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MIAMI.DADE GOUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING
RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

APPLIGANTS: Roger and Dorothy Wolin

SEGTION: 31-54-41

COMMISSION DISTRICT: 7

PH: 207 -17 2 (07 -1 2-CZ1 2-2)

DATE: April24,2008

ITEM NO.: A
================= ======================= ================================

A. INTRODUCTION

o REQUESTS:

ROGER AND DOROTHY WOLIN are appealing the decision of Community Zoningj
Appeals Board #12, which denied without prejudice the following:

(1)  EU-1 to  EU-S

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:

(2) Applicants are requesting to permit two lots with lot areas of 0.617 gross
acre each (1 gross acre required).

AND WITH EITHER REQUEST #1 OR #2,THE FOLLOWING:

(3) Applicants are requesting to permit two lots with frontages of 100'each
(125' requi red) .

(4) Applicants are requesting to permit on Parcel 1 a utility shed accessory
building setback 7.72' (20' required) from the interior side (south) property

'  l ine.

Upon a demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval
of requests #2 - #4 may be considered under 533-311(AX14) (Alternative Site
Development Option for Single-Family and Duplex Dwell ing Units) or under 933-
31 1(AX4Xb) (Non-Use Variance) or (c) (Alternative Non-Use Variance).

A boundary survey is on file and may be examined in the Department of Planning
and Zoning, as prepared by Schwebke, Shiskin & Associates, Inc. and dated
stamped received 8131107. Plans may be modified at public hearing.

o SUMMARY OF REQUESTS:

The applicants are appealing the decision of Community Zoning Appeals Board
#12 (CZAB-12) which denied without prejudice a request to change the zoning on
the property from EU-1, Single-Family One Acre Estate Residential District, to
EU-S, Estate Use Suburban Residential District, or in the alternative, to permit lots
with areas of 0.617 gross acre each to allow the resubdivision of the subject EU-1
zoned parcel into two lots with less lot area than required by the zoning
regulations. Additionally, with either of the aforementioned requests, the applicants
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seek to permit said two lots with reduced lot frontages with either alternative (the
zone change or the reduced lot areas) and to permit a utility shed accessory
building on Parcel 1 to setback less than required from the interior side (south)
property line.

o LOGATION:

7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Florida.

o SIZE: 1.24 gross acres

o IMPAGT:

The approval of the requested district boundary change or the alternative request
for lots with less lot area and the request for less lot frontage than required by the
zoning district regulations will provide 1 additional housing unit for the community
that will have a minimal impact on public services. The reduced utility shed
setback could have a negative visual impact on the area.

ZONING HEARINcS HISTORY: None

GOMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (GDMP):

The Adopted 2015 and 2025 Land Use Plan designates the subject property as being
within the Urban Development Boundary for The Adopted 2015 and 2025 Land Use Plan
designates the subject property as being within the Urban Development Boundary for
Estate Density Residential use. This density range is typically characterized by
detached estates which utilize only a small portion of the total parcel. Clustering, and a
variety of housing types may, however, be authorized. The residential densities allowed in
this category shall  range from a minimum of 1.0 to a maximum of 2.5 dwell ing units per
gross acre.

B.

c.

D. NEIGHBORHOOD GHARAGTERISTICS:

ZONING

Subiect Propertv:

EU-1 ; single-family residence

Surrou nding Froperties:

NORTH: EU-1; single-family residences

SOUTH: EU-1; single-family residences

LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATION

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
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EAST: EU-1;s ing le- fami lyres idence

WEST: EU-M; single-familyresidences

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

The subject property is located at7677 Ponce de Leon Road. The area surrounding the
subject property is predominately developed with single-family homes.

E.  SITE AND BUILDINGS:

Site Plan Review:
Scale/Utilization of Site:
Location of Buildings:
Compatibility:
Landscape Treatment:
Open Space:
Buffering:
Access:
Parking LayouVCirculation:
VisibilityA/isual Screening :
Energy Considerations:
Roof Installations:
Service Areas:
Signage:
Urban Design:

(site plan submitted)
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
N/A
N/A
Unacceptable
Acceptable
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

F. PERTINENT REQUIREMENTS/STANDARDS:

In evaluating an application for a district boundary change, Section 33-311 provides that
the Board shall take into consideration, among other factors the extent to which:

(1) Conform to the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County,
Florida; is consistent with applicable area or neighborhood studies or plans, and
would serye a public benefit warranting the granting of the application at the time it
is considered;

(2) Will have a favorable or unfavorable impact on the environmental and natural
resources of Miami-Dade County, including consideration of the means and
estimated cost necessary to minimize the adverse impacts; the extent to which
alternatives to alleviate adverse impacts may have a substantial impact on the
natural and human environment; and whether any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of natural resources will occur as a result of the proposed
development;

(3) Will have a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade
County, Florida;
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(4) Will efficiently use or unduly burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, recreation,
education or other necessary public facilities which have been constructed or
planned and budgeted for construction;

(5) Will efficiently use or unduly burden or affect public transportation facilities,
including mass transit, roads, streets and highways which have been constructed
or planned and budgeted for construction, and if the development is or will be
accessible by public or private roads, streets or highways.

Section 33-311(AXl4) Alternative Site Development Option for Single Family and
Duplex Dwell ings

The following standards are alternatives to the generalized standards contained in zoning
regulations governing specified zoning districts:

(c) Setbacks for a single family or duplex dwell ing shall  be approved after public hearing
upon demonstration of the following:

1. the character and design of the proposed alternaiive development will not
result in a material diminution of the privacy of adjoining residential property;
and

the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious departure
from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity, taking into account
existing structures and open space; and

the proposed alternative development Will not reduce the amount of open
space on the parcel proposed for alternative development to less than 4O% of
the total net lot area; and

any area of shadow cast by the proposed alternative development upon an
adjoining parcel of land during daylight hours will be no larger than would be
cast by a structure constructed pursuant to the underlying district regulations,
or will have no more than a de minimus impact on the use and enjoyment of
the adjoining parcel of land; and

the proposed alternative development will not involve the installation or
operation of any mechanical equipment closer to the adjoining parcel of land
than any other portion of the proposed alternative development, unless such
equipment is located within an enclosed, soundproofing structure; and

the proposed alternative development will not involve any outdoor lighting
fixture that casts light on an adjoining parcel of land at an intensity greater than
permitted by this code; and

the architectural design, scale, mass, and building materials of any proposed
structure or addition are aesthetically harmonious with that of other existing or

2.

3.

4.

6 .

7.
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proposed structures or buildings on the parcel proposed for alternative
development; and

8. the wall of any building within a setback area required by the underlying district
regulations shall be improved with architectural details and treatments that
avoid the appearance of a "blank wall"; and

9. the proposed development will not result in the destruction or removal of
mature trees within a setback required by the underlying district regulations,
with a diameter at breast height of greater than ten (10) inches, unless the
trees are among those listed in section 24-60(4)(t) of this code, or the trees are
relocated in a manner that preserves the aesthetic and shade qualities of the
same side of the lot; and

10.any windows or doors in any building to be located within an interior setback
required by the underlying district regulations shall be designed and located so
that they are not aligned directly across from facing windows or doors on
buildings located on an adjoining parcel of land; and

11. total lot coverage shall not be increased by more than twenty percent (20%) ot
the lot coverage permitted by the underlying regulations; and

12.the area within an interior side setback required by the underlying distr ict
regulations located behind the front building line will not be used for off-street
parking except:

a. in an enclosed garage where the garage door is located so that it is not
aligned directly across from facing windows or doors on buildings located
on an adjoining parcel of land; or

b. if the off-street parking is buffered from property that abuts the setback
area by a solid wall at least six (6) feet in height along the area of
pavement and parking, with either:

i. articulation to avoid the appearance of a "blank wall" when viewed
from the adjoining property, or

ii. landscaping that is at least three (3) feet in height at time of
planting, located along the length of the wall between the wall and
the adjoining property, accompanied by specific provision for the
maintenance of the landscaping, such as but not limited to, an
agreement regarding its maintenance in recordable form from the
adjoining landowner; and

13. any structure within an interior side setback required by the underlying district
regulations;
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a. is screened from adjoining property by landscape material of sufficient size
and composition to obscure at least sixty percent (60%) of the proposed
alternative development to a height of the lower fourteen (14) feet of such
structure at time of planting; or

b. is screened from adjoining property by an opaque fence or wall at least
six(6) feet in height that meets the standards set forth in paragraph (f)
herein; and

14. any proposed alternative development not attached to a principal building,
except canopy carports, is located behind the front building line; and

15.any structure not attached to a principal building and proposed to be located
within a setback required by the underlying district regulations shall be
separated from any other structure by at least three (3) feet; and

16. when a principal building is proposed to be located within a setback required
by the underlying district regulations, any enclosed portion of the upper floor of
such building shall not extend beyond the first floor of such building within the
setback; and

17.the eighteen (18) inch distance between any swimming pool and any wall or
enclosure required by this code is maintained; and

18. safe sight distance triangles shall be maintained as required by this code; and

19. the parcel proposed for alternative development will continue to provide on-site
parking as required by this code; and

20. the parcel proposed for alternative development shall satisfy underlying district
regulations or, if applicable, prior zoning actions or administrative decisions
issued prior to the effective date of this ordinance (August 2,2002), regulating
lot area, frontage and depth.

21. the proposed development will meet the following:

A. interior side setbacks will be at least three (3) feet or fifty percent
(50%) of the side setbacks required by the underlying district
regulations, whichever is greater.

B. Side street setbacks shall not be reduced by more than fifty
percent (50%) of the underlying zoning district regulations;

C. Interior side setbacks for active recreational uses shall be no less
than seven (7) feet in EU, AU; or GU zoning district or three (3)
feet in all other zoning districts to which this subsection applies;

8



I
olinRoger and Dorothy W

207-172
Page 7

D. Front setbacks will be at least twelve and one-halt (12 %) feet or
fifty percent (50%) of the front setbacks required by the underlying
district regulations, whichever is greater;

E. Rear setbacks will be at least three (3) feet for detached
accessory structures and ten (10) feet for principal structures.

(d) The lot area, frontage, or depth for a single family or duplex dwelling shall be
approved upon demonstration of at least one of the following:

1. the proposed lot area, frontage or depth will permit the development or
redevelopment of a single family or duplex dwelling on a parcel of land where
such dwelling would not othenvise be permitted by the underlying district
regulations due to the size or configuration of the parcel proposed for
alternative development, provided that:

A. the parcel is under laMul separate ownership from any contiguous
property and is not othenryise grandfathered for single family or duplex
use:  and

B. the proposed alternative development will not result in the further
subdivision of land; and

C. the size and dimensions of the lot are sufficient to provide all setbacks
required by the underlying district regulations; and

D. the lot area is not less than ninety percent (90%) of the minimum lot area
. required by the underlying district regulations; and

E. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

F. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

G. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

2. the proposed alternative development will result in open space, community
design, amenities or preservation of natural resources that enhances the
function or aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity in a manner not
othenvise achievable through application of the underlying district regulations,
provided that:

A. the density of the proposed alternative development does not exceed that
permitted by the underlying district regulations; and
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B. the size and dimensions of each lot in the proposed alternative
development are sufficient to provide all setbacks required by the
underlying district regulations, or, if applicable, any prior zoning actions or
administrative decisions issued prior to the effective date of this ordinance
(August 2,2002); and

C. each lot's area is not less than eighty percent (80%) of the lot area
required by the underlying district regulations; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

E. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

F. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

3. the proposed lot area, frontage or depth is such that:

A. the proposed alternative development will not result in the creation of
more than three (3) lots; and

B. the size and dimensions of each lot are sufficient to provide all setbacks
required by the underlying district regulations; and

C. no lot area shall be less than the smaller of:

i. ninety percent (90%) of the lot area required by the underlying district
regulations; or

ii. the average area of the developed lots in the immediate vicinity within
the same zoning district; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

E. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

F. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

4. lf the proposed alternative development involves the creation of new parcels of
smaller than five (5) gross acres in an area designated agricultural in the
Comprehensive Development Master Plan:
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(g)

A. the abutting parcels are predominately parcelized in a manner similar to
the proposed alternative development on three (3) or more sides of the
parcel proposed for alternative development; and

B. the division of the parcel proposed for alternative development will not
precipitate additional land division in the area; [and]

C. the size and dimensions of each lot in the proposed alternative
development are sufficient to provide all setbacks required by the
underlying district regulations; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the surrounding area defined by
the closest natural and man-made boundaries lying with [in] the
agricultural designation; and

E. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
result ing lots.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, no proposed alternative development shall be
approved upon demonstration that the proposed alternative development:

1. will result in a significant diminution of the value of property in the immediate
vicinity; or

2. will have substantial negative impact on public safety due to unsafe
automobile movements, heightened vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, or
heightened risk of fire; or

3. will result in a materially greater adverse impact on public services and
facilities than the impact that would result from development of the same
parcel pursuant to the underlying district regulations; or

4. will combine severable use rights obtained pursuant to Chapter 338 of this
code in conjunction with the approval sought hereunder so as to exceed the
limitations imposed by section 338-45 of this code.

Proposed alternative development under this subsection shall provide additional
amenities or buffering to mitigate the impacts of the development as approved,
where the amenities or buffering expressly required by this subsection are
insufficient to mitigate the impacts of the development. The purpose of the
amenities or buffering elements shall be to preserve and protect the quality of life
of the residents of the approved development and the immediate vicinity in a
manner comparable to that ensured by the underlying district regulations.
Examples of such amenities include but are not limited to: active or passive
recreational facilities, common open space, additional trees or landscaping,
convenient covered bus stops or pick-up areas for transportation services,

(h)
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sidewalks ( including improvements, l inkages, or addit ional width), bicycle paths,
buffer areas or berms, street furniture, undergrounding of utility lines, and
decorative street lighting. In determining which amenities or buffering elements
are appropriate for a proposed development, the following shall be considered:

A. the types of needs of the residents of the parcel proposed for
development and the immediate vicinity that would likely be occasioned
by the development, including but not limited to recreational, open space,
transportation, aesthetic amenities, and buffering from adverse impacts;
and

B. the proportionality between the impacts on residents of the proposed
alternative development and the immediate vicinity and the amenities or
buffering required. For example, a reduction in lot area for numerous lots
may warrant the provision of additional common open space. A
reduction in a particular lot's interior side setback may warrant the
provision of addit ional landscaping.

Section 33-311(AX4Xb) Non-use variances from other than airport regulations.
Upon appeal or direct application in specific cases, the Board shall hear and grant
applications for non-use variances from the terms of the zoning and subdivision
regulations and may grant a non-use variance upon a showing by the applicant that the
non-use variance maintains the basic intent and purpose of the zoning, subdivision and
other land use regulations, which is to protect the general welfare of the public, particularly
as it affects the stability and appearance of the community and provided that the non-use
variance will be otherwise compatible with the surrounding land uses and would not be
detrimental to the community. No showing of unnecessary hardship to the land is
required.

Section 33-311(A)(aXc) Alternative non-use variance standard. Upon appeal or direct
application in specific cases to hear and grant applications from the terms of the zoning
and subdivision regulations for non-use variances for setbacks, minimum lot area,
frontage and depth, maximum lot coverage and maximum structure height, the Board
(following a public hearing) may grant a non-use variance for these items, upon a showing
by the applicant that the variance will not be contrary to the public interest, where owing to
special conditions, a literal enforcement of the provisions thereof will result in unnecessary
hardship, and so the spirit of the regulations shall be observed and substantial justice
done; provided, that the non-use variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of the regulation, and that the same is the minimum non-use variance that will
permit the reasonable use of the premises; and further provided, no non-use variance
from any airport zoning regulation shall be granted under this subsection.

G. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVIGES:

DERM
Public Works
Parks
MDT

No objection"
No objection*
No objection
No objection
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Fire Rescue
Police
Schools

No objection
No objection
No objection

"Subject to the conditions as indicated in their memoranda.

H. ANALYSIS:

This application was deferred from the March 20,2008 meeting due to a lack of quorum.
On December 3, 2007, the Community Zoning Appeals Board - 12 (CZAB-12) denied the
zone change (request #'1) and companion requests #2, #3 and #4 without prejudice, by a
vote of 7 to 0, pursuant to Resolution #CZAB12-31-07. On December 24,2007, the
applicants appealed the CZAB-12's decision to the Board of County Commissioners
(BCC) citing that the Board's decision to deny the application is inconsistent with the
CDMP and that the applicants met the standard of review in Chapter 33 of the Zoning
Code of Miami-Dade County. Staff notes that all existing uses and zoning are consistent
with the CDMP. As such, the CZAB-12's decision to deny the zone change and retain the
existing EU-1 zoning on the subject property is consistent with the CDMP. The subject
property is located at 7677 Ponce de Leon Road and is developed with a single-family
residence on the west portion of the site (proposed parcel 2). Said residence has a
screen patio addition and a pool that will be removed. Additionally, a guesthouse
currently exists on the east portion of the site (proposed parcel 1). The applicants are
seeking to rezone the property from EU-1, Single-Family One Acre Estate District, to EU-
S, Estate Use Suburban Residential Distr ict (request #1). In the alternative to request #1,
the applicants are requesting to retain the EU-1 zoning and permit two lots with lot areas
of 0.617 gross acre each (1 gross acre required) in order to develop two single-family
home sites (request #2). With either request, the applicants are requesting to permit two
lots with a frontage of 100'each (125' required) (request #3) and to permit the continued
use of an existing utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' (20' required)
from the interior side (south) property line (request #4). The site plan submitted indicates
the development of two lots (Parcel 1 and Parcel 2), each with 26,902 sq. ft. of gross lot
area, which complies with the EU-S zoning lot area requirement of 25,000 sq. ft. (0.57
gross acre). However, the existing EU-1 zoning regulations require a minimum lot area of
1 acre gross (43,560 sq. ft.). Most of the parcels immediately surrounding the subject
property are zoned EU-1 and are developed with single-family homes.

The Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM) does not object to
this application and states that it meets the minimum requirements of Chapter 24 of the
Code of Miami-Dade County. However, the applicants will have to comply with all DERM
conditions as set forth in their memorandum pertaining to this application. Additionally, the
Public Works Department does not object to this application. The land will require
platting in accordance with Chapter 28 of the Miami-Dade County Code and road
dedications and improvements will be accomplished through the recording of a plat.
According to their memorandum, this application meets traffic concurrency since it lies
within the urban infill area where traffic concurrency does not apply. The Miami-Dade Fire
Rescue Department (MDFR) has no objections to this application and their memorandum
indicates that the estimated average travel time to the subject site is 6:30 minutes.
Miami-Dade County Public Schools (MDCPS) does not object to this application and
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indicates that the proposed zoning will not generate any additional students for the schools
in the area.

This application would permit the applicants to provide additional housing for the
community. The Land Use Plan (LUP) map of the CDMP designates this site for Estate
Density Residential use that permits a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 2.5 units per gross
acre, and would allow the applicants to develop the site with a minimum of 1 to a
maximum of 3 residential units. As such, the development of the subject property with 2
residential lots as proposed by the applicants is consistent with the density threshold of
the Land Use Plan map of the CDMP. Staff notes that EU-1 zoning mostly surrounds the
subject property and opines that introducing an EU-S district amidst the EU-1 zoning
primarily surrounding the subject property would be incompatible with the established
development trend in this area. Further, approving the EU-S zone change would set a
precedent in the area for similar zoning and could potentially foster the introduction of
more intensive residential zoning districts. Staff acknowledges that to the west of the
subject property is a pocket of EU-M, Estate Modified Residential District, and that
approximately 318'to the east is a pocket of land zoned RU-1, Single Family Residential
District. However, staff notes that the block where the subject site lies as well as the
blocks to the north and east are zoned EU-1. Further, staffs review of the quarter section
mile where the subject property lies reveals that with the exception of small pockets of EU-
M and RU-1 zoned lands, the overall area is predominately zoned EU-1. Therefore, staff
opines that the approval of the requested EU-S zone change would be incompatible and
out of character with the established zoning pattern in the area. Staff acknowledges that a
number of the EU-1 parcels surrounding the subject property have less than the 1-acre
gross area required by the zoning regulations. Specifically, staff notes that EU-1 zoned
lots that abut the subject site to the north consist of a lot areas of 58,571 sq. ft (1.34 gross
acre) and 64,513 sq. ft. (1.48 gross acre), that EU-1 zoned lots that abut the subject site to
the south consist of lot areas of 53,774 sq. ft. (1.23 gross acre) and 25,600 sq. ft. (0.58
gross acre), and that the EU-1 zoned lot that abuts the subject site to the east consists of
a lot area of 45,631 sq. ft. (1.04 gross acre). Taking into consideration that EU-1 lots are
given credit to the centerline of the abutting rights-of-way for their lot areas, most of these
lots contain the required full one (1 ) gross acre of lot area. Staff notes that the proposed
0.62 gross acre lot areas, as illustrated in the submitted plan and in conjunction with the
requested reduced lot frontages, are significantly smaller and would be out of character
with the surrounding area. lt should be noted that in 2005, Community Zoning Appeals
Board #12 (CZAB-12) denied without prejudice a similar application for a zone change
from EU-1 to EU-S or in the alterative, a request to permit 2 lots each with reduced lot
areas and frontages on a 1.438 gross acre parcel of land located immediately to the north
of the subject site, pursuant to Resolution #CZAB12-31-05. However, CZAB-12's decision
was overturned by the Board of County Commissioners (BCC), which denied the
requested zone change from EU-1 to EU-S but approved an alternative request to permit a
lot with an area of 0.645 gross acre and a lot with an area of 0.793 gross acre, pursuant to
Resolution #2-22-05- Nevertheless, staff notes that the current requested lot sizes are
smaller than those in this prior approval and is of the opinion that the approval of request
#2 could initiate a proliferation of similar requests that would result in smaller lots in this
area that would change the EU-1 estate density residential character of this community.
Accordingly, staff opines that, although the proposed development density is consistent
with the numerical threshold of the LUP map's Estate Density Residential designation, the
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proposed division of the subject property into two lots is incompatible with the
surrounding area.

When considering district.boundary changes, the Board shall hear and grant or deny
applications by taking into consideration whether the proposed development will have a
favorable or unfavorable impact on the environmental and natural resources of Miami-
Dade County, including consideration of the means and estimated cost necessary to
minimize the adverse impacts, the extent to which alternatives to alleviate adverse impacts
may have a substantial impact on the natural and human environment, and whether any
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of natural resources will occur as a result of the
proposed development. The Board shall also consider whether the development will have
a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade County, if it will
efficiently use or unduly burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, recreation, education,
public transportation facilities which have been constructed or planned and budgeted for
construction, and if the development is or will be accessible by public or private roads,
streets or highways. Staff notes that the proposalwill not burden water, sewer, solid waste
disposal, recreation, education or public transportation facilities in the area, and will be
accessible by an interior road. Further, the rezoning, if granted, conforms to the LUP Map
density of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County. Staff
further notes that the Public Works.Department does not object to this application and the
Department of Environmental Resources Management's memorandum indicates that
public water can be made available to the property, which will not reduce the Levels of
Service (LOS) standards as set forth in the CDMP. As previously mentioned, the
applicants' proposal of 2 lots is consistent with the numerical threshold of the LUP map's
Estate Density Residential designation; however, staff opines that the approval of the
proposal would be out of character with the development pattern in the area, could set a
precedent in the area for similar zoning and could potentially foster the introduction of
more intensive residential zoning districts. As such, staff opines that the request to rezone
the subject property to EU-S is incompatible with the surrounding area. Therefore, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of the requested zone change to EU-S (request #1).

The Alternative Site Development Option (ASDO) standards under Section 33-31 1(AX14)
provide for the approval of a zoning application which can demonstrate at a public hearing
that the development requested is in compliance with the applicable Alternative Site
Development Option Standards as established. However, the applicants have not
provided staff with the documentation necessary to analyze requests #2 through #4 under
the ASDO Standards. As such, these requests cannot be approved under same and
should be denied without prejudice under Section 33-31 1(AX14) (ASDO).

When requests #2 through ll4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(AX4Xb), the Non-Use
Variance (NUV) Standards, staff is of the opinion that said requests do not maintain the
basic intent and purpose of the zoning, subdivision and other land use regulations, would
be incompatible with the surrounding area and would be detrimental to same. The
alternative request #2, which seeks to re-subdivide the property into two EU-1 zoned lots
with less lot area than required by the zoning regulations and request #3, to permit two lots
with frontages of 100'each (125' required), would be incompatible with the area because
approval of these requests could initiate a proliferation of similar requests for smaller lots
and reduced frontages in this area. Staff further notes that the request for reduced lot

I
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Roger and Dorothy W"t
207-172
Page 14

frontage applies to either the zone change to EU-S or the alternative request for reduced
lot areas in the current EU-1 zone. As previously mentioned, the BCC denied a request
for a zone change from EU-1 to EU-S but approved an alternative request to retain the
existing zoning and permit a lot with an area of 0.645 gross acre and a lot with an area of
0.793 gross acre, pursuant to Resolution #Z-22-OS on a 1.438 gross acre parcel of land to
the north of the subject site. Staff notes that the property that is the subject of this
application consists of 1.24 gross acres and that the submitted plan depicts 2 parcels that
consist of 0.62 gross acres each which, as previously mentioned, is smaller in terms of lot
area than those previously approved by this Board on the property to the north. Request
#4, to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' (20'required) from
the interior side (south) property line, in staff's opinion, is excessive and intrusive.
Specifically, this setback request is too close to the neighbor's property to the south and
would detrimentally impact said property, Staff opines that the approval of these requests
could disrupt the overall welfare of the neighborhood, and could generate similar requests
that would further affect the integrity of this residential neighborhood. Accordingly, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of requests #2 through #4 of this application under
Section 33-31 1(AX4Xb) (Non-Use Variance).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-31 1(A)(a)(c), the Alternative
Non-Use Variance (ANUV) Standards, the applicants have not proven that a literal
enforcement of the provisions thereof will result in unnecessary hardship and that the
property cannot be utilized in accordance with the zoning regulations unless the requests
are approved. Said requests cannot be approved under said standard since the property
can be utilized in accordance with zoning regulations. As such, staff recommends denial
without prejudice of these requests under section 33-31 1(nX4Xc) (ANUV).

Based on all of the aforementioned, staff opines that, although the density proposed by
this application is consistent with the interpretative text of the CDMP, approval of same
would be incompatible with the area and could generate similar requests that would
further affect the integrity of this residential neighborhood. Noting all the above and the
fact that the CDMP indicates that all existing zoning is consistent with the CDMP, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of the appeal and of this application.

REGOMMENDATION:

Denial without prejudice of the appeal and the application.

GONDITIONS: None
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DATE INSPECTED:
DATE TYPED:
DATE REVISED:

DATE FINALIZED:
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Miami-Dade County Department of
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Subrata Basu.Interi
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Memorandumffi
Date:

To:

July 2,2007

Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP, lnterim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

From:

Subject:

Jose Gonzalez. P.E., Assistant Director
Environmental Resources M anagement

c-12 #22007000172
Roger Wolin and Dorothy G. Wolin
7677 Ponce de Leon Road
Distr ict Boundary Change from EU-1 to EU-S
(EU-1) (1 Acres)
31-54-41

The Department of Environmental  Resources Management (DERM) has reviewed the subject
appl icat ion and has determined that i t  meets the minimum requirements of Chapter 24 of the Code of
Miami-Dade County, Flor ida ( the Code).  Accordingly,  DERM may approve the appl icat ion, and the
same may be scheduled for publ ic hearing.

Potable Water Service
Public water can be made available to the subject property. Therefore, connection of the proposed
development to the public water supply system shall be required, in accordance with Code
requirements.

Existing public water facilities and services meet the Level of Service (LOS) standards set forth in the
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). Furthermore, the proposed development order, if
approved, will not result in a reduction in the LOS standards, subject to compliance with the conditions
required by DERM for this proposed development order.

Wastewater Disposal
Public sanitary sewers are not located within feasible distance for connection to the subject property;
consequently, any proposed developmentwould have to be served by a septic tank and drainfield, as a
means for the disposal of domestic liquid waste. DERM has no objection to the interim use of a septic
tank and drainfield, provided that the maximum sewage loading allowed by Section 24-43.1(3) of the
Code is not exceeded. Based on available information, the proposed single-family residence or duplex
served by a septic tank would not exceed the maximum allowable sewage loading for the subject
property.

Stormwatgr Management
All stormwater shall be retained on-site utilizing properly designed seepage or infiltration drainage
structures. Drainage plans shall provide forfull on-site retention of the stormwater runoff of a S-year/1-
day storm event.

Site grading and development shal l  comply with the requirements of Chapter 1 1C of the Code.

l8



c-12 #22007000172
Roger Wolin and Dorothy Wolin
Page 2

Any proposed development shall comply with County and Federal flood criteria requirements. The
proposed development order, if approved, will not result in a reduction in the LOS standards for flood
protection set forth in the CDMP, subject to compliance with the conditions required by DERM for this
proposed de velopment order.

Wetlands
The subject property does not contain jurisdictional wetlands, as defined in Section 24-5 of the Code;
therefore, a Class lV Wetland Permit wil l  not be required.

The applicant is advised that permits from the Army Corps of Engineers (305-526-7181), the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (561-681-6600), and the South Florida Water Management
District (1-800-432-2045), may be required for the proposed project. lt is the applicant's responsibility to
contact thes e agencies.

Tree Preservation
The subject property may contain specimen-sized (trunk diameter 18 inches or greater) trees. Section
24-49.2(ll) of the Code requires that specimen trees be preserved whenever reasonably possible. A
Miami-Dade County Tree Removal Permit is required prior to the removal or relocation of any tree that
is subject to the Tree Preservation and Protection provisions of the Code. Said Tree Removal Permit
shall meet the requirements of Sections 24-49.2 and 24-49.4 of the Code.

The applicant is required to comply with the above tree permitting requirements. DERM's approval of
the subject application is contingent upon inclusion of said tree permitting requirements in the resolution
approving this application. The applicant is advised to contact DERM staff for additional information
regarding tree permitting procedures and requirements prior to site development.

Enforcement Historv
DERM has found no open or closed enforcement record for the subject property.

Concurre ncv Review Su mmary
DERM has conducted a concurrency review for this application and has determined that the same
meets all applicable LOS standards for an initial development order, as specified in the adopted CDMP
for potable water supply, wastewater disposal, and flood protection. Therefore, the application has
been approved for concurrency, subject to the comments and conditions contained herein.

This concurrency approval does not constitute a final concurrency statement and is valid only for this
initial development order, as provided for in the adopted melhodology for concurrency review.
Additionally, this approval does not constitute any assurance that the LOS standards would be met by
any subsequent developm ent order applicatio ns concerning the subj ect property.

This memorandum shallconstitute DERM's written approval, as required by the Code.

lf you have any questions concerning the comments, or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact
Enrique A. Cuellar at (305) 372-676.4.

cc: Lynne Talleda, Zoning Evaluation -P&Z
Ron Connally, Zoning Hearings -P&Z
Franklin Gutierrez, Zoning Agenda Coordinator - P&Z
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PH# Z2007000] -72
czAB - c72

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMEI{T COMMEIflTS

App l ican t ' s  Names:  ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN

This  Depar tment  has  no  ob jec t ions  to  th is  app l i ca t ion .

Th is  land regu i res  p la t t ing  in  accordance w i th  Chapter  2g  o f  the
Miami-Dade County Code. The road ded. icat ions and improvements wi l l
be  accompl ished th ru  the  record ing  o f  a  p la t .

Th is  p ro jec t  meets  t ra f f i c  concur rency  because i t  t ies  w i th in  the
urban in f i r l  a rea  where  t ra f f i c  concur rency  does  no t  app1y .

R a u l  A  P i n o ,  P . L . S .

l-2 -,JUN- 07
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PETITION OF APPEAL FROM DECISION OF
MIAMI.DADE COUNTY COMMUNITY ZONING APPEALS BOARD

TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

CHECKED BY 6 4. AMOUNT OF FEE

BY czAB # /73/n/

DATE RECEIVED STAMP

*********** **************************************************************************************************

This Appeal Form must be completed in accordance with the "lnstruction for Filing an Appeal"
and in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, and return must
be made to the Department on or before the Deadline Date prescribed for the Appeal.

RE: Hearing No. 07-12-C212-2 (07-172\

Filed in the name of (Applicant) Roqer & Dorothv Wolin

Name of Appellant, i f  other than applicant

Address/Location of APPELLANT'S property:

7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade Countv. Florida

Application, or part of Application being Appealed (Explanation): Entire application

Appellant (name): Roqer and Dorothv Wolin
hereby appeals the decision of the Miami-Dade County Community Zoning Appeals Board with
reference to the above subject matter, and in accordance with the provisions contained in
Chapter 33 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, hereby makes application to the Board
of County Commissioners for review of said decision. The grounds and reasons supporting the
reversal of the ruling of the Community Zoning Appeals Board are as follows:
(State in brief and concise language)

1. The CZAB12 decision is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Development Master Plan

(CDMP).

2. The Applicant met the standard of review in Chapter 33 (Zoninq) of the Code of Miami-

Dade County.

MtAMI 1463917.1 7679725158
l 10AET la t - r t  Aa ' l

2\

ZOi{i i tru] i-rEArRiFiGS StCT|Ci!
l"l iAlei i -I ADt PLAFJ i{ | ii 0 Ail D ZDI'I I N G D E F? .



Date:

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE
-^ .*1

I  l '  'day 
of Dea*,bu .year: 7ocs7 i lJ o:f.o,-

Sign"

,?oRuftt ot lNl

16Tt hr-rcroe-; Gn,^t Rore>
*514a;-4ffisAddres
ffi Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFt DAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

State zip

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on tn" J?fl a^y otQ s!-u^-bv-, year Laz:)

City

(stamp/seal)

Commission expires: fet t lr 'Zott

VT



.! -t lt
Date: I /' ' 

day of Pecemhr , year.

REPRESENTATIVEIS AFFIDAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Z-ctet'7

Signed

Print Name

+6++floNrg ilE L@"rRd.It

Phone Fax

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

City State zip

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on tn" lV4 day of

Telephone Number

(stamp/seal)

commission expires: Fe A lI Za I 1

NOTARY PUBTIC - STATE OF FIORiDA
Jl-j",.. Michael Pelaez
i.$ffi'3firu"fi#,:?f:38fi
:,ii:\iDED THRU ATLAI{TIC B0NDING C0., INC.

?e



APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT OF STANDING
(must be signed by each Appellant)

-/
STATE OF TLTTKIbA

couNrY or rV,{ iAl'rui-bAIf

Before me the undersigned authority, dersonally a Vuf,om
(Appellant) who was sworn and says
of a Community Zoning Appeals Board decision.

The Appellant further states that they have standing by virtue of being of record in Community
Zoning Appeals Board matter because of the following:

(Check all that apply)

J Participation at the hearing
! 2. Original Applicant

_3 Written objections, waivers or consent

Appellant further states they understand the meaning of an oath and the penalties for perjury,
and that under penalties of perjury, Affiant declares that the facts stated herein are true.

Further Appellant says not.

Appellant's signature

r-h,/@;il*-,
Signature

h)rh/F/+Rla

ZONING HLARiNGS; SLCTION
MIAMI.DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DETT"

FV

(Stamp/Seal)
dommission Expires: Fe b iL Zr#. NOTARYPIBTIC.STATEOF'FTORIDA

-{-2... Michael peiaei'
- -  N t q  . -

I W ;Conrmission #DD630S4Z'dL".J Expires: IrEB. 11,201i
BONDED THRU AiI,,$TIC BONDIItG CO., NC,

" {o r

Print Name

Print Name



APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT OF STANDING
(must be signed by each Appellant)

STATE oF F IO",J q
/lrt , i

couNrY or /rern; "Uqrle

Before me the undersigned authority
(Appellant) who was sworn and says thetthe Appellanllas standing to file the attached appeal
of a Community Zoning Appeals Board decision.

The Appellant further states that they have standing by virtue of being of record in Community
Zoning Appeals Board matter because of the following:

(Check allthat apply)

_1. Participation at the hearing
_/Z Original Applicant
_3. Written objections, waivers or consent

Appellant further states they understand the meaning of an oath and the penalties for perjury,
and that under penalties of perjury, Affiant declares that the facts stated herein are true.

Further Appellant says not.

Witnesses: ' eY" ["'n''-

n alfr-lJ

Appellant's signature

boKortfr/ WdLinJ
Print Name t

Dec un, h, year 2-'ao1on tneifT4oay ot
or has produced

(Stamp/Seal)
bommission Expires: f#" Feh /tt 7a/ |

BY

N0TARY PTELIC'STATB 0F II.ORIDA

-..d-7.. Michael Pelaez
i iP#fl lCommission # DD630542

,].fl..' Expires: FEB, lI,20Il
i;iu iilRU AIL,{NTIC BONDINC C0.,INC.



oate: L0 day of Do&".r"ur' u0 07
Signed

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Print Name

Mail ing Address

Phone Fax

Roqer Wolin and Dorothv Wolin

Jerry B. Proctor
Print Name

7677 Ponce de Leon Road

Miami

Address

Florida 33143
City State ZiP

305-667-7738

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entitv. so indicate:

Representing

Signature

Telephone Number

(stamp/seal)

\{ }lt



RESOLUTION NO. CZAB12-31-07

WHEREAS, ROCER AND DOROTHY WOIIN appl ied for the fol lowing:

( 1 )  E U - 1  t o  E U - S

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:

(2) To permit  two lots with lot  areas of O.617 gross acre each (1 gross acre required).

A N D  W | T H  E T T H E R  R E Q U E S T  # 1  O R  # 2 , T H E  F O L L O W T N C :

(3) To permit  two lots with a frontage of 100'  each (125'  required).

(4 )  To  permi t  a  u t i l i t y  shed accessory  bu i ld ing  on  Parce t  1  se tback  7 .72 '  (2O ' requ i red)
from the inter ior s ide (south) property l ine.

Upon demonstrat ion that the appl icable standards have been sat isf ied, approval of  requests
#2 - #4 may be considered under 533-311(AXl4) (Alternat ive Site Development Option for
S ing le -Fami ly  and Dup lex  Dwel l ing  Un i ts )  o r  under  S33-311(AX4Xb) (Non-Use Var iance)  o r
(c) (Al ternat ive Non-Use Variance).

A boundary survey is on f i le and may be examined in the Zoning Department,  as prepared
by Schwebke, Shiskin & Associates, lnc. and dated stamped received B/31/O7.

SUBJECT PROPERTY:  Lo t  3 ,  B lock  3 ,  AMENDED PLAT OF CRANADA PARK,  P la t  book
40,  Page 21 .

LOCATION: 7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Flor ida, and

WHEREAS,  a  pub l i c  hear ing  o f  the  Miami -Dade County  Communi ty  Zon ing  Appea ls

Board 12 was advert ised and held, as required by law, and al l  interested part ies concerned

in the matter were given an opportunity to be heard, and

WHEREAS, upon due and proper considerat ion having been given to the matter,  i t  is

the opinion of this Board that the requested distr ict  boundary change to EU-S ( l tem #1)

would not be compatible with the neighborhood and area concerned and would be in

conf l ict  with the pr inciple and intent of  the plan for the development of Miami-Dade

County, Flor ida, and should be denied, and thatthe requests to permit  two lots with lot

areas of O.617 gross acre each ( l tem #2), to permit  two lots with a frontage of 100'each

( l t e m # 3 ) , a n d t o p e r m i t a u t i l i t y s h e d a c c e s s o r y b u i l d i n g o n P a r c e l  1 s e t b a c k 7 . 7 2 ' f r o m t h e

3t-54-41/07-L72 Page No. I czABtz-31-07 "-l



inter ior s ide (south) property l ine ( l tem #4) would not be compatible with the neighborhood

and area concerned and would be in conf l ict  with the pr inciple and intent of  the plan for

the development of Miami-Dade County, Flor ida, and should be denied, and

WHEREAS, a motion to deny the ent ire appl icat ion without prejudice was offered

by Peggy Brodeur,  seconded by Edward D. Levinson, and upon a pol l  of  the members

present the vote was as follows:

Peggy Brodeur aye Jose L Valdes aye
Edward D. Levinson aye Robert W. Wilcosky aye
Alberto Santana aye El l iot  N. Zack aye

Carla Ascencio-Savola aye

Now THEREF?RE BE IT REsoryED by the Miami-Dade county community

Zoning Appeals Board 1 2, that the requested distr ict  boundary change to EU-S ( l tem #1),  be

and the same is hereby denied without prejudlce.

BE lT FURTHER RESOIVED that the requests to permit two lots with lot areas of

A'.617 gross acre each (ltem #2), to permit two lots with a frontage of 100' each (ltem #3),

and to permit  a ut i l i ty shed accessory bui lding on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' from the inter ior

side (south) property l ine ( l tem #a) be and the same are hereby denied without prejudice.

The Director is hereby authorized to make the necessary notations upon the records

of the Miami-Dade County Department of planning and Zoning.

PASSED AND ADOPTED th is  3 'd  day  o f  December ,2OOT.

Hearing No. 07-1 2-CZ1 2-2
l s

3l-54-41/07-172 Page No.2 czABtz-31-07
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STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE

l, Luis Salvat, as Deputy Clerk for the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and

Zoning as designated by the Director of the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and

Toningand Ex-Officio Secretary of the Miami-Dade County Community Zoning Appeals Board

12, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution

No. CZABl 2-31-07 adopted by said Community ZoningAppeals Board at i ts meeting held on

the 3'd dav of December 2OO7.

lN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand on this the 11'h day of December 2OO7.

Luis Salvat, Deputy Clerk (2678)
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning

20t



MemorandumDate:

To:

From:

Subject:

12-SEP-07

Subrata Basu, lnterim Director
Depaftment of Planning and Zoning

Herminio Lorenzo, Fire Chief
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department

22007000172

Fire Prevent ion Uni t :
This Memo supersedes MDFR Memorandum dated May 23, 2007.
APPROVAL
Fire Engineering and Water Supply Bureau has no objection to Suney date stamped August 31, 2007. Any changes to the
vehicular circulation must be resubmitted for review and approwl.
This plan has been reVewed to assure compliance with the MDFR Access Road Requirements for zoning hearing
applications. Please be adVsed that during the platting and permitting stages of this project, the proffered site plan must
adhere to conesponding MDFR requirements.

Seruice lmpacUDemand:

Development for the abow 2007000172
located at 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-DADE COUNry, FLORIDA.
i n  Po l i ce  Gr id

-z
resident ia l

N/A
Office

NiA
Retail

dwelling units

square feet

square feet

N/A
industr ial

N/A
inst i tut ional

N/A

square feet

square feet

square feet

1762 is proposed as the following:

nursing home/hospilals

Based on this dewlopment information, estimated service impact is:
The estimated average tralel time is: 6:30 minutes

Existing services:
The Fire station responding to an alarm in the proposed dewlopment
Station 14 - South Miami - 5860 SW 70 Street.
Rescue, BLS Engine, Battalion.

0.56 alarms-annually.

wil l  be:

Planned Service Expansions:
The following stations/units are planned in the vcinity of this development:
None.

Fire Planning Addi t ional  Gomments:
Current senvice impact calculated based on letter of intent date stamped August 31, 2007. Substantial changes to the letter
of intent will require additional seruice impact analysis.

3s
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D A T E :  A 2 / 7 2 / 0 8

R E V I S I O N  1

TEAM METRO

ENFORGEMENT HISTORY

ROGER & DOROTTIY WOLIN 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, M]A.MI'
DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

APPLICANT

2200740u72

ADDRESS

HEARING NUMBER

CURRENT ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:

There is no cunent or prerrious enbrcement history on7677 Ponce de Leon Blvd.

Roger & Dorothy Wolin

Roger & Dorothy Wolin

No ennfocement recorded

g\
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1. ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN
(Applicant)

07 -12-C2',,2-2 (07 -17 2)
BGC/District 7

Hearing Date: 3l20l08

Property Owner (if different from applicant)Same.

ls there an option to purchase E/lease tl the property predicated on the approval of the zoning
request? Yes tr No M

Disclosure of interest form attached? Yes tr No M

Previous Zoning Hearings on the PropertV:

Year Applicant Request Board Decision

NONE

Action taken today does not constitute a final development order, and one or more concurrency
determinations will subsequently be required. Provisional determinations or listings of needed
facilities made in association with this Initial Development Order shall not be binding with regard to
future decisions to approve or deny an Intermediate or Final Development Order on any grounds.



MIAMI.DADE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING
REGOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

APPLIGANTS: Roger and Dorothy Wolin PH: ZO7-172 (07-12-C212-2)

SEGTION: 31-54-41 DATE: March 20.2008

:9Ig::::H!1t=1!t=tj -!---==--====================]I-:513i:1==============
A. INTRODUCTION

o REQUESTS:

ROGER AND DOROTHY WOLIN are appealing the decision of Community Zoning
Appeals Board #12, which denied without prejudice the following:

(1) EU-1 to EU-S

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:

(2) 
lilJ'rirlir?TJ:::".',.:13Jr,[?l''t 

two rots with rot areas or 0'617 sross

AND WITH EITHER REQUEST #1 OR #2.THE FOLLOWING:

(3) Applicants are requesting to permit two lots with frontages of 100'each
(125'required).

(4) Applicants are requesting to permit on Parcel 1 a utility shed accessory
building setback 7.72' (20' required) from the interior side (south) property
l ine.

Upon a demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval
of requests #2 - !14 may be considered under S33-311(AX14) (Alternative Site
Development Option for Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under $33-
311(AX4Xb) (Non-Use Variance) or (c) (Alternative Non-Use Variance).

A boundary survey is on file and may be examined in the Department of Planning
and Zoning, as prepared by Schwebke, Shiskin & Associates, Inc. and dated
stamped received 8131107. Plans may be modified at public hearing.

o SUMMARY OF REQUESTS:

The applicants are appealing the decision of Community Zoning Appeals Board
#12 (CZAB-12) which denied without prejudice a request to change the zoning on
the property from EU-1, Single-Family One Acre Estate Residential District, to
EU-S, Estate Use Suburban Residential District, or in the alternative, to permit lots
with areas of 0.617 gross acre each to allow the resubdivision of the subject EU-1
zoned parcel into two lots with less lot area than required by the zoning
regulations. Additionally; with either of the aforementioned requests, the applicants
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seek to permit said two lots with reduced lot frontages with either alternative (the
zone change or the reduced lot areas) and to permit a utility shed accessory
building on Parcel 1 to setback less than required from the interior side (south)
property line.

o LOGATION:

7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Florida.

o SIZE: 1.24 gross acres

o IMPAGT:

The approval of the requested district boundary change or the alternative request
for lots with less lot area and the request for less lot frontage than required by the
zoning district regulations will provide 1 additional housing unit for the community
that will have a minimal impact on public services. The reduced utility shed
setback could have a negative visual impact on the area.

ZONING HEARINGS HISTORY: None

GOMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (GDMP):

The Adopted 2015 and 2025 Land Use Plan designates the subject property as being
within the Urban Development Boundary for The Adopted 2015 and 2Q25 Land Use Plan
designates the subject property as being within the Urban Development Boundary for
Estate Density Residential use. This density range is typically characterized by
detached estates which utilize only a small portion of the total parcel. Clustering, and a
variety of housing types may, however, be authorized. The residential densities allowed in
this category shall range from a minimum of 1.0 to a maximum of 2.5 dwelling units per
gross acre.

B.

G.

D. NEIGHBORHOOD GHARACTERISTIGS:

ZONING

Subiect Propertv:

EU-1 ; single-family residence

Su rrou ndinq Properties :

NORTH: EU-1; single-family residences

SOUTH: EU-1; single-family residences

LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATION

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua



Roger and Dorothy WO
207-172
Page 3

EAST: EU-1;single-fami lyresidence

WEST: EU-M;single-familyresidences

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

The subject property is located at7677 Ponce de Leon Road. The area surrounding the
subject property is predominately developed with single-family homes.

E. SITE AND BUILDINGS:

Site Plan Review:
Scale/Utilization of Site:
Location of Buildings:
Compatibility:
Landscape Treatment:
Open Space:
Buffering:
Access:
Parking LayouVCirculation :
VisibilityA/isual Screening:
Energy Considerations:
Roof Installations:
Service Areas:
Signage:
Urban Design:

F. PERTINENT REQUIREMENTS/STANDARDS:
t
In evaluating an application for a district boundary change, Section 33-311 provides that
the Board shall take into consideration, among other factors the extent to which:

(1) Conform to the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County,
Florida; is consistent with applicable area or neighborhood studies or plans, and
would serve a public benefit warranting the granting of the application at the time it
is considered;

(2) Will have a favorable or unfavorable irnpact on the environmental and natural
resources of Miami-Dade County, including consideration of the means and

. estimated cost necessary to minimize the adverse impacts; the extent to which
alternatives to alleviate adverse impacts may h'ave a substantiat impact on the
natural and human environment; and whether any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of natural resources will occur as a result of the proposed
development;

(3) Will have a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade
County, Florida;

(site plan submitted)
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
N/A
N/A
Unacceptable
Acceptable
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

c{
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(4) Will efficiently use or unduly burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, recreation,
education or other necessary public facilities which have been constructed or
planned and budgeted for construction;

(5) Will efficiently use or unduly burden or affect public transportation facilities,
including mass transit, roads, streets and highways which have been constructed
or planned and budgeted for construction, and if the development is or will be
accessible by public or private roads, streets or highways.

Section 33-311(AX14) Alternative Site Development Option for Single Family and
Duplex Dwell ings

The following standards are alternatives to the generalized standards contained in zoning
regulations governing specified zoning districts:

(c) Setbacks for a single family or duplex dwelling shall be approved after public hearing
upon demonstration of the following:

1. the character and design of the proposed alternative development will not
result in a material diminution of the privacy of adjoining residential property;
and

2. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious departure
from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity, taking into account
existing structures and open space; and

3. the proposed alternative development will not reduce the amount of open
space on the parcel proposed for alternative development to less than 40% of
the total net lot area; and

4. any area of shadow cast by the proposed alternative development upon an
adjoining parcel of land during daylight hours will be no larger than would be
cast by a structure constructed pursuant to the underlying district regulations,
or will have no more than a de minimus impact on the use and enjoyment of
the adjoining parcel of land; and

5. the proposed alternative development will not involve the installation or
operation of any mechanical equipment closer to the adjoining parcel of land
than any other portion of the proposed alternative development, unless such
equipment is located within an enclosed, soundproofing structure; and

6. the proposed alternative development will not involve any outdoor lighting
fixture that casts light on an adjoining parcel of land at an intensity greater than
permitted by this code; and

7. the architectural design, scale, mass, and building materials of any proposed
structure or addition are aesthetically harmonious with that of other existing or
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proposed structures or buildings on the parcel proposed for alternative
development; and

8. the wall of any building within a setback area required by the underlying district
regulations shall be improved with architectural details and treatments that
avoid the appearance of a "blank wall"; and

9. the proposed development will not result in the destruction or removal of
mature trees within a setback required by the underlying district regulations,
with a diameter at breast height of greater than ten (10) inches, unless the
trees are among those listed in section 24-60(4)(f) of this code, or the trees are
relocated in a manner that preserves the aesthetic and shade qualities of the
same side of the lot; and

10.any windows or doors in any building to be located within an interior setback
required by the underlying district regulations shall be designed and located so
that they are not aligned directly across from facing windows or doors on
buildings located on an adjoining parcel of land; and

11. total lot coverage shall not be increased by more than twenty percent QA%) of
the lot coverage permitted by the underlying regulations; and

12. the area within an interior side setback required by the underlying district
regulations located behind the front building line will not be used for off-street
parking except:

a. in an enclosed garage where the garage door is located so that it is not
aligned directly across from facing windows or doors on buildings located
on an adjoining parcel of land; or

b. if the off-street parking is buffered from property that abuts the setback
area by a solid wall at least six (6) feet in height along the area of
pavement and parking, with either:

i. articulation to avoid the appearance of a "blank wall" when viewed
fiom the adjoining property, or

ii. landscaping that is at least three (3) feet in height at time of
planting, located along the length of the wall between the wall and
the adjoining property, accompanied by specific provision for the
maintenance of the landscaping, such as but not limited to, an
agreement regarding its maintenance in recordable form from the
adjoining landowner; and

13. any structure within an interior side setback required by the underlying district
regulations;

6
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a. is screened from adjoining property by landscape material of sufficient size
and composition to obscure at least sixty percent (60%) of the proposed
alternative development to a height of the lower fourteen (14) feet of such
structure at time of planting; or

b. is screened from adjoining property by an opaque fence or wall at least
six(6) feet in height that meets the standards set forth in paragraph (f)
herein; and

14. any proposed alternative development not attached to a principal building,
except canopy carports, is located behind the front building line; and

15. any structure not attached to a principal building and proposed to be located
within a setback required by the underlying district regulations shall be
separated from any other structure by at least three (3) feet; and

16. when a principal building is proposed to be located within a setback required
by the underlying district regulations, any enclosed portion of the upper floor of
such building shall not extend beyond the first floor of such building within the
setback; and

17.the eighteen (18) inch distance between any swimming pool and any wall or
enclosure required by this code is maintained; and

18. safe sight distance triangles shall be maintained as required by this code; and

19. the parcel proposed for alternative development will continue to provide on-site
parking as required by this code; and

20. the parcel proposed for alternative development shall satisfy underlying district
regulations or, if applicable, prior zoning actions or administrative decisions
issued prior to the effective date of this ordinance (August 2, 2OO2), regulating
lot area, frontage and depth.

21. the proposed development will meet the following:

A. interior side setbacks will be at least three (3) feet or fifty percent
(50%) of the side setbacks required by the underlying district' regulations, whichever is greater.

B. Side street setbacks shall not be reduced by more than fifty
percent (50%) of the underlying zoning district regulations;

C. lnterior side setbacks for active recreational uses shall be no less
than seven (7) feet in EU, AU, or GU zoning district or three (3)
feet in all other zoning districts to which this subsection applies;

7
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D. Front setbacks will be at least twelve and one-half (12 %) feet or
fifty percent (50%) of the front setbacks required by the underlying
district regulations, whichever is greater;

E. Rear setbacks will be at least three (3) feet for detached
accessory structures and ten (10) feet for principal structures.

(d) The lot area, frontage, or depth for a single family or duplex dwelling shall be
approved upon demonstration of at least one of the following:

1. the proposed lot area, frontage or depth will permit the development or
redevelopment of a single family or duplex dwelling on a parcel of land where
such dwelling would not othenvise be permitted by the underlying district
regulations due to the size or configuration of the parcel proposed for
alternative development, provided that:

A. the parcel is under lawful separate ownership from any contiguous
property and is not othenruise grandfathered for single family or duplex
use: and

B. the proposed alternative development will not result in the further
subdivision of land; and

C. the size and dimensions of the lot are sufficient to provide all setbacks
required by the underlying district regulations; and

D. the lot area is not less than ninety percent (90%) of the minimum lot area
required by the underlying district regulations; and

E. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

F. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

G. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

2. the proposed alternative development will result in open space, community
design, amenities or preservation of natural resources that enhances the
function or aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity in a manner not
othenrvise achievable through application of the underlying district regulations,
provided that:

A. the density of the proposed alternative development does not exceed that
permitted by the underlying district regulations; and
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B. the size and dimensions of each lot in the proposed alternative
development are sufficient to provide all setbacks required by the
underlying district regulations, or, if applicable, any prior zoning actions or
administrative decisions issued prior to the effective date of this ordinance
(August 2,2002); and

C. each lot's area is not less than eighty percent (80%) of the lot area
required by the underlying district regulations; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

E. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

F. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

3. the proposed lot area, frontage or depth is such that:

A. the proposed alternative development will not result in the creation of
more than three (3) lots; and

B. the size and dimensions of each lot are sufficient to provide all setbacks
required by the underlying district regulations; and

C. no lot area shall be less than the smaller of:

i. ninety percent (90%) of the lot area required by the underlying district
regulations; or

ii. the average area of the developed lots in the immediate vicinity within
the same zoning district; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the immediate vicinity; and

E. the parcel proposed for alternative development is not zoned AU or GU,
nor is it designated agricultural or open land under the Comprehensive
Development Master Plan; and

F. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

4. lf the proposed alternative development involves the creation of new parcels of
smaller than five (5) gross acres in an area designated agricultural in the. 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan:

?
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A. the abutting parcels are predominately parcelized in a manner similar to
the proposed alternative development on three (3) or more sides of the
parcel proposed for alternative development; and

B. the division of the parcel proposed for alternative development will not
precipitate additional land division in the area; [and]

C. the size and dimensions of each lot in the proposed alternative
development are sufficient to provide all setbacks required by the
underlying district regulations; and

D. the proposed alternative development will not result in an obvious
departure from the aesthetic character of the surrounding area defined by
the closest natural and man-made boundaries lying with [in] the
agricultural designation; and

E. sufficient frontage shall be maintained to permit vehicular access to all
resulting lots.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, no proposed alternative development shall be
approved upon demonstration that the proposed alternative development:

1. will result in a significant diminution of the value of property in the immediate
vicinity; or

2. will have substantidl negative impact on public safety due to unsafe
automobile movements, heightened vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, or
heightened risk of fire; or

3. will result in a materially greater adverse impact on public services and
facilities than the impact that would result from development of the same
parcel pursuant to the underlying district regulations; or

4. will combine severable use rights obtained pursuant to Chapter 33B of this
code in:conjunction with the approval sought hereunder so as to exceed the
limitations imposed by section 338-45 of this code.

Proposed alternative development under this subsection shall provide additional
amenities or buffering to mitigate the impacts of the development as approved,
where the',amenities or buffering expressly required by this subsection are
insufficient to mitigate the impacts of the development. The purpose of the
amenities or buffering elements shall be to preserve and protect the quality of life
of the residents of the approved development and the immediate vicinity in a
manner comparable to that ensured by the underlying district regulations.
Examples of such amenities include but are not limited to: active or passive
recreational facilities, common open space, additional trees or landscaping,
convenient covered bus stops or pick-up areas for transportation services,

(g)

(h)

l0
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sidewalks (including improvements, l inkages, or additional width), bicycle paths,
buffer areas or berms, street furniture, undergrounding of utility lines, and
decorative street lighting. ln determining which amenities or buffering elements
are appropriate for a proposed development, the following shall be considered:

A. ihe types of needs of the residents of the parcel proposed for
development and the immediate vicinity that would likely be occasioned
by the development, including but not limited to recreational, open space,
transportation, aesthetic amenities, and buffering from adverse impacts;
and

B. the proportionality between the impacts on residents of the proposed
alternative development and the immediate vicinity and the amenities or
buffering required. For example, a reduction in lot area for numerous lots
may warrant the provision of additional common open space. A
reduction in a particular lot's interior side setback may warrant the
provision of additional landscaping.

Section 33-311(AX4Xb) Non-use variances from other than airport regulations.
Upon appeal or direct application in specific cases, the Board shall hear and grant
applications for non-use variances from the terms of the zoning and subdivision
regulations and may grant a non-use variance upon a showing by the applicant that the
non-use variance maintains the basic intent and purpose of the zoning, subdivision and
other land use regulations, which is to protect the general welfare of the public, particularly
as it affects the stability and appearance of the community and provided that the non-use
variance will be othenvise compatible with the surrounding land uses and would not be
detrimental to the community. No showing of unnecessary hardship to the land is
required.

Section 33-311(AXaXc) Alternative non-use variance standard. Upon appeal or direct
application in specific cases to hear and grant applications from the terms of the zoning
and subdivision regulations for non-use variances for setbacks, minimum lot area,
frontage and depth, maximum lot coverage and maximum structure height, the Board
(following a public hearing) may grant a non-use variance for these items, upon a showing
by the applicant that the variance will not be contrary to the public interest, where owing to
special conditions, a literal enforcement of the provisions thereof will result in unnecessary
hardship, and so the spirit of the regulations shall be observed and substantial justice
done; provided, that the non-use variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of the regulation, and that the same is the minimum non-use variance that will
permit the reasonable use.of the premises; and further provided, no non-use variance
from any airport zoning regulation shall be granted under this subsection.

G. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVIGES:

DERM
Public Works
Parks
MDT

No objection*
No objection*
No objection
No objection

ll
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Fire Rescue
Police
Schools

No objection
No objection
No objection

"Subject to the conditions as indicated in their memoranda.

H. ANALYSIS:

On December 3, 2007, the Community Zoning Appeals Board - 12 (CZAB-12) denied the
zone change (request #1) and companion requests #2, #3 and #4 without prejudice, by a
vote of 7 to 0, pursuant to Resolution #CZAB12-31-07. On December 24,2007, the
applicants appealed the CZAB-12's decision to the Board of County Commissioners
(BCC) citing that the Board's decision to deny the application is inconsistent with the
CDMP and that the applicants met the standard of review in Chapter 33 of the Zoning
Code of Miami-Dade County. Staff notes that all existing uses and zoning are consistent
with the CDMP. As such, the CZAB-12's decision to deny the zone change and retain the
existing EU-1 zoning on the subject property is consistent with the CDMP. The subject
property is located at 7677 Ponce de Leon Road and is developed with a single-family
residence on the west portion of the site (proposed parcel 2). Said residence has a
screen patio addition and a pool that will be removed. Additionally, a guesthouse
currently exists on the east portion of the site (proposed parcel 1). The applicants are
seeking to rezone the property from EU-1, Single-Family One Acre Estate District, to EU-
S, Estate Use Suburban Residential District (request #1). In the alternative to request #1,
the applicants are requesting to retain the EU-1 zoning and permit two lots with lot areas
of 0.617 gross acre each (1 gross acre required) in order to develop two single-family
home sites (request #2). With either request, the applicants are requesting to permit two
lots with a frontage of 100'each (125'required) (request #3) and to permit the continued
use of an existing utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' (20' required)
from the interior side (south) property line (request #4). The site plan submitted indicates
the development of two lots (Parcel 1 and Parcel 2),each with 26,902 sq. ft. of gross lot
area, which complies with the EU-S zoning lot area requirement of 25,000 sq. ft. (0.57
gross acre). However, the existing EU-1 zoning regulations require a minimum lot area of
1 acre gross (43,560 sq. ft.). Most of the parcels immediately surrounding the subject
property are zoned'EU-1 and are developed with single-family homes.

The Department of ,Environmental Resources Management (DERM) does not object to
this application and states that it meets the minimum requirements of Chapter 24 of the
Code of Miami-Dade County. However, the applicants will have to comply with all DERM
conditions as set forth in their memorandum pertaining to this application. Additionally, the
Public Works Department does not object to this application. The land will require
platting in accordance with Chapter 28 of the Miami-Dade County Code and road
dedications and improvements will be accomplished through the recording of a plat.
According to their memorandum, this application meets traffic concurrency since it lies
within the urban infill area where traffic concurrency does not apply. The Miami-Dade Fire
Rescue Department (MDFR) has no objections to this application and their memorandum
indicates that the estimated average travel time to the subject site is 6:30 minutes.
Miami-Dade County Public Schools (MDCPS) does not object to this application and

P
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indicates that the proposed zoning will not generate any additional students for the schools
in the area.

This application would permit the applicants to provide additional housing for the
community. The Land Use Plan (LUP) map of the CDMP designates this site for Estate
Density Residential use that permits a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 2.5 units per gross
acre, and would allow the applicants to develop the site with a minimum of 1 to a
maximum of 3 residential units. As such, the development of the subject property with 2
residential lots as proposed by the applicants is consistent with the density threshold of
the Land Use Plan map of the CDMP. Staff notes that EU-1 zoning mostly surrounds the
subject property and opines that introducing an EU-S district amidst the EU-1 zoning
primarily surrounding the subject property would be incompatible with the established
development trend in this area. Further, approving the EU-S zone change would set a
precedent in the area for similar zoning and could potentially foster the introduction of
more intensive residential zoning districts. Staff acknowledges that to the west of the
subject property is a pocket of EU-M, Estate Modified Residential District, and that
approximately 318'to the east is a pocket of land zoned RU-1, Single Family Residential
District. However, staff notes that the block where the subject site lies as well as the
blocks to the north and east are zoned EU-1 . Further, staff's review of the quarter section
mile where the subject property lies reveals that with the exception of small pockets of EU-
M and RU-1 zoned lands, the overall area is predominately zoned EU-1. Therefore, staff
opines that the approval of the requested EU-S zone change would be incompatible and
out of character with the established zoning pattern in the area. Staff acknowledges that a
number of the EU-1 parcels surrounding the subject property have less than the 1-acre
gross area required by the zoning regulations. Specifically, staff notes that EU-1 zoned
lots that abut the subject site to the north consist of a lot areas of 58,571 sq. ft (1.34 gross
acre) and 64,513 sq. ft. (1.48 gross acre), that EU-1 zoned lots that abut the subject site to
the south consist of lot areas of 53,774 sq. ft. (1.23 gross acre) and 25,600 sq. ft. (0.58
gross acre), and that the EU-1 zoned lot that abuts the subject site to the east consists of
a lot area of 45,631 sq. ft. (1.04 gross acre). Taking into consideration that EU-1 lots are
given credit to the centerline of the abutting rights-of-way for their lot areas, most of these
lots contain the required full one (1) gross acre of lot area. Staff notes that the proposed
0.62 gross acre lot,areas, as illustrated in the submitted plan and in conjunction with the
requested reduced,lot frontages, are significantly smaller and would be out of character
with the surrounding area. lt should be noted that in 2005, Community Zoning Appeals
Board #12 (CZAB,12) denied without prejudice a similar application for a zone change
from EU-1 to EU-S'or in the alterative, a request to permit 2 lots each with reduced lot
areas and frontages on a 1.438 gross acre parcel of land located immediately to the north
of the subject site, pursuant to Resolution #CZAB12-31-05. However, CZAB-12's decision
was overturned by the Board of County Commissioners (BCC), which denied the
requested zone change from EU-1 to EU-S but approved an alternative request to permit a
lot with an area of 0.645 gross acre and a lot with an area of 0.793 gross acre, pursuant to
Resolution #Z-22-05. Nevertheless, staff notes that the current requested lot sizes are
smaller than those.in this prior approval and is of the opinion that the approval of request
#2 could initiate a proliferation of similar requests that would result in smaller lots in this
area that would change the EU-1 estate density residential character of this community.
Accordingly, staff opines that, although the proposed development density is consistent
with the numerical threshold of the LUP map's Estate Density Residdntial designation, the

t3
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proposed division of the subject property into two lots is incompatible with the
surrounding area.

When considering district boundary changes, the Board shall hear and grant or deny
applications by taking into consideration whether the proposed development will have a
favorable or unfavorable impact on the environmental and natural resources of Miami-
Dade County, including consideration of the means and estimated cost necessary to
minimize the adverse impacts, the extent to which alternatives to alleviate adverse impacts
may have a substantial impact on the natural and human environment, and whether any
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of natural resources will occur as a result of the
proposed development. The Board shall also consider whether the development will have
a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade County, if it will
efficiently use or unduly burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, recreation, education,
public transportation facilities which have been constructed or planned and budgeted for
construction, and if the development is or will be accessible by public or private roads,
streets or highways. Staff notes that the proposalwill not burden water, sewer, golid waste
disposal, recreation, education or public transportation facilities in the area, and will be
accessible by an interior road. Further, the rezoning, if granted, conforms to the LUP Map
density of the Comprehensive Development Master Plan for Miami-Dade County. Staff
further notes that the Public Works Department does not object to this application and the
Department of Environmental Resources Management's memorandum indicates that
public water can be made available to the property, which will not reduce the Levels of
Service (LOS) standards as set forth in the CDMP. As previously mentioned, the
applicants' proposal of 2 lots is consistent with the numerical threshold of the LUP map's
Estate Density Residential designation; however, staff opines that the approval of the
proposal would be out of character with the development pattern in the area, could set a
precedent in the area for similar zoning and could potentially foster the introduction of
more intensive residential zoning districts. As such, staff opines that the request to rezone
the subject property to EU-S is incornpatible with the surrounding area. Therefore, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of the requested zone change to EU-S (request #1).

The Alternative Site Development Option (ASDO) standards under Section 33-311(AX14)
provide for the approvalof a zoning application which can demonstrate at a public hearing
that the developrnent requested is in compliance with the applicable Alternative Site
Developrnent Option Standards as established. However, the applicants have not
provided staff with.the documentation necessary to analyze requests #2 through #4 under
the ASDO Starrdards. As such, these requests cannot be approved under same and
should be denied without prejudice under Section 33-311(AX14) (ASDO).

When requests #2 through ll4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(AX4Xb), the Non-Use
Variance (NUV) Standards, staff is of the opinion that said requests do not maintain the
basic'intent and pur:pose of the zoning, subdivision and other land use regulations, would
be incompatible with the sunounding area and would be detrimental to same. The
alternative request #2, which seeks to re-subdivide the property into two EU-1 zoned lots
with less lot area than required by the zoning regulations and request #3, to permit two lots
with frontages of 100'each (125'required), would be incompatible with the area because
approval of these requests could initiate a proliferation of similar requests for smaller lots
and reduced frontages in this area. Staff further notes that the request for reduced lot
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frontage applies to either the zone change to EU-S or the alternative request for reduced
lot areas in the current EU-1 zone. As previously mentioned, the BCC denied a request
for a zone change from EU-1 to EU-S but approved an alternative request to retain the
existing zoning and permit a lot with an area of 0.645 gross acre and a lot with an area of
0.793 gross acre, pursuant to Resolution #Z-22-05 on a 1.438 gross acre parcel of land to
the north of the subject site. Staff notes that the property that is the subject of this
application consists of 1.24 gross acres and that the submitted plan depicts 2 parcels that
consist of 0.62 gross acres each which, as previously mentioned, is smaller in terms of lot
area than those previously approved by this Board on the property to the north. Request
#4, to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' (20' required) from
the interior side (south) property line, in staff's opinion, is excessive and intrusive.
Specifically, this setback request is too close to the neighbor's property to the south and
would detrimentally impact said property. Staff opines that the approval of these requests
could disrupt the overall welfare of the neighborhood, and could generate similar requests
that would further affect the integrity of this residential neighborhood. Accordingly, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of requests #2 through #4 of this application under
Section 33-31 1 (AX4Xb) (Non-Use Variance).

When requests #2 through 114 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(a)(c), the Alternative
Non-Use Variance (ANUV) Standards, the applicants have not proven that a literal
enforcement of the provisions thereof will result in unnecessary hardship and that the
property cannot be utilized in accordance with the zoning regulations unless the requests
are approved. Said requests cannot be approved under said standard since the property
can be utilized in accordance with zoning regulations. As such, staff recommends denial
without prejudice of these requests under Section 33-31 1(A)(a)(c) (ANUV).

Based on all of the aforementioned, staff opines that, although the density proposed by
this application is consistent with the interpretative text of the CDMP, approval of same
would be incompatible with the area and could generate similar requests that would
further affect the integrity of this residential neighborhood. Noting all the above and the
fact that the CDMP indicates that all existing zoning is consistent with the CDMP, staff
recommends denial without prejudice of the appeal and of this application.

I. RECOMMENDATION:

Denial without prejudice of the appeal and the application.

J. CONDITIONS: None

DATE INSPEGTED: 09124107
DATE TYPED: 10102107
DATEREVISED: 10119107:10124107:10131107;01129108:01/31/08;0?/11108
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t

DATE FINALIZED:
SB:MTF:LW:JV:NC

Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Miami-Dade County Department of
Planning and Zoning

\
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Memorandumffiffiry

Date:

To:

July 2,2007

Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

From:

Subject: C-12#22007000172
Roger Wolin and Dorothy G. Wolin
7677 Ponce de Leon Road
District Boundary Change from EU-1 to EU-S
(EU-1) (1 Acres)
31-54-41

The Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM) has reviewed the subject
application and has determined that it meets the minimum requirements of Chapter 24 of the Code of
Miami-Dade County, Florida (the Code). Accordingly, DERM may approve the application, and the
same may be scheduled for public hearing.

Potable Water Service
Public water can be made available to the subject property. Therefore, connection of the proposed
development to the public water supply system shall be required, in accordance with Code
requirements.

Existing public water facilities and services meet the Level of Service (LOS) standards set fotlh in the
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). Furthermore, the proposed development order, if
approved, will not result in a reduction in the LOS standards, subject to compliance with the conditions
required by DERM for this proposed development order.

Wastewater Disposal
Public sanitary sewers are not located within feasible distance for connection to the subject property;
consequently, any proposed development would have to be served by a septic tank and drainfield, as a
means forthe disposal of dornestic liquid waste. DERM has no objection to'the intdrim useof a septic
tank and drainfield; provided that the maximum sewage loading allowed by Sectrion 2443.1(3) bf the
Code is not exceeded. Based on available information, the proposed single-family residence or duplex
served by a septic tank would not exceed the maximum allowable sewage loading for the subject
property.

Stormwater Manaqement
All stormwater shall be retained on-site utilizing properly designed seepage or infiltration drainage
structures. Drainage plans shall provide forfull on-site retention of the stormwater runoff of a S-yearil-
day storm event.

Site grading and development shallcomply with the requirements of Chapter 11C of the Code.
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Any proposed development shall comply with County and Federal flood criteria requirements. The
proposed development order, if approved, will not result in a reduction in the LOS standards for flood
protection set forth in the CDMP, subject to compliance with the conditions required by DERM for this
proposed development order.

Wetlands
The subject property does not contain jurisdictional wetlands, as defined in Section 24-5 of the Code;
therefore, a Class lV Wetland Permit will not be required.

The applicant is advised that permits from the Army Corps of Engineers (305-526-7181), the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (561-681-6600), and the South Florida Water Management
District (1-800-432-2045), may be required for the proposed project. lt is the applicant's responsibility to
contact these agencies.

Tree Preservation
The subject property may contain specimen-sized (trunk diameter 18 inches orgreater) trees. Section
24-49.2(ll) of the Code requires that specimen trees be preserved whenever reasonably possible. A
Miami-Dade County Tree Removal Permit is required prior to the removal or relocation of any tree that
is subject to the Tree Preservation and Protection provisions of the Code. Said Tree Removal Permit
shall meet the requirements of Sections 2449.2 and 24-49.4 of the Code.

The applicant is required to comply with the above tree permitting requirements. DERM's approval of
the subject application is contingent upon inclusion of said tree permitting requirements in the resolution
approving this application. The applicant is advised to contact DERM staff for additional information
regarding tree permitting procedures and requirements prior to site development.

Enforcement Historv
DERM has found no open or closed enforcement record for the subject property.

Concurrencv Review Summary
DERM has conducted a concurrency review for this application and has determined that the same
meets all applicable LOS standards for an initial development order, as specified in the adopted CDMP
for potable water supply, wastewater disposal, and flood protection. Therefore, the application has
been approved f or concurrency, subject to the comments and conditions contained herein.

This concurrency approval does not constitute a final concurrency statement and is valid only for this
initial development order, as provided for in the adopted methodology for concurrency review.
Additionally, this approval does not constitute any assurance that the LOS standards would be met by
any subsequent development order applications concerning the subject property.

This memorandum shall constitute DERM's written approval, as required by the Code.

lf you have any questions concerning the comments, or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact
Enrique A. Cuellar at (305) 372-6764.

cc: Lynhe Talleda, Zoning Evaluation - P&Z
Ron Connally, Zoning Hearings -P&Z
Franklin Gutierrez, Zoning Agenda Coordinator - P&Z
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PH# Z2007000r72
czAB - c72

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Appl ican t rs  Names:  ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN

This  Depar tment  has  no  ob jec t ions  to  th is  app l i ca t ion .

Th is  land requ i res  p la t t ing  in  accordance w i th  Chapter  28  o f  the
Miami-Dade County Code. The road dedicat ions and improvements wi l l
be  accompl ished th ru  the  record ing  o f  a  p1at .

Th is  p ro jec t .  meet ,s  t ra f f i c  concur rency  because i t  l i es  w i th in  the
urban in f i1 l  a rea  where  t ra f f i c  concur rency  does  no t  appIy .

R
R a u ]  A  P i n o ,  P .  L .  S .

12 -,JUN- 07
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PETITION OF APPEAL FROM DECISION OF
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY COMMUNITY ZON]NG APPEALS BOARD

TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

CHECKED BY 6,4. AMOUNT OF FEE

RECEIPT #

DATE HEAI

o"-/v2

It- to.'t ta?
DEC ? 4 2087

BY CZAB # /7.1/N,2

************************************************* *********

This Appeal Form must be completed in accordance with the "lnstruction for Filing an Appeal"
and in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, and return must
be made to the Department on or before the Deadline Date prescribed for the Appeal.

RE: Hearing No. 07-12-C212-2 Q7-172\

Filed in the name of (Applicant) Roqer & Dorothv Wolin

Name of Appellant, if other than applicant

Address/Location of APPELLANT'S property:

7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade Countv. Florida

Application, or part of Application being Appealed (Explanation): Entire application

Appellant (name): Roqer and Dorothy Wolin
hereb-y appeals the decision of the Miami-Dade County Community Zoning Appeals Board with
reference to the above subject rnatter, and in accordance with the provisions contained in
Chapter 33 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, Florida, hereby makes application to the Board
of County Commissioners for review of said decision. The grounds and reasons support.ing the
reversal of the ruling of the Community Zoning Appeals Board are as follows:
(State in brief and concise language)

1. The CZAB12 decision is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Development Master Plan

(CDMP).

2. The Applicant met the standard of review in Chapter 33 (Zoninq) of the Code of Miami-

Dade Countv.

MIAMI 1463917.1 76797251 58
DRAFT'tztztot l

ZOhIi ' ! '3 hFAR iFJGS SECTION
NllAM|-!ADE PLAilHiii0 AND ZCNTilG DEF.f.

DATE RECEIVED STAMP

2o



Dec'a'nb.q- .year: LatsT EJ;L-*-
Sign"

Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFI DAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

-,*1-"#Jl',ififi 'ft [?iJ5'"-]l'"'t'*'

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE
t ' z  f \

Date: I I dayof

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

City State zip

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on tn" J7fl a^y ot.D eew, bv-, yearL"'a>

Telephone Number

(stamp/seal)

Commission expires: Fel t 11 
'?nt t

BY

2t



, -, fll
Date: I /' ' 

day of PeCemlV . year:/erct'7

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Signed

Print Name

+a++PoNeE ilE L@{R#D
505+['5-

g Address

Fax

REPRES ENTATIVEIS AFF.I DAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

City State zip

Telephone Number

(stamp/seal)

. -.. _ 4O_NlNc HEARTNGS SECT,oN
M|AM|-DADE pLANNtNc 4ND ZoNING DEPT.
n.  _.y l /

Commission expires: F" t //, Zo 1 1

NOTARY PIETIC . STATE OF FTOPJDA
Jt-j".. Michael Pelaez
'.ffi'f;rul"frf#?f:3gfi
t'JirDED THRU ATIANT1C BONDING C0., INC.

Phone

2z-



APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT OF STANDING
(must be signed by each Appellant)

-/
STATE OF TtrrKthP

couNTY or llA i K| fvi-W{

Before me the undersigned authority, 5 Vr/,'n
(Appellant) who was sworn and says standing to the attached appeal
of a Community Zoning Appeals Board decision.

The Appellant further states that they have standing by virtue of being of record in Community
Zoning Appeals Board matter because of the following:

(Check all that apply)

J ParticiPation at the hearing
_4 Original Applicant
_3. Written objections, waivers or consent

Appellant further states they understand the meaning of an oath and the penalties for perjury,
and that under penalties of perjury, Affiant declares that the facts stated herein are true.

Further Appellant says not.

Appellant's signature

GqJtU,+s YeUte.
Print Namb

5.Ro6rX. VrdoUrtl
,-Tr-/a; d*tE
Siqnatureor",r".,r"r, 

,O 
ln)n NF

Print Name

Sworn to and subscribed before
Appel lant is6-erso nally know-Jo

me on.the lfrt, or Deeenh+- , year ZooT
me or has produced

identification.- 
-

ZONING HEARINGS SECTION
MIAMI-DADE PTANNING AND ZONING DEFT.

Print Name

B0NDED THRU ITL{\TIC u0r\DIl{O C0., INC.

\4
23



couNrY o, /a'n*; -D*fu

Before me the undersigned authority

APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT OF STANDING
(must be signed by each Appellant)

srArE oF F lo"iJ q

Pa r",l
(Appellant) who was sworn and says that the standing to file the attached appeal
of a Community Zoning Appeals Board decision.

The Appellant further states that they have standing by virtue of being of record in Community
Zoning Appeals Board matter because of the following:

(Check allthat applyl

,1. Participation at the hearing
_r'2 OriginalApplicant
_3. Written objections, waivers or consent

Appellant further states they understand the meaning of an oath and the penalties for perjury,
and that under penalties of perjury, Affiant declares that the facts stated herein are true.

Further Appellant says not.

Witnesses: .'? dL* ts" {'' h'
J-r

t] a -n-u/ "u5^

boKortt,/ Wdt iHl
Print Name I

Dec vnAu year ZPU)

(Stamp/Seal) , ,
Commission Expires:  f f f i  Feb l l t  Zat  I

NOTARY PIJETIC'STATE OF FI.OPJDA

"..'i,-j". Michael Pelaez
i rffi iComnrission #DD630542

,)}-'..s Expires: FEB. 11,2011
' i; iu lilltu ATL,{.NTIC DoNDINo C0., INC.

2Ll



oate: L0 day of Dr-&,,v..r, u0 67
Signed

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Print Name

Mailing Address

Phone Fax

Roqer Wolin and Dorothv Wolin

Jerrv B. Proctor
Print Name

7677 Ponce de Leon Road .
Address

Miami Florida 33143
City State zip

305-667-7738

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFI DAVIT
lf you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

ONING HEARINGS SECTION

Mr -onoi Prnruntnc AND zoNlNG DEPr'

Representing

Telephone Number

av

2f



RESOLUTTON NO. CZAB12-}1-07

WHEREAS, RocER AND DoRorHY wollN applied for the fol lowing:

(1)  EU- l  to  EU-S

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:

(2) To permit two lots with lot areas of O.617 gross acre each (1 gross acre required).

AND W|TH ETTHER REQUEST #1 OR #2,THE FOLLOWTNC:

(3) To permit two lots with a frontage of 100' each (125, required).

(41 To permit a uti l i ty shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72' (2o'required)
from the interior side (south) property l ine.

Upon demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval of requests
#2 - #4 may be considered under 533-311(AX14) (Alternative Site Development Option for
Single-Family and Duplex Dwell ing Units) or under S33-31 1 (AX4Xb) (Non-Use Variance) or
(c) (Alternative Non-Use Variance).

A boundary survey is on file and may be examined in the Zoning Department, as prepared
by schwebke, shiskin & Associates, lnc. and dated stamped received B/31/07.

SUBjECT PROPERTY: Lot 3, Block 3, AMENDED PLAT OF CRANADA PARK, Plat book
40, Page 21.

LOCATION: 7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Florida, and

WHEREAS, a public hearing of the Miami-Dade County Community ZoningAppeals

Board 12 was advertised and held, as required by law, and all interested parties concerned

in the matter were given an opportunity to be heard, and

WHEREAS;upon due and proper consideration having been given to the matter, it is

the opinion of this Board that the requested distr ict boundary change to EU-S (l tem # 1)

would not be compatible with the neighborhood and area concerned and would be in

confl ict with the principle and intent of the plan for the development of Miami-Dade

County, Florida, and should be denied, and that the requests to permit two lots with lot

areas of O.617 gross acre each (l tem #2),to permit two lots with a frontage of 100'each

(ltem #3), and to permit a uti l i ty shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72'fromthe

czABt2-3t-0731-54-41/07-172 Page No. I 2(



inter ior s ide (south) property l ine ( l tem #4) would not be compatible with the neighborhood

and area concerned and would be in conf l ict  with the pr inciple and intent of  the plan for

the development of Miami-Dade County, Flor ida, and should be denied, and

WHEREAS, a motion to deny the ent ire appl icat ion without prejudice was offered

by Peggy Brodeur, seconded by Edward D. Levinson, and upon a poll of the members

present the vote was as follows:

aye
aye
aye

Carla Ascencio-Savola aye

NOW THEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED by the Miami-Dade County Community

Zoning Appeals Board 12, that the requested distr ict boundary change to EU-S (l tem #1), be

and the same is hereby denied without prejudice.

BE lT FURTHER RESOTVED that the requests to permit two lots with lot areas of

0.617 gross acre each (ltem #2), to permit two lots with a frontage of 100' each (ltem #3),

and to permit a uti l i ty shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72'from the interior

side (south) property l ine ( l tem #4) be and the same are hereby denied without prejudice.

The Director is hereby authorized to make the necessary notations upon the records

of the Miami-DaderCounty Department of Planning and Zoning.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3'd day of Decembet,2OOT.

Hearing No. 07-1 2-CZ1 2-2
ls

Peggy Brodeur
Edward D. Levinson
Alberto Santana

31-54-4.Lt07-172.

Jose l .  Valdes
Robert W. Wilcosky
El l io t  N.  Zack

aye
aye
aye

Page No.2 czABl2-31-07 27



STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF MIAMI.DADE

l, Luis Salvat, as Deputy Clerk for the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and

Zoning as designated by the Director of the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and

Zoning and Ex-Officio Secretary of the Miami-Dade County Community ZoningAppeals Board

12, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution

No' CZAB 12-31-07 adopted by said Community ZoningAppeals Board at i ts meeting held on

the 3'd day of December 2007.

lN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set mv hand on this the 11'h dav of December 2OA7.

Luis Salvat, Deputy Clerk (2678)
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning
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R E V I S I O N  1

Memorandum
Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

12-SEP-07

Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

Herminio Lorenzo, Fire Chief
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department

72007000172

Fire Prevention Unit:
This Memo supersedes MDFR Memorandum dated May 23, 2007.
APPROVAL
Fire Engineering and Water Supply Bureau has no objection to Suney date stamped August 31, 2007. Any changes to the
whicular circulation must be resubmitted for reVew and approwl.
This plan has been reVewed to assure compliance with the MDFR Access Road Requirements for zoning hearing
applications. Please be adVsed that during the platting and permitting stages of this project, the proffered site plan must
adhere to conesponding MDFR requirements.

Service lmpacUDemand:

Derclopment for the abo\e
located at 7677 PONCE DE
in Police Grid

2

72007000172
LEON RD, MIAMI.DADE COUNry, FLORIDA.

1762 is proposed as the following:

N/A
residential

N/A
Office

N/A
Retai l

Based on this
The estimated

dwelling units

square feet

square feet

industrial

N/A

square feet

square feet
inst i tut ional

square feet
nursing home/hospitals

dewlopment information, estimated service impact is: 0.56 alarms-annually.
a\erage tralel time is: 6:30 minutes

Existing services:
The Fire station responding to an alarm in the proposed dewlopment will be:
Station 14 - South Miami - 5860 SW 70 Street.
Rescue, BLS Engine, Battalion.

Flanned Service Expansions:
The following stations/units are planned in the Vcinity of this development:
None.

Fire Planning Additional Comments:
Current service impact calculated based on letter of intent date stamped August 31,2007. Substantial changes to the letter
of intent will require additional service impact analysis.

21



D A T E  |  0 2 / L 2 / 0

R E V I S ] O N  1

TEAM METRO

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-
DADE COUNry, FLORIDA.

I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I

APPLICANT ADDRESS

72007000172

HEARING NUMBER

C URRENT ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:

There is no cunent or previous enforcement history on7677 ponce de Leon Blrd.

Roger & Dorothy Wolin

Roger & Dorothy Wolin

No ennfocement recorded

7o
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Date:

To;

From:

Suhject:

This memorandum updates the blanket concurrency approval m,erno of November 15, 2005. There is
an adequate level of service within each of the three Park Benefi{: Districts for all urrirrcorporated areas,
as shown on the attached table, and we project that there will he sufficient surplus capacity to maintain
an adequate levef of service for one additional year. Nevertheless, on a case-by-case basis, this
Department will additionally evaluate the capacity of existing Farks to support projected residential
populations created by new development.

This approval is valid until Novernber 30, 2008. If conditions change prior to that, I will inforrn Helen
Brown, Concunency Adrninistrator of your department.

Attachment

JK: rk

Helen Brown, Metropolitan Planning, DF&Z
W. Howard Gregg, Asst. Director for Planning & Developrflent, PARD
Barbara Falsey, Chief, Planning and Research Division, F'i\RD

November 30, 2007

Subrata Basu, Interim Director
f,epartment of Planning and Zoning

. Jack Kardys, Inter
;$ eart and Recreati

Concurrency appr,
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Memorandumffi@
Date:

To:

September 25, 2007

Jack Kardys, Interim Director
Park and Recreation Department

A
f l z

\ r l . /

V/Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP, lnterim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

From:

Subject: Blanket Concurrency Approval for Local Recreation Open Space

The blanket level of service/concurrency authorization for recreation and open space
issued by your department last year will expire on Novernber 30, 2007. This authorization
must be re-issued prior to October 15, 2007, so that the Department of Planning and
Zoning (DP&Z) may continue reviewing concurrency applications on your behalf. lf such
authorization is not received, DP&Z will have to refer all zoning and permit applications to
your department for concurrency review.

The Park and , Recreation Department's re-authorization for blanket concurrency
authorization should be effective beginning December 1 , 2007 and expiring on Septernber
30, 2008. Please note that this concurrency re-authorization period, which is less than a
year, allows the Parks and Recreation Department to assume a new re-authorization
timeframe of October 1 to September 30 beginning in 2008: all other such departments
currently use the October 1 to September 30 re-authorization timeframe. The re-
authorization should be issued, only if, after an evaluation by your department, sufficient
surplus capacity to sustain projected development exists for the stated period. lf there is
not sufficient surplus capacity for the stated period, please advise this department
immediately.

lf you need further information on this matter, please contact Helen A. Brown,
Concurrency Administrator, at (305) 375-2835

cc: M.T, Fojo
L. ltzkotf
L. Talleda
H. Brown



Date:

To:

Frorn:

Subject:

Memorandum ffim
Septemb er 17 , 2007

Subrata Bas/r)hterim ff,nlctor, De,pgrtment of Planning and Zoning
jT. {ffr * {JnF- //,Lorh* .._..

KathleeliWb*ods-Richardson, Director, Department of Solid Waste Management

Solid Waste Disposal Concurrency Determination

The Department of Solid Waste Management determines compliance with the County's adopted fevel-
of-service (LOS) standard for solid waste disposal based on the abili$ of the County Solid Waste
Management System (System) to accommodate piojected waste flows for concunency. Only those
System facilities that are constructed or subject to a binding executed mntract for the provision of
seMces are included in,this 6"1"rr,n"tion, in accordance with Chapter 33G of the Miami-Dade County
Code, Service Concurrency Management Program.

The aftached spreadsheet presents the projected utilization of the System's remaining disposal
capacity over a period of ten (10) years. The projection is based on the demand generated by those
parties (municipalities and private haulers) who have committed their waste flows to the System
through interlocal agreements, long term contracts and anticipated non-committed waste flows, in
accordance with the LOS standard. The analysis shows adequate System capacity to meet the LOS
through Fiscal Year 2014 or two (2) years beyond the minimum standard (five years capacity). This
determination is contingent upon the continued ability of the County and its disposal service contract
provider to obtain and renew disposal facility operating permits from the applicable federal, state and
local regulatory agencies. Therefore, please be advised that the curent LOS is adequate to issue
developrnent orders. This determination shall remain in effect for a period of one (1 ) fiscal year (ending
September 30, 2008); atwhich time a new determination will be issued. lf, however, a significant event
occurs that substantially alters the projection, the Department will issue an updated determination.

Attachment

cc: Vicente Castro, Deputy Director, Operations
Christopher Roe9, Deputy Director, Administration
James Bostic, Assistant Director, Operations
Asok Ganguli, Assistant Director, Technical Services

iffiid*rt*;iifftii4]
"*t;"'H [,;:j, ] # tfi$t r,=';*r

As-gt " L}lr**t*:rr fi;r$r*nn"n$r'tg



Department of Solid Waste Management (D$WM)
solid waste Management Disposal Facility Available Gapacity

From Fiscal Year 2007-08 Through Fiscal Year ?:016-17

)*"o,. YEAR PERT'D
WASTE

PROJECTION

RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL *

Beginning Ending
Capacity Landfilled Capacity

SOUTH DADE LANDFILL **

Beginning Ending
Gapacity Landfilled Gapacitv

NORTH DADE LANDFILL "**

Beginning Ending
Capacity Landfilled Gapacitv

wMl *"*

CONTRAGT
DISPOSAL

ocT. t, 2007 To SEPT. 30, 2009 1.885.000 828,686 155,000 673,696 2,518,633 307,000 2,211,633 2,068,795 355,000 1,713,795 250,000
ocT. 1,2008 TO SEPT. 30,2009 1,885.000 673,686 155,000 519,696 2,211.633 307.000 1.904.633 1,713,785 355,000 1,359,795 250,000
ocT. 1,2009 TO SEPT.30,2010 1.885.000 518,696 155,000 363,696 1,904,633 307.000 1.597.633 1,358,795 355,000 1,003.795 250,000
ocT.  1 ,2010 TO SEPT.30,201{ 1.885.000 363,686 155,000 208,696 1,597,633 307,000 {,290,633 1,003,795 355,000 649,795 250,000
ocT. 1,2011 TO SEPT. 30,2012 1.885.000 208,686 155,000 53,696 1,290,633 307,000 993,633 648,795 355,000 293,795 250,000
ocT. 1,2012 TO SEPT. 30,2013 1.885.000 53,S96 53,S96 0 983,633 408,314 575.349 293,795 293,795 0 3 1 1 . 2 1 5
ocT. 1,2013 TO SEPT. 30,2014 1,885,000 0 0 0 575,319 567,000 9,319 0 0 0 500,000
oGT. 1,2014 TO $EPT. 30,2015 1.885.000 0 0 0 8,319 9,319 0 0 0 0 500,000
ocT. 1,2015 TO SEPT.30,2016 1.885.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ocT. 1,  2016 TO SEPT. 30,2017 1.885.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

REMAINING YEARS 5 7 5

ANNUAL DISPOSAL RATE (in tons)
RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL
SOUTH DADE LANDFILL

^-NORTH DADE LANDFILL

J-*rcoNrRAcr-TOTAL TO BE LANDFILLED

155,000
307,000
355,000
250,000

1,067,000

' Ashfill c|p.dv tor Cell l9 {cell20 is trot Includedl' When ccll l0 ls dopl€tod R.aourcos Recowry Phrrt A.h and okoel.nta Ash w I go to South ltade L.ndfi lnd Umt.F. south D.d. Includ.r celb 3 lnd 4 (c.ll 5 la rrot Inctoded). Artumer uodec from Rerourccr Rec6vcry crn6um6! clp.clty whethor o; not tt l! uted .s cov.r.fr l{otfi Itrd. ctp.clty Epre.entr bultdout ot th. frc[rv. Wh.n North D.de L.Ddfill caprctty t. d.ptcte,i, qtrh go.|3 to Souti Dade Landi .nd VU l.f i ,ax|rnumcon|Ech|. |Tonn.g.pery9|rtowi| | |r50o'o0otons,25t,,oo0ton!toth. i |ed|eylandi| l .nd25tt,oootonstothePompanoLandf| | |nBrowdcounty.wlld|!p$8|

contnc{ .ndr Soptamber 30, 20,15.
A||6p|c|tyfguEt.rrd.r|wdfomth|c.p.c1roftam|.Dad.counvLrndRttsdrafr.portpFp8ddbythoBrowoandcddweltb|!edonthoac{ua|J.nuary,2o07,5urveywhaf!|
ton. from J.nu.ry 2007, through June, 2OO?, and prql.cbd ton! for Juiy, August and A.ptem6er; 2002. 
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Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

This memorandum serves as a blanket authorization for your Department to continue to
review and approve concurrency applications for mass transit in all areas of Miami-
Dade County.

Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) has been charged with the responsibility of reviewing and
approving concurrency applications for rnass transit levels of service as stated in
County Ordinance 89-66, Administrative Order 4-85, and Section 33-G of the Miami-
Dade County Code. Based on the latest socio-economic information provided by your
department's Research Division, and a review of the Metrobus/Metrorail service area,
we are able to re-authorize your department to review and approve concurrency
applications since all areas of Miami-Dade County meet or exceed the Level-of-Service
Standards (LOS) for mass transit established in the above-referenced County Rules
and Regulations.

MDT continues with the development process for the North Corridor transit project along
NW 27th Avenue from 62nd Street to the Broward County line. Please ask your staff to
continue to flag any apptication whose address is on NW 27tn Avenue, between these
two points, so that they may be reviewed by MDT staff.

This authorization is intended to continue the arrangernent between our respective
Departments, and is effective for the period October 1, 2007 to September 30, 2008, or
until canceled by written notice from my office.

Should your staff require additional information or assistance with mass transit
concurrency matters, please have them contact John T. Spillman, Chief, Planning &
Development Division, at 786-469-5289. Your continued cooperation on these important
matters is greatly appreciated.

Albert Hernandez
John T. Spil lman

VI
2U07

n
Memorandum ffiffit

January 15,  2008

Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning

Harpal Kapoor, Di
Miami-Dade Transit

FYOB Blanket Concurrencypproval for Transit

\$st. u)ifer:t*t r';'i+hnflifiS
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M iam i-Dade Police Department
Address: 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD

ROGER & DOROTHY WOLING; HEARTNG # 07-172

f] eolice Grids Boundaries

GRID 1762
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MDPD Crime Analysis System
June 19,2007
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Miami-Dade Police Depaftment
Address Query for Events occurring at7677 PONCE DE LEON

For Thru
Depaftment Crime lnformation Warehouse

)  and
22 23 24

IncidentT
AddreTC

Dis Grid
A
o
P

Complaint
Date

Day
of
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Cal l
Rcvd
Time

Complaint
Name

Gase
Number
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Pre
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Suf

Rcvd
Time

Disp
Time

ls t
Arriv
Time

1st
Arriv
Uni t

Event
Number

Rp
tlVr
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Report: \\s0320267\cognos\lWRReports\Published\citrixuserquery\apps\Dispatch-Address Report.imr Date:6/19/2007
Page 1



It,o*r-DADE PoLIcE DEPAR'' rt
Zoning Hearing Report Part I and Part ll Grimes w/o AOA

For Specific Grids
For 2005 and 2006

Grid(s): 0030, 1 076, 1 473, 1 634, 1762, 1 886, 1 91 6, 1917, 1918, 21 42, 2236, 2279

2005 2006

Grid 1762
Part I

2200 BURGLARY 6 0
230G SHOPLIFTING ALL OTHERS 4 2
230F SHOPLIFTING FROM A MOTOR VEHICLE I 2

Part I TOTAL 1 2 4

Grid 1762 TOTAL 1 2 4

Report: \s0320267\cognos\lWRReports\Published\citrixuserquery\apps\PSB - Zoning Hearing-Part I and ll By Specific Grids.imr
Database User lD: o300ciw

Date:6/19/2007
Paoe 5



Miami-Dade Police Depaftment
Zoning Hearing Repoft - Dispatch Information

For 2005 and 2006
'olice Department

2005 2006

Grid Signal
Gode

Signal Description

1762 1 3 SPECIAL I NFORMATION/ASSIGNM ENT 1 8

1 4 SONDUCT INVESTIGATION 35 35

1 5 \4EET AN OFFICER 95 2

1 7 TRAFFIC ACCIDENT I 1C

1 8 HIT AND RUN 1 I

1 9 TRAFFIC STOP 6 4

20 TRAFFIC DETAIL 5 3

21 LOST OR STOLEN TAG 1 1

22 AUTO THEFT 0 1

25 BURGLAR ALARM RINGING 1 0 0 93

26 BURGLARY 1 4 7

27 .ARCENY 1 1 2

28 /ANDALISM 4 E

32 qSSAULT 2

34 DISTURBANCE 2 1 28

36 [4ISSING PERSON 1 c

37 SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE I 3

38 SUSPICIOUS PERSON 4 6

41 SICK OR INJURED PERSON 4 4

43 BAKER ACT 1 0

49 FIRE 1 1

54 FRAUD 2 1

Iotal Signals for Grid 1762: 338 21e

Report: \\s0320267\cognos\lWRReports\Published\citrixuserquery\apps\PSB - Zoning Hearing-Dispatch Information.imr Date:6/19/2007
Page I



I

October  L2 ,  2006

Diane O'Quihn Williams, Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

Roosevelt Brtidley, Director
Miami-Dade,llrdnsit

FY-07 Blahkbt'Cohcurency Approval for Transit

Memorandum ffiffi@

To:

,From:

Subject:

This memorandum serves as a blanket authorization for the Department of Planning and Zoning to
continue to approve concurrency applications for mass transit in all areas of Miami-Dade County.

Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) has been charged with the responsibility of reviewing and approving
concurrency applications for mass transit levels of service as stated in County Ordinance 89-66.
Administrative Order 4-85 and Section 33-G of the Miami-Dade County Code. Based on the latest
socio-economic information provided by your departmentrs Research Division, and a review of the
Metrobus/Metrorail service area included- in the 2005 Transit Development Program (TDP) update
(Figure lV-3, page lV-23), we are able to re-authorize your department to review and approve
concunency applications since it appears that all areas of Miami-Dade County meet or exceed the
Level-cjf-Service (LOS) for. mass transit established in the above referenced County Rules and
Regulations.

MDT continues to advance the development process for the North Corridor transit project along NW
27rh Avenue from 62nd Street to the Broward County Line. Please ask your staff to continue to iignal
any application whose address is on NW 27rh Avenue, between these two points, so that they may be
reviewed by MDT Staff.

This authorization is intended to continue the arrangement between our r"espective departments, and is
effective for the period of October 1, 2006 to September 30, 2007, or until canceled by written notice
from my office.

lf your staff needs further information or assistance with mass transit concurrency matters, they may
wish to contact Mario G. Garcia, Chief, System Planning Division, at (305) 375-1 193. Your continued
cooperation on these important matters is greatly appreciated.

Albert Hernandez, Depug Director
MDT Planning and Engineering

Mario G..Garcia, Chief
MDT System Planning Division

Helen A. Brown, Concurrency Administrator
Department of Planning and Zoning



Memortdum ffiD

To:

September 25,2007

Jack Kardys, Interim Director
Park and Recreation Department

A
V
VlSubrata Basu, AlA, AICP, lnterim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning

Blanket Concurrency Approval for Local Recreation Open Space

The blanket level of service/concurrency authorization for recreation and open space
issued by your department last year will expire on November 30, 2007. This authorization
must be re-issued prior to October 15, 2007, so that the Department of Planning and
Zoning (DP&Z) may continue reviewing concurrency applications on your behalf. lf such
authorization is not received, DP&Z will have to refer all zoning and permit applications to
your department for concurrency review. l

The Park and Recreation Department's re-authorization for blanket concurrency
authorization should be effective beginning December 1,2007 and expiring on September
30, 2008. Please note that this concurrency re-authorization period, which is less than a
year, allows the Parks and Recreation Department to assume a new re-authorization
timeframe of October 1 to September 30 beginning in 2008: all other such departments
currently use the October 1 to September 30 re-authorization timeframe. The re-
authorization should be issued, only if, after an evaluation by your department, sufficient
surplus capacity to sustain projected development exists for the stated period. lf there is
not sufficient surplus capacity for the stated period, please advise this department
immediately.

lf you need further information on this matter, please contact Helen A. Brown,
Concurrency Administrator, at (305) 375-2835

cc: M.T. Fojo
L. ltzkoff
L. Talleda
H. Brown

From:

Subject:



Novernher

To:

Frotfr:

$ubject:

as,sllOwn on the attached table, and we project that there $vifl bs sufflcient su!'pfr,rs capacrty to maihtain
an adequate level sf setvice fof on'e eddittofl€l year. Neverlheless. oh a case-by-case basis, this
Department wilf addiiiunatly evaluate the eapacigr of existing parks to support prnjected resjdential
populatibns created by new development;

This approval is;valid:ufltil November 39, 2007. lf sonditi change prior to that. I witrl infornr Helen
Br"own, ncunency Adtninistrator of your departme.nt.

Attachnlefit,

6fi flefen B , $tretropolitan Flanning; UP8.f
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Memorandumffi@
Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

Seotember 17.2007

Subrata Basy'rlhterim DiiQctor, DepErtment of Planning and Zoning

J{#4a. tJn!-_/1"4,a-
Kath lee\fW$5oI-nicna rdion, o irdctoi, Depa rtment of Solid Waste Management

Solid Waste Disposal Concurrency Determination

The Department of Solid Waste Management determines compliance with the County's adopted level-
of-service (LOS) standard for solid waste disposal based on the ability of the County Solid Waste
Management System (System) to accommodate projected waste flows for concurrency. Only those
System facilities that are constructed or subject to a binding executed contract for the provision of
services are included in this determination, in accordance with Chapter 33G of the Miami-Dade County
Oode, Service Concurrency Management Program.

The attached spreadsheet presents the projected utilization of the System's remaining disposal
capacity over a period of ten (10) years. The projection is based on the demand generated by those
parties (municipalities and private haulers) who have committed their waste flows to the System
through interlocal agreements, long term contracts and anticipated non-committed waste flows, in
accordance with the LOS standard. The analysis shows adequate System capacity to meet the LOS
through Fiscal Year 2014 or two (2) years beyond the minimum standard (five years capacity). This
determination is contingent upon the continued abil ity of the County and its disposal service contract
provider to obtain and renew disposal facility operating permits from the applicable federal, state and
local regulatory agencies. Therefore, please be advised that the current LOS is adequate to issue
development orders. This determination shall remain in effect for a period of one (1) f iscal year (ending
September 30, 2008), at which time a new determination wil l be issued. lf, however, a significant event
occurs that substanttally alters the projection, the Department will issue an updated determination.

Attachment

cc: Vicente Castro, Deputy Director, Operations
Christopher Rose, Deputy Director, Administration
James Bostic, Assistant Director, Operations
Asok Ganguli, Assistant Director, Technical Services

Am*t" {-}lr*'*t*rs- ff}$arlncm*



Department of Solid Waste Management (DSWM)
Solid Waste Management Disposal Facility Available Gapacity

From Fiscal Year 2007-08 Through Fiscal Year 2016-17

:ISCAL YEAR PERIOD
WASTE

PROJECTION

RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL *

Beginning Endin(
Capacity Landfilled Capacitt

SOUTH DADE LANDFILL **

Beginning Ending
Capacity Landfilled Capacity

NORTH DADE LANDFILL **-

Beginning Ending
Capacity Landfilled Capacitl

wMl "**"

CONTRACT
DtsPosAx

ocT. 1.2007 TO SEPT. 30. 2008 1.88s.000 828.686 1s5.000 673.68( 2.518.633 307.000 2.211.633 2,068,785 355,000 1,713,781 250.000
ocT. 1, 2008 TO SEPT. 30,2009 1.88s.000 673.686 't55.000 518.68t 2,21',t,633 307,000 1,904,633 1,713,785 355,000 1,3s8,785 250.000
ocT. 1. 2009 TO SEPT. 30, 2010 1.885.000 518,686 155,000 363,68t 1,904,633 307,000 1,597,633 1.358.785 355.000 1.003.78! 250,000
ocT. 1, 2010 TO SEPT. 30, 2011 1,885,000 363,686 15s.000 208,68r 1,597.633 307.000 1.290.633 t,003,785 355,000 648,78: 250,000
ocr. 1, 2011 TO SEPT. 30, 2012 1.885.000 208.686 155.000 53.68( 1,290,633 307,000 983,633 648,785 355,000 293,78a 250.000
ocT. 1, 2012TO SEPT. 30,20{3 1.88s.000 53,686 53,686 983,633 408,314 575,319 293.785 293,785 3'11,215
ocr. 1. 2013 TO SEPT. 30, 2014 1,885.000 0 0 575,319 567,000 8,319 0 0 500,000
ocT. 1, 2014TO SEPT.30,2015 1.885.000 0 0 8,319 8,319 0 0 0 500,000
ocT. 1, 2015 TO SEPT. 30, 2016 1.885.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ocT. 1, 2016 TO SEPT. 30, 2017 1.885.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMAINING YEARS 5 I I

ANNUAL DISPOSAL RATE (in tons)
RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL
SOUTH DADE LANDFILL
NORTH DADE LANDFILL
WMI CONTRACT
TOTAL TO BE LANDFILLED

155,000
307,000
355,000
250,000

1,067,000

'Alhfillcrp.cltytorC.ll19lc€ll20l.notInclud.d).Wh.nC.[l0l.d.Dl.tdRerourq!Roc@ryPllntAth.odOkeebnrrA.twlllgotoSouthO.d.Lrn.tdrl.ndwMr.
- aoolh D.d. ln.ludc. C.ll. 3 .nd 4 (Cell 5 l. nol Inclo.l.d). ABure. undcE n6 R..oor... R.cov.ry @n.umo qPlclt/ wh.th.r or not ft l. usd I cowi
- North D.d. c.t.clv EDt!+nt! bulldout of th. f.cllry. Wh.n Ndlh Di.i. Lln(mll @D.city l. d.pl.bd, t6.h so.. to Sornh D.de L.ndntl .nd wlll.
.h [.xlmum Corb.ctud Tonnag. p.r y.a. to WISI lr 51,0,000 totr.,250,000 tont to the fiedloy Lsndnll and 250,000 tod to the Pomprno Lrndnll h Bward Counv. WMt dtlpo.al
@nlt ct cnd. S.Dlembcr 30, 2015.
All c.prdry ngu6. .F d.rlwd ftom lhe C.P.clry ol ULml-Dd. Coonry Lrndnllt d..f Fpon pEp.red by lhc Blwn and Cald{.ll b|!ed on the act!.l J.nuary, 2007, survey wtth actull
toB fiom Jru.ry. 2007, thDugh Jum, 20l|7, .nd pror.c!.d tonl for July, Algu3t .nd S.p1!mb6r, 2007.




