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INTRODUCTION 
 
The primary purpose of this report is to present information, which is used to evaluate 
the adequacy of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) in 
accommodating desired or anticipated community growth and development.  In addition, 
this information will be used to evaluate applications requesting amendments to the 
Adopted 2015 and the 2025 Land Use Plan (LUP) map.  A countywide analysis of 
environmental conditions; land use patterns; supply and demand for residential, 
commercial, and industrial lands, and those services, which relate most directly to land 
development, is provided.  They include roadways, mass transit, water and sewer 
service, parks and recreation, schools, and fire and rescue protection; also included, are 
descriptions of the methods of analysis typically used by the Department of Planning 
and Zoning (DP&Z) in evaluating amendment applications. 
 
 

Growth Management 
 
Miami-Dade's Comprehensive Development Master Plan is a metropolitan guide for 
growth management.  The Plan is countywide in scale and comprehensive in scope.  It 
establishes the County's policy framework within which specific development decisions 
are made daily.  Among its key growth management objectives, the CDMP seeks to 
ensure that physical expansion of the urban area is managed to occur 1) at a rate 
commensurate with projected population and economic growth; 2) in a contiguous 
pattern centered around a network of high-intensity activity centers well-connected by 
multimodal intra-urban transportation facilities; and 3) in locations which optimize 
efficiency in public service delivery and conservation of valuable natural resources.  The 
state’s comprehensive planning laws and the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South 
Florida encourage the foregoing objectives.  The State Comprehensive Plan is a policy 
plan containing goals and policies addressing a broad range of subjects, from social 
services to environmental protection.  It establishes common long-range direction for all 
state, regional and local governments so that they will not be working at cross-
purposes.  Chapter 9J-5 of the Florida Administrative Code establishes minimum criteria 
for the contents of local comprehensive plans adopted pursuant to the Local 
Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act (Chapter 
163, Part II, Florida Statutes).  The adopted Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South 
Florida establishes policy direction by way of regional goal and policy statements which 
are derived from the State Comprehensive Plan but relate more specifically to South 
Florida's conditions and circumstances.  
 
The state government reviews proposed and adopted local comprehensive plans for 
compliance with state law and policies.  The Florida Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA) also reviews, and may comment on, proposed amendments prior to adoption.  
Following local adoption, DCA will issue a notice finding compliance or non-compliance 
of the adopted amendments with state law and policies.  Challenges can be expected 
from DCA on amendments to a local Plan, which deviate from state law or adopted 
state, regional or County Plan policies. 
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Plan Implementation 
 
Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, provides that after a local government plan has been 
adopted, all development and development orders by governmental agencies shall be 
consistent with the plan (s 163.3194[1][a], F.S.).  In addition, Chapter 163 requires that 
each local government must adopt and enforce land development regulations that are 
consistent with and implement its adopted comprehensive plan (s 163.3202, F.S.).  At a 
minimum, all local governments must enforce regulations which: regulate the 
subdivision of land; regulate the use of land and water and ensure the compatibility of 
adjacent uses; provide for open space; provide for protection of potable water wellfields; 
regulate areas subject to seasonal and periodic flooding and provide for drainage and 
stormwater management; ensure the protection of environmentally sensitive lands; 
regulate signage; provide that public facilities and services meet or exceed the 
standards established in the comprehensive plan and are available when needed for the 
development, or that development orders and permits are conditioned on the availability 
of these public facilities and services; provide that development orders or permits shall 
not be issued which would result in a reduction in the level of services for the affected 
public facilities below the level of services provided in the comprehensive plan; and 
ensure safe and convenient on-site traffic flow, considering needed vehicle parking. 
 
The DCA is authorized to review a local government's development regulations to 
determine its compliance with these requirements.  Chapter 163 also provides that 
affected parties may challenge actions of local government, which are not consistent 
with the locally adopted plan or development regulations. 
 

 
Areas of Analysis 

 
To facilitate the evaluation of applications requesting amendments to the Land Use Plan 
(LUP) Map, Application Analysis areas are established.  The basic geographic unit used 
in many analyses conducted by the Department of Planning and Zoning is the minor 
statistical area (MSA) shown in Figure 1.  The MSA boundaries are based on census 
tracts, which are a component of the United States Census geography.  A MSA may 
contain one large census tract or an aggregation of census tracts.  The Department of 
Planning and Zoning established MSAs as planning areas to facilitate small-area 
analyses and to standardize areas for the development of statistical data and 
projections.  
 
In order to provide a broader picture than the MSA, larger planning areas called Tiers 
were established as standard analysis areas in the CDMP Land Use Element (October 
2006) (See Figure 2).  These two planning subareas - Tiers and MSAs - provide 
continuity in the analyses. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
  
A description of general environmental conditions is included within each respective 
review.  Environmental conditions addressed include the following: natural ground 
elevations, soils, drainage characteristics, County and federal flood criteria, stormwater 
management, County wellfield protection criteria, hurricane evacuation areas, wetlands, 
upland forests, endangered species and habitats, exotic pest plant and animal species, 
historical and archaeological resources, and other relevant issues or concerns.  
 
Several sources of information have been used in evaluating these Application 
Analyses.  These include the CDMP Conservation and Coastal Management Elements, 
U.S.D.A.; Natural Resources Conservation Service; Soil Survey of Dade County Area 
(1996); Miami-Dade County Public Works Department Topographical Maps (revised 
1954-56); Miami-Dade County Flood Criteria Maps (1995); Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
for Dade County, Florida (Mar. 1994); Wellfield Protection Areas (2001); Miami-Dade 
County Office of Emergency Management, Hurricane Evacuation Map (2002); and 
support data provided by the Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental 
Resources Management (DERM). DERM assisted in the evaluation of site conditions 
relative to County Code and other governmental requirements. 
 
Drainage and Flood Protection 
 
DERM reviews the proposed Applications for consistency with flood protection 
requirements contained in Chapter 24 of the Code of Miami-Dade County.  For each 
Application site, information on the natural ground elevation, flood criteria and the type 
of drainage required is presented for each Application in table form and further 
explained in narrative form if necessary. 
 
Types of soil and drainage characteristics are no longer listed for each site.  Standard 
practices in Miami-Dade County require organic soils to be removed prior to filling to 
meet County flood criteria, however, these conditions are addressed at the time of 
development.  Soils range from those that drain well, such as Dade sand, to those that 
drain very poorly, such as muck and clay.  Since Miami-Dade County has been 
developing for decades, much of the urban area has been previously filled.  This soil is 
referred to as Urban Land and has moderate drainage characteristics. 
 
Policy CON-5A of the Conservation, Aquifer Recharge, and Drainage Element of the 
adopted CDMP establishes the stormwater management level of service standards for 
Miami-Dade County, which contains both a flood protection and water quality 
component.  The minimum acceptable flood protection LOS standard is the protection 
from the degree of flooding that would result from duration of one day from a ten-year 
storm, with exceptions in previously developed canal basins, where additional 
development to this base standard would pose a risk to existing development.  Further, 
the lowest habitable floor of all structures must be elevated above the federal flood 
criteria described below. 
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In areas having drainage limitations where site conditions prevent on-site retention of 
the applicable design storm, a minimum of one inch of runoff must be retained on-site 
prior to discharge into surface waters.  For commercial and industrial land uses, site 
conditions should retain the applicable design storm, or a minimum of one inch of runoff 
or 2.5 inches times the percentage of the site's impervious area must be retained in 
either a dry retention or exfiltration trench before discharge into surface waters.  In 
addition, stormwater conveyance structures (e.g. catch basins) located in paved parking 
areas must be fitted with oil and grease interceptors prior to entering an exfiltration or 
infiltration system.  Other environmental requirements that may limit development of 
particular sites are outlined in the following paragraphs. 
 
Drainage Basins 
 
There are two types of hydrologic basins indicated in the environmental conditions 
summary tables.  These are canal drainage basins, such as C-2 (Snapper Creek 
Canal), and secondly, wetland basins such as the Bird Drive Basin.  Based upon 
information provided by the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD), the 
primary canal system generally drains the portions of the County that lie east of the 
Turnpike north of Kendall Drive, east of levee L-31N between Kendall and Eureka 
Drives, and south of Eureka Drive between L-31N and the Turnpike.  The remaining 
portions of the County receive little or no flood protection from the primary canal system. 
 
Areas generally north of Kendall Drive and west of the Florida Turnpike have drainage 
limitations and frequent flooding problems.  Therefore, the SFWMD and the County 
have established special fill criteria for certain basins in this region, such as the Western 
C-9 Basin, the Bird Drive Basin, the North Trail Basin, and Basin "B".  These basins 
serve to conserve water, recharge the aquifer, and mitigate impacts of floodwater 
loading on the canal systems. 
 
The 1995 federal flood criteria, which established 100-year base flood elevations for 
structures in Miami-Dade County, have been used to evaluate each Application site.  
These criteria are based on assumed land use patterns in the various basins that could 
be altered by CDMP amendments.  Federal flood criteria are used primarily for 
development and insurance purposes to protect property in flood-prone areas.  Special 
Flood Hazard Areas (zone series A and V) are those inundated by a 100-year flood.  
The Federal Flood AE or AH Zone designations indicate areas where base flood 
elevation has been determined.  Inundation to flood elevation can be expected in a 100-
year flood in the AE designated areas, and one to three feet of ponding can be 
expected in AH zones.  The V Zone indicates Coastal High Hazard Areas subject to 
high-velocity wave action.  Areas designated as X Zone are outside the 100-year flood 
zone but may be within the 500-year flood area.  Chapter 11C of the County Code 
regulates development within Special Flood Hazard Areas, including stricter regulations 
in Coastal High Hazard Areas. 
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Wellfield Protection Areas 
 
The locations of all existing water supply wellfields in Miami-Dade County and the 
protection areas around the wellfields are depicted in Figure 3 below.  For all wellfields, 
the Wellfield Protection Boundary is the 210-day groundwater travel distance from the 
wellheads, except around the Northwest (1), Hialeah-Preston group (which includes 
Hialeah-Preston and Miami Springs Upper and Lower Wellfields 2A-C), and the 
Alexander Orr complex (which includes Alexander Orr, Snapper Creek, Southwest and 
West Wellfields 5, 5A, 5B and 16).  Development restrictions are increasingly more 
stringent the closer the property to a wellfield. 
 
The current average-day pumpage wellfield protection area boundary for the Hialeah-
Preston group and the Alexander Orr complex is delineated by the 1.0-foot drawdown 
contour under daily average permitted pumping rates.  The maximum day boundary is 
also delineated by a 1.0-foot drawdown contour but under the maximum permitted 
pumping rate.  A drawdown is defined as the difference between the existing or 
projected water table elevation that occurs without the wellfield withdrawal, contrasted 
with the groundwater level, which occurs when the wellfield is pumping. 
 
The current protection area established for the County's West Wellfield is also shown on 
Figure 3 below.  That protection area boundary is delineated by the 0.1-foot drawdown 
contour.  The Northwest Wellfield Protection Area west of the Florida Turnpike 
Extension is delineated by the 0.25-foot drawdown contour.  A safety buffer has been 
established east of the Turnpike to ensure protection of Northwest Wellfield 
groundwater during drought periods.  
 
Table 1 below summarizes the land use restrictions and regulations that apply within all 
urban wellfield protection areas except the Northwest and the West Wellfield Protection 
Areas, which are subject to special protection regulations governing land use activities, 
outlined in Table 2 below.  
 
Wetlands and Upland Forests 
 
DERM delineates wetlands based on vegetation, soils, and hydrology consistent with 
the state methodology described in Chapter 62-340, Florida Administrative Code.  If 
there are native wetlands on site, preservation and mitigation criteria may also apply.  
As stated in the CDMP, Miami-Dade County has established policies to protect, restore, 
and enhance wetlands.  An environmental summary in each Application review 
indicated if the site is subject to wetland permit requirements.  
 
DERM also reviews each Application site for the presence of environmentally sensitive 
areas, protected specimen trees and/or Natural Forest Communities (NFC’s).  The 
Board of County Commissioners, per Resolution R-1764-84 and Ordinance 84-34, 
designated approximately 230 environmentally sensitive pinelands and hammocks 
totaling 3,645 acres in Miami-Dade County as NFC.  Of the total 3,645 acres of  
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Table 1 
 Urban Wellfields Land Use Restrictions and Prohibitions for New Construction 

PROTECTION ZONES  
ACTIVITY 100' 10 Day 30 Day 100 Day 210 Day Avg. Day Max.  Day

RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEWERS 

P 2.4 
Units/Acr

e 

4.6  
Units/Acr

e 

NR NR NR NR 

STRINGENT SEWER 
CONSTRUCTION 
CRITERIA 

Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. 

STORMWATER 
DISPOSAL 

P Infiltration 
Only 

Infiltration 
& 
seepage 
only 

Infiltration, seepage 
or over flow outfall 

NR NR 

ROCKMINING P P P 40 ft. max depth or 
30 day travel time 
buffer, land 
dedication, security 
required 

R NR 

RESIDENTIAL LAND 
USES SERVED BY 
SEPTIC TANKS 

P R R R R NR NR 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 
HANDLING HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

P P P P P R NR 

EXISTING USES 
HANDLING HAZ. MAT. 
MUST REDUCE RISK 
UPON EXPANSION 

Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. NR NR 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEPTIC 
TANKS 

P R R R R NR NR 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEWERS 

P R R NR NR NR NR 

UNDERGROUND 
STORAGE TANKS FOR 
HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

P P P P P R R 

PIPELINES 
TRANSPORTING 
HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

P P P P P P P 

LIQUID WASTE 
STORAGE, TREATMENT 
OR DISPOSAL METHODS 
OTHER THAN SEPTIC 
TANKS & PUBLIC 
SANITARY SEWERS 

P P P P P P NR 

RESOURCE RECOVERY 
AND MANAGEMENT 
FACILITIES 

P P P P P P P 

P=Prohibited   NR=Not Restricted    Req.=Required    R=Restricted 
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Table 2 
Northwest and West Wellfields Protection Area 

 Land Use Restrictions and Prohibitions for New Construction 

ACTIVITY PROTECTION ZONES 
 100' 10 Day 30 Day 100 Day 210 Day Max. Day 
RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEPTIC 
TANKS 

P R R R R NR 

RESIDENTIAL AND NON-
RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEWERS 

P 2.4/Acre 4.6/Acre NR NR NR 

STRINGENT SEWER 
CONSTRUCTION 
CRITERIA 

Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. 

STORMWATER DISPOSAL P Infiltration Infiltration 
& Seepage

Infiltration, seepage or 
overflow outfall 

NR 

ROCKMINING P P P 40 ft. max depth or 30 
day travel time buffer, 

land dedication, 
security required 

NR 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 
HANDLING HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

P P P P P P 

EXISTING USES 
HANDLING HAZ. MAT. 
MUST REDUCE RISK 
UPON EXPANSION 

Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. Req. 

BU-3 AND IU ZONING P P P P P P 
NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 
SERVED BY SEPTIC 
TANKS 

P P         P                P                 P                    P 
Excluding Rockmining & Ancillary Uses 

UNDERGROUND 
STORAGE TANKS FOR 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

P P P P P P 

PIPELINES 
TRANSPORTING 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

P P P P P P 

LIQUID WASTE STORAGE, 
TREATMENT OR 
DISPOSAL METHODS 
OTHER THAN SEPTIC 
TANKS & PUBLIC 
SANITARY SEWERS 

P P P P P P 

RESOURCE RECOVERY 
AND MANAGEMENT 
FACILITIES 

P P P P P P 

P=Prohibited   NR=Not Restricted    Req.=Required    R=Restricted 
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designated NFC’s, 2,192 acres have been purchased through the Environmentally 
Endangered Land (EEL) program. 
 
The EEL program was established in 1991 to preserve and protect environmentally 
valuable and endangered lands in Miami-Dade County.  The Miami-Dade County Tree 
and Forest Resources Protection Code regulates development in these areas and 
provides preservation standards for these forests during development.  A permit is 
required prior to the removal or relocation of any trees or understory vegetation in a 
NFC.  In addition, Chapter 25-B of the Code provides for the execution of a covenant to 
preserve and maintain privately owned parcels of NFC’s in their natural state in 
exchange for preferential tax treatment.  The Code also provides protection standards 
for Specimen Trees (trees which are 18 inches or greater in diameter) during 
development.  Regardless of whether a site contains a NFC or sensitive tree resources, 
a permit review by DERM is required prior to the removal or relocation of trees on any 
site.  Potential and controlled exotic pest plants are addressed through permitting, 
enforcement and public outreach programs administered by the DERM and Building 
Departments. 
 
On December 5, 1995, the Board of County Commissioners adopted a revised 
Landscape Ordinance as Chapter 18A of the County Code, and on February 6, 1996 
adopted a Landscape Manual, per Resolution R-90-96.  The Landscape Ordinance 
applies countywide to both unincorporated areas and municipalities.  All new 
development must meet the standards of this code.  The purpose of the Landscape 
Manual is to illustrate the standards adopted in the Ordinance and provide 
recommendations for landscaping, including xeriscaping with native species to conserve 
water and reduce the potential for invasive exotic plants to threaten natural areas.  
Prohibited and controlled exotic pest plants are addressed through the permitting 
process by the Department of Planning and Zoning. 
  
Historic and Archaeological Sites 
 
Miami-Dade County contains a significant number of historic and archaeological sites 
and zones under both municipal and County jurisdictions.  These sites and zones are 
identified for their significance and preserved when merited because they represent 
distinctive elements of the County’s cultural, social, economic, political, scientific, 
religious, prehistoric and architectural history.  The Miami-Dade County Office of 
Historic Preservation performs site reviews for historical and archaeological elements 
for properties located countywide.  Within the County, a number of properties containing 
exceptional historical and archaeological elements are designated by the County’s 
Historic Preservation Board for their unique attributes.  Once designated, County 
Ordinance 81-13 (Chapter 16A-1 et seq.), the Historic Preservation Ordinance, requires 
that Certificates to Dig and Certificates of Appropriateness are required prior to any site 
work.  Designated properties may also be eligible for certain local, state, or federal tax 
incentives for approved restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation work.  Federal grants 
may be available for certain designated sites.  
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Emergency Management 
 
South Florida, including Miami-Dade County, is highly vulnerable to severe tropical 
storms and hurricanes.  (See Figure 4 for Hurricane Evacuation Areas.)  Upon making 
landfall on August 24, 1992, Hurricane Andrew caused tremendous physical, emotional, 
and economic damage to Miami-Dade County.  In order to reduce risk to lives and 
property due in the future to major storms, the County reviews proposed development to 
determine if property lies within hurricane evacuation zones and storm surge areas.  
Proximity to evacuation routes is also noted for high-risk coastal areas. 
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EXISTING AND PLANNED LAND USE PATTERNS 
 

Among the considerations addressed in evaluating individual applications to amend the 
CDMP Land Use Plan (LUP) map are the relationships of the requested use to the 
immediate surroundings and to the broad area of the County in which the Application is 
located.  The relative merit of the requested use is also evaluated in comparison to the 
currently planned use. 
 
Each Application analysis contains appendices with additional information related to 
each site.  The appendices include a series of existing and future land use maps, aerial 
zoning maps, an amendment application filed, the Miami-Dade Public Schools analysis 
and the fiscal impact for sites.  Additional information may include any proposed 
declaration of restrictions submitted by the applicant, photos of the application site, or 
other information requested or supplied by the applicant, such as a traffic study.   
 
Population Projections 
 
Population projections are fundamental to the land needs analysis, both for the entire 
County and for subareas.  The population projections used in this analysis are those 
presented in the Adopted 2003 Evaluation and Appraisal Report, released in June 2003.  
These projections are used as the basis for projecting housing demand.  
 
Housing Projections 
 
The population projections were converted to housing demand projections by applying 
Census 2000 vacancy rates and household size figures to the projected population.  
The Census 2000 vacancy rates were left unchanged over time, but the household size 
figures were inflated slightly from 2.84 persons-per-household in 2000 to 2.9 persons-
per-household in 2030.  The projections show a sustained demand for housing through 
2025, ranging from about 12,372 dwelling units per year from 2003 through 2010, to 
11,182 a year in the 2020 to 2025 period.  
 
 

Residential Land 
 
The total residential capacity of the County is the sum of existing units in 2007 and an 
estimate of new units that can be built on vacant, residentially zoned, or designated 
land.  There was no attempt to estimate the redevelopment potential of inner city areas 
except for those areas in close proximity to transit stations along the Metrorail line and 
the South Dade Busway (four Urban Centers) or where municipal information was 
obtained.  There was no provision made for new capacity arising from the demolition of 
existing housing units. 
 
There are two components used to decide residential capacity.  The first component of 
residential capacity is year 2007 existing housing units.  This was derived from Census 
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2000 housing counts plus estimated new units constructed in the 2000 to 2007 period 
from the Property Appraiser’s Real Property File.  
 
The second component of residential capacity (the available capacity) is the estimate of 
the number of new housing units that can be built on vacant developable land within the 
Urban Development Boundary (UDB).  The available capacity figures from the 
Department’s land use file are a 2007 data set.  These figures were updated through 
July 2007 using the Real Time Development Data file, derived from impact fee payment 
records maintained by the Department.  The year 2007 available residential capacity 
within the Urban Development Boundary was 134,539 housing units after an allowance 
(3 percent) was made for land that will not be developed.  
 
Countywide Supply and Demand 
 
Table 3 below compares the projected demand and the supply of land for urban 
residential development countywide.  This is an aggregation of studies done in the 32 
Minor Statistical Areas (MSAs) across the County.  Gross capacity was reduced by 3 
percent to reflect the fact that even in mature urban residential areas in Miami-Dade 
County, approximately 3 percent of the land base typically remains undeveloped.  
 
It is important to note that the residential development capacity of vacant land within the 
Urban Development Boundary is not fixed.  It is established and reestablished by the 
planning and zoning activities of the County and municipal governments. 
 
The estimated countywide capacity in 2007 was 134,539 units.  The projected demand 
for housing is 12,372 units per year in the 2007 through 2010 period, 10,313 units per 
year in the 2010-2015, and about 11,180 units per year in the 2015-2025 period.  These 
figures reflect the projected net increase in units required.  New construction will be 
higher because housing will also be required to replace units that are demolished or 
converted to other uses.  These replacement units generally do not result in net 
increases of any significance, and it is assumed that these can be accommodated by 
redevelopment of currently developed land.  In the year 2019, the remaining residential 
capacity of vacant land within the current Urban Development Boundary is projected to 
be depleted.  The single-family supply is projected to be exhausted in 2012; the multi-
family beyond the year 2025.  The single-family capacity is smaller than the multi-family, 
and the projected demand for single-family units is much higher than that for multi-
family. 
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Table 3 
Residential Land Supply/Demand  

Miami-Dade County, 2007 to 2025: Countywide 

Analysis Done Separately For Each Type, 
I.E. No Shifting of Demand Between Single 
& Multi-Family Type 

 
 

Structure Type 
 Single-Family Multifamily Both Types 
Capacity in 2007 35,188 99,351 134,539 
Demand 2007-2010 6,805 5,567 12,372 
Capacity IN 2010 14,773 82,650 97,423 
Demand 2010-2015 5,658 4,655 10,313 
Capacity IN 2015 0 59,375 45,858 
Demand 2015-2020 6,198 4,982 11,180 
Capacity IN 2020 0 34,465 0 
Demand 2020-2025 6,910 4,272 11,182 
Capacity IN 2025 0 13,105 0 
Depletion Year 2012 >2025 2019 
Residential capacity is expressed in terms of housing units.  
Housing demand is an annual average figure based on population projections. 
Source:  Miami-Dade Department of Planning and Zoning, Planning Research Section, 2007. 

 
 
Supply and Demand Within Tiers of the County 
 
Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7 below present supply and demand data for 4 tiers and for the 
eastern and western portions of these areas.  These areas are called "Planning 
Analysis Tiers" and span the County from north to south -- North Miami-Dade, North-
Central, South-Central, and South Miami-Dade.  
 
In general, the undeveloped residential land supply patterns are similar to those seen in 
previous years.  It is important to note that for the purpose of the tier-specific 
supply/demand analyses, each tier is treated independently.  Thus, if the supply of a 
housing type is exhausted in a particular tier, it is not assumed that the demand will shift 
to another tier in the County.  It is not possible to project where housing demand might 
surge if the supply of land in a single tier is exhausted.  That is why it would appear that 
the remaining capacity for the sum of the individual tiers in the year 2025 is higher than 
the countywide figure. 
 
Table 4 below shows the North Tier has sufficient capacity to accommodate projected 
demand through the year 2014.  The single-family supply is projected to be exhausted 
during 2011, whereas the multifamily supply is projected to deplete during 2015.  The 
projected demand for housing is higher in the eastern half than the western half of the 
North Miami-Dade Tier where the residential capacity is also higher.  The residential 
capacity in the eastern half is projected to deplete by 2016.  In the western half, the 
projected depletion year is 2011. 
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Table 4  
Residential Land Supply/Demand  

North Miami-Dade Tier, 2007 to 2025 

Subtier 
Eastern Part Western Part -- MSA 3.1 North Miami-Dade Total 

Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both 

Analysis Done Separately 
for Each Type, i.e. No 
Shifting of Demand between 
Single & Multifamily Type Family Family Types Family Family Types Family Family Types 

Capacity in 2007 3,556 8,940 12,496 1,512 5,294 6,806 5,068 14,234 19,302 
Demand 2007-2010 525 1,317 1,842 666 887 1,553 1,191 2,204 3,395 

Capacity in 2010 
  

1,981 4,989 6,970 0 2,693 2,147 1,498 7,622 9,117 
Demand 2010-2015 310 740 1,050 491 654 1,145 801 1,294 2,195 
Capacity in 2015 431 1,289 1,720 0 0 0 0 1,394 176 
Demand 2015-2020 297 744 1,041 30 40 70 327 784 1,111 
Capacity in 2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Demand 2020-2025 11 28 39 0 0 0 11 28 39 
Capacity in 2025 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Depletion Year  2016 2016 2016 2009 2014 2011 2011 2015 2014 
Note: Residential capacity is expressed in terms of housing units as if January in each year.  Projected housing 

demand is an annual average figure derived from 2004 population projections. 
Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, 2007. 

 
 
Table 5 below shows the North Central Tier has sufficient capacity to accommodate 
projected demand beyond the year 2025.  The single-family supply is projected to be 
exhausted by 2011, whereas the multi-family supply is depleted beyond the year 2025.  
The projected demand for housing is higher in the eastern half than the western half of 
the North-Central Tier, nevertheless, the capacity in the eastern half is higher, and 
residential land supply is projected to last beyond 2025.  In the western half, the 
projected depletion year is beyond 2025. 
 
Table 6 below shows the South-Central Tier has sufficient capacity to accommodate 
projected demand through the year 2013.  The single-family supply is projected to be 
exhausted by 2009, whereas the multi-family supply is projected to deplete beyond 
2025.  The projected demand for housing is higher in the western half than the eastern 
half; the residential capacity in the western half is lower.  This capacity is projected to 
deplete by 2009.  In the eastern half, the projected depletion year is 2019. 
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Table 5  
Residential Land Supply/Demand 
North-Central Tier, 2007 to 2025 

Subtier 
Eastern Part Western Part -- MSA 3.2 North Central Total 

Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both 

Analysis Done Separately 
for Each Type, i.e. No 
Shifting of Demand between 
Single & Multifamily Type Family Family Types Family Family Types Family Family Types 

Capacity in 2007 3,038 35,620 30,658 775 9,330 10,105 3,813 44,950 48,763 
Demand 2007-2010 205 1,648 1,853 644 593 1,237 849 2,241 3,090 
Capacity in 2010 2,423 30,676 33,099 0 7,551 6,394 1,266 38,231 39,117 
Demand 2010-2015 231 1,618 1,849 505 464 969 736 2,082 2,818 
Capacity in 2015 1,268 22,586 23,854 0 5,231 1,549 0 27,817 25,403 
Demand 2015-2020 415 1,609 2,024 56 51 107 471 1,660 2,131 
Capacity in 2020 0 14,541 13,734 0 4,976 1,014 0 19,517 14,748 
Demand 2020-2025 769 1,439 2,208 0 0 0 769 1,439 2,208 
Capacity in 2025 0 7,346 2,694 0 4,976 1,014 0 12,322 3,708 
Depletion Year  2018 >2025 >2025 2008 >2025 >2025 2011 >2025 >2025 
Note: Residential capacity is expressed in terms of housing units as if January in each year.  Projected housing demand is an 

annual average figure derived from 2004 population projections. 
Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, 2007. 

 
 

Table 6  
Residential Land Supply/Demand 
South-Central Tier, 2007 to 2025 

Subtier 
East of Turnpike West of Turnpike South Central Total 

Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both 

Analysis Done Separately 
for Each Type, i.e. No 
Shifting of Demand between 
Single & Multifamily Type Family Family Types Family Family Types Family Family Types 

Capacity in 2007 1,894 16,237 18,111 3,089 3,126 6,215 4,563 19,363 24,326 
Demand 2007-2010 629 512 1,141 2,669 128 2,797 3,298 640 3,938 
Capacity in 2010 0 14,701 14,688 0 2,742 0 0 17,443 12,512 
Demand 2010-2015 613 546 1,159 1,896 91 1,987 2,509 637 3,146 

Capacity in 2015 0 11,971 8,893 0 
     

2,287 0 0 14,258 0 
Demand 2015-2020 844 1,234 2,078 501 23 524 1,345 1,257 2,602 
Capacity in 2020 0 5,801 0 0 2,172 0 0 7,973 0 
Demand 2020-2025 765 1,193 1,958 0 0 0 765 1,193 1,958 
Capacity in 2025 0 7,436 0 0 2,172 0 0 2,2008 0 
Depletion Year  2009 2024 2019 2008 >2025 2009 2009 >2025 2013 
Note: Residential capacity is expressed in terms of housing units as if January in each year.  Projected housing 

demand is an annual average figure derived from population projections. 
Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, 2007. 
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Table 7 below shows the South Tier has sufficient capacity to accommodate projected 
housing demand to the year 2019.  The large capacity for single-family units is projected 
to deplete in 2017, and multifamily capacity extends to beyond 2025.  The projected 
demand for housing increases from 1,949 units per year in the 2007-2010 period to 
about 6,977 units a year in the 2020 to 2025 period.  This is about 62 percent of the 
projected housing demand in the 2020 to 2025 period for the entire County and is a 
reflection of the availability of residential land for development in South Miami-Dade.  
Housing demand is higher in the eastern half than the western half of the South Dade 
Tier; also, residential capacity in the eastern half is larger than the western half. 
 
 

Table 7  
Residential Land Supply/Demand 

South Dade Tier, 2007 to 2025 

Subtier 
East of US-1 West of US-1 South Miami-Dade Total 

Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both Single Multi- Both 

Analysis Done Separately  
for Each Type, i.e. No  
Shifting of Demand between  
Single & Multifamily Type Family Family Types Family Family Types Family Family Types 

Capacity in 2007 13,792 19,701 33,493 7,562 1,103 8,655 21,344 20,804 42,148 
Demand 2007-2010 1,127 415 1,542 340 67 407 1,467 482 1,949 
Capacity in 2010 10,411 18,456 28,867 6,532 902 7,434 16,943 19,358 36,301 
Demand 2010-2015 1,212 466 1,678 400 76 476 1,612 542 2,154 
Capacity in 2015 4,351 16,126 20,477 4,532 522 5,054 8,883 16,618 25,531 
Demand 2015-2020 2,675 1,082 3,757 1,380 199 1,579 4,055 1,281 5,336 
Capacity in 2020 0 10,716 1,692 0 0 0 0 10,243 0 
Demand 2020-2025 3,440 1,376 4,816 1,925 236 2,161 5,365 1,612 6,977 
Capacity in 2025 0 3,836 0 0 0 0 0 2,183 0 
Depletion Year  2016 >2025 2020 2018 2017 2018 2017 >2025 2019 
Note: Residential capacity is expressed in terms of housing units as if January in each year.  Projected housing demand is 

an annual average figure derived from population projections. 
Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, 2007. 
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COMMERCIAL, OFFICE AND INDUSTRIAL LAND  
 
The Department’s most recent assessment of commercial and industrial land availability 
is presented below.  This will provide the reader with a picture of the existing land use 
character and development rates throughout the County for these types of uses. 
 
The adequacy of the Plan’s existing capacities to accommodate projected commercial 
and office development is evaluated both on a countywide basis, and for smaller areas 
of the County, namely the Planning Analysis Tiers and Minor Statistical Areas (MSAs).  
Absorption tables are presented for Commercial and Office and Industrial land. 

 
Projected Commercial and Industrial Land Supply and Demand 
 
The Research Section of the Department of Planning and Zoning has conducted an 
inventory (2007) of the supply, and assessed the use of land for industrial and 
commercial development in Miami-Dade County to determine whether it can sustain 
projected commercial and industrial demand through the years 2015 and 2025.  
Following are estimates and projections of commercial and industrial absorption in 
Miami-Dade County. 
 
Commercial Land 
 
The first step in deriving countywide control totals was to obtain existing commercial 
acreage, commercial employment, and total population for the years 1994, 1998, 2000, 
2001, and 2003.  Secondly, a linear regression was run with commercial acres being 
the dependent variable and commercial employment and population as the independent 
variable.  The regression coefficient was then applied to independently projected 
population and commercial employment to arrive at projected commercial land. 
 
The next step consisted in the allocation of projected countywide demand for 
commercial land to each MSA.  To obtain the MSA’s share of the countywide demand 
for commercial land, the following procedures were followed: The annual change in in-
use commercial land for the 1998-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2003, 2003-2005, 2005-2006, 
and 2006-2007 periods was calculated.  Then the average of these 6 periods, by MSA, 
was computed.  If the average was negative, the MSA’s share was put as zero.  Next, 
the growth in population from 2007 to 2025, for each MSA, was calculated.  The final 
step involved averaging the annual growth in commercial land and the population 
growth for each MSA.  This was done to better take into account the historical demand 
for commercial land and the projected growth in population by MSA and represents a 
refinement of the method as previously applied.  Lastly, the countywide demand was 
distributed proportionately to the MSA’s share of the total average growth (average of 
historical growth in “in-use” commercial land and projected population growth) for all 
MSAs.  The end result is an annual absorption rate for the 2003-2025 period. 
 
Table 8 below presents countywide projections of commercial land absorption.  For 
purposes of this analysis, the only vacant land considered to be commercial supply is 
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land that is specifically zoned for business, professional office, office park, or 
designated “Business and Office” on the CDMP Land Use Plan (LUP) map.  While 
vacant industrially zoned or designated land may be and often is used for commercial 
use, particularly office development but including retail uses such as hotels and 
restaurants, for purposes of this analysis none was included in the commercial land 
supply. 
 
The first four columns of Table 8 summarize the result of applying the method 
described.  Countywide, the 2,588.6 acres of vacant commercially zoned or designated 
land available in 2007 would be depleted in the year 2023, at the average annual 
absorption rate of 159.97 acres.  However, the projected depletion year varies from Tier 
to Tier.  Only the South-Central Tier will deplete its supply before 2014.  Individual 
MSAs reveal more variability.  MSAs 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 4.3, 5.2, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 6.1, 
and 7.6 all will have depleted their supply of commercial land before 2015.  At this point, 
it is necessary to point out that the projected year of depletion provides only one 
indication of the areas of the County where additional land for commercial use may be 
warranted.  However, it cannot be concluded that land for commercial use should 
automatically be added in the specific MSAs where the numbers indicate depletion 
before the year 2015.  Because of the dual purposes of commercial land use, the land 
allocation process and planning for future land availability are more complex than the 
case of residential or industrial land use. 
 
It is worth noting that by redeveloping or adding additional uses to existing sites, the 
existing supply would accommodate significant growth.  A second consideration is that 
some commercial uses are “population serving” and should be distributed throughout 
the community with consideration for convenience to the residential population, while 
some commercial uses can be categorized as “export” uses which may be better 
located in areas having good transportation access to larger areas, and where other 
similar or complementary uses can agglomerate into commercial or employment 
centers.  In this regard, “export” oriented commercial centers - like regional centers, 
industrial centers, and transportation facilities - can help give structure to the urban 
pattern and comprehensive planning should foster this. 
 
In an effort to gauge what is an appropriate amount of commercial land to be allocated 
to “population serving” commercial uses, the ratio of commercial acres per 1,000 
persons by MSA, Tier, and countywide was analyzed.  The final two columns of Table 8 
indicate commercial acres per 1,000 persons for each MSA, Tier and the countywide 
average.  The countywide ratio for 2015 is projected to be 6.1 acres per 1,000 persons 
declining to 5.4 per 1,000 persons by the year 2025 if no industrial land is used and no 
further supply is added.  While 6.1 acres per 1,000 persons is the County average, this 
includes regional centers, racetracks, commercial stadiums, and other such commercial 
uses.  If a local area registers a commercial land/population ratio below average, it does 
not necessarily indicate an undesirable condition.  However, those MSAs or Tiers 
showing ratios significantly below the Tier or Countywide ratio should warrant closer 
review to determine whether the commercial needs of the area’s population would be 
adequately met. 
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Table 8  
Projected Absorption of Commercial Land 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 2007-2025 

  
Tier and Minor 
Statistical Area 

Vacant 
Commercial  
Land 2007 

(Acres) 

Commercial Acres 
Acres in Use 

2007 
(Acres) 

Avg  Annual 
Absorption Rate 

2003-2025 
(Acres) 

Projected 
Year of 

Depletion 

Commercial Acres 
Per Thousand Persons 

2015               2025 
(Acres) 

 
North Tier       

1.1 2.3 67.4 0.63 2011 3.0 2.9 
2.1 68.6 1089.7 2.59 2025+ 6.3 6.1 
2.2 12.6 275.2 2.68 2012 5.4 5.3 
2.3 192.9 658.7 5.91 2025+ 9.4 9.1 
2.4 46.3 534.0 1.08 2025+ 6.7 6.4 
3.1 221.6 976.8 21.72 2017 4.6 4.6

Total 544.3 3601.8 34.61 2023 5.9 5.8 
       
North Central Tier       

1.3 7.4 256.8 1.10 2014 2.2 2.2 
3.2 313.5 1586.8 17.60 2025 11.3 11.1 
4.1 47.7 387.4 0.62 2025+ 4.9 4.7 
4.2 95.7 438.9 2.62 2025+ 6.4 5.3 
4.3 13.3 894.4 2.21 2013 7.2 6.7 
4.4 1.4 70.0 0.16 2016 4.3 4.1 
4.5 49.9 193.8 0.00 2025+ -- -- 
4.6 30.0 314.9 2.25 2020 6.4 5.4 
4.7 80.6 324.9 3.72 2025+ 7.1 6.0 
5.1 26.9 553.0 0.91 2025+ 4.4 4.3

            Total 666.4 5020.9 31.19 2025+ 6.7 6.3 
       
South-Central Tier       

1.2 0.0 94.4 0.14 2007 8.0 8.0 
5.2 18.5 239.7 3.37 2012 3.8 3.0 
5.3 17.7 616.5 1.95 2016 4.9 4.6 
5.4 6.8 576.4 1.94 2011 5.6 5.5 
5.5 12.8 557.9 3.01 2011 6.3 5.7 
5.6 1.5 227.6 0.74 2009 6.3 5.8 
5.7 15.9 260.5 0.81 2025+ 9.3 8.7 
5.8 18.1 113.2 2.26 2015 3.4 2.9 
6.1 51.8 512.2 14.49 2011 2.6 2.5 
6.2 169.7 545.9 16.85 2017 4.1 4.1

            Total 312.8 3744.3 45.56 2014 4.5 4.2 
       
South Tier       

7.1 110.3 321.8 7.46 2022 7.3 4.7 
7.2 61.1 205.4 6.02 2017 5.2 3.6 
7.3 194.3 208.4 3.32 2025+ 10.6 6.8 
7.4 326.6 312.8 16.92 2026 8.3 4.7 
7.5 372.8 441.4 12.76 2025+ 28.0 12.6 
7.6 0.0 1.3 2.13 2007 0.2 0.1

            Total 1,065.1 1,491.1 48.61 2025+ 9.7 5.7 
       

Grand Total 2,588.6 13,858.1 159.97 2023 6.1 5.4 
       
-- Insignificant population.      
Source: Miami-Dade Department of Planning & Zoning, Planning Division, Research Section, August 2007.  
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Where both measures – projected commercial land depletion year and the commercial 
acres per 1,000 population ratio – indicate a future need for additional commercial land, 
it is probable that this need will become apparent during the projection period if no 
additional land is designated on the LUP map for Commercial or Office use.  Thus, both 
the vacancy condition and the adequacy of the commercial land to population ratio need 
to be considered when determining locations where additional commercial land should 
or need not be added. 
 
Another factor that must be considered is the existence of vacant industrial land.  There 
has been a continuing pattern in which there is much crossover in the use of industrial 
land for commercial purposes.  In March 2005, the Research Section of the Planning 
and Zoning Department completed a study analyzing the demand and supply of vacant 
industrial land.  In the study, all vacant industrial land in 1994 was identified.  Next, 
these parcels were examined in 2003 to determine what actually occurred to them over 
this time period.  The data showed that 16.9 percent of all industrial designated vacant 
land was in industrial use nine years later, while 23 percent was in non-industrial uses 
and 60 percent remained vacant.  Even in those MSAs that experienced the highest 
growth in industrial land use, it was found that significant amount of the industrially 
designated land has been converted to non-industrial uses.  It is highly probable that as 
land for commercial and/or residential uses is depleted, the conversion of industrial land 
will also increase.1  An earlier study utilizing a sample of 5,600 acres and employing 
data going back to 1985 thru 2000 found that in the latter year, 39 percent of vacant 
industrial land was in industrial use or still designated for industry.  The other 61 percent 
was either changed to a designation other than industrial or actually put to another use. 
 
In addition to the traditional depletion analysis, a new procedure was added to analyze 
the adequacy of small-scale applications for commercial uses.  The procedure is what is 
commonly known as a Trade Area analysis.  It consists of drawing a radius (the size of 
the radius depends on the project’s size) around the proposed project and computing in-
use commercial acreage, and the vacant commercially zoned land inside its radius.  
 
Industrial Land 
 
Table 9 below presents countywide projections of industrial land absorption.  The first 
step in projecting Miami-Dade County’s future industrial land use was to develop control 
totals for countywide use of this type of land in each projection year.  Historical land use 
data for 1994, 1998, 2000, 2001, and 2003 was divided by relevant employment data to 
obtain acre per employee ratios for each year.  The average ratio was applied to 
industrial employment projections to obtain projected industrial land.  Using historical 
land use data, the share of industrial land was projected and applied to the total for 
each projection year. 
 

                                                      
1 Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, The Demand and Supply of 
Industrial Land in Miami-Dade County. (2005). Pg. 6 
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Before drawing conclusions from Table 9, the reader must consider the assumptions 
and methods used in developing the information presented, the high potential for cross-
over among the land uses which may occur on industrially designated land, and the 
spatial distribution of uses and sites in the area.  Much cross-over over can occur 
among business, office, and industrial uses, with commercial uses occurring in 
industrially designated land and, in particular, office developments occurring on land 
zoned or designated either for industrial use or for business use.   
 
It is inappropriate to draw conclusions regarding the adequacy or inadequacy of supply 
in any individual MSA solely from the information provided in Table 9, as well as the 
projected supply and demand in a single MSA; it is necessary to consider all types of 
land supply and also land in adjoining MSAs. 
 
In projecting future demand for industrial land, historical consumption data available for 
such land countywide and in each MSA were used.  On this basis, average 
consumption of industrial land during the periods 1998-2007, 2000-2007, 2001-2007, 
2003-2007, and 2006-2007 was used to project the annual absorption rate for the next 
eighteen years.  In MSAs where definitional or data compatibility issues are 
encountered, appropriate adjustments have been made.  The demand for industrial land 
conversion through 2025 was calculated reflecting the foregoing time period.  
 
Referring to Table 9, the situation with respect to industrial land supply/demand can be 
readily assessed.  In the North Tier, MSA 1.1 has no industrial land available, but it is 
not considered an industrial area.  Likewise, in the North-Central Tier, except for MSAs 
4.4 and 4.6, there appears to be no candidate for additional designations of industrial 
land.  The MSAs in the South-Central Tier mostly have small or no amounts of industrial 
land, and correspondingly low or no absorption rates.  In particular, MSA 1.2, 5.2, 5.3, 
5.4, 5.8, and 6.1 have no vacant industrial land available, but the areas exhibit very low 
absorption rates, Thus, except for MSAs 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 none indicate a need for 
increasing the current supply.  The large supply in MSA 6.2 can meet the needs in this 
Tier.  Similarly, no MSA in the South Tier, except 7.6, shows deficient industrial land, 
and this far western MSA is unique in that it is almost totally outside the Urban 
Development Boundary, and is not a good industrial location.  However, as mentioned 
in the section on commercial land, there is significant conversion of vacant industrially 
zoned land for other uses.  If this conversion continues to increase, the depletion of 
industrial land will take place earlier than the projected date of 2038.  
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Table 9  
Projected Absorption of Industrial Land 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 2007-2025 

Vacant Industrial Land Avg  Annual 
Industrial In Use Absorption Rate 

Land 2007 2007 2007-2025 
  

Tier and Minor 
Statistical Area (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) 

Projected 
Year of 

Depletion 
         North Tier     

1.1 0.0 0.0 0.00 -- 
2.1 1.8 324.8 0.00 2025+ 
2.2 0.0 159.6 0.16 2007 
2.3 99.3 45.3 2.55 2025+ 
2.4 95.6 1,462.5 9.27 2017 
3.1 4942 1,001.5 13.22 2025+ 

               Total 690.9 2,993.7 25.20 2025+ 
     
North Central Tier     

1.3 0.4 6.9 0.01 2025+ 
3.2 1,628.2 5,158.3 42.26 2025+ 
4.1 5.7 159.9 0.00 -- 
4.2 72.0 757.0 2.21 2025+ 
4.3 5.2 511.6 0.00 -- 
4.4 0.0 4.8 0.21 2007 
4.5 18.8 111.1 0.00 -- 
4.6 17.8 319.1 2.12 2015 
4.7 27.7 173.0 0.00 -- 
5.1 1.4 51.9 0.00 -- 

               Total 1,794.3 7,253.6 46.80 2025+ 
     
South-Central Tier     

1.2 0.0 0.0 0.00 -- 
5.2 0.0 6.0 0.00 -- 
5.3 23.5 67.0 0.00 -- 
5.4 4.8 130.1 0.00 -- 
5.5 0.0 101.0 1.00 2007 
5.6 0.6 13.8 0.22 2010 
5.7 0.0 2.1 0.08 2007 
5.8 1.8 18.0 0.00 -- 
6.1 0.0 0.0 0.00 -- 
6.2 237.6 549.2 26.91 2016 

               Total 268.3 887.2 28.21 2017 
     
South Tier     

7.1 2.8 24.1 0.00 -- 
7.2 155.3 271.3 6.05 2025+ 
7.3 62.2 130.7 1.95 2025+ 
7.4 130.9 26.8 0.78 2025+ 
7.5 339.6 119.1 2.84 2025+ 
7.6 0.0 0.0 0.00 -- 

               Total 690.8 572.0 11.62 2025+ 
    -- 

Grand Total 3,427.2 11,706.5 111.83 2038 
-- Insignificant Demand    
Source: Miami-Dade County, Department of Planning and Zoning, Planning Division,  
Research Section, August 2007. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES 
 
The public services addressed in this section of the report are roadways, transit, water 
and sewer, solid waste, fire and rescue, parks and schools.  Drainage is addressed in 
the Environmental Conditions and Considerations section of this report.  Each of the 
services has been evaluated for current and future conditions with the impact of filed 
CDMP amendment applications.  The time horizons for the assessment of future 
conditions vary somewhat among the different services because of the variability in 
planning time frames used by the service agencies in their functional planning and 
programming of capital improvements.  Each CDMP amendment Application was 
evaluated for the possible impact on the various services as compared with the impact 
of the currently planned use of the site, or the adequacy of existing and future service 
levels in meeting the demand generated by the application. 
 
In accordance with state requirements, the CDMP now includes level of service (LOS) 
standards for roadways, transit, parks, water facilities, sewer facilities, solid waste, and 
stormwater drainage.  New LOS standards, which are being developed for water supply 
and schools, should be adopted by 2008.  These standards are used proactively by 
service and facility agencies as objectives to be met by their facility planning and 
service delivery programs.  The County, in its administration of the state-mandated 
service “concurrency” management program also uses them reactively.  The 
concurrency program mandates that development orders not be issued unless the 
necessary services are in place, or will be in place and operating at or above all 
adopted LOS standards, around the time the development will begin occupancy.  In the 
evaluation of the merits or drawbacks of proposed amendments to the land use plan, 
each of the noted services is evaluated in terms of the adopted LOS standards using 
the most current information available.  
 
Miami-Dade County's concurrency management program procedures took effect in July 
1989.  The affected County service agencies have developed methods for determining 
LOS.  The Department of Planning and Zoning (DP&Z) coordinates the administration 
and implementation of those methods.  The methods used by DP&Z are parallel to 
those developed for concurrency regulatory determinations but are not identical in all 
cases.  In some cases, concurrency review agencies are using relatively short-term time 
horizons for concurrency determinations because they are responding to immediate 
development permit requests and are interested in immediate conditions, or because a 
full update of a complex data base is not yet complete.  Geographic sub-areas used for 
concurrency may not be identical to those used in this report for long-range countywide 
planning.  Consequently, the evaluations of LOS made for this report are not a 
substitute for official concurrency determinations.  In keeping with the function of long-
range comprehensive planning, this report endeavors to address anticipated long-range 
conditions. 
 
The LOS conditions for stormwater drainage are discussed in conjunction with flood 
protection in the "Environmental Conditions and Considerations" section of this report.  
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The LOS conditions pertaining to each of the other services, and the methods that were 
used in developing the analysis for each Application, are described below. 
 
A final note on services is that the CDMP is a body of broad policies adopted as a 
legislative, not regulatory, act of the Board of County Commissioners.  The array of Plan 
elements and policies reflect consideration of a host of social and physical 
responsibilities of County government, including housing, economic growth, prudent 
environmental resource management, as well as service delivery policies and their 
fiscal implications.  Accordingly, broad service implications may be considered when 
evaluating proposals to amend the CDMP, in addition to whether or not a proposed 
Land Use Plan map amendment would meet LOS standards. 

 
 

Roadways 
 
Estimates of traffic conditions for each Application were developed using standard 
transportation analysis methods.  For each Application, an analysis was performed to 
determine:  
 
1. Current traffic conditions within the application area (i.e. existing number of lanes 

and operating level of service);  
2. Projected roadway concurrency conditions (i.e. level of service considering reserved 

trips from approved developments and programmed roadway capacity 
improvements) with and without impacts of the CDMP amendment applications; and 

3. Estimated impacts generated by each application, if approved, in terms of the 
number of potential peak-period trips projected for both the current CDMP land use 
designation and the proposed CDMP land use designation, and the difference. 

 
Key sources of information used in conducting these analyses include the 
Transportation Element Adopted Components of the Comprehensive Development 
Master Plan (October 2006 Edition); the Miami-Dade County Transportation 
Improvement Program, 2008 (May 2007); the Miami-Dade Transportation Plan Update 
to the Year 2030, Cost Feasible Plan (November 2004); the most recent available traffic 
count data published monthly by the Miami-Dade County Public Works Department 
(MDPWD), the most recent traffic counts data, and The Generalized Peak Hour Two-
way Volumes for Florida’s Urbanized Areas published by Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT). 
 
Level of Service 
 
The roadway level of service (LOS) concept is applied nationwide as a qualitative 
assessment of the road user’s perception of the quality of traffic flow, and, therefore, the 
degree of traffic congestion.  The LOS is represented by one of the letters “A” through 
“F,” with “A” generally representing the most favorable driving conditions and “F” 
representing the least favorable.  The LOS reflects the quality of flow as measured by a 
scale of driver satisfaction.  The definitions and measures of LOS reflect a national 
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consensus of driver quality of flow.  Measures of effectiveness such as average travel 
speed or volume to capacity ratio have been developed to approximate these qualitative 
representations quantitatively.  The measures used by Miami-Dade County are 
described below. 
 
The LOS standard adopted by the County requires that LOS conditions be measured 
during the "peak-period.”  The peak period is defined in the Traffic Circulation 
Subelement of the CDMP as the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic 
volume during a weekday.  Current peak-period LOS conditions for county roadways 
were measured based on FDOT's ART-TAB Model, which is designed to replicate the 
procedures of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Update prepared by the Federal 
Highway Administration; and The Generalized Peak Hour Two-way Volumes for 
Florida’s Urbanized Areas, Table 4-4 of the 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook, 
and the most recent traffic count data published by FDOT for state roadways.  Many 
different roadway and traffic characteristics are taken into consideration when using this 
model in order to produce roadway segment specific measures of LOS.  A summary of 
the adopted long-term LOS standard for roadways in Miami-Dade County (CDMP 
Traffic Circulation Subelement, Policy TC-1B) is shown in Table 10 below.  
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Table 10  
Traffic Circulation Peak Period LOS Standard 

Non-FIHS Roadways 
Transit Availability Location 

No Transit Service 20 Min. Headway 
Transit Service 
Within 1/2 Mile 

Extraordinary Transit Service 
(Commuter Rail or Express Bus)

Outside UDB LOS D-State Minor Arterials 
LOS C-County Roads and State Principal Arterials 

Between  
UIA and UDB 

LOS D 
(90% of Capacity); 
or 
 LOS E on SUMAs 
(100% Capacity) 

LOS E (100% of 
Capacity) 

120% of Capacity 

Inside  
UIA  

LOS E 
(100% of Capacity) 

120% of Capacity
 

150% of Capacity 
 

FIHS Roadways 
Location FIHS Facility 

 
Outside 

UDB 

 
Inside 
UDB

Roadways 
Parallel to 
Exclusive 

Transit Facilities

Inside Transportation 
Concurrency 

Management Areas 

Constrained or 
Backlogged 
Roadways 

Limited Access 
Facilities  B D [E] D [E] D [E] Manage 

Controlled Access 
Facilities (two 
lanes) 

C D E E Manage 

Controlled Access 
Facilities (four or 
more lanes) 

B D E E Manage 

 NOTE:  LOS inside of [brackets] applies to general use lanes only when 
exclusive through lanes exist. 

Source: Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan, October 2006. 
  Notes: Constrained FIHS facilities are roadways that FDOT has determined will not be expanded by the addition 

of two or more through lanes because of physical, environmental or policy constraints. 
 Backlogged FIHS facilities are roadways operating below the minimum LOS standards, not constrained 
and not programmed for additional lanes in the first three years of FDOT’s adopted work program or five 
year Capital Improvements Element. 
 FIHS: Florida Intrastate Highway System 
UIA: Urban Infill Area--Area east of, and including NW/SW 77 Avenue and SR 826 (Palmetto 
Expressway), excluding the City of Islandia, and excluding the area north of SR 826 and west of I-95. 
 UDB: Urban Development Boundary 
 SUMA: State Urban Minor Arterial  
*Peak-period means the average of the two highest consecutive hours of traffic volume during a weekday. 
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Projected levels of service for the year 2015 or the estimated buildout year were 
determined using a transportation planning computer model, and are expressed as a 
volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c ratio), which is the ratio of the number of vehicles using the 
road to the road capacity.  The 2015 v/c ratio model output is expressed using daily 
volumes.  Roadways for the 2015, or buildout year, highway network are rated as 
follows: 
 
 

V/C Ratio Level of Service 
0.70 or less LOS B or better 

             0.71to 0.80 LOS C 
0.81 to 0.90 LOS D 

             0.91 to 1.0 LOS E 
  1.0 or greater LOS F 

 
 
Analysis Method and Assumptions 
 
The Miami-Dade County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) adopted the Miami-
Dade County Year 2030 Transportation Plan, Cost Feasible Plan, in November 2004.  
The 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) was developed to guide federal, 
state, and local transportation expenditures through the 25-year period.  Improvements 
and extensions to the transportation system throughout the County will be governed by 
this Plan.  Significant transit improvement projects listed in the 2030 Cost Feasible Plan 
include:  rapid transit facilities for the North (NW 27 Avenue), Kendall (SW 88 Street), 
Northeast (Biscayne Boulevard), and Douglas Road (NW 37 Avenue) Corridors.  Light 
rail transit is planned for a downtown Miami to Miami Beach connection in the 
MacArthur Causeway corridor.  One heavy rail extension is planned to the existing 
Metrorail system: the Earlington Heights Connection, from Earlington Heights Metrorail 
Station to the Miami Intermodal Center (MIC).  Non-motorized facilities (on-road bicycle 
lanes, off-road greenways and trails, and sidewalks) are also included in the Cost 
Feasible Plan. 
 
It is important to note that the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) model, used to determine the projected year 2015 or buildout year 
traffic impacts of the CDMP Land Use Plan (LUP) map amendment applications, is the 
best available tool for conducting these impact assessments.  However, the model was 
designed for large-area analyses; it uses traffic analysis zones (TAZs) as the smallest 
geographic units; and it uses a schematic roadway network.  Because of its schematic 
characteristics, it will not yield the same results, as would a site or area-specific traffic 
model or impact analysis when evaluating specific development proposals. 
 
The analysis also includes the estimated total PM peak-hour trip generation impacts of 
each application.  The land use designation requested for each application is the basis 
for estimating the number of PM peak-hour trips that could be generated.  This is then 
compared to the number of PM peak-hour trips projected for a probable use consistent 
with the current CDMP land use designation of the subject property.  The particular use 
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chosen is based on the most recent use of the property, or if it is vacant, the most 
intense use allowed for each designation or the most likely use given the current 
development trend in the area.  Trips generated by the proposed amendment 
applications are estimated from the trip generation rates or equations published in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers' Trip Generation, 7th Edition (2003).  
 
A near-term trip distribution and traffic concurrency impact analysis is also prepared for 
each application with the assistance of the Miami-Dade County Public Works 
Department.  These analyses reveal any potential impacts the applications may have on 
near-term traffic conditions in the vicinity of the application areas, accounting for current 
traffic conditions, programmed near-term road improvements, and the calculated impact 
of other pending developments in the vicinity for which development orders have been 
issued.  In some instances, an anticipated near term concurrency problem to be solved 
by Long Range Transportation Plan improvements would be reported as well as 
satisfactory near-term conditions projected to deteriorate without regard for the 
requested CDMP amendment. 
 
 

Transit Service 
 
Transit service analyses were conducted for each CDMP Application with assistance 
from Miami-Dade Transit (MDT).  The current transit service characteristics of each 
route that travels along the vicinity of each application area are described in this section.  
Transit service is measured in terms of service headways and distance from the 
application site.   
 
Projected transit service improvements for the year 2011 are based on:  
 

1. Projections of the additional transit trips that would be generated from the 
growth of each Application;  

2. Characteristics of each CDMP amendment application;  
3. Miami-Dade Transit’s Service Planning Guidelines for transit vehicle loading;  
4. Planned improvements included in MDT's 2006 Five-Year Transit 

Development Program (TDP); and 
5. Adopted CDMP Level of Service (LOS) standard for transit (CDMP Mass 

Transit Subelement, Policy MT-1A).  
 
The adopted CDMP LOS standard for transit states that the minimum peak-hour mass 
transit LOS for areas within the Urban Development Boundary (UDB) 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 
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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.  

 
Relevant transit related characteristics of CDMP LUP map amendment applications are 
reported, such as proximity of each Application area to existing or anticipated routes, 
and connections of said routes with Metrorail.  Regarding the CDMP-adopted LOS 
standard and criteria outlined above, if the future impact of each application is found to 
result in a combined population and employment of less than 10,000 persons per 
square mile, or the area already has transit service with minimum headways of 30 
minutes and is projected to continue to have such service, no new transit service would 
be required to meet the transit LOS standard.  
 
MDT annually updates its Five-Year Transit Development Program (TDP).  This 
document analyzes existing transit network conditions and identifies short-term future 
transit needs.  The currently adopted 2006 TDP addresses the 2007-2011 time frame.  
A Recommended Service Plan (RSP) for 2011 has been developed to provide a 
guideline for replacement, expansion, and improvement of the transit system.  The RSP 
improvements are prioritized and assigned cost estimates for implementation.  
 
Each Application is reviewed for planned transit improvements identified for 
implementation in the TDP based on projected needs.  Descriptions of such 
improvements, as relevant to each Application, are provided along with cost estimates 
for implementation.  
 
 

Water and Sewer 
 
Either a municipal utility or the Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department (WASD) 
provide virtually all water and sewer service in Miami-Dade County.  Under long-
standing County policy, water and sewer service is provided to developed areas within 
the year 2015 Urban Development Boundary (UDB) and is discouraged outside the 
UDB.  WASD, the major utility in the County, operates regional water supply and 
wastewater disposal systems, which serve both incorporated and unincorporated areas.  
WASD's water treatment plants produce 87 percent of the County's public potable water 
supply.  The regional wastewater plants treat and dispose of over 99 percent of the 
wastewater treated by public utilities in the County.  Programmed improvements to the 
WASD systems are ongoing in accordance with the Miami-Dade County Water Facilities 
Master Plan (2003), Wastewater Facilities Master Plan (2003), sanitary sewer 
Settlement Agreement with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), 
a First Partial Consent Decree and a Second Partial Final Consent Decree with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and a Consent Order with the FDEP.  
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Evaluation of sewer system capacity is based on criteria established in the first consent 
decree and may change after the Peak Flow Study that is required by the Second and 
Final Partial Consent Decree is completed in 2007.  
 
In addition to WASD's regional system, fifteen municipalities are franchised to operate a 
water distribution system, and twelve municipalities to operate a sewage collection 
system within specified service areas.  Within a franchised service area, the designated 
utility has the responsibility of providing service, which meets the adopted LOS within 
the time frame of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP).  
 
Water Resource Management 
 
Allocation of water resources among environmental, agricultural, and urban interests is 
a serious issue in South Florida.  Use of the Biscayne Aquifer as a water supply source 
is generally no longer allowed under new rules by the South Florida Water Management 
District (SFWMD), unless off-setting water is returned to the aquifer in an appropriate 
place and quantity as determined by the SFWMD.  These rules were established as a 
major step towards the restoration of South Florida’s natural environment including the 
Everglades and the Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands. 
 
In 2006, Miami-Dade County adopted the Water Use Efficiency 5-Year Plan, and 
initiated several programs aimed at water conservation and at evaluating alternative 
water resource technologies.  WASD has implemented a water conservation program 
aimed at reducing water demand by over 19 million gallons per day (MDG) in the next 
20 years.  This plan includes: public education, the use of new water-conserving 
devices in all new developments, restrictions on landscape irrigation, an inclined block 
rate structure.  Additionally, WASD has established an aggressive water loss program 
to reduce its "unaccounted for" water demands.  This program may save as much as 
14.25 MGD by 2030 through demand management activities. 
 
In March 2007, the Miami-Dade County Board of County Commissioners adopted over 
$1.6 billion dollars of alternative water supply and wastewater re-use programs into the 
Capital Improvements Element of the CDMP.  These programs account for over 70 
MGD of water, and are designed to off-set the water needs of anticipated growth in the 
WASD service area through 2030.  WASD has developed these programs in 
conjunction with the SFWMD for inclusion into the SFWMD’s Lower East Coast (LEC) 
Regional Water Supply Plan and to help secure a 20-year water Consumptive Use 
Permit (CUP) for the County.  The issuance of the CUP permit is anticipated in 
November 2007.  Additionally, the alternative water supply and wastewater reuse 
programs are outlined in the Miami-Dade County Water Supply Facilities Work Plan 
dated October 2007, with a summary of projects proposed for inclusion into the Water 
and Sewer Subelement of the CDMP through an amendment filed in April 2007.  This 
plan outlines all the proposed alternative water supply and reuse/reclaimed water 
projects.  This plan details approximately 37.5 MGD of reverse osmosis projects, 12.2 
MGD of Floridan Aquifer blending projects, and 52 MGD of wastewater reuse projects. 
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Potable Water Facilities 
 
The rated capacity, average daily flow, and maximum daily flow for municipal and 
WASD's water treatment plants are shown in Table 11 below.  In addition, the Florida 
Keys Aqueduct Authority (FKAA) operates eleven wells that provide potable water to the 
Village of Islamorada, the Cities of Key Colony Beach, Key West, Layton, and 
Marathon, including portions of Unincorporated Monroe County.  These wells, located 
southwest of Florida City, have 17.4 million gallons per day (mgd) daily average annual, 
and 17.4 mgd maximum day capacity (as of 02/13/07).  The FKAA has a 20-year 
allocation for withdrawals from the Biscayne and Floridan aquifers, and is proposing to 
build a large-scale Floridan reverse osmosis plant to meet future need.  

 

Table 11  
Capacity of County and Municipal Water Treatment Plants 

 
 

Water Treatment Plant 

Maximum 
Permitted 

Raw Water 
Withdrawal 

(mgd) 

 
Permitted 
Treatment 
Capacity 

(mgd) 

 
Average 

Plant 
Production 
(mgd) (1) 

 
Maximum 

Plant 
Production 
(mgd) (1) 

 
Treatment 
Capacity 
Available 

(mgd) 

 
Treatment 
Capacity 

Percentage 
Available (2) 

COUNTY (WASD)       
REGIONAL SYSTEM TOTAL 
(3) 

476.70 439.70 334.66 404.87 34.83 7.9%

     Hialeah/Preston      235.00*      225.00 159.43 204.67 20.33 9.0%
     Alexander Orr    241.70** 214.70 175.23 200.20 14.50 6.8%
SO.  DADE SYSTEM TOTAL 13.40 12.42 6.35 9.23 3.19 25.7%
     Leisure City 6.48 2.33  
     Newton 2.16 2.02  
     Naranja 1.38 0.06  
     Elevated Tank 1.44 1.27  
     Everglades LC 0.96 0.68  
WASD TOTAL 490.1 452.12 341.01 414.10 38.02 8.4%
       
MUNICIPAL       
Florida City 3.60 3.00 2.47 3.16 -0.16 -5.3%
Homestead 15.20 14.11 11.34 12.53 1.58 11.2%
North Miami TOTAL 9.30 18.10 13.38 15.16 2.94 16.2%
     Winson Plant 9.00 8.03 9.14  
     WASD Delivery (4) 9.10 5.35  
North Miami Beach TOTAL 17.70 39.90 24.83 26.16 13.74 34.4%
     Norwood-Oeffler 17.70 14.76 17.50  
     WASD Delivery (4) 22.30 10.06  
MUNICIPAL TOTAL (5) 45.80 75.11 52.02 57.01  
(1) Production based on raw water for a 12-month period, ending December 31, 2006 
(2) Percent Capacity Available is calculated as Treatment Capacity Available/Permitted Treatment Capacity. 
(3) Maximum day for regional system is not sum of individual max.  Days, it is the actual combined max.  Day (since the 
individual max. days do not necessarily occur on the same day). 
(4) Treated potable water is purchased wholesale from WASD and combined with water produced by the municipal plants. 
(5) Includes treatment plants and interconnections 
*Maximum permitted withdrawal capacity is 235 mgd.  10 mgd allocated to ASR.  
** Maximum permitted withdrawal capacity is 241.7 mgd.  24 mgd allocated to ASR.   
Source:  Water Treatment Plant Monthly Operation Reports submitted to Department of Environmental Resources  
              Management, 2007. 
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Potable Water LOS 
 
The adopted LOS standard for the potable water facilities requires that all federal, state, 
and county primary water quality standards for potable water must be met; that 
countywide storage capacity for finished water shall be no less than 15 percent of the 
countywide average daily demand; that the regional system shall operate with a rated 
capacity no less than two percent above the maximum day flow for the preceding year 
and an average daily capacity 2 percent above the average daily per capita system 
demand for the preceding 5 years.  In addition, the LOS standard mandates that water 
will be delivered to users at a pressure no less than 20 pounds per square inch (psi).  
Unless otherwise approved by the Miami-Dade Fire Department, minimum fire flows 
must be maintained for specified land uses as shown in Table 12 below.  All public 
water systems are currently meeting the adopted LOS for potable water. 

 
Table 12  

Water Distribution Level of Service Standard for Minimum Fire Flows 

 
Land Use 

Fire Flow 
Delivered at 20 PSI 
(gallons per minute) 

Business and Industry 3,000 
Hospitals, Schools 2,000 
Multi-family Residential; 
Semiprofessional Offices 1,500 
Single Family and Duplex; 
Residential on minimum 
lots of 7,500 square feet 

750 

Single Family Residential; 
Estate Density 500 
Source: CDMP Adopted Components, Water, Sewer, and Solid Waste Element, 2006 

 
 
In an effort to better manage water supplies and to ensure that the LOS is maintained, 
MDWASD is developing an allocation system to track the water demands from platted 
and permitted development.  This system will correspond to the allocation system 
currently being used by DERM for wastewater treatment facilities, and will require all 
development to obtain a water supply allocation letter from MDWASD stating that 
adequate water supply capacity is available for the proposed project.  MDWASD’s water 
allocation system is anticipated to be operational in November 2007. 
 
Potable Water Status 
 
WASD's regional network of water mains currently runs from the Broward County line 
on the north to approximately SW 248 Street on the south.  Generally speaking, the 
Hialeah-Preston Water Treatment complex serves the area north of Flagler Street and 
the Alexander Orr Water Treatment Plant serves the area south of Flagler Street.  The 
network connects the regional plants to all of the municipal systems between these 
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boundaries.  South of SW 248 Street, the unincorporated area is served by the South 
Miami-Dade Water System, which consists of several small plants formerly operated by 
Rex Utilities. 
 
Currently the County is seeking countywide water use permit from the SFWMD, which 
will address all future water needs for the next 20 years.  As described above, the 
County is currently working with the SFWMD to develop a program, which will meet the 
future water needs of the County and maintain water levels within the Everglades eco-
system.  This permit is anticipated in November 2007.  Treatment capacities of each 
wellfield will be designed around the amount of withdrawal allowed by the new permit.   
 
At the current time, all water treatment plants, with the exception of the Newton and 
Everglades Labor Camp wellfields, are operating within the adopted LOS.  Heavy 
development in the far southern portion of the County has resulted in high water 
demands.  The Newton and Everglades Labor Camp wellfields are not currently 
equipped to handle the anticipated growth in the area.  As a result, WASD has 
programmed extensive new distribution systems in the area to interconnect the Newton, 
Everglades Labor Camp wellfields to the new 20 MGD South Miami Heights wellfield.  
These new distribution lines are anticipated to come on line in 2012 when the South 
Miami Heights wellfield is operational.  WASD is currently exploring an interim solution 
to this problem; however, no new development will be allowed unless adequate water 
supplies are available.  These wellfields will be identified as problems for any new 
development through the “water allocation” tracking system being developed by WASD 
and due to be implemented in November 2007. 
 
Wastewater 
 
WASD operates three regional wastewater treatment plants in the North, Central, and 
South Districts.  Because the system is interconnected, the service districts, shown in 
Figure 5, have flexible boundaries, and some flows from one district can be diverted to 
other plants in the system.  In 2006-2007, the total WASD regional system capacity is 
368 mgd, and the annual average daily flow treated at the three plants totaled 292.36 
mgd, or 79.4 percent of the design capacity of the regional system.  (See Table 13 
below)  There has been a significant reduction in average flow into the regional system 
as the result of extensive infiltration and inflow prevention work. 
 
As the result of enforcement actions brought against Miami-Dade County by the State of 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Miami-Dade County agreed to construct more 
than $1.169 billion worth of improvements to its wastewater treatment plants, 
transmission mains and sewage lines. 
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Table 13  
County and Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity 

Waste Water 
Treatment Plant 

Average 
Flow Design 

Capacity 
(mgd) 

12 Month 
Average* 

(mgd) 

Flow as 
Percent of 

Design 
Capacity 

Long-Term 
Programmed 

Capacity 
(mgd) 

Effluent 
Disposal 

MDWASD 
Central District 

WWTP 
143.00 109.32 

 
76.45% 143.00 Ocean 

Outfall 
North District 

WWTP 
112.50 89.49 79.54% 174.80 Ocean 

Outfall & 
Deep Well 
Injection 

South District 
WWTP 

112.50 93.55 83.16% 311.00 Deep Well 
Injection 

Regional           
System Total 

368.00 292.36 79.44% 628.80  

Municipal Plants 
Homestead 6.00 5.42 90.41% 6.00 Ponds & 

Trenches 
Source:   Department of Environmental Resources Management, 2007. 
               *  Twelve month period ending December 31, 2006 

 
 

Major improvements included construction of a new Biscayne Bay sewer line, a force 
main interceptor at Flagler Street, a South Miami-Dade transmission main and new 
mains in North Miami-Dade.  Construction of the Biscayne Bay sewer line was 
completed in August 1994. 
 
Wastewater Facility LOS 
 
The County's adopted LOS standard for wastewater treatment and disposal requires 
that the regional wastewater treatment and disposal system operate with a capacity 
which is two percent above the average daily per capita flow for the preceding five years 
and a physical capacity of no less than the annual average daily sewer flow.  The 
wastewater effluent must also meet all applicable federal, state, and county standards 
and all treatment plants must maintain the capacity to treat peak flows without overflow.  
 
Wastewater Facility Status 
 
Currently all of WASD’s wastewater treatment plants have capacity to treat and dispose 
of the wastewater flows.  None of the three regional treatment plants are at or exceed 
the LOS for the County.   
 
However, some of WASD's collection/transmission facilities have limited available 
capacity; consequently, approval of development orders which will generate additional 
wastewater flows are being evaluated by DERM on a case-by-case basis.  Approvals 
are only granted if the Application for any proposed development order is certified by 
DERM to comply with the provisions and requirements of the Settlement Agreement 
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between Miami-Dade County and the State of Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection and with the provisions of the Environmental Protection Agency Consent 
Decree.  Furthermore, in light of the fact that the County’s sanitary sewer system has 
limited sewer collection/transmission and treatment capacity, no new sewer service 
connections can be permitted until adequate capacity becomes available.  
Consequently, final development orders for new construction may not be granted unless 
adequate capacity in the sanitary sewer collection/transmission and treatment systems 
is available at the point in time when the project will be contributing sewage to the 
system or if approval for alternative means of sewage disposal can be obtained.  Use of 
an alternative means of sewage disposal shall be an interim measure, with connection 
to the public sanitary sewer system required upon availability of adequate 
collection/transmission and treatment capacity.  Miami-Dade County has completed 
treatment plant expansion projects, which will ultimately increase total treatment plant 
capacity to 375.5 mgd.  A total of 851 wastewater transmission system projects, 
consisting of 630 pumping stations and 221 force mains, have been identified for 
compliance with the Consent Decree between the county and the Environmental 
Protection Agency.  As of May 31, 2005, 781 projects have been completed, consisting 
of 581 pumping stations and 200 force mains.  
 
Evaluation of Application Impacts on Water and Sewer 
 
Although specific requirements under Chapter 24 of the Code of Miami-Dade County 
vary with land use, most new development in Miami-Dade County is required by 
Chapter 24 and CDMP policy to connect to the public water or sewer system, or to both.  
The timing of new development is heavily dependent on the availability of service 
connections.  Where water and sewer lines do not exist and are not programmed, the 
necessary service connections may be provided by the developer.  When construction 
is completed, the facilities are donated to the utility. 
 
The proximity of an Application site to existing or programmed water and sewer lines is 
an important asset or constraint, which can influence the feasibility of a site's 
development.  For this reason, the location of the nearest adequate water and sewer 
main connections is identified for each Application.  Additionally, the adequacy of 
available water and sewer system capacity has been evaluated by DERM and WASD 
for each Application.  
 
In evaluating proposals to amend the Land Use Plan map, expected changes in water 
demand and wastewater generation that would result from the different land uses are 
estimated.  This can be done only in a general way because each of the CDMP Land 
Use Plan map categories allows a variety of land uses to be approved.  For example, 
the Industrial and Office category allows warehousing which creates little demand, office 
buildings, and restaurants, and manufactures which could be large water users.  For 
purposes of estimating water demand or sewage generation, typical land uses for each 
land use classification are assumed. 
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Solid Waste Management 
 

The Miami-Dade Department of Solid Waste Management (DSWM) oversees the proper 
collection and disposal of solid waste generated in the County through direct operations, 
contractual arrangements, and regulations.  In addition, the Department directs the 
countywide effort to comply with State regulations concerning recycling, household 
hazardous waste management and closure/maintenance of solid waste sites no longer in 
use. 
 
Collection Services 
 
The DSWM provides collection services to residential units in the unincorporated service 
area and several municipalities.  The Department also operates 13 Neighborhood Trash 
and Recycling Centers for the residents of the waste collection service area to drop off 
yard trash, bulky items, permitted landscapers for a fee and white goods.   
 
Residents in sparsely developed areas of the County outside of the waste collection 
service area are responsible for either delivering their waste to a proper disposal site or 
for contracting with a private hauler for waste collection service.  Although the County 
offers commercial collection services, most commercial and multi-family establishments 
throughout the incorporated and unincorporated portions of the County usually employ 
private haulers, and the Department manages the licensing of these entities. 
 
The majority of municipalities either operate their own collection departments or contract 
with private haulers for single-family residential waste collection service.  The Department 
does, however, provide waste collection service to municipalities of Aventura, Cutler Bay, 
Doral, Miami Gardens, Miami Lakes, Palmetto Bay, Pinecrest, Sunny Isles Beach, and 
Sweetwater.  
 
Disposal System 
 
The County maintains three major disposal sites including the Resources Recovery 
Facility, the South Miami-Dade Landfill, the North Miami-Dade landfill and three regional 
transfer stations at 18701 NE 6th Avenue, 1150 NW 20th Street, and 2900 SW 72nd 
Avenue where waste is received from County collections operations as well as municipal 
and licensed private haulers.  The County also has contracts with private disposal 
facilities for disposal of a share of the County’s disposal tonnage.  The waste that is 
received is compacted and transported to disposal sites in larger vehicles, thus reducing 
the number of trips to the more remote disposal sites and enabling the County to 
coordinate waste deliveries in order to meet the tonnage commitments to its various 
disposal contractors.  The Miami-Dade DSWM projects disposing of 1.864 million tons in 
FY 06-07. 
 
The Resources Recovery Facility at 6990 NW 97th Avenue is projected to receive 
1,251,000 tons of waste in FY 06-07.  This facility includes a waste processing plant, an 
electrical generating facility, and related support structures to handle garbage and trash 
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and to recover usable energy and materials for recycling.  Incoming waste is separated 
on the basis of combustibility and then shredded.  The combustible fraction is burned to 
generate high-pressure, super-heated steam that runs turbine generators for the 
production of electricity.  About 190,000 tons of recyclable material is currently being 
recovered from this facility annually. 
 
The South Dade Landfill is located on a 230-acre site near Black Point. This facility has 
had limited specialized use since Hurricane Andrew.  Currently, Cells 1 and 2 are closed, 
Cell 3 is being used, and Cell 4 has been constructed.  Approximately 504,000 tons of 
waste is projected to be disposed of at this facility in FY 06-07.  In total, South Dade 
provides approximately 7.6 million tons (currently permitted and future) of remaining 
disposal capacity. 
 
The North Dade Landfill is located on a 268-acre site near the Broward County Line at 
NW 47th Avenue.  Approximately 202,000 tons of trash is projected to be disposed of at 
this landfill during FY 06-07.  There is approximately 2.5 million tons of additional disposal 
capacity remaining at this site. 

 
In addition to these County facilities, the County maintains a disposal service contract 
with Waste Management [100,000 to 500,000 tons per year (tpy) for 20 years with two 
five-year options to renew].  These arrangements allow for some flexibility in the amount 
delivered, permitting the County to maintain adequate capacity and meeting concurrency 
requirements even as demand varies. 
 
Recycling 
 
Curbside recycling for single-family residences in unincorporated Miami-Dade County 
was implemented in FY 90-91.  The current contract with a private hauler expired in 
2006; however, it was extended for six months and is currently on a month-to-month 
basis.  In addition, eleven area municipalities have elected to participate in this joint 
contract, bringing the current total households served to approximately 344,000.  The 
DSWM also provides recycling services to nine municipalities as part of its waste 
collection service fee.  Most of the remaining municipalities in Miami-Dade County offer 
recycling services to their residents either through municipal service or contracts with 
private haulers.  Also, as of 1992, commercial and multi-family establishments are 
required by County ordinance to provide for a recycling program.  
 
Level of Service Standard 
 
The adopted level of service (LOS) standard for the County Solid Waste Management 
System is as follows: to maintain sufficient waste disposal capacity to accommodate 
waste flows committed to the System through long term contracts or interlocal 
agreements with municipalities and private waste haulers, and anticipated uncommitted 
waste flows, for a period of five years.  Currently, the DSWM is projecting remaining 
available capacity in excess of the five-year standard. 
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Fire Rescue 
 
The Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department (MDFR) provides emergency response and 
transport services, which encompass fire suppression, Advanced Life Support (ALS) 
and Basic Life Support (BLS) emergency medical services, hazardous materials 
mitigation, disaster management, and other specialty services.  MDFR provides daily 
24-hour emergency response service to over 1.6 million residents, businesses and 
visitors through 108 rescue and suppression units strategically located in 59 fire-rescue 
stations within unincorporated Miami-Dade County and 30 municipalities. 
 
During fiscal year 2005, MDFR responded to over 213,000 emergencies with 280,000 
units being dispatched.  MDFR completed 13,003 transports, equating to 33% of the 
39,769 medical incidents responded to during the 3rd quarter of FY 2004-2005.  MDFR 
has added 19 new units in the last five years, averaging four new units a year, or one 
per quarter.  In the past two fiscal years, MDFR completed construction and/or major 
renovation of five stations either on schedule or ahead of schedule. 
 
Service Level Factors 
 
One of the most critical factors in any emergency incident is response time, which is 
measured from the time an alarm is received by 911 to the time the first unit arrives.  
Major variables affecting response time are station alarm activity and travel time from 
the station to the incident.  The busier a local station, the less likely those units will be 
available to respond, increasing the probability that a unit from a surrounding station will 
be dispatched.  As a result, travel time to the incident will likely be increased.  Another 
major factor affecting travel time is location.  The distance from a station, as well as 
poor, congested or discontinued roads will increase travel time.  These factors 
adversely impact the travel time of the first arriving unit, as well as those of other units 
responding on multiple-unit assignments, such as structure fire alarms.  In areas of 
intense land use, the location of stations should facilitate several units working in 
tandem.  Furthermore, MDFR’s vast territory, with over 60% of service area outside of 
the Urban Development Boundary (UDB), tends to exacerbate response times.  The 
use of traffic calming devices such as barricades, speed bumps, and lane narrowing 
obstructions also increases travel times. 
 
To address the service level factors, MDFR uses key comparative data for future 
decision making in planning the direction and growth of the department in terms of 
additional units and services.  Trends and historical information serve as the foundation 
for future implementation.  In fiscal year 2005, MDFR began using the DECCAN 
Modeling System, a fire station location analysis computer software program that allows 
for retrieval of alternate deployment scenarios, identification of color-coded workload 
and response performance trends.  The software allows for the establishments of 
parameters against defined target goals for service delivery as recommended by 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standard 1710 and established by the 
Department.  The DECCAN software was used to compile a five- year service plan and 
analyze long-term service delivery gaps based on projected residential population 
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growth and call volumes in planning for future units and services.  Additionally, recent 
enhancements to the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system allow for more 
automated dispatching of fire-rescue calls to the nearest available unit using Automated 
Vehicle Location (AVL) capabilities which will minimize service delivery gaps and thus 
reduce the response time of first units arriving to an emergency scene. 
 
Based on the five year service plan, the DECCAN software, and the enhancements to 
the CAD system, MDFR, in its 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 Business Plan, is committed 
to reducing response time within and outside the UDB by opening new stations, placing 
additional units in service and routing fire rescue calls to the nearest available unit.  
Figure 7 illustrates travel times for fiscal year 2006-2007 to life-threatening emergencies 
and structure fires.  It is projected that planned new stations and/or services and the 
enhance dispatch capability will improve travel times in those area that are currently 
above targeted travel times. 
 
Service Enhancements 
 
MDFR continues its aggressive expansion in meeting the service demands as a result 
of development and population growth within the Fire District.  
 
During fiscal year 2004-2005, MDFR deployed two new ALS suppression units at 
existing Fontainebleau Station 48, and Honey Hill Station 51, and inaugurated Redland 
Station 60 with an ALS tanker.  MDFR also added two rescue units to service the 
Highland Oaks and East Homestead areas pending construction of Stations 63 and 65 
projected for fiscal year 2006-2007.  In fiscal year 2004-2005, MDFR also enhanced the 
level of service by adding new rescue units to Palm Springs North Station 44 and newly 
constructed Tamiami Station 58.  
 
MDFR continues to implement a plan to enhance rescue capabilities by annually 
upgrading Basic Life Support (BLS) suppression units to Advanced Life Support (ALS) 
suppression units staffed with two paramedics and two Emergency Medical Technicians 
and supplied with critical medical care equipment.  These ALS units respond to both 
fires and life-threatening emergencies.  
 
In fiscal year 2005-2006, MDFR added an ALS suppression unit at Station 15.  An ALS 
suppression unit for the Trail Station 61 and a rescue unit for the Coconut Palm Station 
70 were also added in fiscal year 2005-2006 and are temporarily housed at Station 29 
and Station 34 respectively until stations are constructed.  
 
In fiscal year 2006-2007, MDFR has scheduled for completion the construction of Trail 
Station 61, Highland Oaks Station 63, Phase I, East Homestead Station 65, and Village 
of Homestead Station 66.  ALS Engine 61, temporarily located at Station 29, will be 
relocated to newly constructed Station 61.  ALS Engine 63, temporarily located at 
Station 8, will be relocated to newly constructed Highland Oaks Station 63, Phase I. 
Rescue unit 65, temporarily located at Station 16, will be relocated to newly constructed  
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Station 65.  Newly constructed Village of Homestead Station 66 will be equipped with an 
ALS suppression unit.  To enhance current level of service, additional ALS suppression 
units will place in existing Aventura Station 8, West Miami Station 40, West Kendall 
Station 57, and newly constructed East Homestead Station 65.  Rescue response will 
be enhance by placing additional rescue units in existing Doral Station 45, and rescue 
unit 67 which will be placed temporarily in West Little River Station 7 until completion of 
Arcola Station 67. 
 
During fiscal year 2007-2008, MDFR has scheduled for completion the construction of 
the East Kendall Station 13.  Newly constructed Station 13 will be equipped with an ALS 
suppression unit.  To enhance level of service, additional rescue units will be placed in 
Sage Bay Station 55, Redland Station 60, Trail Station 61, and Village of Homestead 
Station 66. 
 
Relocation of temporary Miami Lakes West Station 64 to permanent new Station 64 is 
scheduled for completion in fiscal year 2008-2009.  Completion of Arcola Station 67, 
Dolphin Station 68, and Coconut Palm Station 70, are also scheduled for that same 
fiscal year.  ALS engine 64 will be relocated to newly constructed Station 64.  Rescue 
67, temporarily located at Station 7, will be relocated to newly constructed Station 67.  
Rescue 70, temporarily located at Station 34, will be relocated to newly constructed 
Station 70.  Placing additional rescue units in East Kendall Station 13, Virginia Gardens 
Station 17, and Hammocks Station 36 will enhance rescue response.   
 
During fiscal year 2009-2010, MDFR has planned the completion of the reconstruction 
of Sunny Isles Beach Station 10, completion of the North East Station 18, a south end, 
Palmetto Bay Station 62, Phase II of Highland Oaks Station 63, and Doral North Station 
69.  ALS Engine 62, temporarily located at Station 50, will be relocated to newly 
constructed Station 62 and Rescue unit 63, temporally located at Station 22, will be 
relocated to Phase II of Highland Oaks Station 63.  Stations 18 and 69 will be equipped 
with rescue units 18 and 69 respectively.  To enhance level of services, additional 
suppression units will be placed in Sunny Isles Beach Station 10, and Perrine Station 
50.  An additional rescue unit will be placed in Interama Station 22 to maintain the same 
level of service once Rescue 63 is moved from Station 22 to Station 63, Phase II.   
 
MDFR has planned the construction of a north end, Palmetto Bay Station 62b in fiscal 
year 2010-2011.  The station will be equipped with an ALS suppression unit.  Services 
will be enhance by placing an additional ALS suppression unit in existing station 
Turnpike South 53, and additional rescue units in existing stations Miami Lakes West 64 
and Dolphin Station 68.   
 
Eureka Station 71, Florida City Station 72, Beacon Lakes Station, and Homestead Air 
Force Base Station are planned for fiscal year 2011-2012 as well as an additional ALS 
suppression unit for Coconut Palm Station 70. 
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Parks And Recreation 
 

Miami-Dade County residents benefit from a variety of parks offered by many different 
providers.  Each provides a type of recreation and parkland, facilities and services that 
is consistent with the provider's policies and service population needs.  Within Miami-
Dade County, recreation and open spaces include federal parks and preserves, state 
parks and water conservation areas, and County and municipal parks.  As of August 
2006, there are a total of 794 recreational facilities and open space areas, of which 22 
are under federal and state jurisdiction, 260 parks are under County jurisdiction and 512 
parks are under municipal jurisdiction.  Total park acreage in Miami-Dade County is 
1,230,646 acres (see Table 14 below).  Several County parks were lost due to 
conveyance of parks to newly incorporated communities in 2005. 
 

Table 14  
Countywide Recreation & Open Space Inventory 

Jurisdiction Miami-Dade 
County Municipal State/ Federal Total 

 Sites Acres Sites Acres Sites Acres Sites Acres 
TOTAL 260 12,636 512 4,272 22 1,213,738 794 1,230,646

Source: Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department Parks Property Management Information System 
2/2007 
 
The Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department (MDPR) provides recreation 
and parkland, facilities and services to Miami-Dade County in two primary ways.  First, 
the MDPR provides local recreation open space for Unincorporated Municipal Service 
Area (UMSA) residents who comprise about 55 percent of the County's population.  
Second, the County provides countywide recreation open space for both UMSA 
residents and residents of the 35 municipal areas.  Typically, the MDPR does not 
provide local park services to municipal residents unless an intergovernmental 
agreement exists, and then such services would be limited. 

 
MDPR countywide parks are large and diverse and include such areas as beaches, 
natural area preserves, historic sites, and unique places such as Miami-Metrozoo.  
Local parks are commonly much smaller and in the form of neighborhood, community 
and district properties.  At present, the MDPR offers 77 countywide parks and 183 local 
parks.  Additional local recreation open spaces available for public use also include 
recreation facilities within public schools, colleges, universities, as well as privately 
owned local recreation open spaces within homeowner association areas. 
 
The inventory of MDPR recreation open space sites and acreage varies annually 
according to incorporations, land acquisitions, and transfer of maintenance 
responsibility to other County departments or government entities. 
 
The Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department operates and maintains a 
system of 12,636 acres of parkland that includes the two categories of countywide and 
local parks, as well as County-owned Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) that 
are adjacent or contiguous to MDPR properties and managed as County parks.  The 
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portion that is EEL Land is 262 Acres.  Countywide parks serve all residents and 
tourists, while local parks serve UMSA residents.  Within these two general categories, 
County parks are further classified based on their primary function, size, and degree of 
facility/program development.  The characteristics of the various classes of parks are 
summarized in Table 15 below. 

Table 15  
Miami-Dade County Recreation & Open Space Classifications 

Countywide Local 

Criteria Metropolitan 
Natural 
Area 

Preserves 
Greenway Special 

Activity District Single-
purpose Community Neighbo

rhood 
Mini 
Park 

Primary 
Orientation 

Resource Resource Resource Resource User User User User User 

Staff Yes Varies No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
Available 
Programs 

Varies Varies No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Acres Varies Varies Varies Varies 200 + Varies 20-100 1-10 ½ 
Service 
Area 

County-wide County-
wide 

County-
wide 

County-
wide 

5 miles 3 miles 3.5 miles 1 mile .5 mile 

Source: (1) Miami-Dade Parks and Recreation Department, July 2006 
   (2) Miami-Dade Park and Recreation Areas- Summary of Park Classification, July 2006 

 
 
Countywide Parks 

 
Countywide parks support the recreational needs of incorporated and unincorporated 
area residents and tourists that can only be accommodated within larger, resource-
based parks.  They serve large populations and draw users from great distances.  
Countywide parks provided by the County include Metropolitan Parks, Natural Area 
Preserves, Special Activity Areas, and Greenways. 

 
Metropolitan Parks are large resource-oriented parks.  Generally, these parks preserve 
valuable natural and historical resources while providing a broad mix of resource-
dependent recreation opportunities.  They typically include prominent water features.  
For example, Crandon Park provides numerous compatible recreational activities to 
park users, while at the same time preserving 343 acres of coastal wetland and 48 
acres of coastal hammock as natural areas.   

 
Natural Area Preserves are ecologically unique, resource-based parks that are often 
minimally improved with interpretive facilities and trails.  Examples include Castellow 
Hammock Preserve, Nixon Smiley Pineland Preserve, and the R. Hardy Matheson 
Preserve.  

 
Special Activity Areas vary greatly, but they typically are large and provide a unique 
recreational opportunity centered on a single theme.  Miami-Metrozoo and Redland 
Fruit and Spice Park illustrate the diverse nature of Special Activity Areas.   
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Greenways are linear open spaces that provide a select range of recreation and 
conservation activities.  Greenway parks include horse trails, bike paths, canoe trails, 
and conservation corridors that often link parks and other public facilities.  Greenways 
are specialized recreational facilities that often include linear modes of transportation or 
a natural feature such as a trail, canal, or stream.  

 
Table 16  

Countywide Recreation & Open Space Inventory 

Park Class 

Miami-
Dade 

County 
Sites 

Miami-
Dade 

County 
Acres 

 

Other 
Govt. 
Sites 

Other 
Govt. 

Acreage 

Total 
Sites 

Total 
Acres 

National Parks - - 2 702,591 2 702,591
National Preserves - - 2 30,302 2 30,302

State Parks - - 3 1,619 3 1,619
State Conservation 

Areas 
- - 15 479,226 15 479,226

Metropolitan Parks 15 3,925 0 0 15 4,147
Natural Area 

Preserves 
13 1,653 1 12 14 1,665

Special Activity 25 3672 33 1,942 58 5,614
Greenways 24 185 8 21 32 206

TOTAL 77 9,435 59 1,214,996 136 1,224,43
1

Source: (1) Inventory of Recreation Open Spaces, Miami-Dade Park and Recreation Department, 2007 
                      Parks Property Management Information System Database 
 (2) Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Park and Recreation, 2006 
 
As shown in Table 16, 702,591 acres (57%) of the countywide recreational open space 
in Miami-Dade County is located within the boundaries of two national parks: 
Everglades National Park with 521,591 acres and Biscayne National Park with 181,000 
acres.  Federal and State Conservation Areas account for 509,528 acres (42%).  State 
Parks and other state owned recreation areas account for 1,619 acres (<1%) of 
countywide parkland.  County and municipal countywide park land account for 
approximately 11,632 acres (<1%). 
 
Local Parks 
  
Local parks are the County’s functional equivalent of municipal parks and are designed 
to fulfill the specific recreational needs of unincorporated area residents.  There are 182 
local County parks totaling 3,175 acres that include District, Community, Single 
Purpose, Neighborhood, and Mini-Parks.  There are an additional 422 local parks 
totaling 3,177 acres of parkland in municipalities.  Local parks have smaller service 
populations than countywide parks, drawing users principally from surrounding 
residential neighborhoods and communities. 
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Table 17 below summarizes local park land by park class, and differentiates between 
the total number of County-owned park acres and acres for other government agencies. 
 

Table 17  
Local Park Land Inventory Summary 

Park Class 

Miami-
Dade 

County 
Sites 

Miami-
Dade 

County 
Acres 

Other 
Govt. 
Sites 

Other 
Govt. 
Acres 

Total 
Sites 

Total 
Acres 

District 7 1,523 0 0 7 1,523
Single 

Purpose 
12 123 28 269 40 392

Community 53 1,044 132 1,570 185 2,614
Neighborhood 78 461 87 358 165 819

Mini-Parks 32 24 175 84 207 108
TOTAL 182 3,175 422 3,177 604 5,793

Source: Inventory of Local Recreation Open Spaces, Miami-Dade Park and Recreation Dept., 2007  
             Parks Property Management Information System Database 

 
 
District Parks are large-sized user-oriented parks that provide extensive recreational 
facilities and staffed recreational programs to UMSA residents living within many 
different communities.  They also provide recreational facilities and programming to 
municipal residents.  For example, Tropical Park is a District Park that offers swimming, 
picnicking, athletic fields, game courts, and supervised recreational programs to the 
residents living in the west-central portion of the County. 

 
Community Parks are medium-sized user-oriented parks that provide recreational 
facilities and staff programming to residents living within nearby communities.  These 
parks focus on an aggregate of neighborhoods within a three and one-half mile radius of 
the park.  Typically, community parks include a combination of active and passive 
areas, tot-lots, lighted athletic fields and game courts, and a staffed recreation building. 
 
Single-Purpose Parks are smaller sized parks, user-oriented that provide single themed 
recreational facilities that meet the specific recreational needs of local residential 
communities.  Tennis, boxing, and youth athletics are examples of the recreational 
opportunities provided at these parks.  Unlike most County parks, single-purpose parks 
are often operated by non-profit service organizations. 
 
Neighborhood Parks are small-sized user-oriented parks that meet the recreational 
needs of individual neighborhoods, usually within one and one-half miles of the park.  
Most neighborhood parks are passive, un-staffed areas that typically include tot lots, 
multi-purpose courts, open playfields, and a picnic shelter.  These facilities are generally 
open only during daylight hours since the facilities have no lighting. 
 
Mini-parks are among the smallest parks, typically less than one-half acre, that provide 
a passive recreational setting for residents in various neighborhoods.  The vast majority 

50 



 

of mini-parks include tot-lots, walking and sitting areas, and open space.  These 
facilities are unlit, walk-to type parks, and include a number of special taxing districts 
and common open spaces that are maintained by the MDPR. 

 
Level of Service Standards 
 
The County has adopted a LOS standard of 2.75 acres of local recreation open 
space per 1,000 unincorporated area residents.  Local recreation open spaces 
includes: 

• County provided district, mini, neighborhood, community, and single-
purpose parks 

• Portions of County-provided countywide parks that function and are 
designated as local parks in the implementation of the Miami-Dade 
Service Concurrency Management Program 

• Portions of public school and public college playfields 
• 50% of the recreation open space provided at private developments in the 

unincorporated area   
 
As of January 2007, there were 4,218 acres of local recreation open space, including 
3,174 acres of local and designated portions of countywide parks, 780 acres of public 
school and public college playfields, and 264 acres of privately provided open space 
(See Table 18 below). 
 
As required by Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, and the Miami-Dade Service Concurrency 
Management Program, the Park and Recreation Department calculates the Level of 
Service provided in each of the County's three Park Benefit Districts (PBDs) as 
identified in Figure 8.  Table 18 also summarizes the Level of Service conditions by 
Park Benefit District as of January 2007. 

 
Table 18  

Local Recreation Open Space Level of Service, 2006-2011 

Park 
Benefit 
District 

Unincorporated 
Population (1) 
Plus Permitted 
Development 

Standard 
@ 

2.75 
Acres 

Per 1000 
Residents

Public 
Park 
Acres 

(2) 

School
Acres 

(3) 

Private 
Open 
Space 
Acres 

(4) 

Total 
Recreation 

Open 
Space 

Acreage 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 
Acres 

Percent 
of 

Standard
(%) 

1 362,281 996.27 964 282 110 1,356 360 136
2 548,494 1,508.36 1,615 418 137 2,170 662 143
3 184,370 507.02 595 80 17 692 185 136

TOTAL 1,095,145 3,011 3,174 780 264 4,218 1,801 140
      Source:  (1) Miami Dade Department of Planning and Zoning, January 2006 
       (2) Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department, Planning and Research Division, January    
                          2007 
       (3) Miami-Dade County School Board, Site Planning Department 11/28/06 
       (4) Private Open Space is one-half of total private acres.  Derived from LUMA code 517 1/9/07 
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The MDPR also estimates the Year 2011 Level of Service.  This estimate relies on 
acreage projections of:  (1) local parks expected to be purchased through impact fees; 
(2) pending donations, covenants, and long-term lease agreements; (3) acquisitions 
funded by Safe Neighborhood Park and Quality Neighborhood Initiative Bond Programs; 
and (4) school playfield acquisition.  Table 19 below summarizes projected local 
recreation open space additions between the years 2006 to 2011. 

Table 19  
Projected Local Recreation Open Space Additions, 2006-2011 

Park Benefit 
District 

Impact Fee 
Acquisitions (1) 

(Acres) 

Covenanted 
Dedications 

(2) 
(Acres) 

Bond 
Acquisition 

(Acres) 

School 
Playfields (3) 

(Acres) 

Projected 
Total 

Additions 
(Acres) 

1 145 209.90 0 8 362
2 95 0 0 3 98
3 105 35.71 1.9 4 146.61

TOTAL 345 245.61 1.9 15 607.51
Source: Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department, Planning and Research Division, 2006 Miami-Dade   
              County School Board, Site Planning Department, 2006 
Notes:   (1) Based on approved and projected residential development.  Computed in accordance with the Park   
              Impact Fee Ordinance No. 90-95 
              (2) Previously approved developer dedications. 
              (3) Based on School Board’s 2006-2010 new construction plans, and State Department of Education for  
              999-2001 
 
Table 20 below summarizes Years 2006-2011 local recreation open space levels of 
service.  The estimates in the "Year 2011 Surplus/Deficit Acres" column in Table 20 
shows that the County needs to continue to acquire more land in PBD 1 in order to 
accommodate the Year 2011 population if park impact fees, developer dedications, and 
new school playfields produce the acreage as estimated in Table 20.  PBDs 2 and 3 will 
meet the needs of the projected Year 2011 population with surplus local recreation and 
open space acres.  

Table 20  
Projected 2006-2011 Local Recreation Open Space Level of Service 

Park 
Benefit 
District 

Projected 2011 
Unincorporated 
Population (1) 
Plus Permitted 
Development 

2006 Total 
Recreation 

Open 
Space 

Acreage 
(2) 

2006-2011 
Public Park 
Land Acres 
Addition (2) 

2005-2011 
School 

Playfield 
Acres 

Addition (3) 

2011 Total 
Local 

Open Space 
Acres 

Standard 
@ 

2.75 Acres 
Per 1,000 
(Acres) 

Year 2011 
Surplus/ 
(Deficit) 
Acres 

2011 
Percent of 
Standard 

1 694,186 1,785.62 269.96 11 2,066.62 1,909.01 157.61 108.25 
2 763,625 2,247.12 56.91 31 2,335.03 2,099.97 235.06 111.19 
3 264,976 780.85 58.01 4 842.86 728.68 114.18 115.66 

TOTAL 1,722,787 4,813.63 238.76 46 5,244.51 4,737.66 506.85 335.10 
Sources: (1) Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning, Research Section, July 2006 
               (2) Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department, Planning and Research Division, January 2006   
                Park Ordinance (90-59), previously approved developer donations, and General Obligation Bond  
                Acquisition: Safe Neighborhood Park Act of 1996. 
               (3) Miami-Dade County School Board, Site Planning Department, 2006. 
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Existing Plans 
 

During FY 2006-2007, a total of 126.04 acres of local recreation open space is 
projected to be acquired through Park Impact Fees, Safe Neighborhood Park Bond and 
Quality Neighborhood Initiative Bond, School Board acquisitions, and other means (see 
Table 21 below).   

 

Table 21  
Programmed Recreation Open Space Acquisitions for 2006-2007 

Park 
Benefit 
District 

2006-2006 
Public Park Land 

Additions 
Acres (1) 

2006-2007 
School Playfield 

Additions 
Acres (2) 

2006-2007 
Total Combined 

Additions 
Acres 

1 77.22 9 86.22 
2 0 4 4 
3 33.82 2 35.82 

TOTAL 111.04 15 126.04 
                Source: Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department, Planning and Research 
                             Division, January 2006 
                             (1) Based on Park Impact Fee Ordinance (90-59) and previously approved developer  
                             donations. 

        (2) Miami-Dade County School Board, Site Planning Department, 2006. 
Note: No additional private open space acres are included. 

 
Constraints 
 
There are a number of constraints to the Park and Recreation Department's ability to 
adequately acquire, maintain, and operate existing and proposed parks.  These 
constraints include: 1) budget reductions that reduce staff’s ability to manage and 
operate existing parks, much less new parks; 2) inadequate funding from bond and 
impact fees for the acquisition of neighborhood and community parks; and 3) the 
uncertainty of maintaining County-owned parks within areas considering incorporation. 
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Public Schools 
 
Public schools were evaluated for existing conditions, and for projected conditions after 
the completion of the projects programmed under the Miami-Dade County School 
System's ongoing $2.0 billion construction program.  Almost half of these funds are 
derived from a $980 million bond issue approved on March 8, 1988; the remaining 
$1.02 billion represents projected revenues from other state and local sources.  
 
Analysis Method 
 
The adequacy of existing schools was evaluated based on October 2006 membership 
of each public school, the Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) design capacity, 
which includes permanent and relocatable (portables) student stations and the FISH 
percent rate.  Optimally, the number of students enrolled at a particular school facility 
should not exceed the number of permanent student stations.  
 
The Interlocal Agreement, between Miami-Dade County, the Cities of Miami-Dade 
County and the Miami-Dade County School Board for Public School Facility Planning 
(Interlocal Agreement), requires the reporting and reviewing of the individual 
applications based on FISH design capacity and percent rates.  The Countywide and 
Planning Analysis Tiers School Facility Rates are reported using the FISH design 
capacity and percent rates.  
 
By January 1, 2008, Miami-Dade County is expected to adopt a level of service (LOS) 
standard for public school facilities.  The current proposed LOS standard is 100% 
utilization of Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) and allows the LOS standard to 
be satisfied if: 1) construction of new capacity is programmed to relieve the impacted 
school within 3 years; 2) capacity is available at a contiguous public school facility; 3) 
development is phased to meet existing capacity; or, 4) if the proportionate share 
mitigation option is used.  The evaluation of school capacity based upon the proposed 
LOS standard and concurrency methodology differs significantly from the current 
method of assessing the impact to the school and requiring collaboration with the 
Miami-Dade County School Board if the proposed development results in an increase of 
FISH utilization in excess of 115%.  Therefore, the Miami-Dade County Public Schools 
staff will initially evaluate the April 2007 applications utilizing the former method and will 
re-evaluate these applications prior to any final adoption using the new LOS standard 
and concurrency methodology.  The re-evaluation is anticipated in October 2007 and 
should be available as a supplement to this application prior to the Board of County 
Commissioner’s transmittal hearing.  All future applications will be evaluated using the 
newly adopted LOS standard. 
 
Existing Conditions Countywide   
 
In October 2006, there were 323,390 students attending Miami-Dade County's 301 
mainstream public schools (this excludes charter schools).  
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The 207 elementary schools (including 11 primary learning centers and 10 K-8 centers) 
had an October 2006 membership of 157,885 and a FISH design capacity of 164,503 
for a systemwide FISH percent rate of 96 percent (See Table 22).   
 
The 56 middle schools had an October 2006 membership of 64,671 and a FISH design 
capacity of 65,755 or a systemwide FISH percent rate of 98.4 (See Table 22). 
 
The 38 senior high schools had an October 2006 enrollment of 100,834 and a FISH 
design capacity of 92,508 resulting in a systemwide enhanced program utilization rate 
of 109 percent  (See Table 22 below).  Among Miami-Dade County's 301 public 
schools, there is countywide student population of 323,390, a FISH design capacity of 
322,766 and a FISH percent rate of 100.2.  

 
The FISH percent rates apply to permanent student stations and relocatables.  The 
optional situation is for the number of students enrolled in a particular facility not to 
exceed the number of permanent student stations.  The FISH design capacity percent 
rates includes both permanent and portable student stations. 

 
Current Initiatives 
 
The state legislature passed the Growth Management Law of 2005, which made 
significant changes to the Growth Management Act, Chapter 163, Florida Statutes  A 
key requirement of the Growth Management Law of 2005 is that all local governments 
adopt a public school facility element in their comprehensive plan and adopt required 
updates to its public schools interlocal agreement.   
 
Miami-Dade County adopted in 1996 an Educational Element to the Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan (CDMP) under provisions of the state growth management 
law that permitted the adoption of optional elements.  The 1996 Educational Element 
was in response to Recommendation 9 in the Commission District 11 Area Planning 
Report, which was approved by the PAB on December 8, 1993 and by the Board of 
County Commissioners (BCC) on January 4, 1994 (Resolution No. 1-94).  
Recommendation 9 in the report stated, “An Education Facilities Element for the CDMP 
should be prepared”.  The Educational Element was amended in 1999 to address the 
1998 requirement of the state growth management law that require local government 
comprehensive plans to include criteria providing for schools proximate to urban 
residential areas and encouraging the collocation of schools with other public facilities 
such as parks, libraries and community centers.  The Educational Element was further 
amended in 2005 as a result of recommendations in the Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report (EAR) that was adopted in 2003. 
 
In July 2007, a special application was filed to amend the Educational Element of the 
CDMP in order to meet the legislative requirements with regards ti public school 
facilities.  This application provides for a Level of Service (LOS) standard for public 
school facilities, a school concurrency management program; and proportionate share 
mitigation criteria for school facilities.  Subsection 9J-5.005(5) of the Florida 
Administrative Code (F.A.C.) requires that the local comprehensive plan be internally 
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consistent.  Thus, this application includes proposed changes to the Intergovernmental 
Coordination Element, Capital Improvements Element, and Preface that are related to 
the proposed changes to the Educational Element.   
 
The application was transmitted to DCA in July 2007.  The Board of County 
Commissioners is scheduled to decide on this application in November 2007.  Should 
the application be adopted, the new implementing ordinance and interlocal agreement 
should be in place by January 1, 2008.    
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Table 22  
School Status by Planning Half-Tiers, Miami-Dade County, 2006 

          
October 2006 

Enrollment 
FISH Design 

Capacity 
FISH Rate 
Percentage 

Number of 
Schools in 
Half-Tier

North East         
Elementary 27,282 29,914 91.2% 41
Middle  11,762 11,204 105.0% 10
High 18,294 16,665 109.8% 7
North West         
Elementary 18,520 15,085 122.8% 15
Middle 6,998 7,802 89.7% 6
High 11,459 10,130 113.1% 4
North- Central East         
Elementary 36,605 42,655 85.8% 56
Middle 12,167 14,809 82.2% 13
High  20,147 19,285 104.5% 10
North-Central West         
Elementary 8,139 7,190 113.2% 8
Middle 3,596 3,401 105.7% 3
High 814 1,791 45.4% 1
South-Central East         
Elementary 29,082 32,463 89.6% 45
Middle 13,745 12,578 109.3% 11
High 23,832 21,709 109.8% 8
South-Central West         
Elementary 20,331 19,612 103.7% 22
Middle 9,863 8,149 121.0% 7
High 17,092 14,784 115.6% 5
South East         
Elementary 11,542 11,483 100.5% 13
Middle 3,928 5,497 71.5% 4
High 2,793 3,167 88.2% 1
South West         
Elementary 6,384 6,101 104.6% 7
Middle 2,612 2,315 112.8% 2
High 6,403 4,977 128.7% 2
          
Total School Enrollment         
Elementary  157,885 164,503 96.0%  207
Middle  64,671 65,755 98.4%  56
High  100,834 92,508 109.0%  38
Total  323,390 322,766 100.2%  301
Source: Miami-Dade County Public Schools, October 2006   
             Miami-Dade Department of Planning and Zoning, 2006  
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 
 
During each CDMP amendment cycle, some or all of the CDMP's schedules of capital 
improvements may be proposed for revision for a variety of reasons. During the April 
cycle, typically all schedules are revised.  This section briefly outlines the functional 
capital facility programs proposed for amendment this cycle, and explains the more 
significant proposed amendments recommended for approval in Application No. 13. 
 
The FY 2006/07 Capital Improvements Element (CIE) adopted in April 2007 contained 
603 active projects with a total cost of $17.36 billion. The largest expenditures are 
Transit-related projects with 35.8 percent of the total, followed closely by Water and 
Sewer facilities with 23.7 percent.  Aviation makes up another 20.7 percent, Highways 
and roads just over 10.4 percent, Park and Recreation 3.6 percent, and Seaport 2.6 
percent of total programmed expenditures. Aviation, water and sewer, and traffic 
projects have long been the dominant components of the CIE. Due to the injection of 
funding from the ½ cent transit surtax, as well as funding from the recent voter approved 
GOB program, the mass transit and park and recreation areas have now emerged. 
  
Aviation 
 
The aviation component has consistently been one of the largest in dollar terms since 
the inception of the CIE process in 1988. The Miami-Dade County Aviation Department 
is responsible for planning and carrying out renovation and upgrading of existing, and 
construction of new facilities to meet current and forecasted commercial passenger, 
cargo, and general aviation demand at Miami International Airport (MIA), four other 
active airports, and one training facility.  
 
The currently adopted CIE (April 2006 cycle), like its predecessor, contains 17 aviation 
projects at a total cost of $5.39 billion. About 37.3 percent is proposed for expenditure 
over the six-year program period, a percentage slightly below the previous year with 
absolute expenditures about $175.76 million lower from the previous program cycle.  
During the 2006/07-budget year, $2.01 billion is programmed and many projects were 
carried out in the following areas:  terminals, concourses, support facilities, cargo 
facilities, landside improvements, and airside improvements. However, by far the bulk of 
the program (66.3 percent) is to be found in the first category, a total of almost $1,335 
million. During 2006/07, key elements of the program included a new North Terminal, 
expansion of the South Terminal, improvements to the Central Terminal, and 
construction of an elevated automated people mover system known as the “MIA Mover”.   

 
For the 2007/2008 budget year, this capital programming is being continued; i.e. 
terminal, concourse, and gate expansion at MIA along with cargo handling capacity 
increases; necessary airside and landside improvements (roads and parking) and a 
variety of support projects. Programmed funding has increased somewhat to $2.40 
billion.  
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Overall, the proposed April 2007-cycle Aviation Schedule of Improvements, plans 
expenditures of almost $2.40 billion during the six-year program period, somewhat 
above 2006, while total cost of the program at $6.26 billion is up by almost $871.78 
million.  Almost all is funded from a combination of State and federal grants, revenue 
bond funds, current capital outlay and passenger facility charges. There are no newly 
proposed projects.  Nine projects are listed as deletions from the program; project 
number 16 has been completed and numbers 1, 2, 5, and 10, as well as numbers 4, 9, 
11, and 13 have been combined with projects 15, and 6, respectively. 
  
This new schedule of improvements embodies the strategy of emphasizing future 
capabilities of MIA to handle expected increases in passenger and cargo operations in 
an efficient manner.  The Department is engaged in a $6.258 billion capital 
improvement program to make the airport a more desirable and efficient transportation 
center.  Flight handling capacity at MIA is being enhanced, as expansion of the south 
site terminal building is adding 1,825 million square-feet.  The New South Terminal at 
MIA will begin limited operations by the fall, operating 27 gates of which 21 will be used 
as both international and domestic, five as domestic only, and one will be solely 
designated for the Airbus A-380.  North Terminal has been partially completed and 
construction on the remainder facility continues.  In addition, Concourse H and other 
components of the existing terminal with additional international and domestic gates 
along with renovated portions of existing concourses will give extra support to the 
passenger traffic from international flights.  In tandem with the terminal expansions and 
modifications are airfield developments, ground transportation systems, and other 
support projects as required, including the new 8L-26R Runway.  Cargo capacity with 
new buildings comprising a total of 2.7 million square feet is being substantially 
increased. In addition, the general aviation airports are undergoing a number of 
improvements. 
 
Coastal Management 
 
The Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management 
(DERM) administers the coastal management program as reflected in Table 3 of the 
Schedule of Improvements. Its primary aim is beach restoration and preservation. The 
program focuses on initiating and coordinating federal and/or State projects essential to 
the protection and recreational viability of the County's ocean shoreline. 
 
The adopted (April 2006/07) Coastal Management Schedule of Improvements includes 
only two projects at a cost of $70.46 million, with planned expenditures at $58.42 
million. The total cost is similar to that of the previous capital program, but the six-year 
expenditures are somewhat above the previous year’s total.  During 2006/07, only one 
beach re-nourishment project is to be completed at a cost of $6.85 million.  The 
currently recommended Coastal Schedule of Improvements again contains only two 
projects with a six-year expenditure program, which has now increased to $62.51 million 
and a total cost of $100.93 million.  Only one beach re-nourishment project is being 
planned for FY 2007/08, but the cost has escalated to 22.00 million. 
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Conservation 
 
The Conservation Element of the CDMP provides direction for the protection and 
conservation of Miami-Dade County's natural resources. Projects with this purpose are 
included in the Conservation Schedule of Improvements of the CIE, which has 
emphasized protection of natural water bodies and unique endangered lands.  Since the 
advent of the Stormwater Utility program, the focus has been heavily on major and local 
drainage improvements.  However, as a result of changes in the FY 2007/08 Proposed 
Resource Allocation Plan, the bulk of these activities are devoted mostly to the 
administrative function of the program.  The presently adopted program for FY 2006/07 
contains 61 projects at a total cost of $567.96 million, with expenditures programmed at 
$170.13 million. The total cost for FY 2006/07 is $260.44 million below the previous 
year with a, proportionally, similar drop in the six-year expenditures by $72.24 million 
from the previous year. The decline in expenditures is primarily a result of a program 
that is much less dominated by FEMA-funded projects.  
 
Major activity during 2006/07 includes continued acquisitions of environmentally 
endangered lands, as the Department of Environmental Resources Management 
(DERM) offers to purchase 500 acres of such lands and provides for active restoration 
and preservation of wetlands and environmentally valuable uplands.  A little over $11.31 
million was programmed for this purpose.  The Miami River dredging project continues 
and a large number of local drainage projects have been carried out.  However, the FY 
2006/07 program was much less dominated by FEMA-funded projects with only 6.6 
percent of the total.  Of the $170.13 million to be expended in FY 2006/07, most was 
devoted to river and canal dredging and a variety of drainage improvements.  In 
addition, smaller projects included drainage structure replacement, roadway restoration, 
drainage structure cleaning, and drainage mitigation. Several individual drainage 
projects were also completed. 
 
The April 2007 recommended program for Conservation continues these efforts at a 
considerably smaller scale as the last year.  This is due to the transfer of drainage 
related activities to Public Works Department.  With almost all drainage improvement 
projects transferred to Drainage, the current program will cost $272.73 million, but with 
only $106.28 million planned to be expended over the six-year period, which is a big 
drop from the previous year.  There are 11 active projects and 50 proposed deletions; 
project numbers 12, 14, 28, 34, 37, 43, 50, and 57 all due to completion, and numbers 
3, 8, 9, 10, 13, 27, and 60 due to reprogramming and funding shifts.  The remainder 35 
projects are being deleted due to transfer.  There are no newly proposed projects. 
 
Drainage 
 
The Miami-Dade County Public Works Department has been responsible for eliminating 
or controlling localized stormwater drainage problems, and has an ongoing program 
directed to that purpose.  As a result of the recommendations made during the summer 
of 2006, all drainage, design, and construction activities formerly housed in DERM were 
transferred to the Public Works Department.  This includes secondary canal 
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maintenance, street swiping, and drain cleaning funded by the Stormwater Utility 
program.  The adopted April 2006/07 Schedule of Improvements contained only one 
project costing a total of $7.00 million, with programmed expenditures at the $6.00 
million level. 
 
As a result of the abovementioned transfer of drainage improvements activities from 
DERM to Public Works Department, the April 2007 recommended capital program for 
Drainage contains 51 new projects, which bring the total cost and programmed 
expenditures well above the levels of last year.  With these projects added, the 
proposed plan will have a total cost of $124.91 million.  Over the six-year program, 
$75.10 million exclusively for roadway drainage improvements will be expended. 
  
Park and Recreation 
 
The Miami-Dade County Park and Recreation Department builds, maintains, operates, 
or manages an extensive and diversified system of parks, other recreational and cultural 
facilities along with open spaces, to serve the people of Miami-Dade County.  
Department facilities range from tot-lots and local parks serving unincorporated area 
neighborhoods, to metropolitan and regional parks, golf courses, marinas, and the 
Miami Metrozoo that serve the entire County.  Overall, the Department manages 251 
parks encompassing 12,601 acres.  It also is responsible for historic sites and nature 
preserves. 
 
Historically faced with huge unfunded capital needs, in recent years this situation has 
been somewhat relieved.  This is due to the approval, late in 1996, of the Safe 
Neighborhood Parks (SNP) bond program and the Mayor’s FY 1998/99 Quality 
Neighborhoods Improvement Program (QNIP).  The former is exclusively for parks, 
while the latter also funds other local capital projects such as sidewalks and street 
resurfacing.  Aside from these sources, the Building Better Community bond program 
has also provided additional funding to meet the Departments’ capital needs. 
 
Utilizing these and a wide assortment of other funding sources, the Department is 
proceeding with ambitious capital programs.  The currently adopted FY 2006/07 capital 
budget and multi-year plan shows programmed expenditures at $347.20 million with a 
total cost of $765.43 million.  During the first year, the Department was budgeted to 
made improvements at several projects, the largest being Areawide Park Renovations 
and Local Park Renovations at combined expenditures of $4.04 million. 
 
The presently recommended Park and Recreation Schedule lists 136 active projects, at 
a total cost of $785.13 million and programmed outlays of $355.85 million.  Four new 
projects are proposed, covering a wide range of activities, most relatively small 
expenditures on local parks.  But there are also significant improvements being made at 
the larger parks, the single largest outlay is at the Miami Metrozoo.  Seven projects are 
being deleted.  Project numbers 24 and 26 have been completed.  Projects 140, 141, 
and 143 are unfunded.  Project number 21 has been moved to the City of Miami 
Gardens.  Project 94 has now been rolled into a new proposed project (#145). 
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The FY 2007/08 capital budget and multi-year plan is 52.7 percent funded by the recent 
voter approved GOB program, about 14.0 percent from Safe Neighborhood Parks 
Proceeds, 12.6 percent from park impact fees, and 4.4 percent from Capital Outlay 
Reserve (COR).  The remaining 16.3 percent comes primarily from State and Federal 
grants and financing proceeds.  Of the total ongoing program, about 31.2 percent is 
devoted to local (UMSA) park renovations and new development, most of it to the 
former.  More than 34.3 percent of the program is allocated to Metropolitan or areawide 
Parks.  During FY 2007/08, the Department plans to complete and operate 27 new 
and/or expanded facilities and other parks.  About 13.1 percent of the expenditures are 
allocated to various improvements, renovation, repair, and maintenance efforts in other 
park, recreation, and cultural projects. 
 
Seaport 
 
The Miami-Dade County Seaport Department manages and operates the Port of Miami, 
which is the busiest passenger cruise home port in the world and the 12th ranked 
busiest containerized cargo port in the United States.  The Seaport Department is 
responsible for meeting the infrastructure needs of the cruise and cargo industries, 
ensuring the Port of Miami is managed efficiently and effectively, and expanding, 
renovating, and maintaining the Port’s facilities to meet industry growth for both cargo 
and cruise operations.  The Department promotes cruise and cargo growth through 
infrastructure enhancements and throughput capacity improvements combined with 
aggressive foreign and domestic marketing program.  
 
The presently adopted (2006/07) Capital Improvements Element contains a Seaport 
component listing a six-year expenditure program of $251.28 million and a total cost of 
$525.98 million.  There are a total of 31 projects. The program is almost evenly loaded 
with 43.6 percent of the total expenditures being planned for the first three years.  The 
single largest project in FY 2006/07 is dredging the southern part of Lummus Island - 
Phase III with a total cost of 154.82 million.  Other major expenditure is for the Seaport 
Tunnel with an outlay of  $100.00 million.  These two projects together account for 48.4 
percent of the total cost of the program.  If capital costs for the new Cruise Terminals D 
and E were added, just these four projects constitute almost two thirds of the FY 
2006/07 investments.   
 
In this, the April 2007/08 recommended Schedule of Improvements, there are 20 
ongoing projects with nine new project being proposed, while 11 are being deleted; 
numbers 4, 5, 6, 12, and 16 have been completed.  Project numbers 9, 15, 18, 20, and 
21 are listed as deletion from the program due to limited funds and other higher priority 
Seaport needs.  Project number 3 has been incorporated into other projects.   
 
This 2007/2008 capital program embodies continued investment in new and improved 
berthing, cruise terminal facilities, security, traffic circulation enhancement and 
throughput projects.  The six-year expenditure figure of $367.61 million is well above the 
previous year’s total and the cost is about 15.3 percent higher from the previous year.  
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A number of roadway improvements are being done both on and off the Port.  A wide 
variety of infrastructure improvements have expenditures of $67.11 million.  Likewise, 
passenger area facilities are being expanded and improved including new Terminal A 
and Parking Garage Terminal D projects at a combined cost of $50.00 million.  Other 
general port improvements and channel deepening are also being accomplished.  
Expenditures for security measures in the form of perimeter security cameras are being 
made during 2007/08 as well.  
 
For the entire six-year programming period, the Seaport identifies 41 projects with 
estimated cost of $367.61 million, mostly funded by Seaport revenue bonds.  The total 
cost of these projects is close to $606.58 million. 
 
Sewer Facilities 
 
The Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department (WASD) is the largest water and sewer 
utility in the Southeastern U.S.  The Department has a major capital program to build 
and maintain wastewater collection and treatment infrastructure.  About 99 percent of 
the wastewater generated in Miami-Dade County is collected and treated by this 
agency, utilizing three large regional facilities with a capacity of 368 million gallons per 
day. The Department serves approximately 329,000 wastewater retail customers and 
provides wholesale sewer service to twelve municipalities within Miami-Dade County.  

 
The currently adopted capital schedule (April, 2006/07) contains expenditures of 
$1,568.49 million for the period 2006/07-2011/12, with a total cost of $3,698.03 million 
for 34 projects.  The 2006/07 program reflected continuation of the major, expedited 
capital program to meet the requirements and deadlines of two settlement agreements 
with the Florida State Department of Environmental Protection and two consent decrees 
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Almost all of the required improvements 
have been put in place and completion is now expected by 2010. During FY 2006/07, 
the program expenditure total is $120.37 million.  The largest expenditures include 
$23.06 million for Peak Flow Management Facilities, $18.51 million for the South District 
W.W.T.P.- High Level Disinfection facilities, $14.48 million for Waste Water Equipment 
and Vehicles, $12.98 million for the Pump Station Improvements Program, and $10.00 
million for Gravity Sewer Renovations.  These five projects constitute 65.7 percent of 
the program’s first year. 
  
For the period FY 2007/08 – 2012/13, recommended expenditures total almost $1.34 
billion with the total cost close to $2.64 billion for 26 projects; both figures being well 
below last year.  A significant amount of reprogramming has occurred resulting in cost 
and expenditures changes.  Eight projects are listed as deletions from the program; 
projects 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32 are now combined in some fashion to a new 
proposed project (#34).    

 
Over the course of the 2007-2012 six-year program period, the Water and Sewer 
Department will continue to pursue a capital strategy aimed at overcoming the 
deficiencies specified in the Consent Decrees through a series of improvements to the 
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wastewater collection, transmission, treatment and disposal systems.  A total of 128.53 
million is programmed for FY 2006/07.  Many upgrades go beyond merely correcting the 
deficiencies identified by the State and federal governments.  This is especially true at 
the Central and South Wastewater Treatment Plants, systemwide peak flow pumping 
capacity, infiltration reduction, wastewater reuse, corrosion control program, and several 
sewer line extensions.  Primary funding for the overall program is from wastewater 
revenue bonds and connection charges.  
 
Solid Waste Disposal 
 
Miami-Dade County's Solid Waste Management Department collects garbage and trash 
in unincorporated Miami-Dade County and participating municipalities.  It contracts for 
the collection of recyclable materials also.  It is responsible for all trash and garbage 
disposal in the County and regulates all waste collection, transportation of waste, and 
recycling.  This service system incorporates three regional trash transfer stations, a 
large resource recovery plant, a shredder facility, two landfills, and thirteen-
neighborhood Trash and Recycling centers.  A large fleet of trucks and other equipment 
is maintained in order to carry out these and other activities.  For its collection services, 
the Solid Waste Management Department is transitioning from a manual to automated 
technology. 
 
The existing adopted capital program lists 39 projects costing $191.97 million, with 
$75.84 million to be expended over the 2006/07-2011/12 period.  These numbers are 
much higher than those for the previous six-year program.  The Solid Waste 
Management capital program, guided by the 1995 Strategic Plan, contains projects 
directed at the four broad areas of Environmental Projects, Nuisance Control, Waste 
Collection, and Waste Disposal. 
  
The recommended Solid Waste Management Schedule of Improvements for FY 
2007/08–20012/13 is somewhat smaller than the previous one.  There are 35 active 
projects with four proposed additions and four deletions.  While total cost is now 
$223.97 million, planned expenditures are $62.21 million.  Projects 9, 31, 32, and 35 are 
completed.  The four proposed additions have a total cost of $34.44 million, the largest 
project being $31.59 million for the Munisport Landfill Closure Grant.  The other three 
new projects cost only $2.85 million together. 
 
During the first four years, about 59.8 percent of the program expenditures are devoted 
to waste disposal environmental projects.  These include Resource Recovery Plant 
(RRP) retrofits, cell closures (at the RRP, North, South, and Virginia Key landfills), plus 
other remediation projects.  About 33.5 percent of the program is concerned with waste 
disposal.  There are a number of small projects covering the full range of disposal 
activities.  At the Resources Recovery facility, a cell will be constructed at a cost of 
about 3.85 million.  Waste collection and nuisance control constitute only about 5.2 
percent of the program, the majority of it being the former.  Major emphasis is being 
placed on improvements at existing T&R centers and the construction of a new T&R 
centers in West/Southwest Miami-Dade.  For the most part, these projects will be 
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completed by FY 2009/10 as more than two thirds of the funding is programmed in the 
first three years of the six-year plan.  Major funding comes from waste disposal 
revenues, followed by Future Solid Waste Revenue Bonds and waste collection 
revenues. 
 
Traffic Circulation 
 
The Miami-Dade County Public Works Department is responsible for constructing and 
maintaining the County's roadway and bridge infrastructure system, which totals 5,033 
arterial and local centerline road miles and 209 bridges on arterial and local roads.  
Basically, this includes many of the section-line and most half-section line roads, all 
collector roads and most of the various bridges in the County. In addition, all local roads 
in unincorporated Miami-Dade are maintained.  Capacity improvements typically consist 
of widening and/or reconstructing roadways, replacement of bridges and reconfiguring 
intersections.  Countywide Street and roadway signage and signalization are also this 
department's responsibility.  
 
The presently adopted (FY 2006/07) Traffic Circulation component of the CIE contained 
210 projects totaling $1,293.43 million in cost.  Expenditures of $1,009.72 million were 
heavily programmed during the first three years of the 2006/07-2011/12 period, with 
68.2 percent of the outlay found there.  The largest category of expenditures was for 
projects funded by the People’s Transportation Plan (PTP) bond program at $556.77 
million, which is 53.0 percent of the total for all projects.  Public Works is responsible for 
carrying out the building of several new roads, widening many others, resurfacing, new 
operational improvements and new curbs and gutters as set forth in the PTP.  The 
second largest category was for projects funded by the new GOB program at $89.36 
million, or about 8.5 percent of the total cost.  The projects include unspecified 
infrastructure improvements in each Commission District, several bike path projects, 
and a few bridge expenditures.  The majority of the other projects were funded by the 
old standbys impact fees, secondary gas tax, and causeway tolls, and were applied to 
the usual array of road and bridge projects. 
 
During fiscal year 2007/08, the Department will maintain 171 bridges on arterial roads 
and 38 bridges on local roads, 1,100 miles of arterial and 3,933 local centerline road 
miles, 2,641 traffic signals and 495 school flashers, 2,584 traffic signal controllers, 
21,131 streetlights on state and County roads, and approximately 400,000 street and 
traffic signs. 
 
As recommended, the new 2007/08 – 2012/13 program is expanded and will have a 
total cost of $1,417.70 million for 176 ongoing projects and 14 newly proposed ones.  
The six-year expenditure plan is for $1,039.98 million.  The cost figure is well above the 
prior year program, as are the expenditures.  Thirty-four projects are listed as deletions 
from the program; projects 16, 22, 46, 47, 60, 63, 77, 90, 98, 119, 146, 149, and 153, 
being completed.  Project 115 is being withdrawn as a duplicate, number 14 is no longer 
needed, and number 151 was not a true CIE project.  The remaining projects (17, 88, 
107, 112, 118, 130, 136, 140, 145, 159, 160, 166, 173, 178, 185, 186, 189, and 195) 
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are listed as deletions for several reasons, the most significant due to funding shifts or 
reprogramming priorities.  The new projects have a total cost of $82.40 million and 
planned expenditures of $66.86 million.   
 
This 2007/08-2012/13 multi-year Public Works Capital plan is very similar to previous 
versions with inclusion of projects both countywide and in unincorporated Miami-Dade. 
As it did last year, following its new Business Plan, the Department has segmented the 
capital program into two parts: Neighborhood and Unincorporated Area Municipal 
Services, and Transportation. The latter is the largest component, 1.44 billion in cost 
versus $104.74 million, while six-year expenditures are $988.44 versus $67.52 million.  
It is made up of Causeway Improvements, Major Road Improvements, Traffic Control 
Systems, Infrastructure Improvements, and ADA Accessibility Improvements.  The 
former includes Drainage Improvements, Infrastructure Improvements, Mosquito Control 
(not addressed herein) and Local Road Improvements.  In Transportation, the 
expenditures decrease during the first four years, and then jump up in the fifth year, with 
year six being the lowest, much less so in the Neighborhood/UMSA program, where 
expenditures decrease in the second year and then increase and more or less spread 
evenly over the last three of the six-year programming period. 

 
Mass Transit 
 
Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) is the 12th largest public transit system in the U.S. and the 
largest transit agency in the state.  A large capital program is necessary for the purpose 
of constructing and maintaining facilities and acquiring equipment necessary to provide 
transportation services to the public.  The transit system has four major components; 
Metrorail, Metromover, bus service, and special transportation services.  MDT provides 
33.7 million miles of Metrobus revenue service with 106 routes, a 22.6-mile elevated 
Metrorail system, and a 4.4-mile elevated People Mover system.  The passage by the 
voters of the ½ cent sales tax in 2002 to be used exclusively for transportation is a boon 
to transit.  The tax will generate $150 million annually, which has opened the door to 
applying for federal and state matching funds.  Thus, a much expanded and viable 
transit system can be planned and put into place.  The various elements were compiled 
prior to the vote in a document entitled The Peoples Transportation Plan (PTP), and the 
Agency, working with the Citizens Independent Transportation Trust, is in the process of 
implementing the PTP, for which MDT is also responsible. 
  
The capital program for FY 2006/07 has total costs of $4.10 billion and expenditures of 
$3.47 billion through the year 2011/12.  The single largest component was for the East-
West Corridor.  The next highest expenditure was for the North Corridor Extension of 
Metrorail, then Capitalization of Preventive Maintenance, Earlington Heights/MIC 
Connector, and Rail Vehicle Mid-Life Rehabilitation.  Together, these five projects 
account for 86.1 percent of the budgeted six-year expenditures.  Infrastructure 
Improvements include the extension to Florida City of the South Miami-Dade Busway - 
Phase II and new bus facilities.  A total of $79.10 million was spent on new equipment 
for revenue collection. The remaining funds in this expanded capital program were used 
to construct and modify park and ride facilities and for planning, administration and 
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contingency.  Funding comes from federal grants, County bonds, State of Florida, and 
the new surtax supported bonds.  

 
Expenditures for Metrorail include vehicle mid-life modernization, repair, and 
maintenance of Metrorail and Metromover facilities, Metromover vehicle overhaul and 
refurbishment of rail and mover facilities and stations.  The largest outlay for the bus 
system is the acquisition of new buses ($142.38 million) followed by construction of new 
bus garages ($43.24 million).  
 
Equipment purchases include a variety of items ranging from the Automated Vehicle 
Locator/Monitoring and Radio System, tools and equipment for repair, to bus security 
and surveillance monitoring devices. 
 
The proposed FY 2007/08 capital program consists 43 active projects, 10 new ones, 
and six deletions. The cost is $5.63 billion with expenditures of $3.85 billion. Of the 10 
newly proposed projects, the Track and Guideway Coverboard Replacement, the Track 
and Guideway Rail Fastener Replacement, the Palmetto Station Traction Power 
Substation, the Tri-Rail Station Traction Power Substation, and the Pedestrian 
Overpasses at the Coconut Grove and Dadeland South Metrorail Stations account for 
77.40 percent of the total. Two projects are being deleted.  Project number 25 has now 
been split into five new projects (#50, #51, #52, #53, and #55); project number 39 has 
been completed.  The funding breakdown for the six-year expenditures is as follows: 
Federal grants $1.55 billion; People’s Transportation Bond Program $1.81 billion; and 
State of Florida-FDOT $250.12 million.  These three sources comprise 93.9 percent of 
total expenditures.  MDT expenditures increase during the first three years, and then 
more or less remain stable over the last three. 
 
Water Facilities 
 
The Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department (WASD) provide about 87 percent of the 
potable water to consumers in the County.  About 412,000 water retail customers are 
served and 15 municipalities purchase water wholesale.  This is accomplished by the 
operation of three regional and five smaller water treatment plants, with water supply 
coming from 14 wellfields with 93 pumping wells.  The capital program necessary to 
accomplish this includes wellfield development, the expansion, and upgrade of water 
treatment facilities, pumping capacity and related infrastructure.  The Department 
implements water conservation measures and provide high quality drinking water.  In 
providing these services, the Department interacts with various federal and State 
regulatory agencies, as well as the Miami-Dade County Health Department and the 
Department of Environmental Resources Management.  
 
The April 2006/07 adopted program has 23 projects costing $1,211.97 million with 
$735.49 million to be spent by FY 2011/12.  The total cost figure is considerably below 
the prior year’s program, while the six-year expenditures are higher by about 22.5 
percent.  Several revenue sources were used to fund a variety of water supply and 
quality projects.  However, just six projects, excluding project number 20, account for 
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about 61.9 percent of the six-year expenditures.  These are South Miami Heights Water 
Treatment Plant and Wellfield, Water Distribution System Extension Enhancements, 
Water Treatment Plant Replacement and Renovations, Water System Maintenance and 
Upgrades, Water Equipment and Vehicles, and Wellfield Improvements.  All of these 
projects are ongoing with various subcomponents completed each year. 
 
The currently recommended Schedule of Improvements shows both a higher total cost 
at $1,242.30 million and higher expenditures at $802.06 million for 20 projects.  The 
higher capital outlay predominately accounted for by system wide extensions of the 
water distribution system and the South Miami-Dade Water Treatment Plant and 
Wellfield.  Five projects and their components are marked for deletion, numbers 16 and 
21 being completed, numbers 20A and 20B being redefined as a new project (#24), and 
numbers 20C, 20D, 22, and 23 being combined to a new project (#25). 
 
Like the ones before it, this six-year schedule of improvements is aimed at meeting 
current and future needs for water pumping, treatment, transmission, and distribution 
capacity.  Water quality is given high priority also, as dictated by various federal and 
State regulations and guidelines.  
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