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Finding of Necessity
City of South Miami Study Area

Executive Summary

The establishment of a redeve[opment aréa requires an oﬁlcral finding of necessity for rede-
velopment by the City and acceptance by Dade County. A fmdrng of necessity for redevelop-
ment is based on the existence of conditions tound m a. community as deecnbed in Ftor;da
Statute: Communaty Redevelopment Act of 1869, Chapter 163, Part. ilt

Upon review and assessment of the study area and apphcanon ot appropriate criteria set
forth in the Statute, the proposed City of South Miaml CAA was found to have a combination
of conditions that require a need for redevelopment The foltowrng condttlons were applicable
in the study area:. .

. Bmldmg Detenoratron A iarge number of structures were found to be in either major or
minor detertoratlng condition. These structures are scattered throughout the study area.

. Stte Detenoratson and Defrcrencres Slte detenorat:en and deficiencies were prevalent
in the form ot broken glass, broken pavement in streets and sidewalks, overgrown
.. weeds in vacant Jots and existing structures, abandoned foundations from demohshed
" buildings, deterroratmg tences and garbage & debns elther in the front yards or back
allies; . .. :

- Unsanitary Conditions. Unsanitary conditions include abandoned cars, furniture and
fixtures, accumutatlon of trash and debrls broken gtass environmental hazards i.e.,
septlc tanks, grease traps at auto repa:r flber glass & pamtmg shops. Air quality. &
waste water are concems in a some blocks. '

- Dramage Defncrencxes Drainage deficiencies were observed during rainy days of the
external window shield field study. Several blocks showed signs of ﬂoodrng whereby
water was standing on the streets and 31dewatks - SR :

DlverSity of Ownership Diversity of ownership was found in several blocks where
. _buﬂdlngs or parcels were owned by ﬁve Or more entrties per biock.

| Age of Structures There are severat blocks where the age of the structures on average are
40 years of more. Several additional structures ranging between 30t0 39 yearsin age

Propenrny Maintenance Code Violations. Viofation of property maintenance standards

lead to substandard conditions arising in the buildings and inhibits investments in the
-area for redeveiopment.
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Non- Conformmg Structures Size of Units. Several blocks were identified where the o
srze of a umt to rts iot srze drd rroi meet me minimum code requrrements

- Non Conformmg Structures Parkmg Requrrements Non conformrng parkmg arrange-
ments were. fdentrfaed in blocks where off- street parking does not meet minimum code
standards as weli as where. streets are too narrow for parked: cars and two-way traffrc

. ",Closed Burldmgs Closed burldrngs indicate obsolescence and stagnant econom:c
._ growth Ten oulldrngs were found to be closed or boarded up in the study ared.

Coe , Vacant Lots ‘Vacant iols denote non-producttve use of land ina commumty whrph
leads to blighting conditions i.e., unsamtary condrtrons breedmg ground for crime, and
4 imits the tax revenues: to the city.

. lnadequate Street Layout. Several blocks have streets that are not wrde enough to
malntam two-way traffic: ﬂow anci several blocks do not have adequate street parking.

. High'(_)rime Rates: .Grand thefi, _robbe_ry,_ burgiary, auto thett, auto burglary; battery_‘
homicide, and sex offenses are prévalent in the study area. High crime rates reflecta
lack of adherence to the law and public safety. This inhibits redevelopmeént initiatives.

Based on the facts stated in this report the Crtys governmg body may reasonably request a
delegation of authority from Dade County under the Commumty Redevelopment Act of 1969,

Chapter 163, Part Ill. and may make an oﬁrcral fmding that a redevelopment area rs neces-
sary in the study area.

"~ ‘Methodology |
Study Area

The initial study area was defined by the City back in 1__986. Throughout this ten year period it
- has remained in the community development comprehensive plan of both the City and Dade -
County The botindaries are shown in Exhibit A; Key Map Proposed Boundary for a commu-
nity reinvestment area (CRA), City of South Miami .
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Field Survey

The study area was re\newed and. assessed by consuitants and City staff durmg February
through April of 1896. The. consultant examined bunldmgs from the e:-rtenor Notatuens were ‘
made on a work sheet when buildings showed signs of deterioration, Three' classifications were
‘used to-describe building deterioration: major deterioration, minor deterioration, or dilapidated. -
Aiso, this window shield survey by the consultant mcluded checkmg the study area for other. ’
conditions such as deterioration of site, unsanitary condmons dramage deﬂmencxes {noted ;
during rainy days,) and other blighting conditions as stated in this report. The primary days of
the field survey were March Oth, 14th and 21st. The City’ S Busldmg and Zorning staff reviewed
the building/parcel analysis of the consuitant and confirmed the findings and made recom- ‘
mendations as to dilapidated structures that may need L) be demolished. -

Public Records

Other information was obtained from the City or Dade County | reeords which. mcluded the
18990 and 1995 real property tax rolls, property and rnamtenance code violation records,
police crime data: City of South Miami Evaluation and Appralsai Fleport and the. City of South
Miami's Comprehehsive Plan. These records were used to obtain data on: property and
maintenance code violations, drainage deficiencies, unsamtary conditions, diversity of owner-
ship, age of structures, non- conformmg structures, vacant lots, madequate streets and htgh
crime rates in the area,

C—ompila!ion' of Data

Data obtained in the field and from City records and reports were assembiedinto a spread~
sheet format. The block by block data include the following: number-of bmidmgslparce!s per
block, number and percent of buildings showing detenoratuon (major and minor), presence of
site deficiencies, presence of unsanitary conditions, presence of. dralnage defrmencnes diver-
szty of ownership, -average age of buildings, number of blocks having buildings.in non—compl:—
ance with building and zoning codes (size of unit to lot, parking), number of closed buiidings,
vacant lots, property and maintenance code violations, and crimé rates as reported by the
police department. The detailed block by block data is shown in Exhibit B: Conditions Survey.
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Criteria

Each block was assessed as to whether it did or did not meet the criteria estab!sshed relatzve
to bhghtmg conci:trons as stated in the Florida Statute Chapter 163.335. Frndmgs and
deciaratrons of necessrty and 163. 340 Defrnltlons They are hsted below '

1.

10.
11
12.

13

‘ Bu;ldrng detenora’uon of 20% or mcre (Standards for bu:ldmg deterroratron are stated
in the buddmg detenoration secnon of this report) '

Presenge of s_ite dererioration or ,deficiencies.’ i

Presence of unsanitary conditions.

Drainage Deficiencies.

Diversity of Ownership:

Average -a_ge of .Strtrctu,-r;—es: 40 plus years.

«‘:Aﬂ'k,)'

Property Maintenance Code Violations.
Presence of noh—_._Conforming Structures. Size of Unit to Lot size.
Presence of non-Conforming Structures. Parking Requirements

Presence of closed buildings.

_Presence of vacantlots. ..

| -,Pre.sarrce.. qf.i.hadeduaite s,tréer. .a'yo‘m;. |

Hrgh cr;me rates in these categones grand theft, robbery burg!ary, auto theft auto
burglary battery, homzcrde and sex oﬁenses
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Determmatton of Need

Each block was reviewed and an assessment made asto whether i mdtwduauy met the. test
- of either (a) detersoratzon or {b) atleast3 of the other bhghtmg criteria. Please note the foliow-
N mg examples: - S :

1. Elght of the nine buildings in B!ock #13 show s;gns of detenoranon a rate of 88%

2. - Block'#11 did not show busldmg detenorat:on but |t can be ciassn‘ied as bhghted on the .
- - pasis- 6f the nine conditions it did meet i.e.; drainage deficiency, diversity of ownership,
- viotation of property maintenance code, madequate street layout, grand theft, robbery
2 burglary, auto theft, and battery. Do = -

Mapping

To assist with clarifying the resuits of the study relative to the extent of blight and the: .
interrelationships of the conditions, a sequence of 18 maps were prepared, each depicting
the distribution of one of the criteria. The first map shows the blocks that met the building -
deterioration {(more than 20% per block) criteria. The second shows those blocks meeting
the unsanitary conditions criteria and the remainder follow the spreadsheet listing of criteria.

Proposed Boundaries

Usually, the boundaries of a study area for a proposed comymunity redevelopment area

includes a number of blocks which have been found to.meet the blight criteria outhned in
. Florida Statute Chapter 163, Part {ll. Howeéver, other biocks within the surrounding area -
are generally considered a part of the redevelopment.area. necessary to. the objectwe of

a ‘.;ehmmatmg bllght even though they -are not blighted :ndlwdually

The blocks that do not individuaily meet the blight criteria but are necessary to foster develop-
-~ - ment initiatives that eliminate bhght in ad;acent blocks are lnciuded for several reasons. .
i Seme are-isted below: I : :

1. Blocks that do not. meet bllght cnterla :ndmduaiiy may be affected by one or more .
- conditions and the correction of such could enhance the economic heaith of the bitghted
area. An example is the need for parking facilities to accommodate the businesses in

the surrounding areas of blocks 48 and 49 as well.as 10 provide parkmg for the busi--
- nesses in blocks 48 and 49. The success of the _redevelopm,ent_ initiatives in. block. 49

is necessary to the economic well being of the adjacent blighted area of blocks 1
through 48. '

-~
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2. A functional relationship may exist between blocks not meeting blight criteria and the
] adjacent blighted area being considered. For example, linking the businesses and
~activities that are downtown and in the business district with business and activities in
' the blighted area represented in‘blocks 1 through 49 is reasonabie in-grder to address

the high crime in the northwestern, central, and southern parts of the study. area as well as

the surroundmg nenghborhoods

3. Hedevelopment funds may be needed 1o eliminate def:cnencnes in blocks not meetmg
) blight criteria in order to corrector stabilize conditions in the blighted area. Examples
include, drainage:deficiencies; traffic flow deficiencies, and environmental hazards. .
' However, these same problems exist inthe study. area and redevelepment funds will
e need tD be used in these affected bilocks as wel[ : :

BUILDING DETERIORATION

An exteriof- {window shield) buiiding condition survey was conducted by the consuitant dunng
- February through Apral ef 1996 Buddmgs were classified in four categones

1. Sound condition
2. Minor deterioration
3. Major deterioration
4. Dilapidated

Buildings classified as showing minor deterioration may have fauity reofing, siding, windows,
doors, porches, awnings, drain spouts. etc.. Those with extensive damage 1o any of the
above eiements or having a combination of such conditions are classified in the major deteri-
oration category Buudlngs with-doors, awmngs ‘windows, siding, fences, steps ‘porches;-

roofs, and other elements falling apart as well as broken or no foundations can be classified
as d;tapldateﬁ

Burldlng'-detenaration‘ is prevalent in 3 large portion of the buildings in the study area. Exhibit |
in the addendum taken from the City’s EAR closeout repon indicates the blighted areds in the
City (1,2,3). Ali three are within the study area. The overall rate of deterioration in thé study
area shows 59% of all buildings in that condition. Out of 710 buildings/parcels, 335 - minor,

B6 - ma}or and 32 - dilapidated. Thirtythree of the blocks or 67% of the study area is affect-
ed. It should note that block 4§ is being cited as more than 20% deteriorated because of its
cUrrent condition atthe time of the slum and blight study. The map marked Figure 1 shows
the results of the study alorig with the conditions survey marked Exhibit B.

/8.
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SITE DETERIORATIDN

Site deterioration and deﬂc:enmes were found in' th;rty seven of the blocks in the study area’

or 76% of all blocks in the study area. Site deterioration and deftmenc;es consist of broken. . ‘ o
pavement and sidewalks, overgrown weeds and grass, broken giass and debris, abandoned F
cars and furniture, broken fences, and abandoned foundations from demo!tshed bunldlngs

See the Flgure 2 map whzch mdacates the applicable blocks :

UNSANlTARY- comnm‘dns .

Unsamtary condttlons mciude accumuiatmn of trash and debns broken glass abandened
carsfAurniture, overcrowdmg and env:ronmental hazards. caused by the prevalence of septlc
tanks, grease traps at auto repair, fiber glass, and painting shops. Air quality and waste
water are concerns in a few blocks of the study area. Cvercrowding was sited as a problem
in the South.Miami Target area profile prepared by the Research Division of Metropalitan
Dade County Planning Department, May 1993, {Exhibit | Page 15). This profile states that
abtout 20% of the occupied units in the target area (the same geographic area as the study
area here) contained more than one person per reom, the standard measure of overcrowd-
ing. This was slightly higher than the 18 percent in the county as a whole. Renter occupied

. units were somewhat more likely to be crowded, with 21% having more than one person per
room. This was lower than the county's 26% of -rental units. The City’s EAR states that the -
sanitary sewers serve-over. one-th;rd of the City’s land area. The remaining two- thlrds of the
City is served by on-site septlc tank systems The report indicates- that this is an eventuai
unsanitary condition for the Clty Most of the proposed CRA area is served by sanitary sewer
but many of the homes in the: served area are yettobe connected to the coflection system.
Also, appmxamateiy nne-ﬂfth of tha proposed CRA area. it not served 1i.is a matter. of reglonai_'
policy to ehm:nate the'use-of sep’ac tanks on lots smalier than one acre Therefore most of

- the residential lots in Somh Mlami sheuld be served by sanitary sewers (See Exhibit 1V for
-the documentation-about samtary servers in the City). Thirty-seven of the blocks in the study o
area show signs of: ‘unsanitary cond:tlons This is 71% of the study area. See Flgure 3 map
which shows the affected areas '

30
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DRAINAGE DEFICIENCIES

Drainage deficiencies were identified during the consultants field survey in the months of
February. through April of 1996 Parts of the study area, were prowded with french drains and .
catch basins but there is stilf a substantral amount of water that resides in the sdrea durlng
heavy rains. Blocks 2—16 19-26, and 36- 40 show signs of standmg water oneither the' side- -
walks or streets or both. Block grant funds have been atiocated to comrect a'few of these
blocks.(See Exhibit V). Due mostly to the lack of the City's drainage data, the exlstmg com-

- prehensive plan identifies a need for a comprehensive drainage engineering study to be done
to determined the capacity and the existing leveis of service for the City's dralnage facrlmes
Twenty-nine. of the blocks in the study area are affected whichis 59% of all blocks m the '
study area. See F‘—“lgure 4 map wh1ch mdlcates the varlous blocks ' o :

mvensmr oF owneasmp N

Dwersrty ol ownershlp 1S consxdered to be a deterrent to the redevelopment process. A large
number of diverse owners makes it difficult for developers or other interested parties to - '
‘@ssemble land for redevelopment purposes. Thirty-eight or 78% of the blocks in the study
area have diverse ownership patterns. The consultant considered only those blocks which -
had five or more different owners of buildings/parcels on an individual block. it should be -
noted that some of the blocks (20-26 & 31-33) consist of single family dwellings with long
term owners and would not necessarlly be candidates for redevelopment naedmg a change of
ownershrp See Flgure 5 map deplct:ng the data as discussed.

AGE OF STRUCTUBES

) The btocks w:th an average age. of 40 years or more were identified as well as those with
ages between 30-39 years Twenty blocks or 41 % of the study area have’ burldrngs with an -
rage of 0 years, or over Thls 18 a substant!al number See Figure 6 map with thls snfermatlon

PROPERTY '_MAiNTEN'ANcE‘CODE VlOLATlONS -

Violation of praperly malntenance requirements lead to substandard conditions and endan-
gers the life and property of those in the dwellings. Twenty-nine or 59% of the blocks in the
study area have dwellings or parcels that o not meet the standards set fofth by the City. This
information was obtained from the City’s property maintenance code viofations list which cited
1,020 complaints agairist property owners in the target area from January 1995 to December
1995, Figure 7 shows those blocks.

>3
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| NON-CDNFDRM!NG STRUCTURES: SIZE OF UNITS

Non- conforrnmg umt size 1o iot size was ldentmed in those blocks where dwelling units did
not meet the minimum code standards set by the City. Fifteen of the blocks in the study area
or 33% mclude dwelhngs units wh:ch are non- conformmg to the current City cedes Figure 8-
map shows the apphcable blocks : :

.:NDN CONFORMING STRUCTURES PARKING REQUIRED

Non—conformmg parkmg facnlmes or the lack thereof were identified in block areas where off-

~ street parking avallable for some buiidings does not meet mmxmum Cxty code standards As -

' stated in‘the proposed boundary discussion, parkmg in severai areas of the study area isniot
g prov:dad where needed. Blocks 2-G, 12-16, 30, 36-40, 48 & 49 all have parkmg needs. Inthe
study area, 20 blocks or 41% of the blocks include buildings that are non- corrformmg to park-
ing requurements set forth by the City's zoning codes. This is the consultants observatlon
based on a window sheltd survey. Figure 9. map shows the blocks where parkzng reqwre—
ments are not bemg met. :

CLD.SED -BUILD'}N.GSAND -VACANT LC):TS '

Closed butldmgs 1ndrcate obsoiescence and economic stagnation. In the study area 8 biocks
or 16% of the blocks include vacant and or boarded-up buildings. Based onthe fxeid survey

conducted by the consuitant and information obtained from the City staff, a Iotal ot buuldmgs.

were found to be closed.

ground for cnme unsanitary condmons and other SOCial ilis. Twenty~seven blocks or 55% of
all blocks in the study area inciuded vacant lots. The field survey conducted by the consultant
and information obtained from the City staff confirmed these fmdlngs '

The iocatlon ef those blocks w:th elther closed bualdmgs or vacant Iots or both is shown on
-the Flgure 10 map attached.. ' '
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INADEQUATE STREET LAYOUT

Several biocks within the study area have streets that are not wnde enough to mamta:n two—

- way traffic flow and parking (Blocks 3-17). Some do not have adequate’ park:ng space. to s

“meet the minimum zoning code reqwrements set forth by the City. Narrow roads-and streets

do not allow for parking on the street and the lots in these areas do not have enough square o '_

footage to accommodate off street parking.Also the streets in blocks 37,38,39,40 & 48 teed

into major streets or highways that are not’ condumve to adequate traffrc flow. Twenty-two

" blocks or 45% of ‘the total biocks i the study area mclude streets with- madequate width-to
accommodate trafnc flow and: parkmg reqmrements Exhlblt B: {oondmons survey) |nd|cates i

the biocks affected by the madequate street !ayom ) -

4

H!GH CRIME RATES

High crime rates demonstrate a lack of adherehce to the law and public safety that deters
continued economic development in an area Information on eight types of crime was provsd—

ed by the City's Police Department. The teport includes crimes committed during the period of o
January 1, 1984 through November : 12th 1995 They are: Grand theft, robbery, burglary auto

theft, auto burgiary, battery, homicide, ‘and sex offenses. A discussion of each will follow:
"The City's Report for 1994 & 1995 mdzoates that the study area has a higher level of crime in
certain categories than other parts of the City (See Exhibit Vil). Forty-five incidents of crime

were reported in the Bakery Center area’ dunng the tlme period of January 1, 1995 through
June 5, 1996 | S ‘

Grand Theft

Twenty-seven of the biooks m the study area or55% of the total biocks 1nc£ude S
dwellings affected by grand theft A h:gh percentage of the grand thefts occurred in the: central

and southern part of the study area. Flgure i map shows the b!ocks where grend theft was:
. committed over a two year penod ‘ -

‘Robbery

The second h:ghest number of blocks affected by crime in the study area mciuded
those where robberies were committed. Thmy two blocks or 65% of all total blocks in- the
study area include. robberies. commltted over a two-year period. Sixty-seven percentof. the
102 robberies commltted in the Clty in 1894 and 50% of the 75 robberies committed in the

City in 1995 were in the study area. Figure 12 map sndrcates the blocks where robberies were
committed over a two year period.
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Burglary - .
 The highest number of blocks affected by crime include those where burglarres were -
committed. Thirty-six blocks or 73% of all blocks in the study area were subjected- to burglar- -

ies. Forty-six percent or 256 burglaries comm:tted in 1994 and 34% or 292 burgfanes commrt-_f | L
ted in 1995 were committed in the targeted area Fxgure 13 shows the blocks where burgiar- L

ies were comm:tted over a two year penod

Auto Thett ' A SRR
Auto theft is prevaient throughout the study area. Twenty—one of the blocks or 43% of
the total blocks in the study area.include those where auto theft was. commrtted Frgure 1 4
indicates where auto theft was committed over a two year penod
4
Auto Burglary - ' :
Auto burglaries were commrtted proportlonaliy througheut the study area. Twenty— _
seven blocks or 55% of the total study area include blocks where auto burglanes were com—
mitted over a two year perrod Frgure 15 map shows the wide spread cenditron

Battery and Assaults : : ~

The third highest number of blogks affected by cnme mclude those where aggravated
batteries and assaults were committed. Thirty-one of the blocks or 63% of the total study
area include blocks where aggravated batteries and assaults were commrtted over a two year
period. Figure 16 map shows: Ihe btocks aﬁected by these crimes. ‘

‘Homicides : :
The only murders in the C:ty in 1994 {2 murders) and 1995 {1 murder) were oemmztted
in the study area. Three blocks or 1% ‘of the total study area rnclude blocks where murders

were committed over a two year pened Flgure 17 tndzcatea the biocks where these murders
occurred. : . _ _ RN :

Sex Offenses : : R
The only sexuai battenes in 1994 (3 sexual oﬁ‘enses) and 1995 [3 sexual oﬁenses)
were in the study area. Four blocks or 1% of the total study area rnclude blocks: where sexual

offenses were committed over a two year penod Flgure 18 shows the biocks: where these
sexual offenses were commltted : - : :

33 -
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' CONCLUSION
Basis for Finding of Necessity.

The necessity for redevelopment in the. proposed study area is reiated to the substan—
- tial indication that blight exist in the area. Throughout this- report, ‘shown on the: maps and
condition survey, blight criteria was examined and related back to those conditions that were
found in the study area. The blight criteria which parallels the conditions found in the area
inciude building detenoration within 59% of the study area; site deterioration and defrc:rency
within 76% of the study area; unsanitary conditions within 76% of the study area; drainagé

_ deficiencies w:thm 59% of the study area; diversity of ownershrp within 78% of- the study area
- age of structurés with 40 plus years within 41% of the- study area; violation of the property
méintenance code within 57%. of the study area; non- conformrng unit size 10 lot size within .
33% of the study drea; non-conforming parking within 55% of the study area; closed buildings
within 16% of the study area; vacant lots within 55% of the study area; and high crime rates
which include: grand theft - 55%, robberies - 65%, burglary - 73%, auto theft - 43%, -auto bur-
glaries - 55%, batteries - 63%, homicides - 1%, and sexual offenses - 1%. This xrrformatron

was gathered from both field observationr and review/assessment of public records & reports

from the City « of South Mramr or Dade County, documented inthis report and in the Addendum

Blight Determination
The study area was exammed such that each block was classrried as meeting of not
meeting the blight criteria. To meet the blight criteria, a- pamcular block must have either (a)
building deterioration or site deterioration of 20% or more, or (b) at least have three of the fol—
lowing blight condrtions ‘unsanitary conditions; drainage defsc:ency, diversity of ownershrp
structures with on age of 40 years or more violation of pmperty maintenance codes; non-
- conforming unit size to lot size; non- conformmg parking closed burldrngs vacant lois; and

high crime rates for grand theﬂ robbery, burglary auto-meft auto burglary banery, homlcrde B

. and sexual offenses
The condrtrbn survey shows the: blocks that meet 20% detenoratlon and/or at least -

three other blight cntena test. ‘Forty-six of the blor:ks inthe survey area meet the above men- - '

tioned test. This constltutes 95% of all blocks {46 out of 49 blocks in the study area). Most
‘blocks (42) met miore than one par of the test

- '\w;\»/»"' .
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Extent of Bhght :

In order to. explarn ancl vrsuahze the extent of blight found in the study area as it reiates :
to the birght criteria set forth by the Community’ Redeveiopment Act of 1989, Chapter 163,
Part Hl, a sequence of. maps were prepared (Flgure {1 through 18). Each map shows the
hiocks affected by-one of the 18 criteria depicted in the conditions survey. For exampie
Figure 5 shows the 38 blocks that ‘met the crrterra for drversrty of ownership (5 or more own-
ers per block). : ’

The conditions survey grid {Exhibit B)isa composue of all conditions tound wrthrn the

area. On the average each block inthe study area was aﬁected by 10.2 drﬁerent bhghtmg '
' ndmons Thrs indrcates that bhght Is substantrai and prevalent in the stucig,rr area
Proposed Boundary R : ,

- The eastern boundary (Red Road) isa sectron dine stieet as well as the eastem
boundary of the ¢ity. The western (SW 62nd ‘Avenue) and southern boundaries (Sunset Drive)
are also section-fine or half-section stfeets. The northern boundary does extend at the west-
ern portion.of the area to SW 62nd Street, which is not a section tine street. However, this
varranon OCCUTS to lnclude several of the Czty $.most severally blighted resrdentral biocks

“Within the deﬂned boundares, 46 of the 49 b!ocks included evrdence of at least three
bighting conditions, inclusive of blocks 48 and 49. In all cases, there is a distinctly diffetent
andr‘or berter qualaty to the areas on the other side of the proposed boundary. Htustratrvely

. As stated above Hed Road is the eastern bouradary of the City of South Miami, how-
ever, even if not, the area on its eastern side is distinctly different, consisting of the Unrversrty
property and 10 the nortn of that hzgh value resrdantral the streets of whach are now: blecked
off:for through-fraffic. - _
. The eastern srde of SW Ean Avenue rs charactenzed with resrdennai uses north of
69th Street. In contrast, commercial development is permitted along the frontage on the west
* side. Further, the character of the residential development behind that commercial frontage is
_distinctly different than on the east side of the Avenue, involving larger units on farger lots.
Finally while the homes in the first biock or so west of 62nd are in some cases shabby, the
area becomes increasingly well- kept and attractwe as you move westwardly toward 67th
Avenue.
* The area along the south side of Sunset west of US.1,1s drstrnctly different from that -

" on the north side including institutional uses (City Hall and the Library) and higher quality
medical and commerciat structures.

/> -
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_the north side. However, several of the most significant blighting conditions on ‘the north side

~ do not exist on the south side. Specifically, the parklng jots-south of the Sunset Drive frontage :
. provide for adequate parking and the street. layout is bas;cai%y consistent. with the general’

area’s normal grid pattern, with no situations. such as that at SW- 58th Avenue ‘and 718t

 Street: ‘Planning in Dade County has hlstoncaiiy used section- fing and half section-tine: streets

as the boundaries for planning because they are cons:dered the backbone of the County s
street layout. '

JUS. s, w;th:n the County S orgamzatlonal structure, an-exceptional street which does

: 'not conform with the basic layout of thie County. Its alignment creates -a:number of awkward

situations as blocks 37,38,39,40 and 48 prove. Further, the City of South Miami considers the

rdad a negative force, dividing the City in a way that may have been a gonfributing factor to -
the blighting of the areas to the northwest of it because of the separation it Created between :
~ that area and the rest of the City, including the central business district Successful redevelop-
" ment of the proposed area has a better prospect for success If the C:ty IS oonsﬂered ina
more vnified way, emanatmg out of its.central business district :

Hed Road funcnons at a. Eeve! of sennce be!ow that recommended for Dade County
 Efforts to revitalize the areas of the proposed redevelopment ared north of U.S. 1 that front on..
“or which are generally adjacent to Red Road wilt obviously impact that artery, with the proper:
- ties immediately south of U.S. 1 feehng the fxrst level of :mpact Accordmgly the-area should
be planned in a unified way . L

~ The proposed o_oundaries are congruent with those of the South Miami Target area
which was established over ten years ago and continuously updated by Metro-Dade Oifice of
- Community & Economic Development. Accordingly, precedent exists for con31denng the
defined area as a planning unit..Further, it will be administratively easier to continue 1o do so,
. ensuing that money's coming into the area through the CBDG program as well as fiom TIF
.. and.other sources are used with maximum efhcnency and benefit, the objectlve of both the
-~ __:proposed CRA and Dade County s Off:ce of Commumty Development S

East of U.S. 1, the nature of use on the south side of Sunset is consistent with that on
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of South Miam:

City Conditions Survey, May 1996 |
- ! ; ! i _ - , l
i B | [ DeteriSite [Unsn iDrain|DiverjAge | Viol - INon-Con Stir 1
L g iBuildg Deter more [Det &iCond iDefic |OwnelStrucMain iLot _{Park |CloselVaca] -
. |Blocx Bldgs;MajoriMinoriDe | 20%!Defi ISi/BlSi/Bliby Bl |40 + [Code jto Un|Requ|Bldg {Lots -
26: 20 gl X X Ix  x Ix X X 1
27 20! HE | % :
28 Senio;Housing
29" 27 27 . e X :
30 N 4 3l 2lx kx Ix x o x x  ix 1
31! 16 1 3l 1x x  Ix X X x X
32: 32| 32 x x |x T x ' ]
33. 12 1 1 1x X X i X 12
~ 341Shop [Center X N
3s| 115] | 115 . 1 X , b
s 47 8l 3 o Ix lx X Ix X 3}
37) " -4 2 ' X x  ix X . X '
38" 14 11} X x  ix ix X % X
3g’ 2] 1 x x Ix X ix X ! X
40 8 9! X X X x  |x x| X N
£1i 14 1t X ¥ N T : T4
420 13 1] x T " . TS
43" 12| 2 3| x x x I ix |x X 1 ]
44 8 o ' X Ix '
45 16 2 x  ix x x x O fx 2
46, 9 11 - 3 X x x ' fx 1 2|
47| 5 Cix x
48, 18 B x x X x x X - .
49 4 3 | Ix  x x | R i 21
N Lo R .
Total | t | | | :
|Block 23! 40{ 121 331 377 37| 29| 3B 20| 28| 161 20[ 8 27|
_ 3 - i % : . .
Aver.: i
% of | , )
Block’ 24%]| 67%% 76%] 76%1 59%| 76%] 41%| 57%! 33%{41%] 16%| 55%
. i g
|Total® 1
BIo/E 710! 86] 335, 32 B 78
b {
: | | _
Note:. 1 Qut of the 710 buildings/parcels 412 or 59% are in deierii:raling‘l condiilion. -
- [ | l i ! | | |
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|City of South Miami: Conditions Survey, May 1996 | | I
' | e T | :
| _ High ICdme Locat]ions i Num. |Deler
IIinadeiGrand . lAuto AUt I Sex |Cond|&@least
{Block:Stree | Theft IRobb IBurg [Theft iBurg [Batte [Homi iOffeniin Blk3 others Block
b i b |- |-
26! ) x % * 1x 11 26}
271 x  Ix X % jx |x Bl - | 27
28! b4 x x x X % 7 | 28
28 Ix x X Ix. lx Bx 7 .29
x  x jx 0 Ix X X 15 - 30
31jx x  x x X . |x X 14 31]
32 X x . Jx x x  Ix 8 32}
33} x  |x x | Ix X . 12 33
34 dx 7 ix x Jx x . lx T 34
35 X  Ix X . |x X x 7 .35
36 o oix x x Ix X% - 13 1 =36
37 % x Jx X % : 11| © a7
L L L e T T R At 1 38)
39tx X b i T x 5 ] { ) g 9 T 2g) :: ‘
40ix L e vk dxE ' ~10f o} 4o
41 x X -o1x i ix X al A
42 x 6 | 42
A3 x ix X x 9 43
44ix . |x ix b3 x o lx 8 44
45(x x X x  ix 'S 12| - | 45}
46 x x x X X kR © 48!
47 x x . X X X 7 47
48|x  Ix x lx . x x x 13 48
dglx X x ix X x X X 12 49
-
Total | - _ | :
Block: 221 271 320 38| 21| 271 31 3l 4 46
i T ]
Aver.| .
% of B B R
Block 45%| 55%} 65%| 7. %|-43%| 55%| 63% 1%| 1%
46 of the 49 biocks in the study area meet at {east three other bligh! criteria.
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