary
land use and was reflected in the trip generation estimates for ADM derived from count data collected at Mall of America
(MOA). It was further stated in a reply to a previous comment about the hotel component that the ADM site is not near
other Miami-Dade attractions such as the beaches or airport and therefore is not expected to generated trips other than
visitors to ADM. In response to the ancillary/complementary land use comment, MOA has 506 rooms on-site to
accommodate approximately 4,400,000 square feet (SF) of gross floor area (GFA), or about one room per 8,700 SF of
GFA. ADM is proposed to have 2,000 rooms for 6,200,000 SF of GFA which equates to one room per 3,100 SF of GFA.
Proportionally, ADM will have 2.8 times more hotel rooms per SF of GFA than MOA and accordingly, it is not
reasonable to expect that all guests will be visiting the hotels as an ancillary use of ADM. With regard to the response that
the location of ADM is not near other Miami-Dade attractions, it should be noted that there are at least four hotels
comprising over 500 hotel rooms in the Miami Lakes Main Street area, located within two to three miles of the site,
also similarly remotely located from the airport and beaches. Therefore, it is not a reasonable assumption that the
project’s hotels will not generate trips other than ancillary to ADM. Furthermore, as the area develops with other planned
and committed projects, the demand for hotel rooms will increase. For the above reasons, we continue to recommend that
an adjustment to trip generation be made to account for hotel visits not specifically associated with ADM.
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There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the land use and corresponding trip generation assumptions,
was scrutinized to a great extent and does not warrant further review.

Broward County Comment No. 3: The analysis shows that Miramar Parkway west of [-75 operates at Level of Service
(LOS) C and will continue to do so for future conditions. This was brought up in our previous comments and the response
was that the analysis was based on 2014 traffic count data. 2015 traffic counts for the intersection of Miramar Parkway
and Dykes Road/SW 160 Avenue (Attachment A) indicating that Miramar Parkway is currently operating overcapacity.
Furthermore, Synchro analysis (Attachment B) shows that during the PM peak, the intersection of Miramar Parkway and
Dykes Road operates at LOS F.

The analysis will be updated to reflect the furnished updated traffic count data for Miramar Parkway and the
analyses will be revised accordingly.

Broward County Comment No. 4: During the review meeting held at SFRC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion
of extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whist Miami-Dade Transit will be the primary
service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore option for transit service north of the site with Broward
County Transit. Transit riders are likely to employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the future labor pool.

Comment and request noted. Additional efforts will be coordinated in regards to transit for the two sites and will
be addressed.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RECEIVED BUT NOT ADDRESSED AS OF 9/7/2016

NOTE: Comments were also received from Miami-Dade County DTPW and RER. The comments were received
on September 7, 2016 and the applicant has not had the opportunity to thoroughly review and respond to the
comments as of this date.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY DTPW, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

County DTPW Comment No. 1: Executive Summary: Please explain the 220 [sic 22] various scenarios listed for the
intersection analyses. It would appear that only 18 scenarios would be required, 9 alternatives for both AM and PM Peak
Hours: 1-Existing, 2 & 3 - Future No-Build (2020 & 2040), 4 & 5- ADM Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 6 & 7 -
Graham Project Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 8 & 9 — Total Combined Projects (2020 & 2040).

County DTPW Comment No. 2: Section 1-Overview: What is the difference in the CDMP versus the Zoning analyses?
From a traffic analysis perspective, the concern mainly exists with the worst-case scenarios. Please advise.

County DTPW Comment No. 3: Figure -3 through 6: Please zoom into the study area and identify the highlighted
roadway segments with their street names.

County DPTW Comment No. 4: Section 6.2-Existing Roadway Link Directional PHPs: Please clarify and provide an
example for the following statement:

“For the MDC counts, the PHPs were ratio'ed to the official PHPs identified by the County in its count reports and
the directional distributions observed from the raw counts were then used to derive northbound/eastbound (NB/EB)
and southbound/westbound (SB/WB) PHP directional volumes.”

County DTPW Comment No. 5: Section 6.3-Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS: Please provide the data
assumptions for the roadway segments used to determine the maximum service volume thresholds. Also, there were no
FDOT tables included in Appendix I-C, only Intersection TMCs.

County DTPW Comment No. 6: Table [-4: The PM LOS is missing for ID #10. Also, please show the intersection
delays for all the LOS Summary tables throughout the report.

County DTPW Comment No. 7: Table I-10: The Diverted Trip to Retail Use volumes which were calculated from the
ITE Trip Generation Handbook Pass-by Trip volumes for Land Use Code 820 are only valid for the PM Peak Hour since
the data was collected for a weekday during the PM Peak Period. No diverted trips should be calculated for the Daily or
AM peak analysis. Furthermore, caution should be exercised when using the pass-by fitted curve equation in lieu of non-
pass-by trip data as listed in Table F.9 from the ITE Handbook, which includes diverted trip percentages.

County DTPW Comment No. 8: Table 1-10, Note 2: This states that “Diverted Trips to Retail Use for the Year 2020
proposed development program is Limited to 35% of the External Retail Trips (calculated using the ITE Pass-by Formula)
and is further limited to 10% of the Adjacent Street Traffic calculated using the closest adjacent FDOT Count Stations
2518 on Miami Gardens Drive and 7048 on NW 138 Street.” The table shows the net external trips with the pass-by
reductions. Please advise if the pass-by trips were reduced only for the existing roadway facilities. The traffic at the sites’
driveways and new roadways must show 100% trips as these are all new.

County DTPW Comment No. 9: Section 8.3-Background Growth: According to ITE Transportation Impact Analysis for
Site Development, growth rates should not normally be employed for horizons beyond 4 to 5 years (i.e. through 2020)
because of the variability in growth rates over time and the magnitude of error that can result from a relatively small error
in the growth rate over a long period of time (such as using these to generate 2040 volumes).

County DTPW Comment No. 10: Table I-16: the first half is missing for ID # 1-15.

County DTPW Comment No. 11: Figures I-10A through 12B: Please explain the major differences in the project
distribution percentages between the Zoning and CDMP analyses. For example, the ADM Project Distribution on Figure
I-11B is 23.41% for the north-south 4-lane segment near the Graham project. This same link however, is listing a 43.19%
ADM Project Distribution in Figure [-12B. Otherwise, most of the percentages are similar to their counterparts as
compared in the figures.
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County DTPW Comment No. 12: Section 10-Project Assignment: The diverted trips for the TMVs shown are not shown
in detail in Appendix [-K. Please include separate figures to show these volumes.

County DTPW Comment No. 13: Table IV-7: This table is numbered IV but should be sequentially numbered VI. Also,
this is titled ‘Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)’ but should be Long Term. Also, please confirm that the signal cycle
lengths used in the future analyses were the same as existing. Any deviation from these needs to be documented.

County DTPW Comment No. 14: Mitigation Summary (all scenarios): Please ensure that the future LOS intersection
analyses does not include improvements at the intersections, such as additional/increased turn bay storages, signal
optimization, etc. A comparison of the Future No-Build and Build scenarios needs to be evident. A separate LOS
analysis should be made for those intersections requiring mitigation. Also, were there any unsignalized intersections that
were identified for signalization in the future?

County DTPW Comment No. 15: Appendix [-K1: Some of the turning movement volumes do not appear to be adding
up correctly. For example, assuming a 1% growth rate from existing to 2020, the background volumes for the AM WB
through movement at NW 87" Avenue and Miami Gardens Drive should be 1,544; and then adding the ADM and Graham
project trips should result in 1,637 instead of 1,621. Please clarify. Also, why are the peak directions different for the two
projects during the same peak period?

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY RER, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

General Comments
County RER Comment No. 1: For each application, include a proportionate share analysis that identifies the applicant’s
fair share of the cost of the required transportation improvements.

County RER Comment No. 2: Number all of the pages in the report, including tables and maps.
County RER Comment No. 3: Some pages appear to be missing, i.e. pages 54, 69, 85, 90, 97, 114, 126, 155, and 156.

County RER Comment No. 4: All tables, maps, and corresponding roadway analyses must show all the roadway
segments impacted by 5% or more by the projects’ impact.

County RER Comment No. 5: All maps and tables need to be labelled to show the major roadways and corridors, and
identify all the state roadways.

County RER Comment No. 6: List all roadway segments in an orderly fashion from north to south and west to east.
County RER Comment No. 7: The roadway links for the existing and year 2040 should correspond to the maps.

County RER Comment No. 8: Only projects listed in the Cost-Feasible Plan of the County’s 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) should be considered for future 2020 and 2040 analysis.

County RER Comment No. 9: Reference to “FDOT Comments” refers to FDOT’s letter dated August 5, 2016.

County RER Comment No. 10: RER staff reserves the right to provide additional comments later and will continue to
finalize review of the Revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).

Page 1, Executive Summary
County RER Comment No. 11: Clarify if the 70,000 and 10,000 external trips (paragraph three) are daily or PM peak
hour trips.

County RER Comment No. 12: Page 4, last paragraph, clarify locations in bullet point three and four, and for any other
corresponding reference to these locations.

County RER Comment No. 13: Clarify the difference between the concurrency, CDMP, and zoning analyses performed.
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CHAPTER I GENERAL INFORMATION

Page 16, Figure I-1 Project Location and Existing Roadways

County RER Comment No. 14: Show and label all major section line roadways, with the number of lanes, for the entire
Study Area.

County RER Comment No. 15: Add the following missing interchanges on SR 826: NW 67 Avenue, NW 57 Avenue,
and heading further east until the Golden Glades interchange.

County RER Comment No. 16: Correct mislabeled “I-75” icon depicted on SR 924/Gratigny Parkway, and on all other
applicable maps.

Page 17, Figure 1-2 Preliminary Access Plan

County RER Comment No. 17: Site Plan does not show location of applicant’s proposed park and ride facility for
Miami-Dade Transit (MDT), please revise Site Plan to depict location of Park and Ride facility.

Page 19, Section S Study Area
County RER Comment No. 18: Provide a complete listing of the roadway links depicted in Figures I-3 through I-5.

County RER Comment No. 19: For Figure [-3, [-4 and I-5 label all major section line roadways and other roadway
facilities that are impacted 5% or more by the projects to define the study area.

County RER Comment No. 20: The 5% analysis to determine the study area boundaries for the existing, future 2020 and
2040 should include all the major section line roadways within the study area.

Page 23, Figure 1-6 FDOT and County Count Station Map

County RER Comment No. 21: Label the corresponding roadways for the traffic count stations depicted.
County RER Comment No. 22: List all the traffic counts stations, not just ones impacted by the 5% of the projects’ trips.

Page 24, Section 6.2 Existing Roadway Link Directional and Section 6.3 Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 23: List which peak season count factors were used.
County RER Comment No. 24: Correct reference to FDOT’s Generalized Table to Appendix I-E (not I-C).

County RER Comment No. 25: Please consider using FDOT’s synopsis reports to obtain the actual peak hour, peak
direction volumes, when available.

County RER Comment No. 26: Utilize the County’s 3-day traffic counts.

County RER Comment No. 27: Provide detailed explanation on how the directional peak hour period (PHP) volumes for
the County stations were derived.

Pages 25-27, Table I-1 Year 2015 Area Roadway Segment Existing AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 28: Provide copies and identify source of the 15-minute FDOT/MDC/Broward County
counts.

County RER Comment No. 29: Revise the table, corresponding maps and list all the roadway segments according to the
identified study area, for example:

a. NW 107 Avenue needs to be depicted from Okeechobee Road to NW 170 Street;
b. SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be depicted from SR 836/Dolphin Expressway to NW 27 Avenue;

c. Extend the analysis for the HEFT to the Mainline Turnpike;
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d. Interstate I-75 ends at the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826, delete the roadway segment from NW 57 Avenue to
LeJune as it is part of SR 924/Gratigny Parkway;

Miami Gardens Drive needs to be extended to NW 27 Avenue;

NW 138 Street ends at Okeechobee and does not continue to the HEFT;

NW 87 Avenue needs to be extended from NW 154 Street to Okeechobee Road.
NW 122 Street needs to be extended to LeJune Road;

= w oo

—

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be extended south to SR 836/Dolphin Expressway.

Pages 28-29, Table I-2 Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segment L.LOS Analysis
County RER Comment No. 30: Identify the FDOT and County traffic count stations for the roadway segments.

County RER Comment No. 31: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds

County RER Comment No. 32: Adopted LOS values need to follow the Level of Service Standards in the
Transportation Element of the CDMP.

Page 38, Table I-9 Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami
County RER Comment No. 33: Document the calculation used to arrive at the 6,481 Daily trips and 491 PM Peak Hour
Trips based on the 10.8% LRT adjustment. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 15 which also questions this.

County RER Comment No. 34: Clarify the vehicle occupancy value used to calculate the LRT adjustment

County RER Comment No. 35: The AM/PM internal capture, although it is 0, is labeled incorrectly for each of these
corresponding tables

Page 41, Table 1-11 Future Year 2020 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 36: Remove NW 97 Avenue from NW 154 Street to NW 170 Street from the Year 2020
Commited Improvements list as that roadway already exists.

Page 41, Table 1-12 Future Year 2040 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 37: Clarify that NW 107 Avenue from NW 138 Street to NW 170 Street and NW 102
Avenue from NW 170 Street to NW 178 Street are not part of the Cost Feasible Plan.

County RER Comment No. 38: Remove the following from list and corresponding analysis:

1. Okeechobee Road from NW 154 Street to HEFT, as the Priority IV project is for grade-intersections from Krome
Avenue to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 18 that the SERPM model is
a tool and should not be utilized as a source.

2. NW 138 Street to SR 924 (a state road only east of [-75), and correct listing of the project as the boundaries are
from the HEFT to SR 826.

HEFT — correct reference from SW 8 Street to SR 836, as that will be widened to 10 lanes, not “10+4” lanes.
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — reference should be corrected to 1-75, from NW 170 Street to SR 826.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — correct the future number of lanes and corresponding analysis from “10+4” to 10
lanes (will be widened from 8 to 10 lanes).

6. Correct other two references to “12+4” lanes on SR 826, as West Flagler Street to 1-75 and I-75 north to
Dade/Broward County line will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; SR 826 from [-75 to NW
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103 Street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; and SR 826 from NW 103 Street to
Flagler street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 10 to 12 lanes.

7. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 33 regarding the listing of the “10+4” and “12+4” lanes listed for the
2040 CDMP analyses.

Page 45 Section 8.3 Background Growth

County RER Comment No. 39: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 20 questioning the rationale for the cap
placed on growth rate. Florida’s Turnpike Authority has indicated that their facilities sustained considerable growth rates,
and due to this they request that independent growth rates be used for their facilities, separate from the rates used for other
limited access facilities.

County RER Comment No. 40: RER Staff emailed on January 28, 2016 a map, table and corresponding traffic reports
for approved plats within the vicinity of the ADM and Graham projects. As there is no reference to usage of said
information, please revise for inclusion as background growth.

Pages 46-47, Table 1-13 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Background Future Growth Rate Summary

County RER Comment No. 41: Revise to provide analysis on the PM peak hour average of the County’s traffic counts
for the three-day period which provide a more comprehensive average, rather than the first day of the successive three-day
count.

County RER Comment No. 42: For the background analysis for both ADM and Graham, revise to omit the background
traffic of the other application.

Page 49, Section 8.5 Background Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 43: Please provide information as to how the service volume values were converted into
directional LOS values

Page 50, Table I-15 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Segment Future Background AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 44: Revise to provide a separate column for FDOT and County vested development orders
(DOS) trips, instead of including them as part of the overall background.

Page 66, Section 10 Project Assignment

County RER Comment No. 45: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 28 questioning the 0.0% trip assignment
to/from the Graham project within the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 102 Avenue/NW 107 Avenue to NW 97
Avenue.

County RER Comment No. 46: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 29 questioning why no trips were assigned
for the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 82 Avenue to NW 78 Avenue.

Page 66, Section 9 Project Trip Distribution

County RER Comment No. 47: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 23 regarding clarification of the socio-
economic data and requesting inclusion of the model volume plots.
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CHAPTER II ADM FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 48: RER concurs with FDOT’s extensive Comment No. 31 that backlogged facilities should
only include traffic from approved development—it should not include traffic generated by either the ADM/Graham
projects.

Page 72, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 49: Table I-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table I-15.

Page 73, Table II-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Studv Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-ADM PM

Impacts
County RER Comment No. 50: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment.

County RER Comment No. 51: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds.

County RER Comment No. 52: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Page 91, Section 6 Impact Fee Assessment

County RER Comment No. 53: The response to Question 10 of the DRI analysis indicates that road impact fees are
expected to be paid in the amount of $110 million. Appendix II-A ADM Preliminary Impact Fee Analysis lists an impact
fee of $58,752,501 for ADM and an impact fee of $7,439,278 for Graham for a total of $66,191,779. Revise to resolve
differences between the two figures.

Page 101, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 54: Table I-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table I-15

Page 102, Table I11-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-Graham

PM Impacts
County RER Comment No. 55: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment

County RER Comment No. 56: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds

County RER Comment No. 57: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

CHAPTER IV COMBINED FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 58: Relabel Tables VI-2B, VI-3A, VI-5A, VI-5B, VI-6A, VI-6B to IV-2B, IV-3A, IV-5A,
IV-5B, IV-6A, and IV-6B to be consistent with the rest of the tables in Chapter IV and listed in the table of contents.
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Page 131, Table IV-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis —
Combined ADM/Graham PM Impacts

County RER Comment No. 59: Please clarify how the information provided in this table differ from the information
provided in Chapters Il and III, Tables II-1 and III-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020).

Pages 149 and 157, Section 9.0 Mitigation Summary

County RER Comment No. 60: Correct references in the first and second paragraph to the ADM project mentioned
twice and include reference to the Graham project.

County RER Comment No. 61: First paragraph, Applicant states they are working with various agencies on a “study
area roadway improvement plan to include.... with development timelines.” Clarify which agencies they are working
with, what formalized agreements have been entered, and provide development timelines.

County RER Comment No. 62: The applicant states the previously mentioned roadway improvement plan will
“accelerate several cost feasible” priorities from the County’s Adopted 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) into
an “earlier timeline.” However, Project No. 2 (the new interchange at HEFT and NW 170 Street) is not part of the Cost
Feasible Plan, but is instead listed as a private improvement. Revise to include the appropriate reference to the non-cost
feasible plan and to clarify which LRTP Priority the improvements fall under, or if they are not included in the 2040
LRTP.

County RER Comment No. 63: All the list of improvements with the exception of the NW 102 Avenue and NW 107
Avenue projects, were assumed to be in place by 2020. Please refer to previous comment and advise feasibility and
method by which applicant proposes to advance and pay for the LRTP priorities. As noted, one project is not part of the
2040 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan, and the project on NW 170 Street from the HEFT to NW 97 Avenue is a Priority III
(2026-2030).

County RER Comment No. 64: Page 98 in Chapter II of the ADM Mitigation Summary Section, projects 4 and 5 in the
numbered 1 through 9 list of improvements refer to the “ADM Project Access Road”, while on Page 127, Chapter III in
the Graham Mitigation Summary Section, lists as project 13 and 14 the “Graham Project Access Road.” Page 149 in
Chapter IV of the Combined Future Traffic Impacts lists the previously mentioned projects 4, 5, 13, and 14 as the
“Graham Project Access Road” with the improvements numbered 1 though 9. Please resolve those differences.

County RER Comment No. 65: Please clarify the two additional project improvements listed under “Year 2040”. Also,
the improvements do not show the backlogged facilities also needing roadway improvements in order to meet acceptable
LOS operating conditions.

County RER Comment No. 66: Re-evaluate reference to backlogged facilities, in reference to RER previous comments
under “Chapter II ADM Future Traffic Impacts.”

County RER Comment No. 67: The last sentence on Page 157 states that “alternative travel modes” will be “addressed
separate of this Report.” As the application is currently undergoing review, that analysis needs to be provided now.
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September 12, 2016 -
RECEIVED
Mr. Mark Woerner, AICP

Assistant Director for Planning b SEP 13 A 0 Oy

Miami-Dade County - Department of Regulatgny-and:Egonainin RisioNces
111 NW 1* Street, 12" Floor

Miami, Florida 33128

Re: American Dream Miami and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment
Applications

Dear Mr. Woerner:

City of Miramar staff has reviewed the applicant's responses to the City's
comments submitted on February 2, 2016. New staff comments are shown in
italics below.

1. Direct transit service should be provided from the American Dream
Miami Mall and Graham industrial/retail development to the park and
ride lot at Miramar Regional Park and the Miramar Town Center/Park
and Ride.

The applicant stated that detailed transit routes will be discussed at a later
date. Transit routes and connections into Miramar need to be discussed during
the review of the CDMP application to identify options to relieve roadway
congestion. Discussing this issue during the CDMP process will also help
county and city officials plan for additional multi-modal options to serve
employees and visitors.

2. At a minimum, the analysis should evaluate traffic impacts to Miramar
Parkway, Pembroke Road, Red Road/NW 57" Avenue and Flamingo
Road/NW 67" Avenue. A level of service analysis at project buildout
should be provided for all of these roadways.

The applicant referred to their response to Broward County Comment No. 11.
Broward County Comment No. 11 only refers to Flamingo Road. There are
several other roads listed in our comment. The applicant did not respond to
impacts on these roads.

3. The Miramar Parkway buildout year volumes shown in Tables 9 and 10
of the Transportation Impact Analysis are lower than projections
prepared by the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization. The
developer’s traffic consultant should meet with the City of Miramar,
Broward County, and Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization to
discuss the impacts to City roadways and potential mitigation. The City
is in the process of updating its Capital Improvement Program to include
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the extension of Miramar Parkway from its current terminus at SW 192
Terrace to Pembroke Road at SW 196 Avenue. The extension of
Miramar Parkway to Pembroke Road will help alleviate the current traffic
problem at Miramar Parkway/I-75 Interchange, improve the Level of
Service at this intersection and provide an alternate north-south route
via US 27,

The applicant states that this improvement is included in the Year 2020 Cost
Feasible Plan. The extension of Miramar Parkway to US 27 is currently
included in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan for funding between
2031 and 2040. This improvement should be expedited and constructed prior
to the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham industrial/retail developments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these applications. Feel free to
contact me with any questions on the City's comments.

Sincerely,

Eric Silva, AICP
Director

Cc:  Kathleen Gunn, Assistant City Manager
Michael Moore, Chief Operations Officer
Luisa Millan, Director
Bissy Vempala, P.E., City Engineer
Jo Sesodia, Broward County Planning and Development Management
Greg Stuart, Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization



Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Brandon R. Schaad <schaadb@miamilakes-fl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 2:55 PM

To: Stillings, Noel (RER)

Subject: ADM & Graham Traffic Comments

Hi Noel,

Please accept these comments from the Town of Miami Lakes as follow up to the meeting this past Friday:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Though according to the traffic consultant, the trips from each of the two projects combined for the
determination of significant trips on each link is included in the traffic study, at the very least this is not reflected
on the maps (I-10A, I-10B, I-11A, 1-11B, I-12A and I-12B). To be clear, determination of the 5 percent significance
threshold should be included as if the two applications were one project and NOT with one project included as
“background” traffic of the other.

Please re-examine the trip distribution analysis to determine whether NW 67" Avenue should be included. The
maps appear to show ZERO trips added to NW 67" Avenue, which seems unrealistic considering there is not
another north-south surface street to traverses all through the area covered by the map for two miles to its west
(to NW 87™ Avenue).

As expressed before, the required traffic methodology for both Comprehensive Plan amendments and for
concurrency determination are inadequate (as proven by existing traffic conditions despite the existence of the
concurrency system for decades), and help to create a situation where driving is the only viable option. At the
same time, if a road is already failing, then according to the consultant, there is no mitigation requirement to the
applicant, regardless of how many additional trips are being added to a failing segment. Given the size and
significance of each of these projects, and certainly their significance when considered together, the County
should consider a plan for true multi-modal mobility in this area, and charge the applicant for needed multi-
modal improvements based on the number of daily trips generated. This would give the County the policy
flexibility to provide viable alternatives to automobile travel, rather than undermining walking, transit and
bicycling as possibilities in the (hopeless, by all available evidence) pursuit of free flowing traffic.

Much of the discussion at Friday’s meeting centered around the possibility of bringing new transit infrastructure
directly into the development(s). Are plans/designs for any road or other right-of-way improvements (i.e. 170"
Street, 186" Street, etc.) being developed in a way that will accommodate this possibility?

Brandon R. Schaad, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Planning
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Stillings, Noel (RER)

Subject: FW: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received
Attachments: Okeechobee Toll Plaza_ Mainline Data_March 2015.pdf; Okeechobee Toll Plaza_
Mainline Data_February 2015.pdf; Growth Workbook.xIsx

From: Samson, Kim C. [mailto:Kim.Samson@dot.state.fl.us]

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 3:33 PM

To: Charlotte Davidson <cnd@Ice-fl.com>

Cc: Somoza, Napoleon (RER) <NVS@miamidade.gov>

Subject: FW: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Charlotte,
Please note, that | extracted the incorrect summary portion of the growth workbook within my previous comment
submittal. The correct annualized growth south and north of SR 836 are 2.4 and 3.0%, respectively.

Kim

Kim Samson, PE, PTOE
Project Manager, Planning Traffic Engineering

FTE - Traffic & Revenue Engineering Consultants
D +1-954-934-1106

M +1-954-553-3484

kim.samson@dot.state.fl.us

AECOM - Built to deliver a better world
Florida's Turnpike Enterprise

Pompano Operations Center

P.O. Box 9828

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33310

From: Mtoi, Enock

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 3:20 PM

To: Charlotte Davidson

Cc: Samson, Kim C.

Subject: RE: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Hi Charlotte,

Attached are the files with the traffic data for your study area. The mainline data were pulled from the Okeechobee Toll
Plaza for February and March 2015. February and March reflect the Turnpike system peak season. | have also attached a
page from the current growth workbook.

Please let me know if you have any questions or need any data that we can provide.

Thanks,

Enock T. Mtoi, Ph.D.

Transportation Engineer

FTE - Traffic & Revenue Engineering Consultants
D +1-954-934-1292

enock.mtoi@dot.state.fl.us




AECOM - Built to deliver a better world
Florida's Turnpike Enterprise

Pompano Operations Center

P.O. Box 9828

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33310

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2016 10:29 AM

To: Mtoi, Enock

Subject: FW: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Enock,
Please find attached the table with highlights of the Turnpike counts that we are looking to receive synopsis reports for.

Thanks again,
Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212

E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 1:25 PM

To: 'Kim.Samson@dot.state.fl.us'

Subject: FW: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Kim,

| just wanted to follow up on my earlier request for the synopsis reports for the Turnpike counts, as per the email
below. You are welcome to provide me the email of the person | need to coordinate with.

Thanks,
Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212

E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2016 4:57 PM




To: 'Kim.Samson@dot.state.fl.us'
Cc: 'scot.leftwich@Lce-fl.com'
Subject: FW: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Kim,

Thank you so much for furnishing comments on the June 22, 2016 CDMP for the ADM and Graham projects. We will be
reviewing and addressing all comments.

Iltem 2 mentions that the Turnpike has traffic count data beyond what is available on the FTI site. Would you mind
forwarding a request to obtain Turnpike synopsis traffic count reports for the analyzed Turnpike segments (and include
me as a cc so | need to know who to follow through with)? | am attaching a list of the overall traffic count locations,
including the Florida's Turnpike, where we did not have access to synopsis reports.

If we can be of any assistance in this regards, please let me know.

Thanks and have a nice Labor Day weekend!

Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212

E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Stillings, Noel (RER) [mailto:stillin@miamidade.gov]

Sent: Friday, September 02, 2016 4:31 PM

To: 'scot.leftwich@Lce-fl.com'; 'CND@Ice-fl.com’

Cc: 'joseph.goldstein@hklaw.com'; Tracy.Slavens@hklaw.com; csweet@bellsouth.net; ‘Mdportilla@arnstein.com’;
Somoza, Napoleon (RER); Bell, Jerry (RER); Woerner, Mark (RER)

Subject: May 2016 Traffic Study for ADM/Graham - Comments Received

Good afternoon Scot and Charlotte,

Here are the comments we have received so far, from Broward County. | believe you already received the Turnpike
comments, but am including them as well.

Regards,

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

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



AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI & GRAHAM PROJECT
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and Supporting Traffic Studies
Submitted June 22, 2016

COMMENT SET & RESPONSES
As of September 20, 2016

Introduction to CDMP TIA Comment Responses

Attached are the responses to comments received from eight (8) reviewing agencies and interested parties on the CDMP
TIA and Supporting Studies dated June 22, 2016, with FDOT Districts 4 and 6 submitting a joint set of comments. In
summary, comments were received and responded to from Miami-Dade County Transit, Miami-Dade County Department
of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW), Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources
(RER), Florida Districts 4 and 6, the Florida's Turnpike District, Broward County, Town of Miami Lakes, and City of
Miramar.

The applicant has made every effort to address the agencies comments and is fully committed to working with all
applicable parties to obtain final consensus on the CDMP TIA and the various supporting studies. Furthermore, the
applicant is proceeding forward towards finalizing an updated version of the June 22, 2016 report that incorporates all
responses addressed in this Comment Set and Responses. The intent is to resubmit the report within a reasonable time and
allow the agencies to review the updated report and ensure that it has adequately accommodated all requests.

One issue which should be further elaborated on is the approach for analyzing background trips. The June 22, 2016
included the assumption that each Project was analyzed individually while considering the other Project's trips as part of
the background trips and that this served as the basis for the mitigation recommendations. The request to include Graham
project trips for the ADM analysis was first introduced in the Comment and Response Set dated October 16, 2015, as part
of comments received from respectively FDOT, Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah
(refer to Appendix I-A-3). Graham trips were included in the analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA,
following addendum to add the Graham Project to the methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May
of 2016, a summary of the different analysis scenarios were shared with Miami-Dade County, in part to demonstrate the
extensive number of intersection and roadway segment analyses which were being prepared for the sites and to share the
length of time required to complete these analyses (due in great extend to the approach of having the other Project in the
background traffic and now having three separate Chapters for the ADM, the Graham, and the Combined scenarios). We
stand by the analyses which was presented in the report with the statement that this was our understanding of the approach
that was intended for the analyses. The applicant is amenable to work with agencies to resolve any issues of concern
related to the presented approach and in an effort to make sure that all parties are comfortable with the findings is
prepared to reevaluate the analyses without the other Project being included as background trips. Responses to comments
on the background trip approach reflect our commitment.



FDOT DISTRICTS FOUR AND SIX, DATED AUGUST 05, 2016:

General Comments

FDOT No. 1: Since ADM and Graham Property traffic analyses assume interchange improvements that affect an existing
or future interchange, an Interchange Access Request (IAR) document, consistent with the FDOT Interchange Access
Request — User's Guide will be required for each of the interchange modifications. The noted improvements affect an
existing, future full interchange, or future partial interchange (Miami Gardens Drive at I-75, HEFT at I-75, a new
interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and a partial interchange at NW 178th Street and 1-75). Additional traffic
analyses beyond that submitted for the CDMP will be required to evaluate impacts upon SIS facilities and interchanges
during morning, afternoon, and weekend periods, and identify improvements to accommodate the additional future traffic.

The applicant will work with FDOT to ensure that all applicable traffic study documents are prepared as needed.
The HEFT and NW 170" TI1JR is already in progress and coordination is being made with the Florida’s Turnpike.

FDOT No. 2: Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate adequate public facilities are
present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel demand generated by ADM and Graham Project. These include an
interchange modification at HEFT and 1-75; a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street; a partial new interchange at
I-75 and NW 178th Street; and an interchange modification at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange
improvements ultimately requires FDOT and FHWA approval. Please note that current FHWA policy discourages partial
interchange configurations and access serving private property. Although FHWA Policy Point #4 stipulates that each case
is evaluated on its own merits, it isthe Department's experience that obtaining approval for partial interchanges isa difficult
and long process that may present scheduling challenges.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT comment and will continue to work with the Department to ensure that these
improvements are in place by the year 2020.

FDOT No. 2 Cont'd: If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by 2020, the base
transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and Graham Project's traffic analysis is invalid. This would result in
additional transportation impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is recommended that a condition of
approval be included for the ADM and Graham Project COMP submittals contingent upon obtaining the requisite FDOT
and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange access changes. If any of the relied upon transportation
improvements are not approved, a re-evaluation of the traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

The applicant acknowledges the above statements and understands that the submitted CDMP TIA has been based
on the presented projects being in place. In the event that a proposed transportation improvement is not in place
as planned, additional analyses may be required to address mitigation including but not limited to development
phasing, scale of development or alternative transportation mitigation.

FDOT No. 3: Please provide the electronic Synchro files so that they may be reviewed.

The electronic Synchro files will be included once the updated CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report is
resubmitted accommodating the responses to agency comments, per the introductory overview.

FDOT No. 5: Please add delay and v/C ratio values to all intersection LOS summary tables for ease of comparison
between the various analyses conducted and for verification with the Synchro analysis. Such information is
beneficial for understanding the intersection mitigation improvements if the approach and movement specific delay
and LOS were provided in tabular format.

Delay will be been added to all intersection LOS summary tables, as requested. Specifically Tables I-16, 11-4, 11-7,
I1-4, 111-7, 1V-4, and 1V-7 will be updated to include the final delay along with the overall intersection LOS
results. Overall intersection volume to capacity ratios are not produced in the updated intersection results (e.g.
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HCM 2010, as requested). Information on approach volume to capacity ratios will be maintained within the
Appendices showing the individual intersection analysis outputs.

FDOT No. 5: Page 99, 128, & 157, Mitigation Summary, Intersection Improvements: Why were intersection
improvements limitedto onlythree variations (Lexclusiverightturnlane, 3through lanes,and 2 leftturn lanes)? Each
intersection depending on location and geometry should have been assessed separately. Unique lane geometries
should be testedto determinewhatisnecessaryfortheintersectionto functionatanacceptable LOS.

The mitigation limits were set to ensure that reasonable assumptions were made in regards to the potential future
layout of intersections. At this point in time, there are many uncertainties in regards to what nearby land use and
associated access points could exist by the time the Projects are being implemented (e.g. 2020 and 2040).
Mentioned ""unique’ lane configurations, such as two right turn lanes or three left turn lanes, are complicated by
the need to have receiving lanes to accommodate such geometries and in turn depend on numerous other
supporting factors such as potentially having to merge the traffic back to its original number of receiving lanes.
The most conservative and realistic approach is to set the intersection configurations to the identified maximum
mitigations (e.g. 1 exclusive right turn lane, 3 through lanes, and 2 left turn lanes).

FDOT No. 6: Please check the page numbering of the report documents. There seems to be some skipped numbers.

The first page of several of the tables were accidentally left out when compiling the submitted June 22, 2016 CDMP
TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report. The missing pages that will be added back into the updated report are:

Page No. Item

53 1st pg of Table 1-16, Year 2020 and 2040 Background Intersection LOS Analysis

64 1st pg of Table 1-17, Year 2020 SE Data on Year 2020 Roadway Network Project % Distribution & PM Trips

82 1st pg of Table 11-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

87 1st pg of Table 1I-5A, CDMP Short Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM AM Impacts

94 1st pg of Table 11-6B, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

111  |1st pg of Table IlI-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham PM Impacts
121 |1st pg of Table II-6A, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham AM Impacts

Referenced page numbers are with respect to the June 22, 2016 CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report.

Executive Summary

FDOT No. 7: There are 9 improvements, including interchange improvements at I-75/HEFT/Miami Gardens Drive, a
new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and 1-75 ramps at NW 178th Street to/from southbound 1-75, that are
assumed to be constructed by 2020. These improvements form the basis of the 2020 roadway network used for the
submitted concurrency analysis, zoning analysis, and comprehensive development master plan analysis. It is suggested
that these improvements be identified in the Executive Summary, and specified as roadway improvements necessary to
accommodate both developments' traffic. This comment also extends to the Mitigation Summary section for Chapters 2
and 3.

The addition of the above mentioned improvements will be added to the Executive Summary and are part of the
Mitigation Summaries (please also refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 41).



Chapter 1, Section 6 - Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 8: Insome instances, FDOT daily traffic volumes were adjusted using K and D factors to estimate peak
hour, peak directional volumes for roadways. Please consider using synopsis reports for those count stations to
obtain an actual peak hour, peak directional volume for the existing conditions. Such synopsis reports can be provided
by FDOT upon request.

Synopsis reports have been requested from FDOT and will be incorporated into the updated analyses.

FDOT No. 9: In Appendix I-D, please include the name of the intersection in the header of all Synchro output
worksheets. Also, please identify the type of analysis (HCM 2010 or Synchro 9) and results represented on each
worksheet. This applies to all Synchro output worksheets provided for each scenario in each chapter of this submittal
package.

The intersection name will be included in the header for all Synchro output worksheets. As indicated in response
to FDOT Comment No. 11, the outputs will be updated to represents HCM2010 results.

FDOT No. 10: Page 25, Table I-1: For Segment NW 107th Avenue from NW 122nd Street to NW 138th Street, please
place Note number (4) under the appropriate column. Also, it is understood that no data was available for this
segment, however please explain why the assumption of an AADT of 8,000 was used. How was this value
determined?

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.

FDOT No. 11: Page 31, 1st Paragraph: It is stated that Synchro's HCM 2010 methodology will be used for the
output results; however the results provided throughout the document and the Synchro outputs in the appendix are
not of the HCM methodology. They are instead the calculated delay and LOS from the Synchro system, which does
not calculate the results according to HCM. You must choose to print the HCM 2000 or 2010 version outputs within
the software. Please provide the HCM output results for all existing conditions and future Synchro analysis.

Correct, the report did state that the HCM 2010 results was being produced for the Synchro outputs. The report
should have stated the Synchro results were produced. In fact for the June 22, 2016 submittal, the decision was
made to reference the Synchro results in lieu of the HCM 2010 results due to the more realistic vehicular
operations which are referenced in Synchro. For example, Synchro is specifically set-up to evaluate the queuing of
vehicles at intersections and also has the option to include the free-flow right on red movements.

Since FDOT's comment specifically requests that the HCM results be included instead, the applicant will revise its
approach and the newly updated CDMP TIA report will include HCM 2010 results. All intersection analyses and
summary tables will be updated accordingly.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 12: Identified in Appendix I-D, unusual cycle lengths were used to analyze many of the intersections.
For example, at the intersection of Florida's Turnpike ramp termini and Okeechobee Road a 133-second cycle length
was analyzed for the south ramptermini intersection. However, the north ramp termini intersection was analyzed with
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a 80- second cycle length, even though they were evaluated as an actuated-coordinated system (See page 526 of
Appendix I-D). Similarly, at Florida's Turnpike and Red Road, the west ramp termini intersection was studied with a
69.4-second cycle length, and at I-75 and Miramar Parkway, the south ramp termini intersection was analyzed with a
65.4-second cycle length (see pages 532 and 540 of Appendix I-D). Itis recommended that all intersection analyses
be revised to reflect the cycle lengths and phasings from existing signal timing sheets. Future year analyses should
maintain cycle lengths and phasings, although splits may be optimized to reflect different green time needs due to
traffic volume changes.

For consistency, the intersection analyses will be revised to reference the existing timings. This will be included for
all future intersection analyses and results will be provided in the updated appendices and corresponding
intersection summary and mitigation tables.

Chapter 2,_Section8—Weekend Review

FDOT No. 13: The text provided for the Weekend Review (page 94 of the PDF) indicates that no further review of
weekend conditions is needed based on the findings. However, no specific findings are written in support of this
statement. Please provide additional details concerning the weekend evaluation to justify not analyzing weekend
conditions further. Forexample,acomparison of ADM and Graham Property project volumes for a typical weekday and
weekend should be provided; a comparison of total traffic volumes for a weekend and weekday should be included;
and an assessment of directional volume changes that may impact SIS facilities and nearby interchanges in a manner
differentfromwhatisexperienced currently.

As indicated in Section 8.0, the weekend analysis is contained in Appendix I1-C and includes the referenced
comparison of typical p.m. weekday traffic versus Saturday peak hour of generator traffic associated with the
ADM site. The analysis includes assignments on Miami Gardens Drive from 1-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Ave,
on Florida's Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821 from US 27/Okeechobee Road to NW 170th Street, and on 1-75 from
Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive. The analysis addressed all the above mentioned criteria for the
weekend analysis and concluded that the weekday p.m. peak hour is the highest total traffic period during the
week. It was therefore determined that there was not a need to analyze all roadway segments within the study area
for the weekend period and that the traditional weekday period served as the worst case traffic conditions.

Chapter 1,_Section 6 —Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 14: Insection 6.2,the PHP isdefined as the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic and defined
as the average of traffic volume between 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM. Are these the highest consecutive hours of traffic for all
links? The two highest consecutive hours should be determined from traffic counts and defined for SIS facilities, Turnpike
facilities, Other State Facilities, and County Facilities separately. This methodology should be consistent with the
Interchange Access Request methodology.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT's comment and the County's procedure for deriving PHP volumes based on the
two highest consecutive hours of the day. For the intersection turning movement counts, the field counts were
based on the AM hours between 7:00 am and 9:00 am and the PM hours between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm, the
traditional highest hours of the day. As such, the existing intersection TMVs are based on an average of the field
observed two-hour period counts. For consistency purposes, it is the applicants' traffic consultant's professional
opinion is that it makes the most sense to use the same two-hour peak periods for all intersection and roadway
segment counts and is therefore recommending not to revise the approach for the development of PHP volumes.



Chapter 1, Section 7 - Trip Generation

FDOT No. 15: The Department does not dispute the 10.8% LRT adjustment to net external trips which was previously
approved as part of the methodology and shown in Table 1-9. However, the calculation of the LRT adjustment should be
reviewed. If 10.8% of person trips to MOA took LRT then this 10.8% should be applied to the person trips visiting ADM.
Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 2.3 for ADM to match the vehicle occupancy of MOA then 69,822 daily net external
vehicle trips translates to 160,591 person trips. To add the 10.8% back divide 160,951 person trips by 1-.108 = .892 so
180,438 person trips to American Dream Mall. Converting back to vehicle trips with a 2.3 auto occupancy gives 78,451
vehicle trips. The difference between 78,451 and 69,822 vehicle trips is 8,629 additional vehicle trips. Please clarify the
difference between the 8,629 vehicle trips calculated vs. the 6,481 vehicle trips provided inTable 1-9.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the vehicle occupancy, was scrutinized to a great extend and
does not warrant further review. Furthermore, we should point out that the calculations in the comment have
overlooked the MOA person trips arriving by tour buses, hotel shuttles, local buses, etc which totaled 8% of the
person trips. This is included in the vehicle counts. Given their higher vehicle occupancy, not adjusting for that
first will yield the wrong conversion to vehicle trips. This was all accounted for in the trip generation negotiations
and therefore is part of the agreed to trip generation methodology.

FDOT No. 16: In the Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP (Nov. 24, 2015) PM internal capture was 15.1% in 2020
and 10.8% in 2040 for the Graham project, but the current analysis shows 24.48% in 2020 and 18.38% in 2040 . Unless
otherwise approved, use the same internal capture rates that were previously approved inthe methodology.

The trip generation table presented in the June 22, 2016 TIA varies from the November 24, 2015 information and
again was coordinated with review agencies during the early months of 2016. No further refinements are
warranted at this time, as all issues related to the trip generation is considered to have been finalized.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 17: Florida's Turnpike from 1-595 to Pines Blvd in Broward County is included as a Year 2040 Cost
Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Broward MPO 2040 LRTP. The identified source in
Table 1-12 is the SERPM7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used a source. Please reference the
appropriate agency planasthe source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect agency plans, FDOT should
be notified and the project should be removed.

The model travel demand forecasts and all the Year 2040 CDMP roadway LOS tables will be updated to reflect
that the Florida's Turnpike from 1-595 to Pines Blvd is not widened. Table I-12 will also been updated along with
all corresponding roadway link LOS analyses. Please consider this as notification to FDOT that there is an
inconsistency between the 2040 Broward LRTP and the SERPM7.0 model.

FDOT No. 18: Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike in Miami-Dade County is included as a
Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Miami-Dade MPO 2040 LRTP. The
identified source in Table 1-12 is the SERPM 7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used as asource.
Please reference the appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect
agency plans, FDOT should be notified andthe project should be removed.

The model travel demand forecasts and all the Year 2040 CDMP roadway LOS tables will be updated to reflect
that Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike is not widened. Table 1-12 will also been updated
along with all corresponding roadway link LOS analyses. Please consider this as notification to FDOT that there is
an inconsistency between the 2040 Miami-Dade LRTP and the SERPM7.0 model.



FDOT No. 19: SERPM 7.0 model is identified as a source for three projects in Table 1-12 but the methodology
identified SERPM 6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E model, plus Turnpike edits for their planned future projects, plus the
approved SERPM 7 socioeconomic data integrated in. Please clarify which model was used for thisanalysis.

In fact, the "SERPM®6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E Model plus Turnpike Edits Plus the Approved SERPM 7.0 SE
Data™ serve as the basis for the model runs prepared for the submitted CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies.
The only changes which have been made to the model runs were to accommodate: 1) The latest committed and cost
feasible LRTP roadway improvements, 2) The planned roadway improvements as presented in the June 22, 2016
report, 3) The ADM and the Graham Projects land use data, and 4) The requested additional platted projects.
The network improvements will be identified in revised Tables 1-11 and 1-12 presented in the updated CDMP TIA
report and will include the previously referenced removal of the three SERPM 7.0 model projects (see response to
FDOT Comments No. 17 and 18). The platted projects were detailed in Appendix I-L.

FDOT No. 20: Section 8.3 indicates that growth rate caps were imposed on all facilities. In the approved
methodology no growth rate capwas included. Please clarify inthe report how and why the growth rate caps were
determined, and provide any numerical support of this determination.

Correct, the methodology did not address setting a cap for the project traffic growth rates. When reviewing
historical growth rates, though, there were links with both negative and extremely high growth rates. For
example, Hialeah Gardens Blvd has had an average growth of 19.3 percent per year over the period 2009 through
2014. If 19.3 percent growth is maintained through the year 2040, this would equate to the traffic growing by 100
times its existing value which obviously would not be realistic. It was therefore decided to err on the conservative
side and set lower growth rate percent maximum values; keeping in mind that higher growth rates would only
serve to make the background traffic automatically fail. The justification is further substantiated by the fact that
once a roadway becomes saturated (which even with the conservative estimates, many of the roads are forecast to
become), then there comes a point where no further traffic can be accommodated. For example, the freeways have
existing high traffic volumes and with further growth show warrant for substantial increases in number of lanes to
meet capacity. Notably by the time 2040 becomes a reality there will be many new innovations, such as connected
vehicles, which will override the need for such extreme number of lane needs and therefore the growth projections
are more than reasonable for purposes of forecasting trips through the year 2040. We recommend maintaining the
proposed growth rate caps, with the exception of the HEFT facility which has been requested by the Florida's
Turnpike to use their provided rates.

FDOT No. 21: Page 48, Table 1-14: Please label and explain the difference between the 1stand 2nd columns labeled as
"Referenced Intersection % Growth". It appears in the Appendix that there are two sets of intersection growth rates
for the two Phases (Phase | and Phase Il). Please define the Phases inafootnote and label the column appropriately.

Headers will be included in the updated report that identify the two columns as respectively 2015-2020 and 2015-
2040 percent growth rates. Column headers match with the column headers from the Appendix I-J which detail
initial growth percentages based on the roadway link historically observed growth rates which served as the basis
for the development of the estimates presented in Table I-14.

FDOT No. 22: Page 53-54, Table I-16: Please check for missing intersections and revise as necessary. Only
Intersections 16 through 54 are provided.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 which addresses the missing page.
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Chapter 1, Section 9 - Project Trip Distribution

FDOT No. 23: Socio-economic data was factored to match the daily ITEtrip generationcalculations for the external
trip quantities. How was this performed? The model plots show % trips from the select zone analysis but not the model
volumes in Appendix I-M. Please include model volume plots for this select zone analysis.

The model does not automatically produce the same trip generations as were prepared for the ADM and the
Graham sites based on ITE and MOA field studies since the model relies on its own trip generation procedures.
The initial SERPM model trips generated for the ADM and the Graham TAZs were adjusted to ensure that the
final assigned traffic volumes from these TAZs match with the daily trip generation forecasts presented in Tables
1-9 and I-10, respectively. Select zone model volume plots will be added to Appendix I-M of the updated report.

FDOT No. 24: Please provide the methodology for determining the number of households with and without children
and vehicle ownership for the Graham Property households where there were not households previously.

The number of household statistics were based on the existing TAZ referenced for the Graham Project and a
review of nearby TAZs. Appendix I-L provided a summary of the original versus revised TAZ household
characteristics.

FDOT No. 25: Consistent with the traffic methodology, a new TAZ was created for ADM to force access to HEFT
and NW 170th Street. There appears to be a centroid connector near the HEFT and NW 170th Street inthe submitted
material, though it is not identified as an ADM TAZ and the percent distribution is not depicted. When adding the
percent trips on the centroid connectors for the ADM TAZ in Appendix I-M, the percentage sums to only 70%
indicating that the other 30% is distributed from the new centroid. Please identify the number of the TAZ added near
HEFT and NW 170th Street and what socio-economic data was assigned. Thetable in Appendix I-L should be updated
to reflect this TAZ. Additionally, please denote the TAZ with a star for ADM on the map in Appendix I-L.

Appendix I-L does include both the ""main" ADM and the near HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZs. It should be
pointed out that TAZ 2705 is incorrectly shown in the appendix table titled "Platted Parcels in the Cities of
Hialeah Gardens, and Unincorporated Miami-Dade County and Potential Development™ but should in fact be
TAZ 2748. The table will be refined and the new plots to be provided in an updated Appendix I-M will show the
HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZ.

FDOT No. 26: Please include model plots from the newly created ADM TAZ near the HEFT and NW 170th St
interchange showing the select zone analysis in both model volumes and percent of project traffic volumes. This will serve
as a check that this methodology for matching the expected regional long distance trip making characteristics works as
intended.

A separate select zone analysis will be prepared for the ADM TAZ located near the HEFT/NW 170th Street
interchange. The resulting model plots will be added to Appendix I-M. Three separate plot sets will be provided
for respectively the Year 2020 Land Use on 2020 Network, the Year 2040 Land Use on 2020 Network, and the Year
2040 on 2040 Network. Please note that additional manual adjustments were included for the Florida's
Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821, the Florida's Turnpike/SR 91, and 1-75 to increase the regional distributions and extend
the trips beyond the SERPM®6.5 subarea model area.



FDOT No. 27: On page 63, a typographical error was noted. References to Table I-8 and Table 1-9 should be
changed to Table I-9and Table I-10 instead.

The ADM and the Graham trip generation table references within the text will be corrected to reflect Tables I-9
and 1-10, as correctly noted in the above comment.

Chapter 1, Section 10 - Project Assignment
FDOT No. 28: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures 1-10B, 11B, and 12B: Please explain why no traffic to/from the Graham
Project is assigned for the link of NW 170th Street from NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue to NW 97th Avenue,
particularly since there is an access point at the location of NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue. The 0.0% value is
present for both 2020 and 2040 project distributions.

The model distribution for the referenced roadway link is zero percent due to the fact that three different centroid
connectors are available for trips to exit the Graham TAZ. The model assigns the trips based on the "quickest"
path. Acknowledging that there will be travelers exiting Graham via the referenced roadway segment, a manual
adjustment will be made to the trip distribution figures and the future year roadway link analyses and will be
subsequently included in the updated report.

FDOT No. 29: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures 1-10B, 11B, and 128: Please explain why no traffic is assigned to/from
the link of NW 170th Streetfrom NW 82nd Avenue to NW 78th Avenue when both the links to the east and west have
project traffic assigned to them.

Based on the available roadway network, the trips are choosing to take alternate routes to by-pass the indicated
roadway link (please refer to the Appendix I-M model plots. No changes are deemed necessary for the analyses
since minimal trips are distributed within this general area.

FDOT No. 30: Page 63, Table 1-17: Please check the percent distribution values for the link of NW 178th Street
between Graham Access and NW 97th Avenue. The values do not match those shown inFigure 1-10B.

The information presented in Table 1-17 is correct. Figure 1-10B is simply missing the ADM and the Graham
percent distributions for this roadway segment. The same applies for Figures 1-11B and 1-12B. All three figures
will be updated to include the missing percent project distributions.

Chapters 2 through 4 — Link Analysis

FDOT No. 31: The use of ADM or Graham Property traffic should not be included as "background" traffic in the
analysis when determining if a facility is backlogged. The determination of backlogged facilities must be re-done to
include only approved background traffic. Throughout the submitted analysis, it is stated that backlogged facilities
include traffic generated by either ADM or Graham Property, depending on which project was being analyzed. This
means that links which fail due to trips from Graham property or ADM are considered backlogged and not subject to
mitigation. This approach to evaluating backlogged facilities is included in the Zoning Link Analysis and CDMP
analysis tables in Chapters 2 through 4. Below are examples of roadways identified as backlogged facilities (and
failing) because of either ADM or Graham Property traffic.

a. 1-75from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Table 11I-5A)
b. 1-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Tables I11-5B and I11- 5B)
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I1-75 from Florida ‘s Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive (Tables I1-5B and I11-5B)

Okeechobee Road from Hialeah Gardens to NW 103rd Street (Tables 11-5Band 111-5B)
Okeechobee Road from NW 103rd Street to SR 826 (Tables 11-5B and 111-5B)

Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Avenue (Tables I1-2B and I11-2B -)
Miami Gardens Drive from NW 87th Avenue to NW 82nd Avenue (Tables II-2B and 111-2B)

@ ~o oo

The June 22, 2016 approach for generating background traffic included the approach that the other Project was
part of the background traffic and therefore was used to identify the traffic impacts for the other Site. As
indicated in the introduction to the Comment Response Set, the request to include Graham project trips for the
ADM analysis was first introduced in October 2015 as part of comments received from respectively FDOT,
Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah and the Graham trips were included in the
analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA, following addendum to add the Graham Project to the
methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May of 2016, a summary of the different analysis
scenarios were shared with Miami Dade County.

The June 22, 2016 includes the Combined ADM and Graham analyses, as per the understanding of the applicant,
and does show the overall traffic impacts associated with both projects being in place. The intent of this Chapter
was to comply with the agency request but was not intended to override the individual Projects’ approach of
analyzing the other site as background traffic. Therefore the statement that the results were for “informational
purposes only” was included.

In order to comply with agency concerns and to ensure that the CDMP applications remain on schedule, revised
analyses will be prepared to review each Project relative to background traffic without the other Project.
Furthermore, the analyses will be updated with new traffic counts as per agency comments, adjustments to the
roadway improvement tables also per agency comments, and further review of individual segments to ensure that
the latest most appropriate assumptions are being applied.

FDOT No. 32: It was noted in several tables in Chapter 4, particularly Tables VI-5A, VI-5B, and VI-6B, that two
segments of 1-75 fail in 2020 and 2040 because of ADM and Graham Property traffic. Yet these two segments (1-75
from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike, and 1-75 from Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive) are not
listed in Mitigation Summary sections or the Executive Summary of the report. Planned improvements to both I-75
segments will increase capacity to accommodate background growth traffic through 2040 and allow the roadway to
operate at an acceptable level of service. However, the addition of ADM and Graham Property traffic causes these I-
75 segments to fail, according to the submitted analysis. As a result, please identify the necessary improvements for
these two I-75 segments to allow them to operate at an acceptable level of service with both project's traffic, and
include these improvements under each Mitigation Summary section of the report.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 31 above.

FDOT No. 33: In Chapters 2 through 4, the volumes and lane geometries for various roadways segments for the
2020 and 2040 Zoning and COMP analysis tables differ. When comparing Table II-5A (2040 CDMP Analysis) with
Table 1I-6A (2040 Zoning Analysis) the total trips for a particular roadway segment are not the same. In some cases,
the number of lanes (CF + proposed) are different. For example, SR 826 shows 10 lanes in the zoning analysis for
2040 and 10+4/12+4 in the CDMP analysis for 2040. Also, the segment of Florida's Turnpike from SW 8th Street to
SR 836 was assigned 311 combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour CDMP analysis, but only 307
combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour Zoning analysis.

Please clarify the apparent project trip assignment and roadway geometry inconsistencies and revise the analyses, as
appropriate.

10



The 2040 CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses represent two different traffic assignments and thus analyses. For
the 2040 CDMP analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on the cost feasible network (a.k.a. 2040 network);
whereas for the 2040 Zoning analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on just three years of committed roadway
improvements similar to the previously utilized "DRI" methodology (a.k.a. year 2020 network). As a result there
are two different project percent distributions (Figures 1-11A/B vs. Figures 1-12A/B) and two different project
assignments (as noted by the reviewer). This also explains why there are differences in the number of lanes, and
corresponding roadway capacities, shown in the two sample tables as mentioned in the above comment. For the
2020 CDMP and the 2020 Zoning analyses, the results are identical since both rely on year 2020 SE assigned on the
2020 network. Accordingly, no changes are necessary to the analyses presented in Chapters 2 through 4.

FDOT No. 34: The Mitigation Summary in each chapter does not include intersection mitigation. Please add the
intersection mitigation summary to this section. This summary is included in the executive summary but does not
differentiate between Graham and ADM responsibilities.

Intersection mitigation summaries will be added to Chapters 2, 3, and 4, as requested. Mitigation responsibilities
between the two Sites will be identified as well.

FDOT No. 35: Please revise the analysis of backlogged facilities such that ADM and Graham Property project
traffic are not considered as background traffic. Inthe Intersection ADM Mitigation Summary appendices (I1-1, 11-J, 111-
H, llI-1), items that are significant are highlighted inyellow. Insome cases (e.g., NW 186th Street / Miami Gardens Drive
& NW 57th Avenue) mitigation is proposed for turning movements, which includes traffic impacts from both ADM
and Graham Property. Intuitively, if both projects contribute significant traffic impacts to a turning movement
requiring mitigation, then the mitigation costs should be shared between the two developments. Please clarify how
the projects included in the intersection needs of the executive summary were determined to be significantly
impacted by ADM and Graham Property developments.

The updated CDMP report will include reanalysis of all intersections including updating default assumptions, as
referenced in earlier FDOT comments. Results will be summarized in each Chapter mitigation section and the
Executive summary as requested.

FDOT No. 36: In comparing Table 1l1-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis -
ADM Impacts and Ill-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis — Graham
Impacts, the LOS with both ADM and Graham Property included do not match. Given that this column should
include all trips from both projects, itis expected that the LOS would be the same. Please correct the apparent
discrepancy.

Correct, the intersection LOS values for the two tables should match for the final column with total traffic
volumes included when the total volumes are the same, as was the case. In line with the approach to no
longer include the other Project as background traffic, the updated intersection analyses outputs will no
longer have the same results since there will only be one set of analyses which will be presented (namely the
Combined Scenario and for respectively the Year 2020 and the Year 2040 Zoning analyses). These with
Combined intersection results, along with the intersection spreadsheets which summarizes individual Project
trips, will serve as the basis for identifying the impacts associated with the ADM and the Graham Sites.

FDOT No. 37: Page 83, Table I1-4 and Page 112, Table I11-4: Please check LOS values for Intersection ID 9 (NW
57th Avenue at Miami Gardens Drive), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.
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The intersection should not in theory operate better for the With Project trips than the With Background Only
trips but did in few cases due to the fact that individual signal timings were revised. We acknowledge that there
were a few cases which should have been better analyzed.

FDOT No. 38: Page 95, Table 11-7 and Page 156, Table I\VV-7: Please check LOS values for Intersection ID 16 (SR
823/Red Road at Turnpike Ramp (E)), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 37.

FDOT No. 39: Table 11-7 isincluded in both Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 111 is specific to the Graham property but the
Table I1-7 states it is for the ADM impacts. The table appears to be identical including the headers of the table.
Please replace Table 11-7 in Chapter Il withthe correct Table I11-7.

The table will be updated to correctly reflect the intersection LOS results for the Scenario being analyzed.

FDOT No. 40: Table 11-7 states "Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)." Please change to "Zoning Long Term (Year
2040)."

The table name will be revised as indicated.

Chapter 2, Section 8 - Mitigation Summary

FDOT No. 41: Page 127, Second Paragraph (sentence before bulleted list): Please clarify if the listed improvements
are for the ADM and/or Graham Project. ADM is referenced twice in the noted sentence. This also occurs again on
Page 149 inthe same location under Section 6.0 Mitigation Summary.

The text for the Chapters I, 111, and IV Mitigation summaries will be updated to state that "*A summary of the
improvements proposed as part of the study area roadway improvement plan for American Dream Miami and the
Graham Project are summarized below and reflect those improvements that are baseline for the two projects,
prior to reviewing additional mitigation needs:"

Chapter 3, Section 5 —Year 2040 AM and PM Zoning Analyses

FDOT No. 42: Page 116 — 119, Tables Il1I-5A & 5B: Please check for an error in the font color for columns
under Background Trips Peak Hour Peak Dir Analysis NB/EB (\Vol/LOS). Not all values in red font arefailing.

The font color will be refined to ensure that just those LOS values which exceed the adopted LOS are indicated as
red.

Missing Tables

FDOT No. 43: There appear to be several tables missing from the submittal package (see cursory list below).
Please revise the report to include all summarytables.

a. The first half of Table 11-3B is missing
b. The first half of Table 11-5A is missing.
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C.
d.
e.
f.

The first half of Table I1-6B is missing.
Table 111-5B should be renamed "Table I1-5B" to be consistent with the report'snaming conventions.
The first half of Table 111-3B is missing.
The first half of Table I11-6A is missing.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 in regards to the pages missing. Item d will be revised to "Table

11-5B."

General Synchro Comments

FDOT No. 44: After reviewing the output from the Synchro analyses there are some discrepancies inthe inputs
used for the existing and future conditions.

a.

b.

The peak hour factor for all intersections/approaches was used the default value. Was this discussed and
agreed upon during the methodology agreement?

Cycle length/offsets and minimum initial (minimum green) did not correspond to Miami Dade County Signal
Systems TOD sheets. Also please provide the Signal Timing sheets used as reference for the Synchro inputs within
the appendix area.

It is not possible to verify the truck percentage used in the analyses due to the output sheets provided. It is
important to account for this input in the Synchro analyses. Please provide both the methodology and
process for how the truck percentage was chosen for the approaches or intersections and provide  the
appropriate HCM output from Synchro.

For the reference (yield) point, "beginning of green” is used for actuated- coordinated intersections. Was this
verified with the Miami Dade County area engineer for these signals? Typically, the majority of signals in the
County have a reference point of "beginning of yellow" for the main movements. Please check dataand update
the analyses withthe correct input.

Some intersections between the existing conditions and future analyses get switched from actuated-coordinated
operation to uncoordinated in the future. Please clarify the reason for this change.

For the future analyses, was the signal timing optimized for the "without mitigation" and the "with
mitigation" scenarios? Please clarify when optimization was used and if there were any manual adjustments
to the timing or other system parameters for the Synchro files.

All changes requested above will be included in the updated intersection analyses. For the peak hour and the truck
percentages, the factors are based on local traffic counts. The peak hour factors will be included in the updated
intersection volume spreadsheets (Appendix I-K) and the development of truck factors will be included in a new
appendix. Miami Dade County Signal System TOD sheets will also be included in a new appendix. For all other
comments relating to signal timing, please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 12.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY TRANSIT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016 (Revision No. 6):

Miami-Dade County has submitted a report titled “Transit Impact Report” for CDMP Applications the for ADM and the
Graham Projects which outlined the forecast transit needs for the two Sites, along with estimated annual operating costs.

The applicant acknowledges receipt of the transit report and intends to work jointly with the County to address
transit needs and requirements associated with the two Sites.
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FLORIDA’S TURNPIKE DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016:

The County can consider the District’s comments representative of important Turnpike input as well, with regard to the
applicant’s submittal. A couple of additional Turnpike facility specific comments are provided below:

Turnpike Comment No. 1: Turnpike projects on the Homestead Extension of the Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), south of
SR 836 (inclusive of managed Express Lanes) are let for construction (Design-Build). The analysis should include these
projects.

The proposed improvement tables will be updated to include the mentioned additional project (TIP 435543-1) and
the analysis will likewise reflect the improved number of lanes. The applicant has prepared an updated review of
the most recent Transportation Improvement Plans for respectively Broward and Miami-Dade Counties and will
be updating Tables I-11 and 1-12 accordingly.

Turnpike Comment No. 2: Turnpike has additional count/toll information available which is not included in the FDOT
FTI. The availability of this information was shared with the applicant during the methodology meetings but was not
requested by the applicant for the preparation of the analysis.

The applicant appreciates the Turnpike’s offer to supply additional traffic count information and has reached out
to request those counts so they can be reflected in an update of the June 22, 2016 report.

Turnpike Comment No. 3: HEFT, in the project vicinity, has sustained considerable growth rates (with the exception of
recession years). The calculated annualized growth rate (which included recession years) from 2000 — 2015 is 3.5% north
of SR 836 and 3.0% south of SR 836. The development of growth rates for this facility should be assessed independently
of the other limited access facilities. Information from the Turnpike’s Annual evaluation is provided below for
information/reference.

North of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate

2003|

2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003 to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006to | 2007 to | 2008 to | 2009 to | 2010to | 2011lto | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

2015 Growth

South of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate Trend A\(,)g,;;e
2000 2001 2002] 2003] 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2000I 2015| Growth
48,700]  53,300| 55,600 60,300] 70,300f 77,400 81,100 82,200] 76,900| 72,600 74,300| 76,200 78,300 80,400| 83,700 90,500 56,598| 88,627 3.00%
2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004to | 2005to | 2006to | 2007 to | 2008 to | 2009 to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
9.40% 4.30%|  8.50%| 16.60%| 10.10%|  4.80% 1.40%| -6.40%| -5.60%| 2.30%| 2.60%| 2.80%| 2.70% 4.10% 8.10%

Follow up Comment Dated Sept. 14, 2016: Please note, that the incorrect summary portion of the growth workbook
was submitted with the Turnpike's original comment. The correct annualized growth south and north of SR 836 are
2.4 and 3.0%, respectively."
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North of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate Trend
2000] 2001] 2002] 2003] 2004]  2005] 2006] 2007] 2008] 2009] 2010] 2011] 2012] 2013] 2014] 2015 2000] 2015
48,700] 53,300] 55,600 60,300] 70,300] 77,400 81,100] 82,200] 76,900] 72,600]  74,300]  76,200]  78,300]  80400] 83,700  90,500] 56,598] 88,627
'00-'15 Annual Average Growth (%) Based on Weighted Volumes
Average 2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
Growth 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
3.0% 9.4% 4.3% 8.5% 16.6% 10.1% 4.8% 1.4% -6.4% -5.6% 2.3% 2.6% 2.8% 2.7% 4.1% 8.1%
South of SR 836
[ Weighted Average Growth Rate | Trend |
2000 2001] 2002 2003 2004 2005) 2006) 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011] 2012 2013 2014] 2015] 2000]  2015|

'00-'15 Annual Average Growth (%) Based on Weighted Volumes
Average 2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008 to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to

Growth 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

The growth rates provided with the Turnpike's comment have been reviewed and the analyses will be updated to
reflect the referenced 3.0 and 2.4 percent historical growth rates for HEFT, as requested.

BROWARD COUNTY, DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 2016:

Broward County Comment No. 1: It is unclear how the 10.8-percent upward adjustment for light rail transit (LRT)
resulted in the addition of 6,481 daily trips and 491 PM peak hour trips. These values do not agree with our calculations.
Please provide a worksheet outlining the LRT adjustment calculations and please provide backup for any assumptions
accepted for this adjustment.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and humerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the LRT, was scrutinized to a great extent and does not
warrant further review. Also refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15.

Broward County Comment No. 2: It is maintained in the study that the hotel component is an ancillary/complementary
land use and was reflected in the trip generation estimates for ADM derived from count data collected at Mall of America
(MOA). It was further stated in a reply to a previous comment about the hotel component that the ADM site is not near
other Miami-Dade attractions such as the beaches or airport and therefore is not expected to generated trips other than
visitors to ADM. In response to the ancillary/complementary land use comment, MOA has 506 rooms on-site to
accommodate approximately 4,400,000 square feet (SF) of gross floor area (GFA), or about one room per 8,700 SF of
GFA. ADM is proposed to have 2,000 rooms for 6,200,000 SF of GFA which equates to one room per 3,100 SF of GFA.
Proportionally, ADM will have 2.8 times more hotel rooms per SF of GFA than MOA and accordingly, it is not
reasonable to expect that all guests will be visiting the hotels as an ancillary use of ADM. With regard to the response that
the location of ADM is not near other Miami-Dade attractions, it should be noted that there are at least four hotels
comprising over 500 hotel rooms in the Miami Lakes Main Street area, located within two to three miles of the site,
also similarly remotely located from the airport and beaches. Therefore, it is not a reasonable assumption that the
project’s hotels will not generate trips other than ancillary to ADM. Furthermore, as the area develops with other planned
and committed projects, the demand for hotel rooms will increase. For the above reasons, we continue to recommend that
an adjustment to trip generation be made to account for hotel visits not specifically associated with ADM.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and humerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the land use and corresponding trip generation assumptions,
was scrutinized to a great extent and does not warrant further review. Furthermore, we should point out that the
premise of the comment that the 506 room hotel at MOA is adequate to meet demand at MOA is incorrect. MOA
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has identified a higher demand for hotel rooms and the 2006 approved expansion plans currently in progress
include three (3) additional hotels adding 1,250 rooms for a total of 1,756 rooms. Further, the 2012 Cambridge
Systematics survey at MOA reported that 19% of the MOA visitors arrived from nearby hotels/motels. This was
all accounted for in the trip generation negotiations.

Broward County Comment No. 3: The analysis shows that Miramar Parkway west of I-75 operates at Level of Service
(LOS) C and will continue to do so for future conditions. This was brought up in our previous comments and the response
was that the analysis was based on 2014 traffic count data. 2015 traffic counts for the intersection of Miramar Parkway
and Dykes Road/SW 160 Avenue (Attachment A) indicating that Miramar Parkway is currently operating overcapacity.
Furthermore, Synchro analysis (Attachment B) shows that during the PM peak, the intersection of Miramar Parkway and
Dykes Road operates at LOS F.

The analysis will be updated to reflect the furnished updated traffic count data for Miramar Parkway and the
analyses will be revised accordingly.

Broward County Comment No. 4: During the review meeting held at SFRC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion
of extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whist Miami-Dade Transit will be the primary
service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore option for transit service north of the site with Broward
County Transit. Transit riders are likely to employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the future labor pool.

Comment and request noted. Additional efforts will be coordinated in regards to transit for the two sites and will
be addressed.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY DTPW, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

County DTPW Comment No. 1: Executive Summary: Please explain the 220 [sic 22] various scenarios listed for the
intersection analyses. It would appear that only 18 scenarios would be required, 9 alternatives for both AM and PM Peak
Hours: 1-Existing, 2 & 3 - Future No-Build (2020 & 2040), 4 & 5- ADM Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 6 & 7 -
Graham Project Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 8 & 9 — Total Combined Projects (2020 & 2040).

The above listed 18 scenarios do not take into account the fact that there were also the Year 2020 and Year 2040
Background with ADM and the Year 2020 and Year 2040 Background with Graham intersection analyses
submitted as part of the June 22, 2016 report. This approach is no longer being pursued based on agreement
coordinated with local agencies, so the total intersection analyses for the updated report will indeed be fewer than
the listed 22 analyses.

County DTPW Comment No. 2: Section 1-Overview: What is the difference in the CDMP versus the Zoning analyses?
From a traffic analysis perspective, the concern mainly exists with the worst-case scenarios. Please advise.

A more detailed description will be included in the Executive Summary to distinguish between the CDMP, the
Zoning, and the Concurrency analyses. Reference will also be made in the document to the email that was
provided to Mark Woerner on August 11, 2016 in response to a request for a detailed overview of the differences
between the CDMP and the Zoning analyses. The referenced correspondence will be added to the Appendix.

County DTPW Comment No. 3: Figure I-3 through 6: Please zoom into the study area and identify the highlighted
roadway segments with their street names.
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Roadway names will be added to all figures and will be based on the roadway segments that are presented in the
various roadway link LOS tables. For all the figures, one consistent roadway description will be chosen for each
facility. Due to space limitations, it is not possible to provide all the possible roadway names associated with each
facility. Coordination will be made to ensure that the depicted roadway name is consistent with at least one of the
roadway names referenced in the various roadway link LOS tables (all of which are consistently named). Notably,
the link tables have more space and thus allow the possibility of listing not only local roadway names but also state
roadway numbers.

As far as zooming into the study areas, the figures were designed and thus sized to show all roadways links which
are being analyzed in the tables. Furthermore, all study area links which meet the 5 percent significance test do
for the most part extend to near the boundaries of the base maps used for Figures 1-3 through 1-6; acknowledging
that the study areas for the 2040 on 2040 assignment has a broader range than say the 2020 on 2020 assignment.
To accommodate the County’'s comment, we will make a definite effort to prepare zoomed in maps so that the
information presented is more legible. This will include the addition of roadway names as requested in other
comments.

County DTPW Comment No. 4: Section 6.2-Existing Roadway Link Directional PHPs: Please clarify and provide an
example for the following statement:

“For the MDC counts, the PHPs were ratio'ed to the official PHPs identified by the County in its count reports and the
directional distributions observed from the raw counts were then used to derive northbound/eastbound (NB/EB) and
southbound/westbound (SB/WB) PHP directional volumes.”

At the request of County staff, a detailed breakdown of the development of PHPs from raw traffic counts (and
further to future year background volumes) were detailed in a document furnished to the County on July 18, 2016.
The referenced description will be included in an appendix within the updated report for reference purposes for
the various review agencies.

To clarify further, depending on whether the raw count had the AM or the PM volume as being the highest, the
raw volume was set to represent the highest period and thus assigned the official PHP volume. For example if the
highest period occurs during the AM period, then the analyzed AM total PHP volume equals the official PHP. For
the same example, the PM PHP is calculated by multiplying the official PHP by the ratio of the raw PM to the raw
AM total volumes resulting in a lower volume than the official PHP. For both the highest peak and the other peak,
the directional distribution is obtained based on the raw volume splits. A sample calculation will be included in the
updated report.

County DTPW Comment No. 5: Section 6.3-Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS: Please provide the data
assumptions for the roadway segments used to determine the maximum service volume thresholds. Also, there were no
FDOT tables included in Appendix I-C, only Intersection TMCs.

A table will be included in the updated report which will detail how each service volume was derived (e.g. existing.
2020, and 2040 roadway networks). Specifically, where available the County's RER database for DOS trip
capacities were used as an initial reference for the peak hour service volume (with the understanding that the
County has not formally updated information in its database other than the DOS trips). A representative FDOT
2012 LOS Handbook peak hour service volume was then assigned ensuring that the service volume at least equaled
or were lower than the County's capacities. Next the corresponding peak hour peak directional service volume
was selected to serve as the basis for the capacity volumes utilized. As such, in some cases the County's capacities
were applied to adjust FDOT service volumes so that the LOS D or LOS E capacity was set to equal that in the
database. FDOT facilities were developed following traditional FDOT requirements using their LOS Handbook.

County DTPW Comment No. 6: Table I-4: The PM LOS is missing for ID #10. Also, please show the intersection
delays for all the LOS Summary tables throughout the report.
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Noted. The updated table will include the LOS value for this cell along with requested intersection delay
information.

County DTPW Comment No. 7: Table I-10: The Diverted Trip to Retail Use volumes which were calculated from the
ITE Trip Generation Handbook Pass-by Trip volumes for Land Use Code 820 are only valid for the PM Peak Hour since
the data was collected for a weekday during the PM Peak Period. No diverted trips should be calculated for the Daily or
AM peak analysis. Furthermore, caution should be exercised when using the pass-by fitted curve equation in lieu of non-
pass-by trip data as listed in Table F.9 from the ITE Handbook, which includes diverted trip percentages.

The trip generation tables will be updated to reflect that there are no diverted AM nor Daily trips, though in
reality diverted trips occur throughout the day.

County DTPW Comment No. 8: Table I-10, Note 2: This states that “Diverted Trips to Retail Use for the Year 2020
proposed development program is Limited to 35% of the External Retail Trips (calculated using the ITE Pass-by Formula)
and is further limited to 10% of the Adjacent Street Traffic calculated using the closest adjacent FDOT Count Stations
2518 on Miami Gardens Drive and 7048 on NW 138 Street.” The table shows the net external trips with the pass-by
reductions. Please advise if the pass-by trips were reduced only for the existing roadway facilities. The traffic at the sites’
driveways and new roadways must show 100% trips as these are all new.

Passer-by, also referred to as diverted trips, were exclusively applied to the roadway segments highlighted in green
throughout the various roadway segment LOS analyses (e.g. where 10 trip generations information from Tables 9
and Table are being applied to derive Project trips for comparison to available LOS capacity). The specific
segments which have diverted trips occur on portions of NW 102nd Ave, Miami Gardens Dr, NW 170th St, NW
97th St, and NW 178th St. These roadways near the site are indeed based on the 100% percent trips and the
percent distribution is applied to the trip generation without reduction for diverted trips.

County DTPW Comment No. 9: Section 8.3-Background Growth: According to ITE Transportation Impact Analysis for
Site Development, growth rates should not normally be employed for horizons beyond 4 to 5 years (i.e. through 2020)
because of the variability in growth rates over time and the magnitude of error that can result from a relatively small error
in the growth rate over a long period of time (such as using these to generate 2040 volumes).

Acknowledged. Since the beginning of the CDMP efforts, growth rates have been the premise for deriving future
background volumes. It was recommended as part of the methodology efforts and was subsequently incorporated
into both the December 2015 and the June 2016 CDMP reports submitted to the County. Furthermore, caps were
set on the growth rates so as to make sure that growth would not continue to be elevated all the way through the
year 2040 for those cases where high historical growth rates have been observed in recent years. As such, we
recommend maintaining the approach with the capped growth rates (with the exception of the Florida's Turnpike
which has provided separate growth rates that they wish to have applied based on their historical growth review).

County DTPW Comment No. 10: Table 1-16: the first half is missing for ID # 1-15.

The applicant acknowledges that in a number of cases the first half of tables containing two pages were missing
(also see response to FDOT Comment No. 17). We apologize for the discrepancy.

County DTPW Comment No. 11: Figures 1-10A through 12B: Please explain the major differences in the project
distribution percentages between the Zoning and CDMP analyses. For example, the ADM Project Distribution on Figure
I-11B is 23.41% for the north-south 4-lane segment near the Graham project. This same link however, is listing a 43.19%
ADM Project Distribution in Figure 1-12B. Otherwise, most of the percentages are similar to their counterparts as
compared in the figures.

The 2040 CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses represent two different traffic assignments and thus analyses. For
the 2040 CDMP analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on the cost feasible network (a.k.a. 2040 network);
whereas for the 2040 Zoning analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on just three years of committed roadway
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improvements similar to the previously utilized ""DRI" methodology (a.k.a. year 2020 network). As a result there
are two different project percent distributions (Figures 1-11A/B vs. Figures 1-12A/B) as noted by the reviewer.

Furthermore, the two Project sites have different trip making characteristics. The ADM will be marketed as a
major attraction whereas the Graham represents a combination of more traditional employment and residential
land uses. Most of the larger differences in trip distributions between the two Sites occur in the nearby vicinity of
their properties which makes sense. For the longer trips, in the majority of cases, the distribution is more similar.

County DTPW Comment No. 12: Section 10-Project Assignment: The diverted trips for the TMVs shown are not shown
in detail in Appendix I-K. Please include separate figures to show these volumes.

The diverted trips only apply to select roadway segments, as indicated in response to DTPW Comment No. 8.
None of the intersection analyses are impacted by the distinction between having either the with versus the without
diverted trips reflected in the trip generation. All intersection project trips are based on diverted trips excluded
from the trip generation and therefore a separate set of figures is not necessary nor are they needed to be shown
specifically in the Appendix I-K spreadsheet summaries.

County DTPW Comment No. 13: Table IV-7: This table is numbered IV but should be sequentially numbered VI. Also,
this is titled ‘Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)’ but should be Long Term. Also, please confirm that the signal cycle
lengths used in the future analyses were the same as existing. Any deviation from these needs to be documented.

Acknowledged. Corrections will be made as indicated. The cycle length will be updated such that all future
analyses reflect the existing cycle lengths.

County DTPW Comment No. 14: Mitigation Summary (all scenarios): Please ensure that the future LOS intersection
analyses does not include improvements at the intersections, such as additional/increased turn bay storages, signal
optimization, etc. A comparison of the Future No-Build and Build scenarios needs to be evident. A separate LOS
analysis should be made for those intersections requiring mitigation. Also, were there any unsignalized intersections that
were identified for signalization in the future?

The only future mitigation improvements which will be applied are to maximize the intersections to two left turns,
three throughs, and one right turn. No additional mitigations will be applied. Also, the signal timings will no
longer be adjusted to serve as a means for mitigating intersection operations. Before and after mitigation LOS
analyses were indeed included in the June 22, 2016 TIA and will be included in the updated report. Finally, there
was no unsignalized intersections included in the analyses.

County DTPW Comment No. 15: Appendix I-K1: Some of the turning movement volumes do not appear to be adding
up correctly. For example, assuming a 1% growth rate from existing to 2020, the background volumes for the AM WB
through movement at NW 87" Avenue and Miami Gardens Drive should be 1,544; and then adding the ADM and Graham
project trips should result in 1,637 instead of 1,621. Please clarify. Also, why are the peak directions different for the two
projects during the same peak period?

The turning movement volumes will be reviewed to ensure that they add up correctly. The differences in the
direction of the trips for the two Site's is due to the differences in the land uses and therefore the trip making
characteristics. For the ADM Site's, the PM period has inbound as the highest direction (60%) and AM has
outbound as the highest (52%). For Graham, PM has outbound highest (54% and 60%) and AM has inbound
highest (59%o for 2020 and 71% for 2040).
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY RER, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

General Comments
County RER Comment No. 1: For each application, include a proportionate share analysis that identifies the applicant’s
fair share of the cost of the required transportation improvements.

Fair share will be provided in the updated report.

County RER Comment No. 2: Number all of the pages in the report, including tables and maps.

Page numbers will be provided on all pages of the report and the appendices.

County RER Comment No. 3: Some pages appear to be missing, i.e. pages 54, 69, 85, 90, 97, 114, 126, 155, and 156.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 regarding the missing of the first page for a number of the
tables. The updated report will be reviewed thoroughly to ensure that no pages are missing.

County RER Comment No. 4: All tables, maps, and corresponding roadway analyses must show all the roadway
segments impacted by 5% or more by the projects’ impact.

All the tables and maps include at a minimum all roadway segments with 5% or more significance. In fact, the
analyses extend beyond one link outside of the 5% study area to ensure that a thorough inclusion of roadway
segments were included.

County RER Comment No. 5: All maps and tables need to be labelled to show the major roadways and corridors, and
identify all the state roadways.

All maps will be updated to include, at a minimum, all names for all roadways which are included in the analyses.
State road names will also be added where applicable. Please also refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5
which describes the premise for how the naming will be included on the figures.

County RER Comment No. 6: List all roadway segments in an orderly fashion from north to south and west to east.

For logistical purposes, we are unfortunately not able to accommodate the request to reorganize link LOS tables so
that all roadways are listed from north to south and from east to west. The tables provided in the report are based
on extensive Excel files which have in excess of 40 different tabs with linked formulas and information and it
simply would be nearly impossible to restructure everything to accommodate what would otherwise be a simple
and logical request.

County RER Comment No. 7: The roadway links for the existing and year 2040 should correspond to the maps.

Please refer to other County comments relating to roadway links and their naming coordination between Tables
and Figures.

County RER Comment No. 8: Only projects listed in the Cost-Feasible Plan of the County’s 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) should be considered for future 2020 and 2040 analysis.

Acknowledged, Tables I-10 and I-11 have been updated to ensure that only Cost Feasible Plan projects are
included. The analyses have been updated accordingly.

County RER Comment No. 9: Reference to “FDOT Comments” refers to FDOT’s letter dated August 5, 2016.
Acknowledged.

County RER Comment No. 10: RER staff reserves the right to provide additional comments later and will continue to
finalize review of the Revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).

Acknowledged.
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Page 1, Executive Summary
County RER Comment No. 11: Clarify if the 70,000 and 10,000 external trips (paragraph three) are daily or PM peak
hour trips.

The trips will be clarified as being daily trips.

County RER Comment No. 12: Page 4, last paragraph, clarify locations in bullet point three and four, and for any other
corresponding reference to these locations.

Roadway names will be reviewed and further clarification will be provided for the referenced bullets.
County RER Comment No. 13: Clarify the difference between the concurrency, CDMP, and zoning analyses performed.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 2.

CHAPTER | GENERAL INFORMATION

Page 16, Figure I-1 Project Location and Existing Roadways

County RER Comment No. 14: Show and label all major section line roadways, with the number of lanes, for the entire
Study Area.

Please refer to earlier responses on this subject.

County RER Comment No. 15: Add the following missing interchanges on SR 826: NW 67 Avenue, NW 57 Avenue,
and heading further east until the Golden Glades interchange.

The interchanges will be added to Figure I-1.

County RER Comment No. 16: Correct mislabeled “I-75” icon depicted on SR 924/Gratigny Parkway, and on all other
applicable maps.

Correction will be made as noted.
Page 17, Figure 1-2 Preliminary Access Plan

County RER Comment No. 17: Site Plan does not show location of applicant’s proposed park and ride facility for
Miami-Dade Transit (MDT), please revise Site Plan to depict location of Park and Ride facility.

Figure 1-2 does include the proposed park and ride facility but is shown is small print. To more clearly highlight
the facility, an additional label will be added to the figure.

Page 19, Section 5 Study Area
County RER Comment No. 18: Provide a complete listing of the roadway links depicted in Figures I-3 through I-5.

A listing will be included in the updated report, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 19: For Figure 1-3, I-4 and I-5 label all major section line roadways and other roadway
facilities that are impacted 5% or more by the projects to define the study area.

Please refer to earlier responses on this subject.

County RER Comment No. 20: The 5% analysis to determine the study area boundaries for the existing, future 2020 and
2040 should include all the major section line roadways within the study area.

Figures 1-3, 1-4, and 1-5 serves to illustrate where the 5% significance test has been met. Also refer to response to
RER Comment No. 19.
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Page 23, Fiqure 1-6 FDOT and County Count Station Map

County RER Comment No. 21: Label the corresponding roadways for the traffic count stations depicted.

All figures will be updated to include more detailed roadway information, as mention in response to other County
comments. With the wealth of information shown on the traffic count station map, we will do our best to fit
roadway names in as best as we can with the ultimate goal of having all roadway segments being analyzed having
at least one roadway name referenced (e.g. local name, state roadway number, etc.).

County RER Comment No. 22: List all the traffic counts stations, not just ones impacted by the 5% of the projects’ trips.

We have included ALL traffic count locations which have been referenced in the analyses. As such, traffic count
stations are listed beyond the 5% significant study area roadway link locations.

Page 24, Section 6.2 Existing Roadway Link Directional and Section 6.3 Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 23: List which peak season count factors were used.

In the June 22, 2016 report, the 2014 peak season factors were applied to all traffic counts (e.g. 2014 and 2015
counts) since this was the latest information available at the time of these tables being prepared. For the updated
report, there will be synopsis reports outside of the 2014 time frame (both earlier and later). We will have access to
2014 and 2015 peak season factors which will be applied based on the closest year the counts were taken. The
report text will be updated to reflect the methodology applied for using peak season factors.

County RER Comment No. 24: Correct reference to FDOT’s Generalized Table to Appendix I-E (not I-C).
Correction will be made.

County RER Comment No. 25: Please consider using FDOT’s synopsis reports to obtain the actual peak hour, peak
direction volumes, when available.

Synopsis reports have been requested for all traffic counts which did not have synopsis reports on FDOT Traffic
Online website. The counts and PHPs will be updated based on the more detailed traffic counts.

County RER Comment No. 26: Utilize the County’s 3-day traffic counts.

The County's three day traffic counts will be averaged and used to update PHPs for all MDC count station
locations.

County RER Comment No. 27: Provide detailed explanation on how the directional peak hour period (PHP) volumes for
the County stations were derived.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 4.

Pages 25-27, Table 1-1 Year 2015 Area Roadway Segment Existing AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 28: Provide copies and identify source of the 15-minute FDOT/MDC/Broward County
counts.

Copies were provided in Appendix I-B. The updated report will include refinements to Appendix 1-B to reflect the
updated synopsis reports received for this report. One traffic count report copy is provided per count location and
matches with the information presented in the various tables that reference count data, including historical, PHP,
and existing information.
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County RER Comment No. 29: Revise the table, corresponding maps and list all the roadway segments according to the
identified study area, for example:

a.

NW 107 Avenue needs to be depicted from Okeechobee Road to NW 170 Street;
The roadway segment will be added as requested.
SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be depicted from SR 836/Dolphin Expressway to NW 27 Avenue;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

Extend the analysis for the HEFT to the Mainline Turnpike;

The analyses already include referenced HEFT segments extending all the way to Mainline Turnpike.
No changes are necessary since already included.

Interstate 1-75 ends at the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826, delete the roadway segment from NW 57 Avenue to
LeJune as it is part of SR 924/Gratigny Parkway;

The requested roadway segment will be deleted from the analyzed tables.
Miami Gardens Drive needs to be extended to NW 27 Avenue;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

NW 138 Street ends at Okeechobee and does not continue to the HEFT;

The segment on NW 138th St between NW 138th St and HEFT will be removed from the existing, all
2020, and the 2040 Zoning tables. For the 2040 CDMP analyses, SR 924 will be extended to connect
with HEFT per LRTP Priority I, Project No. 30.

NW 87 Avenue needs to be extended from NW 154 Street to Okeechobee Road.

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor for the June 22, 2016 submittal extend to at least one
link beyond the 5% significance test. A preliminary review of the revised project distribution indicates
that the addition of the requested roadway segment may be warranted. We will update the tables
accordingly.

NW 122 Street needs to be extended to LeJune Road;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be extended south to SR 836/Dolphin Expressway.

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

Pages 28-29, Table 1-2 Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis

County RER Comment No. 30: Identify the FDOT and County traffic count stations for the roadway segments.

Count Station IDs will be added to ALL roadway link tables.

County RER Comment No. 31: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes

thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.
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County RER Comment No. 32: Adopted LOS values need to follow the Level of Service Standards in the
Transportation Element of the CDMP.

The Transportation Element will be reviewed to ensure that all LOS standards follow the County's adopted
criteria.

Page 38, Table 1-9 Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

County RER Comment No. 33: Document the calculation used to arrive at the 6,481 Daily trips and 491 PM Peak Hour
Trips based on the 10.8% LRT adjustment. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 15 which also questions this.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15.
County RER Comment No. 34: Clarify the vehicle occupancy value used to calculate the LRT adjustment.
Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15 which also addresses the vehicle occupancy rates.

County RER Comment No. 35: The AM/PM internal capture, although it is 0, is labeled incorrectly for each of these
corresponding tables.

Not clear what the reviewer is referring to. Will add a note behind the 0.0% to indicate that it is ""of the total trip
generation' similar to the LRT adjustment and the diverted trips which have note that it is "'of the net external
trips."

Page 41, Table 1-11 Future Year 2020 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 36: Remove NW 97 Avenue from NW 154 Street to NW 170 Street from the Year 2020
Commited Improvements list as that roadway already exists.

Project will be removed from Table 1-11.
Page 41, Table 1-12 Future Year 2040 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 37: Clarify that NW 107 Avenue from NW 138 Street to NW 170 Street and NW 102
Avenue from NW 170 Street to NW 178 Street are not part of the Cost Feasible Plan.

The two projects will be listed separate from the Cost Feasible Plan projects so as to clearly distinguish that they
are not 2040 LRTP CF projects.

County RER Comment No. 38: Remove the following from list and corresponding analysis:

a. Okeechobee Road from NW 154 Street to HEFT, as the Priority IV project is for grade-intersections from Krome
Avenue to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 18 that the SERPM model is
a tool and should not be utilized as a source.

Okeechobee Rd will be removed from Table 1-12 and will no longer be shown as a Cost Feasible project.
Acknowledge request to remove three projects indicated as SERPM model source.

b. NW 138 Street to SR 924 (a state road only east of 1-75), and correct listing of the project as the boundaries are
from the HEFT to SR 826.

NW 138th St improvements will be updated to show Florida's Turnpike to SR 826 (e.g. HEFT to SR 826).
In that respect, for 2040 the roadway link LOS segments description will be changed to show from
Florida's Turnpike to SR 826; whereas the existing, all 2020, and the 2040 Zoning roadway link segments
will remain from US 27/Okeechobee Rd to Hialeah Gardens Blvd as previously analyzed. Furthermore,
the existing NW 138th St roadway link segment from Florida's Turnpike to US 27/Okeechobee Rd will be
removed from the link tables per RER Comment No. 29-f.
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HEFT — correct reference from SW 8 Street to SR 836, as that will be widened to 10 lanes, not “10+4” lanes.

A review of existing Google maps shows the referenced segment as existing 10 lanes. To comply with the
above request, the existing and year 2020 number of lanes will be assumed as 8 lanes with widening to 10
lanes by 2040 (CDMP analyses only as it is a Cost Feasible Plan project outside of the TIP).

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — reference should be corrected to I-75, from NW 170 Street to SR 826.

Table I-11 (Year 2020 Committed Improvements) will be updated to separate TIP Project 732687 into the
following:

e |-75from NW 170th St to SR 826
e SR 826 from I-75 to Flagler St

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — correct the future number of lanes and corresponding analysis from “10+4” to 10
lanes (will be widened from 8 to 10 lanes).

Correct other two references to “12+4” lanes on SR 826, as West Flagler Street to 1-75 and 1-75 north to
Dade/Broward County line will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; SR 826 from 1-75 to NW
103 Street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; and SR 826 from NW 103 Street to
Flagler street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 10 to 12 lanes.

Responses for e) and f): We have reviewed FDOT's website http://palmettoexpresslanes.com/ to clarify the
number of lanes being implemented for SR 826. Based on FDOT's information, we will reanalyze SR 826
by 2020 as:

e |-75to NW 103rd St - 6 general use lanes plus 4 express lanes (total 10 lanes)
e NW 103rd St to NW 36th St - 8 general use lanes plus 4 express lanes (total 12 lanes)
e NW 36th St to Flagler St - 10 general use lanes plus 2 express lanes (total 12 lanes)

TIP Project No. 4326871 is scheduled to be completed by 2017. Furthermore, based on the County's
comment above, the existing SR 826 laneage will be analyzed as 8 lanes or 10 lanes depending on the
segment reviewed. SR 826 north of I-75 is not analyzed in the report tables but since it is part of Project
No. 4326871 will be included in the improvement table as 6 general use lanes plus 2 express lanes (total 8
lanes) per the FDOT website.

RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 33 regarding the listing of the “10+4” and “12+4” lanes listed for the
2040 CDMP analyses.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 33 which addresses the differences between the 2040
CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses and why there were differences in the number of lanes between the
two Scenarios, as per the roadway improvement lists reflected in the June 22, 2016 report.

Page 45 Section 8.3 Background Growth

County RER Comment No. 39: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 20 questioning the rationale for the cap
placed on growth rate. Florida’s Turnpike Authority has indicated that their facilities sustained considerable growth rates,
and due to this they request that independent growth rates be used for their facilities, separate from the rates used for other
limited access facilities.

Please refer to FDOT Comment No. 20.

County RER Comment No. 40: RER Staff emailed on January 28, 2016 a map, table and corresponding traffic reports
for approved plats within the vicinity of the ADM and Graham projects. As there is no reference to usage of said
information, please revise for inclusion as background growth.
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Acknowledged. The vested trips were included in the model assignments but were not considered in the
Concurrency analyses. The updated report will include a separate column for the provided approved platted trips
so that they can be included in the total DOS plus platted vested trips. The future year growth rates for the Zoning
and the CDMP analyses will be checked against the vested trips to ensure that at a minimum the growth rates
account for both sets of vested trips.

Pages 46-47, Table 1-13 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Background Future Growth Rate Summary

County RER Comment No. 41: Revise to provide analysis on the PM peak hour average of the County’s traffic counts
for the three-day period which provide a more comprehensive average, rather than the first day of the successive three-day
count.

See response to earlier RER Comment on this subject (e.g. RER Comment No. 26).

County RER Comment No. 42: For the background analysis for both ADM and Graham, revise to omit the background
traffic of the other application.

Please see lengthy reply to FDOT Comment No. 31 which refers to the same request.

Page 49, Section 8.5 Background Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 43: Please provide information as to how the service volume values were converted into
directional LOS values

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

Page 50, Table 1-15 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Segment Future Background AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 44: Revise to provide a separate column for FDOT and County vested development orders
(DOS) trips, instead of including them as part of the overall background.

The FDOT and County vested trips will be separated, as requested.
Page 66, Section 10 Project Assignment

County RER Comment No. 45: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 28 questioning the 0.0% trip assignment
to/from the Graham project within the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 102 Avenue/NW 107 Avenue to NW 97
Avenue.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 28.

County RER Comment No. 46: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 29 questioning why no trips were assigned
for the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 82 Avenue to NW 78 Avenue.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 29.

Page 66, Section 9 Project Trip Distribution

County RER Comment No. 47: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 23 regarding clarification of the socio-
economic data and requesting inclusion of the model volume plots.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 23.

CHAPTER Il ADM FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 48: RER concurs with FDOT’s extensive Comment No. 31 that backlogged facilities should
only include traffic from approved development—it should not include traffic generated by either the ADM/Graham
projects.
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Again, please refer to lengthy response to FDOT Comment No. 31.

Page 72, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 49: Table 1-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table 1-15.

Table 1-13 is simply shown for the purposes of deriving future percentage growth based on historical daily counts.
Table 1-15 then takes the derived growth rates and applies them to existing 2015 PHPs to obtain future year 2020
CDMP/Zoning, year 2040 CDMP, and year 2040 Zoning peak hour peak direction forecasts. Table 1-15 also
compares the forecasted growth projected future volumes to the vested trips included with the Concurrency
forecasts. A verification was made to ensure that at a minimum the growth-derived volumes exceeded the vested
trip forecasts. As such, the vested trips, which are in terms of peak hour two-way trips, was not applicable to the
growth forecast information presented in Table 1-13.

Page 73, Table 11-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-ADM PM
Impacts

County RER Comment No. 50: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment.

Please refer to earlier response to similar request (RER Comment No. 30).

County RER Comment No. 51: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service VVolumes
thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

County RER Comment No. 52: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Please refer to response to RER Comment No. 32.

Page 91, Section 6 Impact Fee Assessment

County RER Comment No. 53: The response to Question 10 of the DRI analysis indicates that road impact fees are
expected to be paid in the amount of $110 million. Appendix I11-A ADM Preliminary Impact Fee Analysis lists an impact
fee of $58,752,501 for ADM and an impact fee of $7,439,278 for Graham for a total of $66,191,779. Revise to resolve
differences between the two figures.

The applicant will review the two earlier submittals and differences between the two will be resolved. The updated
CDMP TIA report appendices on traffic impact fees will be refined, as applicable.
Page 101, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 54: Table 1-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table I-15

Please refer to RER Comment No. 49.
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Page 102, Table 111-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-Graham

PM Impacts
County RER Comment No. 55: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment

Please refer to earlier response to similar request (RER Comment No. 30).

County RER Comment No. 56: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

County RER Comment No. 57: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Please refer to response to RER Comment No. 32.

CHAPTER IV COMBINED FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 58: Relabel Tables VI-2B, VI-3A, VI-5A, VI-5B, VI-6A, VI-6B to IV-2B, IV-3A, IV-5A,
IV-5B, IV-6A, and IV-6B to be consistent with the rest of the tables in Chapter 1V and listed in the table of contents.

Will update as noted.

Page 131, Table 1V-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis —
Combined ADM/Graham PM Impacts

County RER Comment No. 59: Please clarify how the information provided in this table differ from the information
provided in Chapters Il and 111, Tables I11-1 and 111-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020).

The information shown in the three Scenarios and their Concurrency tables are essentially the same. All three
tables have the same number of concurrency ""pure™ background trips (e.g. include vested trips as opposed to
growth-derived trips) and the same number of total overall trips. The only differences between the tables were
whether or not each Scenario considered the other Site's Project trip as additional background trips (e.g. Chapters
Il and I11) or included the trips as ""Project Trips' in the case of the Combined Scenario. The updated approach
for the revised report will no longer include the other Project trips as background trips, as discussed in response to
various comments from review agencies.

Pages 149 and 157, Section 9.0 Mitigation Summary

County RER Comment No. 60: Correct references in the first and second paragraph to the ADM project mentioned
twice and include reference to the Graham project.

Correction will be made.

County RER Comment No. 61: First paragraph, Applicant states they are working with various agencies on a “study
area roadway improvement plan to include.... with development timelines.” Clarify which agencies they are working
with, what formalized agreements have been entered, and provide development timelines.

Information will be included in the updated report, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 62: The applicant states the previously mentioned roadway improvement plan will
“accelerate several cost feasible” priorities from the County’s Adopted 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) into
an “earlier timeline.” However, Project No. 2 (the new interchange at HEFT and NW 170 Street) is not part of the Cost
Feasible Plan, but is instead listed as a private improvement. Revise to include the appropriate reference to the non-cost
feasible plan and to clarify which LRTP Priority the improvements fall under, or if they are not included in the 2040
LRTP.
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Clarification will be provided, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 63: All the list of improvements with the exception of the NW 102 Avenue and NW 107
Avenue projects, were assumed to be in place by 2020. Please refer to previous comment and advise feasibility and
method by which applicant proposes to advance and pay for the LRTP priorities. As noted, one project is not part of the
2040 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan, and the project on NW 170 Street from the HEFT to NW 97 Avenue is a Priority 111
(2026-2030).

Clarification will be provided, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 64: Page 98 in Chapter Il of the ADM Mitigation Summary Section, projects 4 and 5 in the
numbered 1 through 9 list of improvements refer to the “ADM Project Access Road”, while on Page 127, Chapter III in
the Graham Mitigation Summary Section, lists as project 13 and 14 the “Graham Project Access Road.” Page 149 in
Chapter IV of the Combined Future Traffic Impacts lists the previously mentioned projects 4, 5, 13, and 14 as the
“Graham Project Access Road” with the improvements numbered 1 though 9. Please resolve those differences.

Differences will be resolved in the updated report.

County RER Comment No. 65: Please clarify the two additional project improvements listed under “Year 2040”. Also,
the improvements do not show the backlogged facilities also needing roadway improvements in order to meet acceptable
LOS operating conditions.

As indicated in other responses, the Executive Summary along with the individual Chapter Mitigation Summaries,
will be updated to include not only Project-related mitigation results but also backlogged needs and roadway
improvement assumed to be in place for each Scenario.

County RER Comment No. 66: Re-evaluate reference to backlogged facilities, in reference to RER previous comments
under “Chapter II ADM Future Traffic Impacts.”

Please refer to RER Comment No. 48.

County RER Comment No. 67: The last sentence on Page 157 states that “alternative travel modes” will be “addressed
separate of this Report.” As the application is currently undergoing review, that analysis needs to be provided now.

Understood. The updated report will provide information pertaining to alternative travel modes and will
specifically address the availability of shuttle buses to and from the Sites for nearby hotels, airports, etc.

CITY OF MIRAMAR, DATED SEPTEMBER 12, 2016:

City of Miramar staff has reviewed the applicant's responses to the Cities comments submitted on February 2, 2016. New
staff comments are shown in italics below.

Miramar Comment No. 1: Direct transit service should be provided from the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham
industrial/retail development to the park an dride lot at Miramar Regional park and the Miramar Town Center Park and
Ride.

The applicant stated that detailed transit routes will be discussed at a later date. Transit routes and connections into
Miramar need to be discussed during the review of the CDMP application to identify options to relieve roadway
congestion. Discussing this issue during the CDMP process will also help county and city officials plan for additional
multi-modal options to serve employees and visitors.

Further detail regarding transit opportunities will be addressed in the updated report including planned shuttle
services operated by ADM.
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Miramar Comment No. 2: At a minimum, the analysis should evaluate traffic impacts to Miramar Parkway, Pembroke
Road, Red Road/NW 57th Avenue and Flamingo Road/NW 67th Avenue. A level of service analysis at project buildout
should be provided for all of these roadways.

The applicant referred to their response to Broward County Comment No. 11. Broward County Comment No. 11 only
refers to Flamingo Road. There are several other roads listed in our comment. The applicant did not respond to impacts
on these roads.

The applicant's intend was to state that the comment which was included for Flamingo Road applied to all other
roadways listed. With the understanding that the City continues to see a relevance for these facilities to be
included in the analyses, we have taken another look at the project percent distributions for the ADM and the
Graham Sites relative to the respective roadway corridors. In the spirit of accommodating the City's concerns we
will add NW 57th Ave and NW 67th Ave corridors to the analyses, though there is less than 1 percent of project
traffic assigned to the roadway segments north and south of Miami Gardens Rd where the traffic is the heaviest.
NW 57th Ave north and south of the HEFT interchange we will also review any impacts since this facility has near
3 percent project contribution. Miramar Pkwy was already included in the June 22, 2016 analyses. For Miramar,
it included up to 4 percent significance with a six lane capacity. Since fewer trips will be associated with the
Pembroke facility which is also a six lane facility, we do not see the need to analyze this facility.

Miramar Comment No. 3: The Miramar Parkway buildout year volumes shown in Tables 9 and 10 of the Transportation
Impact Analysis are lower than projections prepared by the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization. The developer's
traffic consultant should meet with the City of Miramar, Broward County, and Broward Metropolitan Planning
Organization to discuss the impacts to City roadways and potential mitigation. The City is in the process of updating its
Capital Improvement Program to include the extension of Miramar Parkway from its current terminus at SW 192 Terrace
to Pembroke Road at SW 196 Avenue . The extension of Miramar Parkway to Pembroke Road will help alleviate the
current traffic problem at Miramar Parkway/1-75 Interchange, improve the Level of Service at this intersection and
provide an alternate north-south route via US 27.

The applicant states that this improvement is included in the Year 2020 Cost Feasible Plan. The extension of Miramar
Parkway to US 27 is currently included in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan for funding between 2031 and
2040. This improvement should be expedited and constructed prior to the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham
industrial/retail developments.

The applicant will review the Broward adopted LRTP and most recent TIP and depending on the funding
commitment will add this as an improvement to Table 1-11 (Year 2020 Committed Improvements) or Table 1-12
(Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan Improvements). We can only assume the project is funded by the year 2020 if it is
actually included in the Broward Transportation Improvement Plan, even if efforts are ongoing to expedite the
project to be completed earlier. We have to proceed with the information which is available at this time.

TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, DATED SEPTEMBER 13, 2016:

Miami Lakes Comment No.1l: Though according to the traffic consultant, the trips from each of the two projects
combined for the determination of significant trips on each link is included in the traffic study, at the very least this is not
reflected on the maps (I-10A, 1-10B, I-11A, 1-11B, I-12A and 1-12B). To be clear, determination of the 5 percent
significance threshold should be included as if the two applications were one project and NOT with one project included
as “background” traffic of the other.

The traffic analyses have been prepared so that each Project's trips are shown separate from the other Project's
trips even when the trips are added together to achieve total overall trips. This allows the reviewer to be able to see

30



that the individual project trips do not vary regardless of which Scenario is being reviewed. We do not see the
need to add a combined Project distribution as the Projects will not be assessed as a Combined Project for
mitigation purposes. In order words, a Combined percentage would not be the premise to identify whether the 5
percent threshold has been met. Chapter 1V will be maintained in the updated report for informational purposes
only.

Miami Lakes Comment No. 2: Please re-examine the trip distribution analysis to determine whether NW 67" Avenue
should be included. The maps appear to show ZERO trips added to NW 67" Avenue, which seems unrealistic considering
there is not another north-south surface street to traverses all through the area covered by the map for two miles to its west
(to NW 87™ Avenue).

NW 67th Avenue will be added to the analyses, as requested. There is less than one percent project trips on the
segments in the surrounding area but it is clear that this is an important facility to the Town. With the facility
having six lanes of capacity north and south of the Miami Gardens Drive the project trips to capacity ratio will be
well below the 5 percent significance test.

Miami Lakes Comment No. 3: As expressed before, the required traffic methodology for both Comprehensive Plan
amendments and for concurrency determination are inadequate (as proven by existing traffic conditions despite the
existence of the concurrency system for decades), and help to create a situation where driving is the only viable option. At
the same time, if a road is already failing, then according to the consultant, there is no mitigation requirement to the
applicant, regardless of how many additional trips are being added to a failing segment. Given the size and significance of
each of these projects, and certainly their significance when considered together, the County should consider a plan for
true multi-modal mobility in this area, and charge the applicant for needed multi-modal improvements based on the
number of daily trips generated. This would give the County the policy flexibility to provide viable alternatives to
automobile travel, rather than undermining walking, transit and bicycling as possibilities in the (hopeless, by all available
evidence) pursuit of free flowing traffic.

Comment acknowledged. The County has prepared a proposal for the transit impacts associated with the two
Sites. The Transit Impact Report information will be reviewed and addressed as part of Miami-Dade County's
request to elaborate further on transit proposed for the Sites as part of the updated report.

Miami Lakes Comment No. 4: Much of the discussion at Friday’s meeting centered around the possibility of bringing
new transit infrastructure directly into the development(s). Are plans/designs for any road or other right-of-way
improvements (i.e. 170" Street, 186" Street, etc.) being developed in a way that will accommodate this possibility?

Just to clarify, there was no stated commitment regarding adding transit "“infrastructure™ in the form of light rail
transit or similar exclusive transit corridor operations to the two Sites at this time. There was discussions about
the potential for future consideration of transit infrastructure similar to what is in place at Mall of America where
LRT has been in place for some time. Since there are no planned or programmed alignments to work from at this
time, further details or considerations of right-of-ways are premature at this stage.
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AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI & GRAHAM PROJECT
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Amendment
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and Supporting Traffic Studies _ =,

Subm|tted June 22, 2016
RE CEIVED
COMMENT SET & RESPONSES
Dated October 7, 2016
mb QCT 12 A B Eb With Final Revisions/Notes Added.in Red

Ingggguﬁhgﬁﬁ Hg_o_i Ebm ﬂg!tgmm ent Responses

Attached are the responses to comments received from eight (8) reviewing agencies and interested parties on the CDMP
TIA and Supporting Studies dated June 22, 2016, with FDOT Districts 4 and 6 submitting a joint set of comments. In
summary, comments were received and responded to from Miami-Dade County Transit, Miami-Dade County Department
of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW), Miami-Dade County Department of Regulatory and Economic Resources
(RER), Florida Districts 4 and 6, the Florida's Turnpike District, Broward County, Town of Miami Lakes, and City of

Miramar.

The applicant has made every effort to address the agencies comments and is fully committed to working with all
applicable parties to obtain final consensus on the CDMP TIA and the various supporting studies. Furthermore, the
applicant is proceeding forward towards finalizing an updated version of the June 22, 2016 report that incorporates all
responses addressed in this Comment Set and Responses. The intent is to resubmit the report within a reasonable time and
allow the agencies to review the updated report and ensure that it has adequately accommodated all requests.

One issue which should be further elaborated on is the approach for analyzing background trips. The June 22, 2016
included the assumption that each Project was analyzed individually while considering the other Project's trips as part of
the background trips and that this served as the basis for the mitigation recommendations. The request to include Graham
project trips for the ADM analysis was first introduced in the Comment and Response Set dated October 16, 2015, as part
of comments received from respectively FDOT, Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah
(refer to Appendix I-A-3). Graham trips were included in the analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA,
following addendum to add the Graham Project to the methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May
of 2016, a summary of the different analysis scenarios were shared with Miami-Dade County, in part to demonstrate the
extensive number of intersection and roadway segment analyses which were being prepared for the sites and to share the
length of time required to complete these analyses (due in great extend to the approach of having the other Project in the
background traffic and now having three separate Chapters for the ADM, the Graham, and the Combined scenarios). We
stand by the analyses which was presented in the report with the statement that this was our understanding of the approach
that was intended for the analyses. The applicant is amenable to work with agencies to resolve any issues of concern
related to the presented approach and in an effort to make sure that all parties are comfortable with the findings is
prepared to reevaluate the analyses without the other Project being included as background trips. Responses to comments
on the background trip approach reflect our commitment.

Since the submittal of the "Comment Set & Responses" dated September 20, 2016, some minor revisions were
made to the responses as part of incorporating the comments into the Updated CDMP TIA report. All edited text

is indicated in red.



FDOT DISTRICTS FOUR AND SIX, DATED AUGUST 05, 2016:

General Comments

FDOT No. 1: Since ADM and Graham Property traffic analyses assume interchange improvements that affect an existing
or future interchange, an Interchange Access Request (IAR) document, consistent with the FDOT Interchange Access
Request — User's Guide will be required for each of the interchange modifications. The noted improvements affect an
existing, future full interchange, or future partial interchange (Miami Gardens Drive at I-75, HEFT at I-75, a new
interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and a partial interchange at NW 178th Street and 1-75). Additional traffic
analyses beyond that submitted for the CDMP will be required to evaluate impacts upon SIS facilities and interchanges
during morning, afternoon, and weekend periods, and identify improvements to accommodate the additional future traffic.

The applicant will work with FDOT to ensure that all applicable traffic study documents are prepared as needed.
The HEFT and NW 170" TIJR is already in progress and coordination is being made with the Florida’s Turnpike.

FDOT No. 2: Several transportation improvements projects are relied upon to demonstrate adequate public facilities are
present by 2020 to accommodate the expected travel demand generated by ADM and Graham Project. These include an
interchange modification at HEFT and 1-75; a new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street; a partial new interchange at
I-75 and NW 178th Street; and an interchange modification at I-75 and Miami Gardens Drive. Each of these interchange
improvements ultimately requires FDOT and FHWA approval. Please note that current FHWA policy discourages partial
interchange configurations and access serving private property. Although FHWA Policy Point #4 stipulates that each case
is evaluated on its own merits, it isthe Department's experience that obtaining approval for partial interchanges isa difficult
and long process that may present scheduling challenges.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT comment and will continue to work with the Department to ensure that these
improvements are in place by the year 2020.

FDOT No. 2 Cont'd: If any of the interchange improvements fail to be approved and/or constructed by 2020, the base
transportation network that is the foundation of ADM and Graham Project's traffic analysis is invalid. This would result in
additional transportation impacts to area roadways that were not analyzed. Therefore, it is recommended that a condition of
approval be included for the ADM and Graham Project COMP submittals contingent upon obtaining the requisite FDOT
and FHWA approvals for the proposed interchange access changes. If any of the relied upon transportation
improvements are not approved, a re-evaluation of the traffic impact analysis will be necessary.

The applicant acknowledges the above statements and understands that the submitted CDMP TIA has been based
on the presented projects being in place. In the event that a proposed transportation improvement is not in place
as planned, additional analyses may be required to address mitigation including but not limited to development
phasing, scale of development or alternative transportation mitigation.

FDOT No. 3: Please provide the electronic Synchro files so that they may be reviewed.

The electronic Synchro files will be included once the updated CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report is
resubmitted accommodating the responses to agency comments, per the introductory overview.

FDOT No. 5: Please add delay and v/C ratio values to all intersection LOS summary tables for ease of comparison
between the various analyses conducted and for verification with the Synchro analysis. Such information is
beneficial for understanding the intersection mitigation improvements if the approach and movement specific delay
and LOS were provided in tabular format.

Delay will be been added to all intersection LOS summary tables, as requested. Specifically Tables I-16, 11-4, 11-7,
I1-4, 111-7, 1V-4, and 1V-7 will be updated to include the final delay along with the overall intersection LOS
results. Overall intersection volume to capacity ratios are not produced in the updated intersection results (e.g.
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HCM 2010, as requested). Information on approach volume to capacity ratios will be maintained within the
Appendices showing the individual intersection analysis outputs.

FDOT No. 5: Page 99, 128, & 157, Mitigation Summary, Intersection Improvements: Why were intersection
improvements limitedto onlythree variations (Lexclusiverightturnlane, 3through lanes,and 2 leftturn lanes)? Each
intersection depending on location and geometry should have been assessed separately. Unique lane geometries
should be testedto determinewhatisnecessaryfortheintersectionto functionatanacceptable LOS.

The mitigation limits were set to ensure that reasonable assumptions were made in regards to the potential future
layout of intersections. At this point in time, there are many uncertainties in regards to what nearby land use and
associated access points could exist by the time the Projects are being implemented (e.g. 2020 and 2040).
Mentioned ""unique’ lane configurations, such as two right turn lanes or three left turn lanes, are complicated by
the need to have receiving lanes to accommodate such geometries and in turn depend on numerous other
supporting factors such as potentially having to merge the traffic back to its original number of receiving lanes.
The most conservative and realistic approach is to set the intersection configurations to the identified maximum
mitigations (e.g. 1 exclusive right turn lane, 3 through lanes, and 2 left turn lanes).

FDOT No. 6: Please check the page numbering of the report documents. There seems to be some skipped numbers.

The first page of several of the tables were accidentally left out when compiling the submitted June 22, 2016 CDMP
TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report. The missing pages that will be added back into the updated report are:

Page No. Item

53 1st pg of Table 1-16, Year 2020 and 2040 Background Intersection LOS Analysis

64 1st pg of Table 1-17, Year 2020 SE Data on Year 2020 Roadway Network Project % Distribution & PM Trips

82 1st pg of Table 11-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

87 1st pg of Table 1I-5A, CDMP Short Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM AM Impacts

94 1st pg of Table 11-6B, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - ADM PM Impacts

111  |1st pg of Table IlI-3B, Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham PM Impacts
121 |1st pg of Table II-6A, Zoning Long Term (Year 2040) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis - Graham AM Impacts

Referenced page numbers are with respect to the June 22, 2016 CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies report.

Executive Summary

FDOT No. 7: There are 9 improvements, including interchange improvements at I-75/HEFT/Miami Gardens Drive, a
new interchange at HEFT and NW 170th Street, and 1-75 ramps at NW 178th Street to/from southbound 1-75, that are
assumed to be constructed by 2020. These improvements form the basis of the 2020 roadway network used for the
submitted concurrency analysis, zoning analysis, and comprehensive development master plan analysis. It is suggested
that these improvements be identified in the Executive Summary, and specified as roadway improvements necessary to
accommodate both developments' traffic. This comment also extends to the Mitigation Summary section for Chapters 2
and 3.

The addition of the above mentioned improvements will be added to the Executive Summary and are part of the
Mitigation Summaries (please also refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 41).



Chapter 1, Section 6 - Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 8: Insome instances, FDOT daily traffic volumes were adjusted using K and D factors to estimate peak
hour, peak directional volumes for roadways. Please consider using synopsis reports for those count stations to
obtain an actual peak hour, peak directional volume for the existing conditions. Such synopsis reports can be provided
by FDOT upon request.

Synopsis reports have been requested from FDOT and will be incorporated into the updated analyses.

FDOT No. 9: In Appendix I-D, please include the name of the intersection in the header of all Synchro output
worksheets. Also, please identify the type of analysis (HCM 2010 or Synchro 9) and results represented on each
worksheet. This applies to all Synchro output worksheets provided for each scenario in each chapter of this submittal
package.

The intersection name will be included in the header for all Synchro output worksheets. As indicated in response
to FDOT Comment No. 11, the outputs will be updated to represents HCM2010 results.

FDOT No. 10: Page 25, Table I-1: For Segment NW 107th Avenue from NW 122nd Street to NW 138th Street, please
place Note number (4) under the appropriate column. Also, it is understood that no data was available for this
segment, however please explain why the assumption of an AADT of 8,000 was used. How was this value
determined?

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.

FDOT No. 11: Page 31, 1st Paragraph: It is stated that Synchro's HCM 2010 methodology will be used for the
output results; however the results provided throughout the document and the Synchro outputs in the appendix are
not of the HCM methodology. They are instead the calculated delay and LOS from the Synchro system, which does
not calculate the results according to HCM. You must choose to print the HCM 2000 or 2010 version outputs within
the software. Please provide the HCM output results for all existing conditions and future Synchro analysis.

Correct, the report did state that the HCM 2010 results was being produced for the Synchro outputs. The report
should have stated the Synchro results were produced. In fact for the June 22, 2016 submittal, the decision was
made to reference the Synchro results in lieu of the HCM 2010 results due to the more realistic vehicular
operations which are referenced in Synchro. For example, Synchro is specifically set-up to evaluate the queuing of
vehicles at intersections and also has the option to include the free-flow right on red movements.

Since FDOT's comment specifically requests that the HCM results be included instead, the applicant will revise its
approach and the newly updated CDMP TIA report will include HCM 2010 results. All intersection analyses and
summary tables will be updated accordingly.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 12: Identified in Appendix I-D, unusual cycle lengths were used to analyze many of the intersections.
For example, at the intersection of Florida's Turnpike ramp termini and Okeechobee Road a 133-second cycle length
was analyzed for the south ramptermini intersection. However, the north ramp termini intersection was analyzed with
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a 80- second cycle length, even though they were evaluated as an actuated-coordinated system (See page 526 of
Appendix I-D). Similarly, at Florida's Turnpike and Red Road, the west ramp termini intersection was studied with a
69.4-second cycle length, and at I-75 and Miramar Parkway, the south ramp termini intersection was analyzed with a
65.4-second cycle length (see pages 532 and 540 of Appendix I-D). Itis recommended that all intersection analyses
be revised to reflect the cycle lengths and phasings from existing signal timing sheets. Future year analyses should
maintain cycle lengths and phasings, although splits may be optimized to reflect different green time needs due to
traffic volume changes.

For consistency, the intersection analyses will be revised to reference the existing timings. This will be included for
all future intersection analyses and results will be provided in the updated appendices and corresponding
intersection summary and mitigation tables.

Chapter 2,_Section8—Weekend Review

FDOT No. 13: The text provided for the Weekend Review (page 94 of the PDF) indicates that no further review of
weekend conditions is needed based on the findings. However, no specific findings are written in support of this
statement. Please provide additional details concerning the weekend evaluation to justify not analyzing weekend
conditions further. Forexample,acomparison of ADM and Graham Property project volumes for a typical weekday and
weekend should be provided; a comparison of total traffic volumes for a weekend and weekday should be included;
and an assessment of directional volume changes that may impact SIS facilities and nearby interchanges in a manner
differentfromwhatisexperienced currently.

As indicated in Section 8.0, the weekend analysis is contained in Appendix I1-C and includes the referenced
comparison of typical p.m. weekday traffic versus Saturday peak hour of generator traffic associated with the
ADM site. The analysis includes assignments on Miami Gardens Drive from I-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Ave,
on Florida's Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821 from US 27/Okeechobee Road to NW 170th Street, and on 1-75 from
Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive. The analysis addressed all the above mentioned criteria for the
weekend analysis and concluded that the weekday p.m. peak hour is the highest total traffic period during the
week. It was therefore determined that there was not a need to analyze all roadway segments within the study area
for the weekend period and that the traditional weekday period served as the worst case traffic conditions.

Chapter 1,_Section 6 —Existing Conditions

FDOT No. 14: Insection 6.2,the PHP isdefined as the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic and defined
as the average of traffic volume between 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM. Are these the highest consecutive hours of traffic for all
links? The two highest consecutive hours should be determined from traffic counts and defined for SIS facilities, Turnpike
facilities, Other State Facilities, and County Facilities separately. This methodology should be consistent with the
Interchange Access Request methodology.

The applicant acknowledges FDOT's comment and the County's procedure for deriving PHP volumes based on the
two highest consecutive hours of the day. For the intersection turning movement counts, the field counts were
based on the AM hours between 7:00 am and 9:00 am and the PM hours between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm, the
traditional highest hours of the day. As such, the existing intersection TMVs are based on an average of the field
observed two-hour period counts. For consistency purposes, it is the applicants' traffic consultant's professional
opinion is that it makes the most sense to use the same two-hour peak periods for all intersection and roadway
segment counts and is therefore recommending not to revise the approach for the development of PHP volumes.



Chapter 1, Section 7 - Trip Generation

FDOT No. 15: The Department does not dispute the 10.8% LRT adjustment to net external trips which was previously
approved as part of the methodology and shown in Table 1-9. However, the calculation of the LRT adjustment should be
reviewed. If 10.8% of person trips to MOA took LRT then this 10.8% should be applied to the person trips visiting ADM.
Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 2.3 for ADM to match the vehicle occupancy of MOA then 69,822 daily net external
vehicle trips translates to 160,591 person trips. To add the 10.8% back divide 160,951 person trips by 1-.108 = .892 so
180,438 person trips to American Dream Mall. Converting back to vehicle trips with a 2.3 auto occupancy gives 78,451
vehicle trips. The difference between 78,451 and 69,822 vehicle trips is 8,629 additional vehicle trips. Please clarify the
difference between the 8,629 vehicle trips calculated vs. the 6,481 vehicle trips provided inTable 1-9.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and humerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the vehicle occupancy, was scrutinized to a great extend and
does not warrant further review. Furthermore, we should point out that the calculations in the comment have
overlooked the MOA person trips arriving by tour buses, hotel shuttles, local buses, etc which totaled 8% of the
person trips. This is included in the vehicle counts. Given their higher vehicle occupancy, not adjusting for that
first will yield the wrong conversion to vehicle trips. This was all accounted for in the trip generation negotiations
and therefore is part of the agreed to trip generation methodology.

FDOT No. 16: In the Addendum to TIA Methodology for CDMP (Nov. 24, 2015) PM internal capture was 15.1% in 2020
and 10.8% in 2040 for the Graham project, but the current analysis shows 24.48% in 2020 and 18.38% in 2040 . Unless
otherwise approved, use the same internal capture rates that were previously approved inthe methodology.

The trip generation table presented in the June 22, 2016 TIA varies from the November 24, 2015 information and
again was coordinated with review agencies during the early months of 2016. No further refinements are
warranted at this time, as all issues related to the trip generation is considered to have been finalized.

Chapter 1, Section 8 - Background Conditions

FDOT No. 17: Florida's Turnpike [sic 1-75] from 1-595 to Pines Blvd in Broward County is included as a Year 2040
Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Broward MPO 2040 LRTP. The identified
source in Table 1-12 is the SERPM7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used a source. Please reference
the appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect agency plans, FDOT
should be notified and the project should be removed.

; A A : - The comment actually refers to I- 75
from 1-595 to Pines Blvd (response to comment was addressed for a different roadway segment). As such, the
referenced project is actually an improvement included in the Broward Transportation Improvement Plan as a
Design Build project and referenced as TIP# 4217076. The project will be added into the updated Table 1-11, Year
2020 Committed Improvements.

FDOT No. 18: Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike in Miami-Dade County is included as a
Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan improvement but this project is not included in the Miami-Dade MPO 2040 LRTP. The
identified source in Table I-12 is the SERPM 7.0 model. The model is a tool and should not be used as asource.
Please reference the appropriate agency plan as the source for this project. If the model does not properly reflect
agency plans, FDOT should be notified andthe project should be removed.



The model travel demand forecasts and all the Year 2040 CDMP roadway LOS tables will be updated to reflect
that Okeechobee Road from NW 154th St to Florida's Turnpike is not widened. Table 1-12 will also been updated
along with all corresponding roadway link LOS analyses. Please consider this as notification to FDOT that there is
an inconsistency between the 2040 Miami-Dade LRTP and the SERPM7.0 model.

FDOT No. 19: SERPM 7.0 model is identified as a source for three projects in Table 1-12 but the methodology
identified SERPM 6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E model, plus Turnpike edits for their planned future projects, plus the
approved SERPM 7 socioeconomic data integrated in. Please clarify which model was used for thisanalysis.

In fact, the "SERPM®6.5/Managed Lanes PD&E Model plus Turnpike Edits Plus the Approved SERPM 7.0 SE
Data" serve as the basis for the model runs prepared for the submitted CDMP TIA and Supporting Traffic Studies.
The only changes which have been made to the model runs were to accommodate: 1) The latest committed and cost
feasible LRTP roadway improvements, 2) The planned roadway improvements as presented in the June 22, 2016
report, 3) The ADM and the Graham Projects land use data, and 4) The requested additional platted projects.
The network improvements will be identified in revised Tables I-11 and 1-12 presented in the updated CDMP TIA
report and will include the previously referenced removal of the three SERPM 7.0 model projects (see response to
FDOT Comments No. 17 and 18). The platted projects were detailed in Appendix I-L.

FDOT No. 20: Section 8.3 indicates that growth rate caps were imposed on all facilities. In the approved
methodology no growth rate capwas included. Please clarify inthe report how and why the growth rate caps were
determined, and provide any numerical support of this determination.

Correct, the methodology did not address setting a cap for the project traffic growth rates. When reviewing
historical growth rates, though, there were links with both negative and extremely high growth rates. For
example, Hialeah Gardens Blvd has had an average growth of 19.3 percent per year over the period 2009 through
2014. If 19.3 percent growth is maintained through the year 2040, this would equate to the traffic growing by 100
times its existing value which obviously would not be realistic. It was therefore decided to err on the conservative
side and set lower growth rate percent maximum values; keeping in mind that higher growth rates would only
serve to make the background traffic automatically fail. The justification is further substantiated by the fact that
once a roadway becomes saturated (which even with the conservative estimates, many of the roads are forecast to
become), then there comes a point where no further traffic can be accommodated. For example, the freeways have
existing high traffic volumes and with further growth show warrant for substantial increases in number of lanes to
meet capacity. Notably by the time 2040 becomes a reality there will be many new innovations, such as connected
vehicles, which will override the need for such extreme number of lane needs and therefore the growth projections
are more than reasonable for purposes of forecasting trips through the year 2040. We recommend maintaining the
proposed growth rate caps, with the exception of the HEFT facility which has been requested by the Florida's
Turnpike to use their provided rates.

FDOT No. 21: Page 48, Table I-14: Please label and explain the difference between the 1stand 2nd columns labeled as
"Referenced Intersection % Growth". It appears in the Appendix that there are two sets of intersection growth rates
for the two Phases (Phase | and Phase I1). Please define the Phases inafootnote and label the column appropriately.

Headers will be included in the updated report that identify the two columns as respectively 2015-2020 and 2015-
2040 percent growth rates. Column headers match with the column headers from the Appendix 1-J which detail
initial growth percentages based on the roadway link historically observed growth rates which served as the basis
for the development of the estimates presented in Table 1-14.
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FDOT No. 22: Page 53-54, Table 1-16: Please check for missing intersections and revise as necessary. Only
Intersections 16 through 54 are provided.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 which addresses the missing page.

Chapter 1, Section 9 - Project Trip Distribution

FDOT No. 23: Socio-economic data was factored to match the daily ITEtrip generationcalculations for the external
trip quantities. How was this performed? The model plots show % trips from the select zone analysis but not the model
volumes in Appendix I-M. Please include model volume plots for this select zone analysis.

The model does not automatically produce the same trip generations as were prepared for the ADM and the
Graham sites based on ITE and MOA field studies since the model relies on its own trip generation procedures.
The initial SERPM model trips generated for the ADM and the Graham TAZs were adjusted to ensure that the
final assigned traffic volumes from these TAZs match with the daily trip generation forecasts presented in Tables
1-9 and I-10, respectively. Select zone model volume plots will be added to Appendix I-M of the updated report.

FDOT No. 24: Please provide the methodology for determining the number of households with and without children
and vehicle ownership for the Graham Property households where there were not households previously.

The number of household statistics were based on the existing TAZ referenced for the Graham Project and a
review of nearby TAZs. Appendix I-L provided a summary of the original versus revised TAZ household
characteristics.

FDOT No. 25: Consistent with the traffic methodology, a new TAZ was created for ADM to force access to HEFT
and NW 170th Street. There appears to be a centroid connector near the HEFT and NW 170th Street inthe submitted
material, though it is not identified as an ADM TAZ and the percent distribution is not depicted. When adding the
percent trips on the centroid connectors for the ADM TAZ in Appendix I-M, the percentage sums to only 70%
indicating that the other 30% is distributed from the new centroid. Please identify the number of the TAZ added near
HEFT and NW 170th Street and what socio-economic data was assigned. Thetable in Appendix I-L should be updated
to reflect this TAZ. Additionally, please denote the TAZ with a star for ADM on the map in Appendix I-L.

Appendix I-L does include both the ""main" ADM and the near HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZs. It should be
pointed out that TAZ 2705 is incorrectly shown in the appendix table titled ""Platted Parcels in the Cities of
Hialeah Gardens, and Unincorporated Miami-Dade County and Potential Development' but should in fact be
TAZ 2748. The table will be refined and the new plots to be provided in an updated Appendix I-M will show the
HEFT/NW 170th 30% ADM TAZ.

FDOT No. 26: Please include model plots from the newly created ADM TAZ near the HEFT and NW 170th St
interchange showing the select zone analysis in both model volumes and percent of project traffic volumes. This will serve
as a check that this methodology for matching the expected regional long distance trip making characteristics works as
intended.



A separate select zone analysis will be prepared for the ADM TAZ located near the HEFT/NW 170th Street
interchange. The resulting model plots will be added to Appendix I-M. Three separate plot sets will be provided
for respectively the Year 2020 Land Use on 2020 Network, the Year 2040 Land Use on 2020 Network, and the Year
2040 on 2040 Network. Please note that additional manual adjustments were included for the Florida's
Turnpike/HEFT/SR 821, the Florida's Turnpike/SR 91, and I-75 to increase the regional distributions and extend
the trips beyond the SERPMG6.5 subarea model area.

FDOT No. 27: On page 63, a typographical error was noted. References to Table -8 and Table 1-9 should be
changedto Table I-9and Table I-10 instead.

The ADM and the Graham trip generation table references within the text will be corrected to reflect Tables 1-9
and 1-10, as correctly noted in the above comment.

Chapter 1, Section 10 - Project Assignment
FDOT No. 28: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures 1-10B, 11B, and 12B: Please explain why no traffic to/from the Graham
Project is assigned for the link of NW 170th Street from NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue to NW 97th Avenue,
particularly since there is an access point at the location of NW 102nd Avenue/NW 107th Avenue. The 0.0% value is
present for both 2020 and 2040 project distributions.

The model distribution for the referenced roadway link is zero percent due to the fact that three different centroid
connectors are available for trips to exit the Graham TAZ. The model assigns the trips based on the "quickest"
path. Acknowledging that there will be travelers exiting Graham via the referenced roadway segment, a manual
adjustment will be made to the trip distribution figures and the future year roadway link analyses and will be
subsequently included in the updated report.

FDOT No. 29: Page 58, 60, and 62, Figures 1-10B, 11B, and 128: Please explain why no traffic is assigned to/from
the link of NW 170th Street from NW 82nd Avenue to NW 78th Avenue when both the links to the east and west have
project traffic assigned to them.

Based on the available roadway network, the trips are choosing to take alternate routes to by-pass the indicated
roadway link (please refer to the Appendix I-M model plots. No changes are deemed necessary for the analyses
since minimal trips are distributed within this general area.

FDOT No. 30: Page 63, Table 1-17: Please check the percent distribution values for the link of NW 178th Street
between Graham Access and NW 97th Avenue. The values do not match those shown inFigure I-10B.

The information presented in Table 1-17 is correct. Figure 1-10B is simply missing the ADM and the Graham
percent distributions for this roadway segment. The same applies for Figures 1-11B and 1-12B. All three figures
will be updated to include the missing percent project distributions.

Chapters 2 through 4 — Link Analysis

FDOT No. 31: The use of ADM or Graham Property traffic should not be included as "background" traffic in the
analysis when determining if a facility is backlogged. The determination of backlogged facilities must be re-done to
include only approved background traffic. Throughout the submitted analysis, it is stated that backlogged facilities
include traffic generated by either ADM or Graham Property, depending on which project was being analyzed. This
means that links which fail due to trips from Graham property or ADM are considered backlogged and not subject to
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mitigation. This approach to evaluating backlogged facilities is included in the Zoning Link Analysis and CDMP
analysis tables in Chapters 2 through 4. Below are examples of roadways identified as backlogged facilities (and
failing) because of either ADM or Graham Property traffic.

I-75from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Table llI-5A)

I1-75 from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike (Tables I11-5B and I11- 5B)

I1-75 from Florida 's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive (Tables I1-5B and I11-5B)

Okeechobee Road from Hialeah Gardens to NW 103rd Street (Tables 11-5Band 111-5B)
Okeechobee Road from NW 103rd Street to SR 826 (Tables 11-5B and I11-5B)

Miami Gardens Drive from 1-75 Eastern Ramps to NW 87th Avenue (Tables I1-2B and I11-2B - )
Miami Gardens Drive from NW 87th Avenue to NW 82nd Avenue (Tables II-2B and 111-2B)

@ ~0o0ow

The June 22, 2016 approach for generating background traffic included the approach that the other Project was
part of the background traffic and therefore was used to identify the traffic impacts for the other Site. As
indicated in the introduction to the Comment Response Set, the request to include Graham project trips for the
ADM analysis was first introduced in October 2015 as part of comments received from respectively FDOT,
Southeast Florida Regional Planning Council, and the City of Hialeah and the Graham trips were included in the
analysis presented in the December 22, 2015 CDMP TIA, following addendum to add the Graham Project to the
methodology originally derived for the ADM site. As late as May of 2016, a summary of the different analysis
scenarios were shared with Miami Dade County.

The June 22, 2016 includes the Combined ADM and Graham analyses, as per the understanding of the applicant,
and does show the overall traffic impacts associated with both projects being in place. The intent of this Chapter
was to comply with the agency request but was not intended to override the individual Projects’ approach of
analyzing the other site as background traffic. Therefore the statement that the results were for “informational
purposes only” was included.

In order to comply with agency concerns and to ensure that the CDMP applications remain on schedule, revised
analyses will be prepared to review each Project relative to background traffic without the other Project.
Furthermore, the analyses will be updated with new traffic counts as per agency comments, adjustments to the
roadway improvement tables also per agency comments, and further review of individual segments to ensure that
the latest most appropriate assumptions are being applied.

FDOT No. 32: It was noted in several tables in Chapter 4, particularly Tables VI-5A, VI-5B, and VI-6B, that two
segments of 1-75 fail in 2020 and 2040 because of ADM and Graham Property traffic. Yet these two segments (1-75
from Miramar Parkway to Florida's Turnpike, and I-75 from Florida's Turnpike to Miami Gardens Drive) are not
listed in Mitigation Summary sections or the Executive Summary of the report. Planned improvements to both I-75
segments will increase capacity to accommodate background growth traffic through 2040 and allow the roadway to
operate at an acceptable level of service. However, the addition of ADM and Graham Property traffic causes these I-
75 segments to fail, according to the submitted analysis. As a result, please identify the necessary improvements for
these two I-75 segments to allow them to operate at an acceptable level of service with both project's traffic, and
include these improvements under each Mitigation Summary section of the report.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 31 above.

FDOT No. 33: In Chapters 2 through 4, the volumes and lane geometries for various roadways segments for the

2020 and 2040 Zoning and COMP analysis tables differ. When comparing Table 1I-5A (2040 CDMP Analysis) with

Table 1I-6A (2040 Zoning Analysis) the total trips for a particular roadway segment are not the same. In some cases,

the number of lanes (CF + proposed) are different. For example, SR 826 shows 10 lanes in the zoning analysis for

2040 and 10+4/12+4 in the CDMP analysis for 2040. Also, the segment of Florida's Turnpike from SW 8th Street to
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SR 836 was assigned 311 combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour CDMP analysis, but only 307
combined northbound trips for the 2040 PM peak hour Zoning analysis.

Please clarify the apparent project trip assignment and roadway geometry inconsistencies and revise the analyses, as
appropriate.

The 2040 CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses represent two different traffic assignments and thus analyses. For
the 2040 CDMP analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on the cost feasible network (a.k.a. 2040 network);
whereas for the 2040 Zoning analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on just three years of committed roadway
improvements similar to the previously utilized ""'DRI"" methodology (a.k.a. year 2020 network). As a result there
are two different project percent distributions (Figures 1-11A/B vs. Figures 1-12A/B) and two different project
assignments (as noted by the reviewer). This also explains why there are differences in the number of lanes, and
corresponding roadway capacities, shown in the two sample tables as mentioned in the above comment. For the
2020 CDMP and the 2020 Zoning analyses, the results are identical since both rely on year 2020 SE assigned on the
2020 network. Accordingly, no changes are necessary to the analyses presented in Chapters 2 through 4.

FDOT No. 34: The Mitigation Summary in each chapter does not include intersection mitigation. Please add the
intersection mitigation summary to this section. This summary is included in the executive summary but does not
differentiate between Grahamand ADM responsibilities.

Intersection mitigation summaries will be added to Chapters 2, 3, and 4, as requested. Mitigation responsibilities
between the two Sites will be identified as well.

FDOT No. 35: Please revise the analysis of backlogged facilities such that ADM and Graham Property project
traffic are not considered as background traffic. Inthe Intersection ADM Mitigation Summary appendices (1I-1, 11-J, 111-
H, llI-1), items that are significant are highlighted inyellow. Insome cases (e.g., NW 186th Street / Miami Gardens Drive
& NW 57th Avenue) mitigation is proposed for turning movements, which includes traffic impacts from both ADM
and Graham Property. Intuitively, if both projects contribute significant traffic impacts to a turning movement
requiring mitigation, then the mitigation costs should be shared between the two developments. Please clarify how
the projects included in the intersection needs of the executive summary were determined to be significantly
impacted by ADM and Graham Property developments.

The updated CDMP report will include reanalysis of all intersections including updating default assumptions, as
referenced in earlier FDOT comments. Results will be summarized in each Chapter mitigation section and the
Executive summary as requested.

FDOT No. 36: In comparing Table 11-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis —
ADM Impacts and Il1-4 Zoning Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Intersection LOS Analysis — Graham
Impacts, the LOS with both ADM and Graham Property included do not match. Given that this column should
include all trips from both projects, itis expected that the LOS would be the same. Please correct the apparent
discrepancy.

Correct, the intersection LOS values for the two tables should match for the final column with total traffic
volumes included when the total volumes are the same, as was the case. In line with the approach to no
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longer include the other Project as background traffic, the updated intersection analyses outputs will no
longer have the same results since there will only be one set of analyses which will be presented (namely the
Combined Scenario and for respectively the Year 2020 and the Year 2040 Zoning analyses). These with
Combined intersection results, along with the intersection spreadsheets which summarizes individual Project
trips, will serve as the basis for identifying the impacts associated with the ADM and the Graham Sites.

FDOT No. 37: Page 83, Table I1-4 and Page 112, Table I1l1-4: Please check LOS values for Intersection ID 9 (NW
57th Avenue at Miami Gardens Drive), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.

The intersection should not in theory operate better for the With Project trips than the With Background Only
trips but did in few cases due to the fact that individual signal timings were revised. We acknowledge that there
were a few cases which should have been better analyzed.

FDOT No. 38: Page 95, Table 11-7 and Page 156, Table IV-7: Please check LOS values for Intersection 1D 16 (SR

823/Red Road at Turnpike Ramp (E)), and explain why this intersection operates better with the additional project
trips than with just the background traffic only.

Please see response to FDOT Comment No. 37.

FDOT No. 39: Table 11-7 isincluded in both Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter Il is specific to the Graham property but the
Table 11-7 states it is for the ADM impacts. The table appears to be identical including the headers of the table.
Please replace Table 11-7 in Chapter I11 withthe correct Table I11-7.

The table will be updated to correctly reflect the intersection LOS results for the Scenario being analyzed.

FDOT No. 40: Table 11-7 states "Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)." Please change to "Zoning Long Term (Year
2040)."

The table name will be revised as indicated.

Chapter 2, Section 8 - Mitigation Summary

FDOT No. 41: Page 127, Second Paragraph (sentence before bulleted list): Please clarify if the listed improvements
are for the ADM and/or Graham Project. ADM is referenced twice in the noted sentence. This also occurs again on
Page 149 inthe same location under Section 6.0 Mitigation Summary.

The text for the Chapters II, 111, and 1V Mitigation summaries will be updated to state that ""A summary of the
improvements proposed as part of the study area roadway improvement plan for American Dream Miami and the
Graham Project are summarized below and reflect those improvements that are baseline for the two projects,
prior to reviewing additional mitigation needs:*
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Chapter 3, Section 5 —=Year 2040 AM and PM Zoning Analyses

FDOT No. 42: Page 116 — 119, Tables Il1I-5A & 5B: Please check for an error in the font color for columns
under Background Trips Peak Hour Peak Dir Analysis NB/EB (\Vol/LOS). Not all values in red font arefailing.

The font color will be refined to ensure that just those LOS values which exceed the adopted LOS are indicated as
red.

Missing Tables

FDOT No. 43: There appear to be several tables missing from the submittal package (see cursory list below).
Please revise the report to include all summary tables.

The first half of Table I1-3B is missing

The first half of Table I1-5A is missing.

The first half of Table I1-6B is missing.

Table 111-5B should be renamed "Table 11-5B" to be consistent with the report'snaming conventions.
The first half of Table 111-3B is missing.

The first half of Table I11-6A is missing.

-0 af oy

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 in regards to the pages missing. Item d will be revised to ""Table
11-5B."

General Synchro Comments

FDOT No. 44: After reviewing the output from the Synchro analyses there are some discrepancies inthe inputs
used for the existing and future conditions.

a. The peak hour factor for all intersections/approaches was used the default value. Was this discussed and
agreed upon during the methodology agreement?

b. Cycle length/offsets and minimum initial (minimum green) did not correspond to Miami Dade County Signal
Systems TOD sheets. Also please provide the Signal Timing sheets used as reference for the Synchro inputs within
the appendix area.

c. Itis not possible to verify the truck percentage used in the analyses due to the output sheets provided. It is
important to account for this input in the Synchro analyses. Please provide both the methodology and
process for how the truck percentage was chosen for the approaches or intersections and provide  the
appropriate HCM output from Synchro.

d. For the reference (yield) point, "beginning of green” is used for actuated- coordinated intersections. Was this
verified with the Miami Dade County area engineer for these signals? Typically, the majority of signals in the
County have a reference point of "beginning of yellow" for the main movements. Please check dataand update
the analyses withthe correct input.

e. Some intersections between the existing conditions and future analyses get switched from actuated-coordinated
operation to uncoordinated in the future. Please clarify the reason for this change.

f.  For the future analyses, was the signal timing optimized for the "without mitigation™ and the "with
mitigation™ scenarios? Please clarify when optimization was used and if there were any manual adjustments
to the timing or other system parameters for the Synchro files.
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All changes requested above will be included in the updated intersection analyses. For the peak hour and the truck
percentages, the factors are based on local traffic counts. The peak hour factors will be included in the updated
intersection volume spreadsheets (Appendix 1-K) and the development of truck factors will be included in a new
appendix. Miami Dade County Signal System TOD sheets will also be included in a new appendix. For all other
comments relating to signal timing, please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 12.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY TRANSIT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016 (Revision No. 6):

Miami-Dade County has submitted a report titled “Transit Impact Report” for CDMP Applications the for ADM and the
Graham Projects which outlined the forecast transit needs for the two Sites, along with estimated annual operating costs.

The applicant acknowledges receipt of the transit report and intends to work jointly with the County to address
transit needs and requirements associated with the two Sites.

FLORIDA’S TURNPIKE DISTRICT, DATED AUGUST 26, 2016:

The County can consider the District’s comments representative of important Turnpike input as well, with regard to the
applicant’s submittal. A couple of additional Turnpike facility specific comments are provided below:

Turnpike Comment No. 1: Turnpike projects on the Homestead Extension of the Florida’s Turnpike (HEFT), south of
SR 836 (inclusive of managed Express Lanes) are let for construction (Design-Build). The analysis should include these
projects.

The proposed improvement tables will be updated to include the mentioned additional project (TIP 435543-1
TP4150514) and the analysis will likewise reflect the improved number of lanes (6 plus 4 express lanes). The
applicant has prepared an updated review of the most recent Transportation Improvement Plans for respectively
Broward and Miami-Dade Counties and will be updating Tables 1-11 and 1-12 accordingly.

Turnpike Comment No. 2: Turnpike has additional count/toll information available which is not included in the FDOT
FTI. The availability of this information was shared with the applicant during the methodology meetings but was not
requested by the applicant for the preparation of the analysis.

The applicant appreciates the Turnpike’s offer to supply additional traffic count information and has reached out
to request those counts so they can be reflected in an update of the June 22, 2016 report.

Turnpike Comment No. 3: HEFT, in the project vicinity, has sustained considerable growth rates (with the exception of
recession years). The calculated annualized growth rate (which included recession years) from 2000 — 2015 is 3.5% north
of SR 836 and 3.0% south of SR 836. The development of growth rates for this facility should be assessed independently
of the other limited access facilities. Information from the Turnpike’s Annual evaluation is provided below for

information/reference.
North of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate

2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003 to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
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South of SR 836

'00-'15
Weighted Average Growth Rate Trend Average
2000 2001 2002 2003| 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2000| 2015| Growth

48,700} 53,300} 55,600} 60,300} 70,300} 77,400} 81,100} 82,200 76,900 72,600 74,300 76,200 78,300 80,400  83,700] 90,500 56,598| 88,627| 3.00%

2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003 to | 2004 to | 2005to | 2006to | 2007 to | 2008 to | 2009 to | 2010to | 2011lto | 2012to | 2013 to | 2014 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
9.40% 4.30% 8.50%| 16.60%| 10.10% 4.80% 1.40%| -6.40%| -5.60% 2.30% 2.60% 2.80% 2.70% 4.10% 8.10%

Follow up Comment Dated Sept. 14, 2016: Please note, that the incorrect summary portion of the growth workbook
was submitted with the Turnpike's original comment. The correct annualized growth south and north of SR 836 are
2.4 and 3.0%, respectively."

North of SR 836

Weighted Average Growth Rate Trend
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2000 2015
48,700 53,300 55,600 60,300 70,300 77,400 81,100 82,200 76,900 72,600 74,300 76,200 78,300 80,400 83,700 90,500 56,598| 88,627
'00-'15 Annual Average Growth (%) Based on Weighted Volumes
Average 2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003to | 2004to | 2005to | 2006 to | 2007 to | 2008to | 2009to | 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to
Growth 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
3.0% 9.4% 4.3% 8.5% 16.6% 10.1% 4.8% 1.4% -6.4% -5.6% 2.3% 2.6% 2.8% 2.7% 4.1% 8.1%
South of SR 836
| Weighted Average Growth Rate | Trend |

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2000 2015

'00-'15 Annual Average Growth (%) Based on Weighted Volumes
Average 2000to | 2001to | 2002to | 2003 to | 2004 to | 2005 to 2010to | 2011to | 2012to | 2013to | 2014 to

Growth 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

The growth rates provided with the Turnpike's comment have been reviewed and the analyses will be updated to
reflect the referenced 3.0 and 2.4 percent historical growth rates for HEFT, as requested.

BROWARD COUNTY, DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 2016:

Broward County Comment No. 1: It is unclear how the 10.8-percent upward adjustment for light rail transit (LRT)
resulted in the addition of 6,481 daily trips and 491 PM peak hour trips. These values do not agree with our calculations.
Please provide a worksheet outlining the LRT adjustment calculations and please provide backup for any assumptions
accepted for this adjustment.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the LRT, was scrutinized to a great extent and does not
warrant further review. Also refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15.

Broward County Comment No. 2: It is maintained in the study that the hotel component is an ancillary/complementary
land use and was reflected in the trip generation estimates for ADM derived from count data collected at Mall of America
(MOA). It was further stated in a reply to a previous comment about the hotel component that the ADM site is not near
other Miami-Dade attractions such as the beaches or airport and therefore is not expected to generated trips other than
visitors to ADM. In response to the ancillary/complementary land use comment, MOA has 506 rooms on-site to
accommodate approximately 4,400,000 square feet (SF) of gross floor area (GFA), or about one room per 8,700 SF of
GFA. ADM is proposed to have 2,000 rooms for 6,200,000 SF of GFA which equates to one room per 3,100 SF of GFA.
Proportionally, ADM will have 2.8 times more hotel rooms per SF of GFA than MOA and accordingly, it is not
reasonable to expect that all guests will be visiting the hotels as an ancillary use of ADM. With regard to the response that
the location of ADM is not near other Miami-Dade attractions, it should be noted that there are at least four hotels
comprising over 500 hotel rooms in the Miami Lakes Main Street area, located within two to three miles of the site,
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also similarly remotely located from the airport and beaches. Therefore, it is not a reasonable assumption that the
project’s hotels will not generate trips other than ancillary to ADM. Furthermore, as the area develops with other planned
and committed projects, the demand for hotel rooms will increase. For the above reasons, we continue to recommend that
an adjustment to trip generation be made to account for hotel visits not specifically associated with ADM.

There has been extensive efforts to ensure that a final trip generation was achieved which could be approved by
both FDOT and Miami-Dade County, with correspondence and numerous meetings extending from September of
2015 through March of 2016. Every aspect, including the land use and corresponding trip generation assumptions,
was scrutinized to a great extent and does not warrant further review. Furthermore, we should point out that the
premise of the comment that the 506 room hotel at MOA is adequate to meet demand at MOA is incorrect. MOA
has identified a higher demand for hotel rooms and the 2006 approved expansion plans currently in progress
include three (3) additional hotels adding 1,250 rooms for a total of 1,756 rooms. Further, the 2012 Cambridge
Systematics survey at MOA reported that 19% of the MOA visitors arrived from nearby hotels/motels. This was
all accounted for in the trip generation negotiations.

Broward County Comment No. 3: The analysis shows that Miramar Parkway west of 1-75 operates at Level of Service
(LOS) C and will continue to do so for future conditions. This was brought up in our previous comments and the response
was that the analysis was based on 2014 traffic count data. 2015 traffic counts for the intersection of Miramar Parkway
and Dykes Road/SW 160 Avenue (Attachment A) indicating that Miramar Parkway is currently operating overcapacity.
Furthermore, Synchro analysis (Attachment B) shows that during the PM peak, the intersection of Miramar Parkway and
Dykes Road operates at LOS F.

The analysis will be updated to reflect the furnished updated traffic count data for Miramar Parkway and the
analyses will be revised accordingly.

Broward County Comment No. 4: During the review meeting held at SFRC on January 22, 2016, there was discussion
of extending transit to this site and construction of park and ride facilities. Whist Miami-Dade Transit will be the primary
service provider, staff would encourage the applicant to explore option for transit service north of the site with Broward
County Transit. Transit riders are likely to employees working in retail, hotel and park components of the project. South
Broward County has many residential neighborhoods which would be included in the future labor pool.

Comment and request noted. Additional efforts will be coordinated in regards to transit for the two sites and will
be addressed.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY DTPW, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

County DTPW Comment No. 1: Executive Summary: Please explain the 220 [sic 22] various scenarios listed for the
intersection analyses. It would appear that only 18 scenarios would be required, 9 alternatives for both AM and PM Peak
Hours: 1-Existing, 2 & 3 - Future No-Build (2020 & 2040), 4 & 5- ADM Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 6 & 7 -
Graham Project Alternative Only (2020 & 2040), 8 & 9 — Total Combined Projects (2020 & 2040).

The above listed 18 scenarios do not take into account the fact that there were also the Year 2020 and Year 2040
Background with ADM and the Year 2020 and Year 2040 Background with Graham intersection analyses
submitted as part of the June 22, 2016 report. This approach is no longer being pursued based on agreement
coordinated with local agencies, so the total intersection analyses for the updated report will indeed be fewer than
the listed 22 analyses.
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County DTPW Comment No. 2: Section 1-Overview: What is the difference in the CDMP versus the Zoning analyses?
From a traffic analysis perspective, the concern mainly exists with the worst-case scenarios. Please advise.

A more detailed description will be included in the Executive Summary to distinguish between the CDMP, the
Zoning, and the Concurrency analyses. Reference will also be made in the document to the email that was
provided to Mark Woerner on August 11, 2016 in response to a request for a detailed overview of the differences
between the CDMP and the Zoning analyses. The referenced correspondence will be added to the Appendix.

County DTPW Comment No. 3: Figure 1-3 through 6: Please zoom into the study area and identify the highlighted
roadway segments with their street names.

Roadway names will be added to all figures and will be based on the roadway segments that are presented in the
various roadway link LOS tables. For all the figures, one consistent roadway description will be chosen for each
facility. Due to space limitations, it is not possible to provide all the possible roadway names associated with each
facility. Coordination will be made to ensure that the depicted roadway name is consistent with at least one of the
roadway names referenced in the various roadway link LOS tables (all of which are consistently named). Notably,
the link tables have more space and thus allow the possibility of listing not only local roadway names but also state
roadway numbers.

As far as zooming into the study areas, the figures were designed and thus sized to show all roadways links which
are being analyzed in the tables. Furthermore, all study area links which meet the 5 percent significance test do
for the most part extend to near the boundaries of the base maps used for Figures -3 through I-6; acknowledging
that the study areas for the 2040 on 2040 assignment has a broader range than say the 2020 on 2020 assignment.
To accommodate the County’'s comment, we will make a definite effort to prepare zoomed in maps so that the
information presented is more legible. This will include the addition of roadway names as requested in other
comments. In lieu of revising the study area Figures 1-3 through 1-6 to included zoomed in areas of the larger
maps, a table was created with the study area links summarized for each of the Scenarios analyzed based on
comment requests for this information. The table is provided in newly created Appendix I-T.

County DTPW Comment No. 4: Section 6.2-Existing Roadway Link Directional PHPs: Please clarify and provide an
example for the following statement:

“For the MDC counts, the PHPs were ratio'ed to the official PHPs identified by the County in its count reports and the
directional distributions observed from the raw counts were then used to derive northbound/eastbound (NB/EB) and
southbound/westbound (SB/WB) PHP directional volumes.”

At the request of County staff, a detailed breakdown of the development of PHPs from raw traffic counts (and
further to future year background volumes) were detailed in a document furnished to the County on July 18, 2016.
The referenced description will be included in an appendix within the updated report for reference purposes for
the various review agencies.

To clarify further, depending on whether the raw count had the AM or the PM volume as being the highest, the
raw volume was set to represent the highest period and thus assigned the official PHP volume. For example if the
highest period occurs during the AM period, then the analyzed AM total PHP volume equals the official PHP. For
the same example, the PM PHP is calculated by multiplying the official PHP by the ratio of the raw PM to the raw
AM total volumes resulting in a lower volume than the official PHP. For both the highest peak and the other peak,
the directional distribution is obtained based on the raw volume splits. A sample calculation will be included in the
updated report.

County DTPW Comment No. 5: Section 6.3-Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS: Please provide the data
assumptions for the roadway segments used to determine the maximum service volume thresholds. Also, there were no
FDOT tables included in Appendix I-C, only Intersection TMCs.
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A table will be included in the updated report which will detail how each service volume was derived (e.g. existing.
2020, and 2040 roadway networks) This newly created table is |ncluded in the new Appendlx 1-S. Soeetealhy

ether—than—the—D@S—ths} A representatlve FDOT 2012 LOS Handbook peak hour service volume was then
assigned ensui ! ; ies along with
applying any percentage adjustments as per the County LOS standards (referenced in Appendix I-E and new
Appendix 1-5). Next the corresponding peak hour peak directional service volume was selected to serve as the

basis for the capacity volumes utilized. As—sueh—m%en%—eases%@ourﬁy—s—eapaemes%meﬂapphed%ﬂadwst
Hyn j - FDOT facilities

were developed foIIowmg tradltlonal FDOT requirements using their LOS Handbook directly.

County DTPW Comment No. 6: Table I1-4: The PM LOS is missing for ID #10. Also, please show the intersection
delays for all the LOS Summary tables throughout the report.

Noted. The updated table will include the LOS value for this cell along with requested intersection delay
information.

County DTPW Comment No. 7: Table 1-10: The Diverted Trip to Retail Use volumes which were calculated from the
ITE Trip Generation Handbook Pass-by Trip volumes for Land Use Code 820 are only valid for the PM Peak Hour since
the data was collected for a weekday during the PM Peak Period. No diverted trips should be calculated for the Daily or
AM peak analysis. Furthermore, caution should be exercised when using the pass-by fitted curve equation in lieu of non-
pass- by trip data as listed in Table F.9 from the ITE Handbook, which includes diverted trip percentages.

real+ty—dwerted—mps—eeeerpthree|gheut—the—elay Though we acknowledge the comment above we st|II stand by the

fact that diverted trips occur during all periods of the day and as such diverted trips will not be removed from the
trip generation tables. Furthermore, the lengthy discussion included extensive review of the assumptions used for
deriving the trip generation for the two Projects. As mentioned in response to other trip generation related
comments, the negotiations included consideration for the fact that shuttle trips were not represented as an
additional reduction in the trip generation and thus everyone finalized on the approved trip generation
information as of March 2016.

County DTPW Comment No. 8: Table 1-10, Note 2: This states that “Diverted Trips to Retail Use for the Year 2020
proposed development program is Limited to 35% of the External Retail Trips (calculated using the ITE Pass-by Formula)
and is further limited to 10% of the Adjacent Street Traffic calculated using the closest adjacent FDOT Count Stations
2518 on Miami Gardens Drive and 7048 on NW 138 Street.” The table shows the net external trips with the pass-by
reductions. Please advise if the pass-by trips were reduced only for the existing roadway facilities. The traffic at the sites’
driveways and new roadways must show 100% trips as these are all new.

Passer-by, also referred to as diverted trips, were exclusively applied to the roadway segments highlighted in green
throughout the various roadway segment LOS analyses (e.g. where 10 trip generations information from Tables 9
and Table are being applied to derive Project trips for comparison to available LOS capacity). The specific
segments which have diverted trips occur on portions of NW 102nd Ave, Miami Gardens Dr, NW 170th St, NW
97th St, and NW 178th St. These roadways near the site are indeed based on the 100% percent trips and the
percent distribution is applied to the trip generation without reduction for diverted trips.

County DTPW Comment No. 9: Section 8.3-Background Growth: According to ITE Transportation Impact Analysis for
Site Development, growth rates should not normally be employed for horizons beyond 4 to 5 years (i.e. through 2020)
because of the variability in growth rates over time and the magnitude of error that can result from a relatively small error
in the growth rate over a long period of time (such as using these to generate 2040 volumes).
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Acknowledged. Since the beginning of the CDMP efforts, growth rates have been the premise for deriving future
background volumes. It was recommended as part of the methodology efforts and was subsequently incorporated
into both the December 2015 and the June 2016 CDMP reports submitted to the County. Furthermore, caps were
set on the growth rates so as to make sure that growth would not continue to be elevated all the way through the
year 2040 for those cases where high historical growth rates have been observed in recent years. As such, we
recommend maintaining the approach with the capped growth rates (with the exception of the Florida's Turnpike
which has provided separate growth rates that they wish to have applied based on their historical growth review).

County DTPW Comment No. 10: Table I-16: the first half is missing for ID # 1-15.

The applicant acknowledges that in a number of cases the first half of tables containing two pages were missing
(also see response to FDOT Comment No. 17). We apologize for the discrepancy.

County DTPW Comment No. 11: Figures I-10A through 12B: Please explain the major differences in the project
distribution percentages between the Zoning and CDMP analyses. For example, the ADM Project Distribution on Figure
I-11B is 23.41% for the north-south 4-lane segment near the Graham project. This same link however, is listing a 43.19%
ADM Project Distribution in Figure 1-12B. Otherwise, most of the percentages are similar to their counterparts as
compared in the figures.

The 2040 CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses represent two different traffic assignments and thus analyses. For
the 2040 CDMP analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on the cost feasible network (a.k.a. 2040 network);
whereas for the 2040 Zoning analysis, the year 2040 SE data is assigned on just three years of committed roadway
improvements similar to the previously utilized "DRI" methodology (a.k.a. year 2020 network). As a result there
are two different project percent distributions (Figures 1-11A/B vs. Figures 1-12A/B) as noted by the reviewer.

Furthermore, the two Project sites have different trip making characteristics. The ADM will be marketed as a
major attraction whereas the Graham represents a combination of more traditional employment and residential
land uses. Most of the larger differences in trip distributions between the two Sites occur in the nearby vicinity of
their properties which makes sense. For the longer trips, in the majority of cases, the distribution is more similar.

County DTPW Comment No. 12: Section 10-Project Assignment: The diverted trips for the TMVs shown are not shown
in detail in Appendix I-K. Please include separate figures to show these volumes.

The diverted trips only apply to select roadway segments, as indicated in response to DTPW Comment No. 8.
None of the intersection analyses are impacted by the distinction between having either the with versus the without
diverted trips reflected in the trip generation. All intersection project trips are based on diverted trips excluded
from the trip generation and therefore a separate set of figures is not necessary nor are they needed to be shown
specifically in the Appendix I-K spreadsheet summaries.

County DTPW Comment No. 13: Table IV-7: This table is numbered IV but should be sequentially numbered VI. Also,
this is titled ‘Zoning Short Term (Year 2040)’ but should be Long Term. Also, please confirm that the signal cycle
lengths used in the future analyses were the same as existing. Any deviation from these needs to be documented.

Acknowledged. Corrections will be made as indicated. The cycle length will be updated such that all future
analyses reflect the existing cycle lengths.

County DTPW Comment No. 14: Mitigation Summary (all scenarios): Please ensure that the future LOS intersection
analyses does not include improvements at the intersections, such as additional/increased turn bay storages, signal
optimization, etc. A comparison of the Future No-Build and Build scenarios needs to be evident. A separate LOS
analysis should be made for those intersections requiring mitigation. Also, were there any unsignalized intersections that
were identified for signalization in the future?

The only future mitigation improvements which will be applied are to maximize the intersections to two left turns,
three throughs, and one right turn. No additional mitigations will be applied. Also, the signal timings will no
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longer be adjusted to serve as a means for mitigating intersection operations. Before and after mitigation LOS
analyses were indeed included in the June 22, 2016 TIA and will be included in the updated report. Finally, there
was no unsignalized intersections included in the analyses.

County DTPW Comment No. 15: Appendix I-K1: Some of the turning movement volumes do not appear to be adding
up correctly. For example, assuming a 1% growth rate from existing to 2020, the background volumes for the AM WB
through movement at NW 87" Avenue and Miami Gardens Drive should be 1,544; and then adding the ADM and Graham
project trips should result in 1,637 instead of 1,621. Please clarify. Also, why are the peak directions different for the two
projects during the same peak period?

The turning movement volumes will be reviewed to ensure that they add up correctly. The differences in the
direction of the trips for the two Site's is due to the differences in the land uses and therefore the trip making
characteristics. For the ADM Site's, the PM period has inbound as the highest direction (60%) and AM has
outbound as the highest (52%). For Graham, PM has outbound highest (54% and 60%) and AM has inbound
highest (59% for 2020 and 71% for 2040).

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY RER, DATED SEPTEMBER 7, 2016:

General Comments
County RER Comment No. 1: For each application, include a proportionate share analysis that identifies the applicant’s
fair share of the cost of the required transportation improvements.

Fair share will be provided in the updated report.

County RER Comment No. 2: Number all of the pages in the report, including tables and maps.

Page numbers will be provided on all pages of the report and the appendices.

County RER Comment No. 3: Some pages appear to be missing, i.e. pages 54, 69, 85, 90, 97, 114, 126, 155, and 156.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 6 regarding the missing of the first page for a number of the
tables. The updated report will be reviewed thoroughly to ensure that no pages are missing.

County RER Comment No. 4: All tables, maps, and corresponding roadway analyses must show all the roadway
segments impacted by 5% or more by the projects’ impact.

All the tables and maps include at a minimum all roadway segments with 5% or more significance. In fact, the
analyses extend beyond one link outside of the 5% study area to ensure that a thorough inclusion of roadway
segments were included.

County RER Comment No. 5: All maps and tables need to be labelled to show the major roadways and corridors, and
identify all the state roadways.

All maps will be updated to include, at a minimum, all names for all roadways which are included in the analyses.
State road names will also be added where applicable. Please also refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5
which describes the premise for how the naming will be included on the figures.

County RER Comment No. 6: List all roadway segments in an orderly fashion from north to south and west to east.

For logistical purposes, we are unfortunately not able to accommodate the request to reorganize link LOS tables so
that all roadways are listed from north to south and from east to west. The tables provided in the report are based
on extensive Excel files which have in excess of 40 different tabs with linked formulas and information and it
simply would be nearly impossible to restructure everything to accommodate what would otherwise be a simple
and logical request.
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County RER Comment No. 7: The roadway links for the existing and year 2040 should correspond to the maps.

Please refer to other County comments relating to roadway links and their naming coordination between Tables
and Figures.

County RER Comment No. 8: Only projects listed in the Cost-Feasible Plan of the County’s 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) should be considered for future 2020 and 2040 analysis.

Acknowledged, Tables 1-10 and I-11 have been updated to ensure that only Cost Feasible Plan projects are
included. The analyses have been updated accordingly.

County RER Comment No. 9: Reference to “FDOT Comments” refers to FDOT’s letter dated August 5, 2016.
Acknowledged.

County RER Comment No. 10: RER staff reserves the right to provide additional comments later and will continue to
finalize review of the Revised Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).

Acknowledged.

Page 1, Executive Summary
County RER Comment No. 11: Clarify if the 70,000 and 10,000 external trips (paragraph three) are daily or PM peak
hour trips.

The trips will be clarified as being daily trips.

County RER Comment No. 12: Page 4, last paragraph, clarify locations in bullet point three and four, and for any other
corresponding reference to these locations.

Roadway names will be reviewed and further clarification will be provided for the referenced bullets.
County RER Comment No. 13: Clarify the difference between the concurrency, CDMP, and zoning analyses performed.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 2.

CHAPTER | GENERAL INFORMATION

Page 16, Figure I-1 Project Location and Existing Roadways

County RER Comment No. 14: Show and label all major section line roadways, with the number of lanes, for the entire
Study Area.

Please refer to earlier responses on this subject.

County RER Comment No. 15: Add the following missing interchanges on SR 826: NW 67 Avenue, NW 57 Avenue,
and heading further east until the Golden Glades interchange.

The interchanges will be added to Figure I-1.

County RER Comment No. 16: Correct mislabeled “I-75” icon depicted on SR 924/Gratigny Parkway, and on all other
applicable maps.

Correction will be made as noted.
Page 17, Figure 1-2 Preliminary Access Plan

County RER Comment No. 17: Site Plan does not show location of applicant’s proposed park and ride facility for
Miami-Dade Transit (MDT), please revise Site Plan to depict location of Park and Ride facility.

Figure 1-2 does include the proposed park and ride facility but is shown is small print. To more clearly highlight
the facility, an additional label will be added to the figure.
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Page 19, Section 5 Study Area
County RER Comment No. 18: Provide a complete listing of the roadway links depicted in Figures I-3 through I-5.

A listing will be included in the updated report, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 19: For Figure 1-3, I-4 and I-5 label all major section line roadways and other roadway
facilities that are impacted 5% or more by the projects to define the study area.

Please refer to earlier responses on this subject.

County RER Comment No. 20: The 5% analysis to determine the study area boundaries for the existing, future 2020 and
2040 should include all the major section line roadways within the study area.

Figures 1-3, I-4, and I-5 serves to illustrate where the 5% significance test has been met. Also refer to response to
RER Comment No. 19.

Page 23, Fiqure 1-6 FDOT and County Count Station Map

County RER Comment No. 21: Label the corresponding roadways for the traffic count stations depicted.

All figures will be updated to include more detailed roadway information, as mention in response to other County
comments. With the wealth of information shown on the traffic count station map, we will do our best to fit
roadway names in as best as we can with the ultimate goal of having all roadway segments being analyzed having
at least one roadway name referenced (e.g. local name, state roadway number, etc.).

County RER Comment No. 22: List all the traffic counts stations, not just ones impacted by the 5% of the projects’ trips.

We have included ALL traffic count locations which have been referenced in the analyses. As such, traffic count
stations are listed beyond the 5% significant study area roadway link locations.

Page 24, Section 6.2 Existing Roadway Link Directional and Section 6.3 Existing Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 23: List which peak season count factors were used.

In the June 22, 2016 report, the 2014 peak season factors were applied to all traffic counts (e.g. 2014 and 2015
counts) since this was the latest information available at the time of these tables being prepared. For the updated
report, there will be synopsis reports outside of the 2014 time frame (both earlier and later). We will have access to
2014 and 2015 peak season factors which will be applied based on the closest year the counts were taken. The
report text will be updated to reflect the methodology applied for using peak season factors.

County RER Comment No. 24: Correct reference to FDOT’s Generalized Table to Appendix I-E (not I-C).
Correction will be made.

County RER Comment No. 25: Please consider using FDOT’s synopsis reports to obtain the actual peak hour, peak
direction volumes, when available.

Synopsis reports have been requested for all traffic counts which did not have synopsis reports on FDOT Traffic
Online website. The counts and PHPs will be updated based on the more detailed traffic counts.

County RER Comment No. 26: Utilize the County’s 3-day traffic counts.

The County's three day traffic counts will be averaged and used to update PHPs for all MDC count station
locations.

County RER Comment No. 27: Provide detailed explanation on how the directional peak hour period (PHP) volumes for
the County stations were derived.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 4.
22



Pages 25-27, Table 1-1 Year 2015 Area Roadway Segment Existing AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 28: Provide copies and identify source of the 15-minute FDOT/MDC/Broward County

counts.

Copies were provided in Appendix I-B. The updated report will include refinements to Appendix 1-B to reflect the
updated synopsis reports received for this report. One traffic count report copy is provided per count location and
matches with the information presented in the various tables that reference count data, including historical, PHP,
and existing information.

County RER Comment No. 29: Revise the table, corresponding maps and list all the roadway segments according to the
identified study area, for example:

a.

NW 107 Avenue needs to be depicted from Okeechobee Road to NW 170 Street;

The roadway segment will be added updated as requested. Note, the analyses actually include the
segments from NW 170th St to NW 138th St and from NW 138th St to NW 122nd St. The later
segment was reduced to indicate from NW 138th St to Okeechobee Rd to comply with the County's
request.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be depicted from SR 836/Dolphin Expressway to NW 27 Avenue;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

Extend the analysis for the HEFT to the Mainline Turnpike;

The analyses already include referenced HEFT segments extending all the way to Mainline Turnpike.
No changes are necessary since already included.

Interstate 1-75 ends at the Palmetto Expressway/SR 826, delete the roadway segment from NW 57 Avenue to
LeJune as it is part of SR 924/Gratigny Parkway;

— In lieu of deleting the
requested roadway segment, the three segments extending from SR 826 to NW 32nd Ave where
separated from 1-75 and labeled as SR 924/Gratigny Pkwy.

Miami Gardens Drive needs to be extended to NW 27 Avenue;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

NW 138 Street ends at Okeechobee and does not continue to the HEFT;

The segment on NW 138th St between NW 138th St and HEFT will be removed from the existing, all
2020, and the 2040 Zoning tables. For the 2040 CDMP analyses, SR 924 will be extended to connect
with HEFT per LRTP Priority Il, Project No. 30.

NW 87 Avenue needs to be extended from NW 154 Street to Okeechobee Road.

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor for the June 22, 2016 submittal extend to at least one
link beyond the 5% significance test. A preliminary review of the revised project distribution indicates
that the addition of the requested roadway segment may be warranted. We will update the tables
accordingly.

NW 122 Street needs to be extended to LeJune Road;

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.
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i. SR 826/Palmetto Expressway needs to be extended south to SR 836/Dolphin Expressway.

The analyzed roadway segments for this corridor already extend to at least one link beyond the 5%
significance test. No additional roadway segments are warranted.

Pages 28-29, Table 1-2 Existing (Year 2015) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis
County RER Comment No. 30: Identify the FDOT and County traffic count stations for the roadway segments.

Count Station I1Ds will be added to ALL roadway link tables.

County RER Comment No. 31: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

County RER Comment No. 32: Adopted LOS values need to follow the Level of Service Standards in the
Transportation Element of the CDMP.

The Transportation Element will be reviewed to ensure that all LOS standards follow the County's adopted
criteria.

Page 38, Table 1-9 Trip Generation Summary for American Dream Miami

County RER Comment No. 33: Document the calculation used to arrive at the 6,481 Daily trips and 491 PM Peak Hour
Trips based on the 10.8% LRT adjustment. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 15 which also questions this.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15.
County RER Comment No. 34: Clarify the vehicle occupancy value used to calculate the LRT adjustment.
Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 15 which also addresses the vehicle occupancy rates.

County RER Comment No. 35: The AM/PM internal capture, although it is O, is labeled incorrectly for each of these
corresponding tables.

Not clear what the reviewer is referring to. Will add a note behind the 0.0% to indicate that it is ""of the total trip
generation' similar to the LRT adjustment and the diverted trips which have note that it is *"of the net external
trips.”

Page 41, Table 1-11 Future Year 2020 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 36: Remove NW 97 Avenue from NW 154 Street to NW 170 Street from the Year 2020
Commited Improvements list as that roadway already exists.

Project will be removed from Table I-11.

Page 41, Table 1-12 Future Year 2040 Roadway Improvements

County RER Comment No. 37: Clarify that NW 107 Avenue from NW 138 Street to NW 170 Street and NW 102
Avenue from NW 170 Street to NW 178 Street are not part of the Cost Feasible Plan.

The two projects will be listed separate from the Cost Feasible Plan projects so as to clearly distinguish that they
are not 2040 LRTP CF projects.

County RER Comment No. 38: Remove the following from list and corresponding analysis:
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a.

Okeechobee Road from NW 154 Street to HEFT, as the Priority IV project is for grade-intersections from Krome
Avenue to SR 826/Palmetto Expressway. RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 18 that the SERPM model is
a tool and should not be utilized as a source.

Okeechobee Rd will be removed from Table 1-12 and will no longer be shown as a Cost Feasible project.
Acknowledge request to remove/redesignate the three projects indicated as SERPM model source
(reference FDOT Comment No. 17 in regards to 1-75 from 1-595 to Pines Blvd being a Design Build TIP
project).

NW 138 Street to SR 924 (a state road only east of 1-75), and correct listing of the project as the boundaries are
from the HEFT to SR 826.

NW 138th St improvements will be updated to show Florida’s Turnpike to SR 826 (e.g. HEFT to SR 826).
In that respect, for 2040 the roadway link LOS segments description will be changed to show from
Florida's Turnpike to SR 826; whereas the existing, all 2020, and the 2040 Zoning roadway link segments
will remain from US 27/Okeechobee Rd to Hialeah Gardens Blvd as previously analyzed. Furthermore,
the existing NW 138th St roadway link segment from Florida's Turnpike to US 27/Okeechobee Rd will be
removed from the link tables per RER Comment No. 29-f.

HEFT — correct reference from SW 8 Street to SR 836, as that will be widened to 10 lanes, not “10+4” lanes.

A review of existing Google maps shows the referenced segment as existing 10 lanes. To comply with the
above request, the existing and-year-2020 number of lanes will be assumed as 8 lanes with widening to 10

lanes by 2020 2040 (CDMP-analyses-onlhy-as-itis-a-Cost-Feasible Plan-project-outside-of the THR). Please

also refer to Turnpike Comment No. 1 which indicates that this segment has already been let for
construction as a Design Build and will be completed by 2019.

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — reference should be corrected to I-75, from NW 170 Street to SR 826.

Table I-11 (Year 2020 Committed Improvements) will be updated to separate TIP Project 732687 into the
following:

e |-75from NW 170th St to SR 826
e SR 826 from I-75 to Flagler St

SR 826/Palmetto Expressway — correct the future number of lanes and corresponding analysis from “10+4” to 10
lanes (will be widened from 8 to 10 lanes).

Correct other two references to “12+4” lanes on SR 826, as West Flagler Street to 1-75 and 1-75 north to
Dade/Broward County line will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; SR 826 from 1-75 to NW
103 Street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 8 to 10 lanes; and SR 826 from NW 103 Street to
Flagler street will be widened with express lanes to a total of 10 to 12 lanes.

Responses for e) and f): We have reviewed FDOT's website http://palmettoexpresslanes.com/ to clarify the
number of lanes being implemented for SR 826. Based on FDOT's information, we will reanalyze SR 826
by 2020 as:

e |-75to NW 103rd St - 6 general use lanes plus 4 express lanes (total 10 lanes)
e NW 103rd St to NW 36th St - 8 general use lanes plus 4 express lanes (total 12 lanes)
e NW 36th St to Flagler St - 10 general use lanes plus 2 express lanes (total 12 lanes)

TIP Project No. 4326871 is scheduled to be completed by 2017. Furthermore, based on the County's
comment above, the existing SR 826 laneage will be analyzed as 8 lanes or 10 lanes depending on the
segment reviewed. SR 826 north of 1-75 is not analyzed in the report tables but since it is part of Project
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No. 4326871 will be included in the improvement table as 6 general use lanes plus 2 express lanes (total 8
lanes) per the FDOT website.

g. RER concurs with FDOT Comment No. 33 regarding the listing of the “10+4” and “12+4” lanes listed for the
2040 CDMP analyses.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 33 which addresses the differences between the 2040
CDMP and the 2040 Zoning analyses and why there were differences in the number of lanes between the
two Scenarios, as per the roadway improvement lists reflected in the June 22, 2016 report.

Page 45 Section 8.3 Background Growth

County RER Comment No. 39: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 20 questioning the rationale for the cap
placed on growth rate. Florida’s Turnpike Authority has indicated that their facilities sustained considerable growth rates,
and due to this they request that independent growth rates be used for their facilities, separate from the rates used for other
limited access facilities.

Please refer to FDOT Comment No. 20.

County RER Comment No. 40: RER Staff emailed on January 28, 2016 a map, table and corresponding traffic reports
for approved plats within the vicinity of the ADM and Graham projects. As there is no reference to usage of said
information, please revise for inclusion as background growth.

Acknowledged. The vested trips were included in the model assignments but were not considered in the
Concurrency analyses. The updated report will include a separate column for the provided approved platted trips
so that they can be included in the total DOS plus platted vested trips. Coordination was made with RER staff
during the updating of the vested trips information included in the updated CDMP TIA report. As a result, the
September 2016 FDOT and MDC vested trip databases were used in place of the April 2016 version. All projects
related to County unincorporated areas were addressed with the County with regards to their more recent
September 2016 databases. In addition, requests were made from several municipalities to obtain traffic impact
analysis studies related to the 18 platted projects referenced in Appendix I-S. Based on information received a
summary of the available vested trip information beyond the County’s database DOS trips are included in
Appendix I-S. The future year growth rates for the Zoning and the CDMP analyses weere wit-be checked against
the vested trips to ensure-that-at-a-minimum-the review the differences between the Year Concurrency and the
Year CDMP/Zoning growth rates-accountfor-beth-sets-of-vested-trips. Based on the review, it was established
that in some cases the forecasted 2015 plus vested trips exceed the historical growth projections. Given that the
2015 plus vested trips is a layering of trips and does not take into account redistribution of trips to paths that are
less congested, it was determined that the historical growth projections were appropriate for use for background
traffic associated with the CDMP and the Zoning analyses. A separate set of PM Concurrency link LOS analyses
continues to remain in the updated CDMP TIA based on the 2015 plus vested trips layered approach (e.g. Tables
11-1, 111-1, and 1V-1 for the ADM, the Graham, and the Combined analyses).

Pages 46-47, Table 1-13 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Background Future Growth Rate Summary

County RER Comment No. 41: Revise to provide analysis on the PM peak hour average of the County’s traffic counts
for the three-day period which provide a more comprehensive average, rather than the first day of the successive three-day
count.

See response to earlier RER Comment on this subject (e.g. RER Comment No. 26).

County RER Comment No. 42: For the background analysis for both ADM and Graham, revise to omit the background
traffic of the other application.
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Please see lengthy reply to FDOT Comment No. 31 which refers to the same request.

Page 49, Section 8.5 Background Roadway Link Directional LOS

County RER Comment No. 43: Please provide information as to how the service volume values were converted into
directional LOS values

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

Page 50, Table 1-15 Year 2020 and Year 2040 Roadway Segment Future Background AM and PM PHP Summary

County RER Comment No. 44: Revise to provide a separate column for FDOT and County vested development orders
(DOS) trips, instead of including them as part of the overall background.

The FDOT and County vested trips will be separated, as requested.
Page 66, Section 10 Project Assignment

County RER Comment No. 45: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 28 questioning the 0.0% trip assignment
to/from the Graham project within the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 102 Avenue/NW 107 Avenue to NW 97
Avenue.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 28.

County RER Comment No. 46: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 29 questioning why no trips were assigned
for the roadway link of NW 170 Street from NW 82 Avenue to NW 78 Avenue.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 29.

Page 66, Section 9 Project Trip Distribution

County RER Comment No. 47: RER concurs with FDOT’s Comment No. 23 regarding clarification of the socio-
economic data and requesting inclusion of the model volume plots.

Please refer to response to FDOT Comment No. 23.

CHAPTER Il ADM FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 48: RER concurs with FDOT’s extensive Comment No. 31 that backlogged facilities should
only include traffic from approved development—it should not include traffic generated by either the ADM/Graham
projects.

Again, please refer to lengthy response to FDOT Comment No. 31.

Page 72, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 49: Table 1-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table 1-15.

Table 1-13 is simply shown for the purposes of deriving future percentage growth based on historical daily counts.
Table 1-15 then takes the derived growth rates and applies them to existing 2015 PHPs to obtain future year 2020
CDMP/Zoning, year 2040 CDMP, and year 2040 Zoning peak hour peak direction forecasts. Table I-15 also
compares the forecasted growth projected future volumes to the vested trips included with the Concurrency
forecasts. A verification was made to ensure that at a minimum the growth-derived volumes exceeded the vested
trip forecasts. As such, the vested trips, which are in terms of peak hour two-way trips, was not applicable to the
growth forecast information presented in Table 1-13.
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Page 73, Table 11-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-ADM PM

Impacts
County RER Comment No. 50: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment.

Please refer to earlier response to similar request (RER Comment No. 30).

County RER Comment No. 51: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service Volumes
thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

County RER Comment No. 52: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Please refer to response to RER Comment No. 32.

Page 91, Section 6 Impact Fee Assessment

County RER Comment No. 53: The response to Question 10 of the DRI analysis indicates that road impact fees are
expected to be paid in the amount of $110 million. Appendix 1I-A ADM Preliminary Impact Fee Analysis lists an impact
fee of $58,752,501 for ADM and an impact fee of $7,439,278 for Graham for a total of $66,191,779. Revise to resolve
differences between the two figures.

The applicant will review the two earlier submittals and differences between the two will be resolved. The updated
CDMP TIA report appendices on traffic impact fees will be refined, as applicable. Based on coordination with the
applicant, the information presented in Appendices II-A and I11-A represents the latest available transportation
impact fee calculations for the two Sites. The estimates take into account the March 2016 approved trip generation
information and therefore includes more refined impact fees than the December 2015 $110 Million estimate
submitted as part of response to Question 10 of the DRI (e.g. Zoning) analyses. The transportation impact fee
information included in the June 22, 2016 CDMP TIA will be maintained in the updated version of the report.

Page 101, Section 1.0 Year 2020 PM Concurrency Analysis

County RER Comment No. 54: Table I-13 reflects background growth rate summary and does not show the background
PHP values with the DOS trips (vested trips) as shown in Table 1-15

Please refer to RER Comment No. 49.

Page 102, Table 111-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis-Graham

PM Impacts
County RER Comment No. 55: Provide a separate column to show the Traffic Count Station used for each
corresponding roadway segment

Please refer to earlier response to similar request (RER Comment No. 30).

County RER Comment No. 56: Provide information used to determine the Peak Hour Peak Direction Service VVolumes
thresholds.

Please refer to response to DTPW Comment No. 5.

County RER Comment No. 57: The values in the “Adopted LOS” column need to be consistent with the adopted CDMP
Level of Service Standards in the Transportation Element.

Please refer to response to RER Comment No. 32.
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CHAPTER IV COMBINED FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS

County RER Comment No. 58: Relabel Tables VI-2B, VI-3A, VI-5A, VI-5B, VI-6A, VI-6B to IV-2B, 1V-3A, IV-5A,
IV-5B, IV-6A, and IV-6B to be consistent with the rest of the tables in Chapter 1V and listed in the table of contents.

Will update as noted.

Page 131, Table IV-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020) Study Area Roadway Segment LOS Analysis —
Combined ADM/Graham PM Impacts

County RER Comment No. 59: Please clarify how the information provided in this table differ from the information
provided in Chapters Il and I11, Tables 11-1 and I11-1 Concurrency Short Term (Year 2020).

The information shown in the three Scenarios and their Concurrency tables are essentially the same. All three
tables have the same number of concurrency "pure” background trips (e.g. include vested trips as opposed to
growth-derived trips) and the same number of total overall trips. The only differences between the tables were
whether or not each Scenario considered the other Site's Project trip as additional background trips (e.g. Chapters
Il and I11) or included the trips as ""Project Trips' in the case of the Combined Scenario. The updated approach
for the revised report will no longer include the other Project trips as background trips, as discussed in response to
various comments from review agencies.

Pages 149 and 157, Section 9.0 Mitigation Summary

County RER Comment No. 60: Correct references in the first and second paragraph to the ADM project mentioned
twice and include reference to the Graham project.

Correction will be made.

County RER Comment No. 61: First paragraph, Applicant states they are working with various agencies on a “study
area roadway improvement plan to include.... with development timelines.” Clarify which agencies they are working
with, what formalized agreements have been entered, and provide development timelines.

Information will be included in the updated report, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 62: The applicant states the previously mentioned roadway improvement plan will
“accelerate several cost feasible” priorities from the County’s Adopted 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) into
an “earlier timeline.” However, Project No. 2 (the new interchange at HEFT and NW 170 Street) is not part of the Cost
Feasible Plan, but is instead listed as a private improvement. Revise to include the appropriate reference to the non-cost
feasible plan and to clarify which LRTP Priority the improvements fall under, or if they are not included in the 2040
LRTP.

Clarification will be provided, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 63: All the list of improvements with the exception of the NW 102 Avenue and NW 107
Avenue projects, were assumed to be in place by 2020. Please refer to previous comment and advise feasibility and
method by which applicant proposes to advance and pay for the LRTP priorities. As noted, one project is not part of the
2040 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan, and the project on NW 170 Street from the HEFT to NW 97 Avenue is a Priority Ill
(2026-2030).

Clarification will be provided, as requested.

County RER Comment No. 64: Page 98 in Chapter Il of the ADM Mitigation Summary Section, projects 4 and 5 in the
numbered 1 through 9 list of improvements refer to the “ADM Project Access Road”, while on Page 127, Chapter III in
the Graham Mitigation Summary Section, lists as project 13 and 14 the “Graham Project Access Road.” Page 149 in
Chapter IV of the Combined Future Traffic Impacts lists the previously mentioned projects 4, 5, 13, and 14 as the
“Graham Project Access Road” with the improvements numbered 1 though 9. Please resolve those differences.

Differences will be resolved in the updated report.
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County RER Comment No. 65: Please clarify the two additional project improvements listed under “Year 2040”. Also,
the improvements do not show the backlogged facilities also needing roadway improvements in order to meet acceptable
LOS operating conditions.

As indicated in other responses, the Executive Summary along with the individual Chapter Mitigation Summaries,
will be updated to include not only Project-related mitigation results but also backlogged needs and roadway
improvement assumed to be in place for each Scenario.

County RER Comment No. 66: Re-evaluate reference to backlogged facilities, in reference to RER previous comments
under “Chapter II ADM Future Traffic Impacts.”

Please refer to RER Comment No. 48.

County RER Comment No. 67: The last sentence on Page 157 states that “alternative travel modes” will be “addressed
separate of this Report.” As the application is currently undergoing review, that analysis needs to be provided now.

Understood. The updated report will provide information pertaining to alternative travel modes and will
specifically address the availability of shuttle buses to and from the Sites for nearby hotels, airports, etc.

CITY OF MIRAMAR, DATED SEPTEMBER 12, 2016:

City of Miramar staff has reviewed the applicant's responses to the Cities comments submitted on February 2, 2016. New
staff comments are shown in italics below.

Miramar Comment No. 1: Direct transit service should be provided from the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham
industrial/retail development to the park an dride lot at Miramar Regional park and the Miramar Town Center Park and
Ride.

The applicant stated that detailed transit routes will be discussed at a later date. Transit routes and connections into
Miramar need to be discussed during the review of the CDMP application to identify options to relieve roadway
congestion. Discussing this issue during the CDMP process will also help county and city officials plan for additional
multi-modal options to serve employees and visitors.

Further detail regarding transit opportunities will be addressed in the updated report including planned shuttle
services operated by ADM.

Miramar Comment No. 2: At a minimum, the analysis should evaluate traffic impacts to Miramar Parkway, Pembroke
Road, Red Road/NW 57th Avenue and Flamingo Road/NW 67th Avenue. A level of service analysis at project buildout
should be provided for all of these roadways.

The applicant referred to their response to Broward County Comment No. 11. Broward County Comment No. 11 only
refers to Flamingo Road. There are several other roads listed in our comment. The applicant did not respond to impacts
on these roads.

The applicant's intend was to state that the comment which was included for Flamingo Road applied to all other
roadways listed. With the understanding that the City continues to see a relevance for these facilities to be
included in the analyses, we have taken another look at the project percent distributions for the ADM and the
Graham Sites relative to the respective roadway corridors. In the spirit of accommodating the City's concerns we
will add NW 57th Ave and NW 67th Ave corridors to the analyses, though there is less than 1 percent of project
traffic assigned to the roadway segments north and south of Miami Gardens Rd where the traffic is the heaviest.
NW 57th Ave north and south of the HEFT interchange we will also review any impacts since this facility has near
3 percent project contribution. Miramar Pkwy was already included in the June 22, 2016 analyses. For Miramar,
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it included up to 4 percent significance with a six lane capacity. Since fewer trips will be associated with the
Pembroke facility which is also a six lane facility, we do not see the need to analyze this facility.

Miramar Comment No. 3: The Miramar Parkway buildout year volumes shown in Tables 9 and 10 of the Transportation
Impact Analysis are lower than projections prepared by the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization. The developer's
traffic consultant should meet with the City of Miramar, Broward County, and Broward Metropolitan Planning
Organization to discuss the impacts to City roadways and potential mitigation. The City is in the process of updating its
Capital Improvement Program to include the extension of Miramar Parkway from its current terminus at SW 192 Terrace
to Pembroke Road at SW 196 Avenue . The extension of Miramar Parkway to Pembroke Road will help alleviate the
current traffic problem at Miramar Parkway/1-75 Interchange, improve the Level of Service at this intersection and
provide an alternate north-south route via US 27.

The applicant states that this improvement is included in the Year 2020 Cost Feasible Plan. The extension of Miramar
Parkway to US 27 is currently included in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan for funding between 2031 and
2040. This improvement should be expedited and constructed prior to the American Dream Miami Mall and Graham
industrial/retail developments.

The applicant will review the Broward adopted LRTP and most recent TIP and depending on the funding
commitment will add this as an improvement to Table 1-11 (Year 2020 Committed Improvements) or Table 1-12
(Year 2040 Cost Feasible Plan Improvements). We can only assume the project is funded by the year 2020 if it is
actually included in the Broward Transportation Improvement Plan, even if efforts are ongoing to expedite the
project to be completed earlier. We have to proceed with the information which is available at this time.

TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, DATED SEPTEMBER 13, 2016:

Miami Lakes Comment No.1l: Though according to the traffic consultant, the trips from each of the two projects
combined for the determination of significant trips on each link is included in the traffic study, at the very least this is not
reflected on the maps (I-10A, 1-10B, I-11A, 1-11B, I-12A and 1-12B). To be clear, determination of the 5 percent
significance threshold should be included as if the two applications were one project and NOT with one project included
as “background” traffic of the other.

The traffic analyses have been prepared so that each Project's trips are shown separate from the other Project’s
trips even when the trips are added together to achieve total overall trips. This allows the reviewer to be able to see
that the individual project trips do not vary regardless of which Scenario is being reviewed. We do not see the
need to add a combined Project distribution as the Projects will not be assessed as a Combined Project for
mitigation purposes. In order words, a Combined percentage would not be the premise to identify whether the 5
percent threshold has been met. Chapter 1V will be maintained in the updated report for informational purposes
only.

Miami Lakes Comment No. 2: Please re-examine the trip distribution analysis to determine whether NW 67" Avenue
should be included. The maps appear to show ZERO trips added to NW 67" Avenue, which seems unrealistic considering
there is not another north-south surface street to traverses all through the area covered by the map for two miles to its west
(to NW 87" Avenue).

NW 67th Avenue will be added to the analyses, as requested. There is less than one percent project trips on the
segments in the surrounding area but it is clear that this is an important facility to the Town. With the facility
having six lanes of capacity north and south of the Miami Gardens Drive the project trips to capacity ratio will be
well below the 5 percent significance test.
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Miami Lakes Comment No. 3: As expressed before, the required traffic methodology for both Comprehensive Plan
amendments and for concurrency determination are inadequate (as proven by existing traffic conditions despite the
existence of the concurrency system for decades), and help to create a situation where driving is the only viable option. At
the same time, if a road is already failing, then according to the consultant, there is no mitigation requirement to the
applicant, regardless of how many additional trips are being added to a failing segment. Given the size and significance of
each of these projects, and certainly their significance when considered together, the County should consider a plan for
true multi-modal mobility in this area, and charge the applicant for needed multi-modal improvements based on the
number of daily trips generated. This would give the County the policy flexibility to provide viable alternatives to
automobile travel, rather than undermining walking, transit and bicycling as possibilities in the (hopeless, by all available
evidence) pursuit of free flowing traffic.

Comment acknowledged. The County has prepared a proposal for the transit impacts associated with the two
Sites. The Transit Impact Report information will be reviewed and addressed as part of Miami-Dade County's
request to elaborate further on transit proposed for the Sites as part of the updated report.

Miami Lakes Comment No. 4: Much of the discussion at Friday’s meeting centered around the possibility of bringing
new transit infrastructure directly into the development(s). Are plans/designs for any road or other right-of-way
improvements (i.e. 170" Street, 186" Street, etc.) being developed in a way that will accommodate this possibility?

Just to clarify, there was no stated commitment regarding adding transit "infrastructure™ in the form of light rail
transit or similar exclusive transit corridor operations to the two Sites at this time. There was discussions about
the potential for future consideration of transit infrastructure similar to what is in place at Mall of America where
LRT has been in place for some time. Since there are no planned or programmed alignments to work from at this
time, further details or considerations of right-of-ways are premature at this stage. Following the original
response to comments, coordination was made with Town of Miami Lakes staff to review the need to include the
extension of Miramar Pkwy from its existing termini to Pembrooke. The Town provided copies of its Capital
Improvement Plan which shows that partial funding has been committed through 2021. Since the complete
funding has not been established, the decision was made not to include the project as a cost feasible project
through communication with the Town of Miami Lakes staff.
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Stillings, Noel (RER)

From: Silva, Eric B. <ebsilva@miramarfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 9:40 AM

To: ‘Charlotte Davidson'

Cc: Vempala, Bissy; Stillings, Noel (RER); Zuniga, Salvador E.

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP
Amendment Applications

Attachments: DevActivity_Oct16.pdf

Charlotte,

Attached is more information on approved projects.
Let me know if you have any questions.

Eric

Eric Silva, AICP

Director | Community & Economic Development Department City of Miramar | 2200 Civic Center Place
0:954.602.3274 | F: 954.602.3776 | ebsilva@miramarfl.gov

Hours: M - Th., 7am - 6pm, F - Closed | www.miramarfl.gov It's Right Here In Miramar. And So Are You!

Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from City officials regarding
city business are public records, and are available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail communications,
including your email address, may therefore be subject to public disclosure. This message, together with any
attachments, is intended only for the addressee. It may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential and
exempt from public disclosure. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the City of Miramar immediately by
return e-mail.

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 1:47 PM

To: Silva, Eric B.

Cc: Vempala, Bissy

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment Applications

Eric,

| appreciate you clarifying. We will not include it as an improvement in our analyses for neither 2020 nor 2040.
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Thanks,
Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212

E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Silva, Eric B. [mailto:ebsilva@miramarfl.gov]

Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 1:26 PM

To: 'Charlotte Davidson'; Vempala, Bissy

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment Applications

Charlotte,

The improvement cannot be added to the list. It is not fully funded. The entire cost is around $30 million.

Eric

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 9:11 AM

To: Vempala, Bissy; Silva, Eric B.

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment Applications

Eric and Bissy,
Thank you for following up on the Miramar Parkway Extension project. With construction listed in your CIP through year
2021, we will add it as a

2021-2040 roadway improvement project.

Much appreciated,
Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.

LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205



Facsimile: (407) 249-2212
E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Vempala, Bissy [mailto:bjvempala@miramarfl.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 7:37 AM

To: Silva, Eric B.; 'Charlotte Davidson'

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDOMP Amendment Applications

Attached please find our CIP sheet for the Miramar Parkway Extension to US 27, approved by the City Commission.

From: Silva, Eric B.

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 7:05 PM

To: 'Charlotte Davidson'

Cc: Vempala, Bissy

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment Applications

Charlotte,
The improvement is not programed until 2031.

Eric

From: Charlotte Davidson [mailto:cnd@Ice-fl.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2016 2:24 PM

To: Silva, Eric B.

Subject: RE: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDMP Amendment Applications

Eric,

We have reviewed the Broward adopted TIP and do not see the Miramar Parkway Extension (Comment No. 3 from your
September 12, 20106 email). Also, the project does not appear to be included in the Miramar's current Capital
Improvement Program. If we are to add the project for the purposes of the ADM and the Graham CDMP TIA analyses,
we need formal documentation that it is funded in an approved plan. Do you have any information that you can share
with us in order for us to add it? | may have missed the project when reviewing the various plans or perhaps there is a
draft version of the CIP that you are comfortable sharing with us.

Much appreciated,

Charlotte

Charlotte N. Davidson, P.E.



LEFTWICH CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
12151 Science Drive, Suite 101

Orlando, Florida 32826

Telephone: (407) 281-8100, ext. 205
Facsimile: (407) 249-2212

E-mail: CND@Ice-fl.com

From: Silva, Eric B. [mailto:ebsilva@miramarfl.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 12, 2016 4:41 PM

To: 'Mark R. Woerner (mwoerner@miamidade.gov)’'

Cc: Gunn, Kathleen; Moore, J. Michael; Millan, Luisa M.; Vempala, Bissy; Zuniga, Salvador E.; 'JSESODIA@broward.org';
'StuartG@browardmpo.org'; 'NVS@miamidade.gov'; Goldstein, Matthue; Stillings, Noel (RER) (stillin@miamidade.gov);
'CND@LCE-FL.COM'

Subject: Miramar Comments on American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDOMP Amendment Applications

Mark,

Please find attached the City's comments on the American Dream Mall and Graham Properties CDOMP amendment
applications.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Eric

Eric Silva, AICP

Director | Community & Economic Development Department City of Miramar

2200 Civic Center Place

0:954.602.3274 | F: 954.602.3776 | ebsilva@miramarfl.gov

Hours: M - Th., 7am - 6pm, F - Closed | www.miramarfl.gov It's Right Here In Miramar. And So Are You!

Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from City officials regarding
city business are public records, and are available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail communications,
including your email address, may therefore be subject to public disclosure. This message, together with any
attachments, is intended only for the addressee. It may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential and
exempt from public disclosure. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the City of Miramar immediately by
return e-mail.
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APPLICATION #5: INTERNATIONAL ATLANTIC, LLC (AMERICAN DREAM MIAMI)

Project Location: East of the HEFT and west of I-75 between NW 170 Street and the intersection
of I-75 and HEFT

Size of Property: +194.48 Gross Acres / +169.77 Net Acres

Requested Amendments:

1. Re-designate the application site on the Land Use Map:
From: “Industrial and Office”
To: “Business and Office”

2. Delete the 0.45 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limitation on 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 land
within 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).

Existing Transit 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 Application No. 5 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). Table 1-1 indicates the existing service frequencies for existing bus
routes in the area.
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Table1-1

Metrobus Route Service Summary
May 2016 CDMP Amendment Application #5

Service Headways (in minutes) Proximity to

Route(s) Peak Off-Peak  Eveni Bus Stop Proximityto Bus ~ Type of
e rea venings i . Route (miles) ~ Service
(AMPM)  (middays)  (after 8pm) Overnight ~ Saturday ~ Sunday (miles)

54 50 60 n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 L
73 30 40 60 n/a 60 60 2.1 2.1 L
95

Golden Glades 35 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 21 2.1 E
99 60 60 60 n/a 40 40 2.1 2.1 L
183 24 40 50 n/a 40 48 0.77 0.74 L
267

Ludlam Limited 24 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 F/E
286 48 48 n/a n/a 48 n/a 2.1 2.1 L

North Pointe Circulator

Notes: L means Metrobus local route service
F means Metrobus feeder service to Metrorail
E means Express or Limited-Stop Metrobus service

Sources: Metrobus Route Headways, December 2015 as presented in Appendix A2 of the Draft 2016 Transit Development Plan (TDP)

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 (see Figure 1). The combined employment and resident
population of the proposed development is 14,800 (within the 0.30 sq. mile application site), which
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exceeds the 10,000 combined employment and resident population per sq. mile threshold
stipulated in Policy MT-1A. The applicant has not proffered any public 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 5 existing Metrobus routes to serve the application site. The extension
of 5 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. Table 1-2 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 public transit
improvements; therefore Application No. 5 does not meet the adopted Transit Level of Service
Standard as stipulated in Policy MT-1A.

Table 1-2 **
Annual Cost of Existing Metrobus Route Extensions: Application No. 5 - American Dream Miami
Annual Operations and . .
. . . Capital Cost of Additional Buses
Route Maintenance Cost of Route | Additional Buses Required .
. Required*
Extensions

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: $3,153,000 8 $3,600,000

*Cost assumes purchase of 40 foot-standard diesel buses

**Information presented is calculated based on existing cost factors and assumes existing transit service levels
will be maintained

Source : Department of Transportation and Pubic Works, Service Planning and Scheduling Division, January 2016

Transit Mitigation:

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
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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 |-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 |-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 |-
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.

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.
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Florida Department of Transportation’s (FDOT’s) |-75 Multi-Modal Master Plan, from SR
826/Gratigny Parkway to |-595/Sawgrass Expressway which was completed in 2006 and
revaluated in 2013, recommended a park-and-ride lot at the |-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. (See attached FDOT Work Program Screen
FM#420669-1). 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. Table 1-3
lists the project completion date and project costs associated with the |-75 Park-and-Ride Lot
(American Dream Station - North).

Table 1-3
FDOT I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot Project (American Dream Station — North)
May 2016 CDMP_Amendment Application #5

Route/Transit Center | Improvement Implementation Annual Capital Cost

Description Year Operational Cost

I-75 Park-and-Ride Construct new park- | Late 2018 $100,000* $5,000,000

Lot and-ride facility with (Approximately)
(American Dream approximately 350
Station - North) parking spaces to

support new express
bus service
connection.

*It is anticipated that DPTW 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)

DTPW’s 2016 TDP annual update serves as the agency’s strategic planning 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 Table 1-4 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.

Table 1-4
Unfunded Transit Improvements (Vision Projects)
May 2016 CDMP Amendment Application #5

Route/Transit Improvement Implementation Annual Capital Cost

Center Description Year Operational Cost

American Dream — | Express bus service | TBD $4,692,000 $15,200,000 —
MIC Express from American 16 Standard
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Dream Stations to
MIC

(40’) buses
required

[-75/Gratigny
Express

Express bus service
from American
Dream Stations to
Miami-Dade College
North Campus
(Sharks North
Station)

TBD

$2,639,000

$8,550,000 — 9
Standard (40°)
buses required

NW Miami-Dade
Express*™*

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

$1,458,000

*TBD — 8 Buses
required

Florida Turnpike
Express
(North)

Route will provide
express bus service
from the FIU Panther
Station to the
American Dream
Stations. This route
will operate all day
with 20 minute
headways.

TBD

$2,220,826

*TBD — 4 Buses
required

Okeechobee Link

Proposed rail project
providing a premium
transit connection
between the MIC
and American Dream
Miami Project (as
proposed in the
South Florida
Regional
Transportation
Authority (SFRTA)
Miami-Dade County
Rail Opportunities
Report, April 2015)

TBD

TBD

$325,000,000

American Dream
South Station

Construct Transit
Center within
American Dream
Mall site with bus
bays, passenger
waiting areas, bus
operator comfort
station, ticket
vending and other
associated transit
amenities.

TBD

$30,000

$2,000,000

*Bus model to be determined; Spare bus ratio is 20%
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**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 2 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.

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
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
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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.

APPLICATION #6: THE GRAHAM PROPERTIES

Project Location: East of the HEFT and west of I-75 between NW 170 and NW 180 Streets

Size of Property: +339 Gross Acres/+323.6 Net Acres

Requested Amendments:

1. Re-designate the application site on the Land Use Map:

From: Parcel A: “Industrial and Office” (329 acres) and
Parcel B: “Business and Office” (10 acres)

To:  “Business and Office” and “Employment Center”

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

Existing Transit Service

There is no direct transit service in the immediate vicinity of the application site. The closest
transit service is provided by Metrobus Route 54 at the intersection of NW 170 Street and NW 82
Avenue and is located over one mile to the east of the application site. Table 2-1 indicates the
existing service frequency for Route 54 as well as other routes that could potentially be extended
to serve the application site.

Municipal transit service is provided by the Miami Lakes Moover which operates along a segment
of NW 170 Street just east of NW 87 Avenue and is located approximately 0.87 miles from the
application site (1.21 miles to the nearest stop). The Miami Lakes Moover operates Monday
through Friday during peak morning (6:00-10:00AM) and peak evening (2:15-7:00PM) travel
periods circulating every 35-40 minutes.
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Table 2-1

Metrobus Route Service Summary
May 2016 CDMP Amendment Application #6

Service Headways (in minutes)

Route(s) Poak Of-Peak  Eveni Pézxsmé'ttg;o Proximity to Bus ~ Type of
eal -Fea venings ; : Route (miles) Service
(AMPM)  (middays) (after 8om) Overnight ~ Saturday Sunday (miles)
54 50 60 n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 L
73 30 40 60 n/a 60 60 21 2.1 L
95
Golden Glades 35 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2.1 2.1 E
99 60 60 60 n/a 40 40 21 2.1 L
183 24 40 50 n/a 40 48 0.77 0.74 L
267
Ludlam Limited 24 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.77 0.74 F/E
286 48 48 n/a n/a 48 n/a 2.1 2.1 L

North Pointe Circulator

Notes: L means Metrobus local route service
F means Metrobus feeder service to Metrorail
E means Express or Limited-Stop Metrobus service

Sources:  Metrobus Route Headways, December 2015 as presented in Appendix A2 of the Draft 2016 Transit Development Plan (TDP)

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 17,533 (within the 0.53 sq. mile application site), which exceeds the
10,000 combined employment and resident population per sqg. mile threshold stipulated in Policy
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MT-1A. The applicant has not proffered any transit improvements; therefore, Application No. 6
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 5 existing Metrobus routes to serve the application site. The extension
of 5 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. Table 2-2 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 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. 6 does not meet the adopted Transit Level of Service Standard as
stipulated in Policy MT-1A.

Table 2-2 **
Annual Cost of Existing Metrobus Route Extensions: Application No. 6 - Graham Properties
Annual Operations and . .
. . . Capital Cost of Additional Buses
Route Maintenance Cost of Route Additional Buses Required .
. Required*
Extensions

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: $3,153,000 8 $3,600,000

*Cost assumes purchase of 40 foot-standard diesel buses

**Information presented is calculated based on existing cost factors and assumes existing transit service levels
will be maintained

Source : Department of Transportation and Pubic Works, Service Planning and Scheduling Division, January 2016

Transit Mitigation:

DTPW recognizes that FDOT has funded the I-75 Park-and-Ride Lot (American Dream Station -
North) which is to be constructed on FDOT-owned property (Folio# 30-2004-000-0042) located
north of the mall site (Application No. 5) 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 is located approximately 1 mile north of Application No. 6.
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Therefore, 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 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 1-75.

Future Conditions for the Immediate Area:

Funded Transit Improvements

Application No. 6 encompasses a large tract of land (339 Gross Acres) and if approved will consist
of a combination of residential, retail, office and industrial uses. Application No. 5 (American
Dream Miami) project will be the largest self-contained shopping/entertainment experience in the
United States and will be located immediately north of Application No. 6. With two developments
of such magnitude located in such close proximity to one another, careful consideration should
be given to planning of future transit service to connect both sites to the County’s existing transit
network as a means of mitigating traffic impacts associated with future development of both sites.

The 2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) does not list any transit improvement
projects within the immediate vicinity of the site.

The draft 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.

Table 2-3
Unfunded Transit Improvements (Vision Projects)
May 2016 CDMP _Amendment Application #6

Route/Transit Improvement Implementation Annual Capital Cost
Center Description Year Operational Cost
American Dream — | Express bus service | TBD $4,692,000 $15,200,000 —
MIC Express from American 16 Standard
Dream Stations to (40’) buses
MIC required
I-75/Gratigny Express bus service | TBD $2,639,000 $8,550,000 — 9
Express from American Standard (40°)
Dream Stations to buses required

Miami-Dade College
North Campus
(Sharks North

Station)
NW Miami-Dade Route will provide TBD $1,458,000 *TBD — 8 Buses
Express*™* express bus service required

from the American
Dream Stations to
the Palmetto
Metrorail Station.
Headways will be 10
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minutes during peak

hours.
Florida Turnpike Route will provide TBD $2,220,826 *TBD — 4 Buses
Express express bus service required
(North)** from the FIU Panther

Station to the
American Dream
Stations. This route
will operate all day
with 20 minute
headways.

Okeechobee Link | Proposed rail project | TBD TBD $325,000,000
providing a premium
transit connection
between the MIC
and American Dream
Miami Project (as
proposed in the
South Florida
Regional
Transportation
Authority (SFRTA)
Miami-Dade County
Rail Opportunities
Report, April 2015)

American Dream Construct Transit TBD $30,000 $2,000,000
South Station Center within
American Dream
Mall site with bus
bays, passenger
waiting areas, bus
operator comfort
station, ticket
vending and other
associated transit
amenities.

*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 2 mile distance;
the estimated operating and capital costs of the proposed new express bus routes and new park-
and-ride facility are associated with this application.

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 applicant will “construct or cause to be constructed a northbound and southbound Transit
Stop with Shelters to be located along NW 102 Avenue.”
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As previously mentioned, the application 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 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 the mall’s 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. It is anticipated, that future residents and employees generated by the proposed
development will have other travel needs. Given the lack of funds to extend existing Metrobus
Routes and/or implement new express bus routes to serve the application site 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 future residents living in the proposed
residential development as well as future employees of the retail and business park tenants 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.

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 proposed residential, retail and business park project with the County’s transit
network.

APPLICATION NO. 7: KENDALL ASSOCIATES I, LLLP

Project Location: 9400 SW 130 Avenue

Size of Property: 168.13 +/- acres

Requested Amendments:

1. Redesignation of the property from “Parks and Recreation” to “Low-Medium Density
Residential (6-13 dwelling units per gross acre)”

2. A text amendment is requested on page I-52, “Parks and Recreation” in the Land Use
Element of the CDMP
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3. Release of the Declaration of Restrictions recorded in Official Records Book 5891 at Page
633 of the Public Records of Miami-Dade County, Florida

4. Acceptance of the applicant’s proffered Declaration of Restrictions limiting density of the
Property to a maximum of 8 dwelling units per acre

Existing Service:

The area surrounding Application No. 7 is served by Metrobus Routes 88, 104, 137 and 288. The
existing service frequencies are provided in Table 7-1.

Table 7-1

Metrobus Route Service Summary
May 2016 Amendment Application No. 7

Service Headways (in minutes) Proximity to

Proximity to Bus ~ Type of

Route(s) Peak Off-Peak  Evenings Bus Stop i i
; . Route (miles) Service
(AM/PM)  (middays) (8om) Overnight ~ Saturday Sunday (miles)

88 20 30 30 N/A 30 30 0.18 0.18 L
137 30 45 60 N/A 40 45 0.42 0.42 L
104 24 45 60 N/A 60 60 0.23 0.23 L
288 12 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.18 0.18 FIE

Notes: L= Local Service, E=Express/Limited Stop Service, F=Feeder service to Metrorail
*Metrobus Route Headways, December 2015 as presented in Appendix A2 of the Draft 2016 Transit Development Plan (TDP)

In February 2016, DTPW deployed Transit Signal Priority (TSP) along Kendall Drive in order to
optimize bus operations along the Kendall Corridor.

Future Conditions for the Immediate Area:

The draft 2016 Transit Development Plan (TDP) proposes the following improvements to the
Kendall Corridor.
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Table 7-2

Metrobus Recommended Service Improvements
May 2016 Amendment Application No. 7

Project Name Project Description

Kendall Park & Ride at SW 127 | Construct park-and-ride facility along SW 88 Street (Kendall Drive) and SW 127 Avenue.
Avenue Project is funded and scheduled for completion in 2017.

Implement full Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) with dedicated bus lanes along SW 88 Street

Kendall Corridor (Kendall BRT) |\ 4ail Drive). This project is funded for a PD&E Study only (partially funded).

*MPO Resolution No. 31-15 amended the the TIP to delete selected Enhanced Bus Service Projects and reallocate said funds to three new
projects as follows: "Implementation of Bus Rapid Transit along NW 27 Avenue, Flagler Street, and Kendall Drive Transit Corridors. MPO
Resolution No. 01-15 prioritized this corridor to be evaluated in a Project Development and Environmental Study (PD&E) Study for the
implementation of premium transit.

Major Transit Projects:

Kendall Corridor
On February, 19, 2015, the Miami-Dade MPO Governing Board directed that the Kendall Corridor

be implemented in an expedited manner assuming full Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) as the transit
modal technology, pursuant to MPO Resolution No. 01-15. FDOT is currently in the process of
selecting a consultant to study the implementation of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service and
infrastructure along SR 94/SW 88th Street/Kendall Drive from the West Kendall Transit Terminal
at SW 162nd Avenue to the Dadeland North Metrorail Station. The primary study objective is to
evaluate the implementation of a cost-effective, high-ridership BRT system within the Kendall
Corridor that is to be part of an overall interconnected premium transit network. It is anticipated
that FDOT will select a qualified consultant by the second quarter of 2016.

In September 2015, the MPO Governing Board adopted Resolution Number 31-15, which
amended the FY 2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to delete selected Enhanced
Bus Service Projects and reallocate said funds to three new projects as follows: “Implementation
of Bus Rapid Transit along NW 27th Avenue, Flagler Street, and Kendall Drive Transit Corridors.”
Therefore, the Kendall Enhanced Bus Service Project is no longer being pursued.

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has initiated a study to evaluate BRT and LRT
along the Kendall Corridor with the objective of implementing a cost-effective, high-ridership rapid
transit system that will be part of an overall interconnected rapid transit network. The County
seeks to build upon the results of this study and pursue Federal New or Small Starts funds to
ensure rapid transit connections between West Kendall and the Dadeland Area.

In February 2016, the MPO Governing Board adopted Resolution Number 06-16, unanimously
approving a policy to set as highest priority the advancement of Rapid Transit Corridors and transit
supportive projects in Miami-Dade County.

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
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funding for project development and environment study for six priority corridors, one of which is
the Kendall Corridor.

Application Impacts in the Traffic Analysis Zone:

In TAZ #1257 where Application #7 is sought, if granted, the expected transit impact produced by
this application can be accommodated with the existing transit service levels.
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Figure 1. November 2015 CDMP Amendment Applications No. 1 & 2
Transit Concurrency Level of Serivce Analysis: Route Spacing and Fequency
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Figure 2: Existing Metrobus Route Extensions
American Dream Miami & Graham Properties
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Figure 3: Unfunded Transit Impovements
American Dream Miami & Graham Properties
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