A. ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN 07-12-CZ12-2 (07-172)
(Applicant) BCC/District 7
Hearing Date: 4/24/08

Property Owner (if different from applicant) Same.

Is there an option to purchase [/lease O the property predicated on the approval of the zoning
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" Previous Zoning Hearings on the Property:

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

APPLICANTS: Roger and Dorothy Wolin PH: Z07-172 (07-12-CZ12-2)
SECTION: 31-54-41 DATE: April 24, 2008
COMMISSION DISTRICT: 7 ITEM NO.: A

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-1to 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’ 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
line.

Upon a demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval
of requests #2 - #4 may be considered under §33-311(A)(14) (Alternative Site
Development Option for Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under §33-
311(A)(4)(b) (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 8/31/07. Plans may be modified at public hearing.

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 LOCATION:

7677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Florida.
o SIZE: 1.24 gross acres
o IMPACT:

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

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (CDMP):

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 dwelling units per
gross acre.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS:

ZONING LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATION

Subject Property:

EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Surrounding Properties:

NORTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

SOUTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
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EAST: EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
WEST: EU-M; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

The subject property is located at 7677 Ponce de Leon Road. The area surrounding the
subject property is predominately developed with single-family homes.

SITE AND BUILDINGS:

Site Plan Review: (site plan submitted)
Scale/Utilization of Site: Unacceptable
Location of Buildings: Unacceptable
Compatibility: Unacceptable
Landscape Treatment: N/A

Open Space: N/A

Buffering: Unacceptable
Access: Acceptable
Parking Layout/Circulation: N/A
Visibility/Visual Screening: N/A

Energy Considerations: N/A

Roof Instaliations: N/A

Service Areas: N/A

Signage: N/A

Urban Design: N/A

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 serve 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;

() Wil 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(A)(14) Alternative Site Development Option for Single Family and
Duplex Dwellings

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:

i

the character and design of the proposed alternative 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 40% 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
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10.

11.

12.

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

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

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

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

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

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
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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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

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 -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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.

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;
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D. Front setbacks will be at least twelve and one-half (12 72) 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 otherwise 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 otherwise 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
otherwise 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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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

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

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

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

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.

F.

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

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

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

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

. 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

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

4. If 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:

\O
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(9)

(h)

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 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 33B of this
code in conjunction with the approval sought hereunder so as to exceed the
limitations imposed by section 33B-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,

i
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sidewalks (including improvements, linkages, or additional 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 additional landscaping.

Section 33-311(A)(4)(b) 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)(4)(c) 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.

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES:

DERM No objection*
Public Works No objection*
Parks No objection
MDT No objection

1z
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Fire Rescue No objection
Police No objection
Schools No objection

*Subject to the conditions as indicated in their memoranda.

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 O, 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 singie-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

15
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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. It 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 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 proposal will 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 33-311(A)(14)
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 33-311(A)(14) (ASDO).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(b), 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
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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 33-311(A)(4)(b) (Non-Use Variance).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(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 33-311(A)(4)(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.

RECOMMENDATION:

Denial without prejudice of the appeal and the application.

CONDITIONS: None

\C
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DATE INSPECTED:
DATE TYPED:
DATE REVISED:

DATE FINALIZED:
SB:MTF:LVT:0V

09/24/07
10/02/07
10/19/07; 10/24/07; 10/31/07; 01/29/08; 01/31/08; 02/11/08;
04/09/08
02/20/08

_-'-____________—“F
Subrata Basu, Interini Director

Miami-Dade County Department of
Planning and Zoning
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, MIAMI-DADE
Memorandum Bl

Date: July 2, 2007

To: Subrata Basu, AIA, AICP, Interim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning

From: Jose Gonzalez, P.E., Assistant Director 2
Environmental Resources Management '

Subject: C-12 #72007000172
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 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 development would 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.

Stormwater Management
All stormwater shall be retained on-site utilizing properly designed seepage or infiltration drainage

structures. Drainage plans shall provide for full on-site retention of the stormwater runoff of a 5-year/1-
day storm event.

Site grading and development shall comply with the requirements of Chapter 11C of the Code.



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 development order.

Wetlands

The subject property does not contain jurisdictional wetlands, as defined in Section 24-5 of the Code;
therefore, a Class IV 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. It is the applicant's responsibility to
contact these agencies.

Tree Preservation

The subject property may contain specimen-sized (trunk diameter 18 inches or greater) trees. Section
24-49.2(11) 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 History
DERM has found no open or closed enforcement record for the subject property.

Concurrency 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 for concurrency, subject to the comments and conditions contained her ein.

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.

If you have any questions concerning the comments, or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact
Enrique A. Cuellar at (305) 372-676 4.

ccC: Lynne Talleda, Zoning Evaluation - P&Z
Ron Connally, Zoning Hearings - P&Z
Franklin Gutierrez, Zoning Agenda C oordinator - P&Z
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PH# 22007000172
CZAB - C12

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Applicant's Names: ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN

This Department has no objections to this application.

This land requires platting in accordance with Chapter 28 of the
Miami-Dade County Code. The road dedications and improvements will
be accomplished thru the recording of a plat.

This project meets traffic concurrency because it lies within the
urban infill area where traffic concurrency does not apply.

Raul A Pino, P.L.S.
12-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 (542 AMOUNT OF FEE //;5’ g2.07 @5';1//?2
RECEIPT #_Z Zexr-22Y4 33 1;}5}5@ ULQ n
\

™

DATE HEARD: /2 103 1067

' DEC 2 4 2007 ‘“’
BYCZAB# /25/57 ZONING HEARINGS SECTION

MiAMISDADE PLAMNING AND ZONING DEFT.

DATE RECEIVED STAMP
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This Appeal Form must be completed in accordance with the "Instruction 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-CZ12-2 (07-172)

Filed in the name of (Applicant) Roger & Dorothy Wolin

Name of Appellant, if other than applicant

Address/Location of APPELLANT’S property:

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

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

Appellant (name). Roger and Dorothy 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 (Zoning) of the Code of Miami-

Dade County.

MIAM! 1463917. 1 7679725158

NDALCT 19177 n71

2\



APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE
Date: _Lﬁ day of D€Cemba  year Too7 ‘, 5\) e
SigneMM |
CDoRevHY Wod N

Ptint Name
Y1t Bunceoe Leps Ruto
5}:;% vfél\%a_lglg Addres-s__ﬁ—_

Phone C Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT
If you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Representing

Sighature

Print Name

Address

City State Zip

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on the Z 77Z day of [ eCen b*?/ , year 2&7)_?_.

el f
2 Notafy Pubkc

(stamp/seal)

Commission expires: feh 11, 2ol

E EEW Nom{a‘v PUBLIC - STATE OF FLORIDA

| - L& .~ Michael Pelaez

| DEC 24 2007 ‘ | g;mmmstnE#BDII)asosqz

pires: 1, 2011

ZONING HEARINGS SECTION o1 u'\DED J.!l[\UﬁTLMTIC BBNDINGCO INC.
WIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND 70NING DE

R B



{

b

APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE ﬂJ/L

i 97h .. iy
pate: | /""" day of Decembi  year 2007 M
Signed (ﬂ‘

W?GER Wl ind

Print Name
4613 Por (€ DE Len KA
50-5' "C:(.;S _qgjﬁg Address

Phone Fax
REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT -
If you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:
Representing
Signature
Print Name
Address
City State Zip

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on the /774 /77 day of D‘:’(‘Bﬁ?é’{r ye r 206 2

(stamp/seal)

Commission expires: Feé /// ZO/’/

BCAIYE]

07~ 1"} 2 NO’{:A.}‘{Y PUBLIC - STATE OF FLORIDA
DEC 24 2007 .. Michael Pelaez
ZONING HEARINGS SECTION ! gomnnssmIEE#;DDﬁOSélZ
Xpires 11, 2011
MIAMI-DADE PLANN‘NF AND ZONING DEPT. LoNDED THRU.SFLANTIC BONDING CO, INC,

BY

_23



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

STATE OF fLﬁKlM
COUNTY OF M I AMI-DAYES

Before me the undersigned authority, mly m 5 . /?c’j’&?/ Woalin
(Appellant) who was sworn and says that the Appellant has 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 all that apply)
. Participation at the hearing
_M 2. Original Applicant

____3. Written objections, waivers or consent

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

Further Appellant says not.

Witnesses: i Vio

g | g ety
%W Appellant's signature - <4'(/
Retldys FELrep. S Boser \WetiN

Print Namk Print Name
Signature

///'9./2/‘() /4/5'7\/5‘_

Print Name

Sworn to and subscribed before me on the /7’ rﬁay of DeCenpe—  year 2007

Appellant is¢personally knowto me or has produced as
identification. A % _
| + 7

(Stamp/Seal)

Commission Expires: feb Il 2ol
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF FLORIDA
“N.g= Michael Pelaez

g $ Commission # DD630542
il gl "o’ EXpires; TFEB. 11,2011
ZONING HEARINGS SECTION : BONDED THRU ATLANTIC BONDING €0, INC,

MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT.

, Bl Y 9'&




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

STATEOF _/~. /Of’fvc q

COUNTY OF ,/7/6‘/77; Pate
Before me the undersigned authority (ersonally appeared p vrcify oli'n

(Appellant) who was sworn and says that the Appellant has 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 all that apply)
___1. 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. :
L,LJ R ["A’ Ty

Witnesses: ¥
% 0 M/U"%:‘i""?r
U Fsms o :
Slgnature ) Appellant's signature
Qell I Teeoep ‘TDOKOWW WL inS
Print Namé Print Name
7 ase (i -5
Signature
Mario lJon &
Print Name
Sworn to and subscribed before me on thel7—f day of _ec enbs  year L0070
Appellant is sonally know™o me or has produced as

identification. A %/M /;J -

(Stamp/Seal)
Commission Expires: _f-t74-77%=7 Feﬁ//, 2¢l}

VOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF FL.ORIDA
S, Michael Pelaez

ZONING HEARINGS SECTION iy £ Commission # DD630542
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT. ¥ Expires: FEB. 11,2011 ,}g
BY W 3 TRL ATLANTIC BONDING CO, INC.




APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Date: 7/0 day of pe/oew%\.,year: 7/007

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT
If you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on the oD

YECEIVE

0 7<17Z
ﬁzEt 24 2007

ZOMING HEARINGS SECTION
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT.

BY V/

Signed

Print Name

Mailing Address

Roger Wolin and Dorothy Wolin

Representing

sy 7 4

Signature

Jerry B. Proctor

Print Name

7677 Ponce de Leon Road

Address
Miami ' Florida 33143
City State Zip

305-667-7738

Telephone Number
of D_O,QQVY\L?«U\. . yearaﬁb'-};-
%\

Notary

(stamp/seal)

**‘-‘@“%Ommmmm

EXPIRES: May 18, 2010
deod‘rhm Pichard Insuranca Agency
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RESOLUTION NO. CZAB12-31-07
WHEREAS, ROGER AND DOROTHY WOLIN applied for the following:
(1) EU-1to EU-S
OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:
(2) 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) To permit two lots with a frontage of 100" each (125’ required).

(4) To permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72" (20’ required)
from the interior side (south) property line.

Upon demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval of requests
#2 - #4 may be considered under §33-311(A)(14) (Alternative Site Development Option for
Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under §33-311(A)(4)(b) (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, Inc. and dated stamped received 8/31/07.

SUBJECT PROPERTY: Lot 3, Block 3, AMENDED PLAT OF GRANADA 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 Zoning Appeals
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 district boundary change to EU-S (Iitem #1)
would not be compatible with the neighborhood and area concerned and would be in
conflict 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 0.617 gross acre each (ltem #2), to permit two lots with a frontage of 100’ each

(Item #3), and to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72 from the

31-54-41/07-172 Page No. 1 CZAB12-31-07
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interior side (south) property line (Item #4) would not be compatible with the neighborhood
and area concerned and would be in conflict with the principle and intent of the plan for
the development of Miami-Dade County, Florida, and should be denied, and

WHEREAS, a motion to deny the entire application 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:

Peggy Brodeur aye jose |. Valdes aye

Edward D. Levinson aye Robert W. Wilcosky aye

Alberto Santana aye Elliot N. Zack aye
Carla Ascencio-Savola aye

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Miami-Dade County Community
Zoning Appeals Board 12, that the requested district boundary change to EU-S (item #1), be
and the same is hereby denied without prejudice.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the requests to permit two lots with lot areas of
0.617 gross acre each (Item #2), to permit two lots with a frontage of 100 each (ltem #3),
and to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72’ from the interior
side (south) property line (Item #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-Dade County Department of Ptanning and Zoning.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3 day of December, 2007.

Hearing No. 07-12-CZ12-2
Is

31-54-41/07-172 Page No. 2 CZAB12-31-07
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STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE

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

No. CZAB12-31-07 adopted by said Community Zoning Appeals Board at its meeting held on

the 3" day of December 2007.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand on this the 11" day of December 2007.

Bt Rl

L "“l;“' WL;@; Luis Salvat, Deputy Clerk (2678)
wWPEA & Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning
SB-}‘s‘fE O OEN
i={ =o- "'.
1| oy T )Ry
K 4\"‘]:["' e
.’E—? o on \/’ Q/

O i ,..}3

TE . J3d°
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. . REVISION 1

Pate: TR Memorandum
To: Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning
From: Herminio Lorenzo, Fire Chief
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department
Subject: Z2007000172

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
vehicular circulation must be resubmitted for review and approval.

This plan has been reviewed to assure compliance with the MDFR Access Road Requirements for zoning hearing
applications. Please be advised that during the platting and permitting stages of this project, the proffered site plan must
adhere to corresponding MDFR requirements.

Service Impact/Demand:

Dewelopment for the above 22007000172
located at 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

in Police Grid 1762 is proposed as the following:
2 dwelling units N/A square feet
residential industrial
e square feet N/A square feet
Office institutional
b /7 square feet N/A square feet
Retail

nursing home/hospitals

Based on this development information, estimated senice impact is: 0.56 alarms-annually.
The estimated average travel time is: 6:30 minutes

Existing services:

The Fire station responding to an alarm in the proposed development will be:

Station 14 - South Miami - 5860 SW 70 Street.
Rescue, BLS Engine, Battalion.

Planned Service Expansions:

The following stations/units are planned in the vicinity of this development:
None.

Fire Planning Additional Comments:

Current senvice impact calculated based on letter of intent date stamped August 31, 2007. Substantial changes to the letter
of intent will require additional senice impact analysis.
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DATE: 02/12/08
REVISION 1

TEAM METRO

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

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

APPLICANT ADDRESS

272007000172

HEARING NUMBER

CURRENT ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:

There is no current or previous enforcement history on 7677 Ponce de Leon Biwd.

Roger & Dorothy Wolin
Roger & Dorothy Wolin

No ennfocement recorded
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1. ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN 07-12-CZ12-2 (07-172)
(Applicant) BCC/District 7
Hearing Date: 3/20/08

Property Owner (if different from applicant) Same.

Is there an option to purchase O/lease [ the property predicated on the approval of the zoning
request? Yes 0 No M

Disclosure of interest form attached? Yes O No M

Previous Zoning Hearings on the Property:

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
RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

APPLICANTS: Roger and Dorothy Wolin PH: Z07-172 (07-12-CZ12-2)
SECTION: 31-54-41 DATE: March 20, 2008

COMMISSION DISTRICT: 7 ITEM NO.: 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) 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’ 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
line.

Upon a demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval
of requests #2 - #4 may be considered under §33-311(A)(14) (Alternative Site
Development Option for Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under §33-
311(A)(4)(b) (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 8/31/07. Plans may be modified at public hearing.

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

o SIZE: 1.24 gross acres

o IMPACT:
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

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (CDMP):

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 dwelling units per
gross acre.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS:

ZONING , LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATION

Subject Property:

EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
Surrounding Properties:
NORTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

SOUTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
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EAST: EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
WEST: EU-M; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

The subject property is located at 7677 Ponce de Leon Road. The area surrounding the
subject property is predominately developed with single-family homes.

SITE AND BUILDINGS:

Site Plan Review: (site plan submitted)
Scale/Utilization of Site: Unacceptable
Location of Buildings: Unacceptable
Compatibility: Unacceptable
Landscape Treatment: N/A

Open Space: N/A

Buffering: Unacceptable
Access: Acceptable
Parking Layout/Circulation: N/A
Visibility/Visual Screening: N/A

Energy Considerations: N/A

Roof Installations: N/A

Service Areas: N/A

Signage: N/A

Urban Design: N/A

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)

3)

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;

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;

Will have a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade
County, Florida; :
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(4) Wil 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) Wil 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(A)(14) Alternative Site Development Option for Single Family and
Duplex Dwellings

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

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 40% of
the total net lot area; and

any area of shadow cast by the proposed alternative development upon an
adjoining parce! 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 buildihg materials of any proposed
structure or addition are aesthetically harmonious with that of other existing or
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10.

11.

12.

13.

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

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

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

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

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

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
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

any structure within an interior side setback required by the underlying district
regulations;
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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.

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;
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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 otherwise 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 otherwise 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
otherwise 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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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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. If 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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(@

(h)

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

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

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

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

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

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.

Proposed alternative development under this subsection shall provide additional -

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 33B-45 of this code.

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,

[0
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sidewalks (including improvements, linkages, or additional 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 additional landscaping.

Section 33-311(A)(4)(b) 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)(4)(c) 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.

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES:

DERM No objection*
Public Works - No objection*
Parks No objection
MDT No objection

Il
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Fire Rescue No objection
Police No objection
Schools No objection

*Subject to the conditions as indicated in their memoranda.
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 0O, 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 zonedEU-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, 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 .ot frontages, are significantly smaller and would be out of character
with the surrounding area. It 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 Iot 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 Residéntial 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 proposal will 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 33-311(A)(14)

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 33-311(A)(14) (ASDO).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(b), 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

e
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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 smailer 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 33-311(A)(4)(b) (Non-Use Variance).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(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 33-311(A)(4)(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.

RECOMMENDATION:

Denial without prejudice of the appeal and the application.

J. . CONDITIONS: None
DATE INSPECTED: 09/24/07
DATE TYPED: 10/02/07
DATE REVISED: 10/19/07; 10/24/07; 10/31/07; 01/29/08; 01/31/08; 02/11/08
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DATE FINALIZED:
SB:MTF:LVT:JV:NC

02/20/08

Sbatb—

Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Miami-Dade County Department of
Planning and Zoning
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MIAMIDADE]
Memorandum &
Date: July 2, 2007
To: Subrata Basu, AlA, AICP, Interim Director

Department of Planning and Zoning

From: Jose Gonzalez, P.E., Assistant Director
Environmental Resources Management

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 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 development would 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.

Stormwater Management

All stormwater shall be retained on-site utilizing properly designed seepage or infiltration drainage
structures. Drainage plans shall provide for full on-site retention of the stormwater runoff of a 5-year/1-
day storm event.

Site grading and development shall comply with the requirements of Chaptef 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 IV 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. It is the applicant's responsibility to
contact these agencies.

Tree Preservation

The subject property may contain specimen-sized (trunk diameter 18 inches or greater) trees. Section
24-49.2(l1) 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 procedure s and requirements prior to site development.

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

Concurrency 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 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 methodology 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 subject property.

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

If 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 C oordinator - P&Z
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PH# Z2007000172
CZAB - Cl12

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Applicant's Names: ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN

This Department has no objections to this application.

This land requires platting in accordance with Chapter 28 of the
Miami-Dade County Code. The road dedications and improvements will
be accomplished thru the recording of a plat.

This project meets traffic concurrency because it lies within the
urban infill area where traffic concurrency does not apply.

Al

Raul A Pino, P.L.S.
12-JUN-07



PETITION OF APPEAL FROM DECISION OF
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY COMMUNITY ZONING APPEALS BOARD
TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

CHECKED BY G/ AMOUNT OF FEE /j§ B2-09  @7p—/72

RECEIPT #_Z 2exr-224 83 / D) '@@E‘ HWLQ
li

DATE HEARD: 103 o7
Rl irg DEC 2 4 2007 Y
BY CZAB# /23/57 : ZONING HEARINGS SECTION

iy

DATE RECEIVED STAMP

***********************************************************************************?***%***,*’fﬁ’f******,*t*,*_****i

This Appeal Form must be completed in accordance with the "Instruction 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-CZ12-2 (07-172)

Filed in the name of (Applicant) Roger & Dorothy Wolin

Name of Appellant, if other than applicant
Address/Location of APPELLANT'S property:

/677 Ponce de Leon Road, Miami-Dade County, Florida

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

Appellant (name): Roger and Dorothy 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 ruing 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 (Zoning) of the Code of Miami-

Dade County.

MIAMI 1463917.1 7679725158
DRAFT 12/7/ 071

MIAMI-DADE PLANRING AND ZONING DEFT.
BY
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APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE

Date: l 7/ A day of Deeembg, .year: Lo ’ 5\,) Q/ELW
Signem% |
DoRetHY Wed N

Ptint Name
1t Bunceoe Lipp Reto
3}& {ch _:}@A g Address

Phone Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT
If you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

City State Zip

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on the Z 7 7 day of ,D eCen bsa/ year Lov>

%Lv

Not bH’

(stamp/seal)

Commission expires: fep 1/, 2at/

]E@E@ZE[\D ' P S

“.u 1y

% Michael Pelaez

SECTION
ZONING HEARINGS .
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT

BY

:Commission # DD630542
Expires: FEB. 11, 2011
u\uw THRU AT LA.NTIC BBNDE{G CU INC.
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¢
nzﬁ“/
APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE
. 1h )
Date: _| 7 day of pe("f?mé'?/', year: 2007

Signed (‘& !
%-'RUGER \Woi ind

Print Name
16 or € VE Leo hotd
395 C ( ,,_q_&zliiliig Address

Phone ) Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT -
If you are filing as representative of an
association or other entity, so indicate:

Representing

Signature

Print Name

Address

City State Zip

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn to before me on the 17% day of De(‘-efn yepr 200>

(stamp/seal)
E©EH Commission expires: f-e b // 20 //
R 207 1782 NOTARYPUBLIC STATE OF FLORIDA
DEC 24 2007 $ Michael Pelaez
; Comxmssmn # DD630542
ZONING HEARINGS SECT *
MIAMI~DADE PLANNING AND zomu:lcéhlj)em. ' g s

_,J\'DED THRU ATLANTIC BONDING C0., INC,
BY
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APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT OF STANDING
(must be signed by each Appellant)

STATE OF FLofidg
COUNTY OF_MUAMI-DANES
Before me the undersigned authority, éersonally app_ea?d\; 5 /Z Ogt¢- | //1’7

(Appellant) who was sworn and says that the Appellant has 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 all that apply)
. Participation at the hearing
_V 2. Original Applicant

3. Wiritten 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:

Signature  \ Appellant's signature
Reldus FELPEY S Roser \nlelitk
Print Namé Print Name

D2 b

Signature
SRR/ }t/ oWIx

Print Name

Sworn to and subscribed before me on.the _/_7__ Tc‘iay of D@ C’eméf/ , year 2007
Appellant is¢personally know™to me or has produced as

identification. /- /%}/
@% " _
(Stamp/Seal) :
RE@EHWEHD * Commission Expires: FQB 1, 208 _
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF FLORIDA

207)- 172 Shog= Michael Pelaez
DEC 24 2007 % Wgp £ Commission # DD630542
_ “uea EXpirest FEB, 11,2011
ZONING HEARINGS SECTION BONDED THRU ATLANTIC BONDING €0, INC.
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT. '
BY N




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

state oF _Flovielg
COWNTY OF [y 2mi -Date
Before me the undersigned authority Cpersonally appeared p ¢/ /’7 W ﬂ/;'f‘r

(Appellant) who was sworn and says that the Appellant has 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 all that apply)
e {1 Part|C|pat|on at the hearlng
/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.

TN oy
Witnesses: & [

B O By

QA Fonnag

Signature  { Appellant's sighature

Reil 95 Ceeoep. DoRoTHY WIL A

Print Namée* Print Name /
Slgnature

/yz R/o A/ onTs

Print Name

Sworn to and subscribed before me on thel'_?i_‘day of Decenbr year 2207
Appellant is p@@o me or has produced as

identification. _ > ./. /_
E@EHWE@ ggamr?nﬁg;ar:)Expires: 1-@4-77%9 feb /], 2¢7}

- /7
NOTARY PUBLIC S’I‘A’I'E OF 1 ORIDA
DEC 2% 2007 S, Michael Pelaez
ZONING HEARINGS SECTION g }% ZCommission # DD630542
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT. - Expires: FEB. 11,2011
BY Y _ 1) 1R ATLANTIC BONDING CO, NC,
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APPELLANT MUST SIGN THIS PAGE
Date: '1/0 day of pe,oew%\ year: 210 0 7

Signed

Print Name

Mailing Address
Phone Fax

REPRESENTATIVE'S AFFIDAVIT
If you are filing as representative of an

association or other entity, so indicate: Roger Wolin and Dorothy Wolin
Representing

_~ ~ "~ Signature

Jerrv B. Proctor

Print Name

7677 Ponce de Leon Road

Address
Miami Florida 33143
City State Zip

305-667-7738

Telephone Number

Subscribed and Sworn 'to before me on the a.ﬁ w, yeara-&T_b_-i,_‘

e —

v Notary Fublic
(stamp/seal)
. IBISDIAZ .
tpeas4

CELVE]) | (Ve

R Z07-~172
S DEC 24 2007

ZONING HEARINGS SECTION
MIAMI-DADE PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT.

BY W




RESOLUTION NO. CZAB12-31-07
WHEREAS, ROGER AND DOROTHY WOLIN applied for the following:
(1) EU-1to EU-S
OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE:
(2) 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) To permit two lots with a frontage of 100" each (125’ required).

(4) To permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72’ (20 required)
from the interior side (south) property line.

Upon demonstration that the applicable standards have beeri satisfied, approval of requests
#2 - #4 may be considered under §33-311(A)(14) (Alternative Site Development Option for
Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under §33-311(A)(4)(b) (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, Inc. and dated stamped received 8/31/07.

SUBJECT PROPERTY: Lot 3, Block 3, AMENDED PLAT OF GRANADA 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 Zoning Appeals
Board 12 was advertised and held, as required by faw, 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 tequested district boundary change to EU-S (Item #1)
would not be compatible with the neighborhood and area concerned and V\;OU|d be in
conflict 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 0.617 gross acre each (item #2), to permit two lots with a frontage of 100’ each

(tem #3), and to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72’ from the

31-54-41/07-172 Page No. 1 CZAB12-31-07



interior side (south) property line (ltem #4) would not be compatible with the neighborhood
and area concerned and would be in conflict with the principle and intent of the plan for
the development of Miami-Dade County, Florida, and should be denied, and

WHEREAS, a motion to deny the entire application 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:

Peggy Brodeur aye Jose I. Valdes aye

Edward D. Levinson aye Robert W. Wilcosky aye

Alberto Santana aye Elliot N. Zack aye
Carla Ascencio-Savola aye

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Miami-Dade County Community
Zoning Appeals Board 12, that the requested district boundary change to EU-S (item #1), be
and the same is hereby denied without prejudice.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED 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 (item #3),
and to permit a utility shed accessory building on Parcel 1 setback 7.72’ from the interior
side (south) property line (Item #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-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3" day of December, 2007.

Hearing No. 07-12-CZ12-2
Is

31-54-41/07-172. | Page No. 2 CZAB12-31-07 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 Zoning Appeals Board
12, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution
No. CZAB12-31-07 adopted by said Community Zoning Appeals Board at its meeting held on

the 3" day of December 2007.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, 1 have hereunto set my hand on this the 11" day of December 2007.

%:1 ﬁ/&rﬂﬁ—__-
Luis Salvat, Deputy Clerk (2678)
Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning
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. . REVISION 1

Memorandum

Date: 12-SEP-07

To: Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

From: Herminio Lorenzo, Fire Chief
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department

Subject: 22007000172

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
vehicular circulation must be resubmitted for review and approval.

This plan has been reviewed to assure compliance with the MDFR Access Road Requirements for zoning hearing
applications. Please be advised that during the platting and permitting stages of this project, the proffered site plan must
adhere to corresponding MDFR requirements.

Service Impact/Demand:

Dewelopment for the above 22007000172
located at 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

in Police Grid 1762 is proposed as the following:
LI dwelling units N/A square feet
residential industrial
N/A square feet ~ NA square feet
Office institutional
L square feet N/A square feet
Retail

nursing home/hospitals

Based on this development information, estimated senice impact is: 0.56 alarms-annually.
The estimated average trawel time is: 6:30 minutes

Existing services:

The Fire station responding to an alarm in the proposed development will be:

Station 14 - South Miami - 5860 SW 70 Street.
Rescue, BLS Engine, Battalion.

Planned Service Expansions:

The following stations/units are planned in the vicinity of this development:
None.

Fire Planning Additional Comments:

Current senice impact calculated based on letter of intent date stamped August 31, 2007. Substantial changes to the letter
of intent will require additional senice impact analysis.

2.9



TEAM METRO

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-

DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

APPLICANT ADDRESS

22007000172

HEARING NUMBER

CURRENT ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:

There is no current or previous enforcement history on 7677 Ponce de Leon Biwd.

Roger & Dorothy Wolin
Roger & Dorothy Wolin

No ennfocement recorded

DATE: 02/12/08

REVISION 1
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
AERIAL

Section: 31 Township: 54 Range: 41
Process Number: 07-172

Applicant: ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN .
Zoning Board: C12

District Number: 7

Cadastral: JEFFER

Scale: NTS
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P o o ] SUBJECT PROPERTY
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2. ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN 07-12-CZ12-2 (07-172)
(Applicant) Area 12/District 7
' Hearing Date: 12/3/07

Property Owner (if different from applicant) Same.

Is there an option to purchase [/lease O the property predicated on the approval of the zoning
request? Yes 0 No M

Disclosure of interest form attached? Yes O No M

Previous Zoning Hearings on the Property:

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
RECOMMENDATION TO COMMUNITY COUNCIL No. 12

APPLICANT: Roger and Dorothy Wolin PH: Z07-172 (07-12-CZ12-2)

SECTION: 31-54-41 DATE: December 3, 2007

COMMISSION DISTRICT: 7

ITEM NO.: 2

A. INTRODUCTION

o

(o]

REQUESTS:
1. EU-1toEU-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 a frontage of 100" each (125’
required).

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

Upon a demonstration that the applicable standards have been satisfied, approval
of requests #2 - #4 may be considered under §33-311(A)(14) (Alternative Site
Development Option for Single-Family and Duplex Dwelling Units) or under §33-
311(A)(4)(b) (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, Inc. and dated stamped received
8/31/07.

SUMMARY OF REQUESTS:

. The requests will allow the applicants 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 zoning regulations. Additionally,
with either of the aforementioned requests, the applicants seek to permit said two
lots with reduced lot frontages and to permit a utility shed accessory building on
Parcel 1 to setback less than required from the interior side (south) property line.



Roger and Dorothy Wolin

207-172

Page 2

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

o SIZE: 1.24 gross acres

o IMPACT:
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

zoning district regulations will provide 1 additional housing unit for the community
that will have a minimal impact on public services.

ZONING HEARINGS HISTORY: None

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN (CDMP):

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 dwelling units per
gross acre.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS:
ZONING LAND USE PLAN DESIGNATION

Subject Property:

EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

Surrounding Properties:

NORTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
SOUTH: EU-1; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
EAST: EU-1; single-family residence Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua
WEST: EU-M,; single-family residences Estate Density Residential, 1 to 2.5 dua

The subject property is located at 7677 Ponce de Leon Road. The area surrounding the
subject property is predominately developed with single-family homes.



Roger and Dorothy Wolin
207-172
Page 3

SITE AND BUILDINGS:

Site Plan Review: (site plan submitted)
Scale/Utilization of Site: Unacceptable
Location of Buildings: Unacceptable
Compatibility: Unacceptable
Landscape Treatment: N/A

Open Space: N/A

Buffering: Unacceptable
Access: Acceptable
Parking Layout/Circulation: N/A
Visibility/Visual Screening: N/A

Energy Considerations: N/A

Roof Installations: N/A

Service Areas: N/A

Signage: N/A

Urban Design: N/A

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:

M

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;

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

Will have a favorable or unfavorable impact on the economy of Miami-Dade

Will efficiently use or unduly burden water, sewer, solid waste disposal, recreation,
education or other necessary public facilities which have been constructed or

)
development;
(3)
County, Florida;
4)
planned and budgeted for construction;
®)

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.



Roger and Dorothy Wolin
Z07-172
Page 4

Section 33-311(A)(14) Alternative Site Development Option for Single Family and
Duplex Dwellings

The following standards are aiternatives 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
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,

S



Roger and Dorothy Wolin
207-172

Page 5

10.

1.

12.

13.

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

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

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

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
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

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

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



Roger and Dorothy Wolin
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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.

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;

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.



Roger and Dorothy Wolin

Z207-172
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(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 otherwise 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 otherwise 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.

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
otherwise 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

B. the size and dimensions of each Iot 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
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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. If 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:

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



Roger and Dorothy Wolin
207-172
Page 9

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.

(g) 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 resuit 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 33B-45 of this code.

(h) 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,
sidewalks (including improvements, linkages, or additional 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:
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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 additional landscaping.

Section 33-311(A)(4)(b) 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)(4)(c) 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.

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES:

DERM No objection*
Public Works No objection*®
Parks No objection
MDTA No objection
Fire Rescue No objection
Police No objection
Schools No objection

*Subject to the conditions as indicated in their memoranda.
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ANALYSIS:

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 (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 (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 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. However, the EU-1 zoning regulations
require a minimum of 1 acre gross lot area (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. 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. Miami-Dade County Public Schools
(MDCPS) does not object to this application and indicates that the proposed zoning will
not generate additional students to the school district.

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 maximum of 2.5 units per gross acre, and would
allow the applicant to develop the site with 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 Land Use Plan map. 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 of Miami-Dade County. 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 also notes that to the west
is a pocket of EU-M, Estate Modified Residential District, and further to the east and south
are pockets of RU-1, Single Family Residential District, zoned lots. In addition, a number
of the platted EU-1 parcels surrounding the subject property have less than the 1-acre
gross area required by the zoning regulations. In 2005, this Board denied without
prejudice a similar application on a parcel of land located immediately to the north of the
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subject site, pursuant to Resolution #CZAB12-31-05. However, this Board’s decision was
overturned by the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) and approved, pursuant to
Resolution #Z-22-05. Nevertheless, staff is of the opinion that the approval of request #2
could initiate a proliferation of similar requests and smaller lots in this area. 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
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 proposal will 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
furthers 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 33-311(A)(14)
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 33-311(A)(14) (ASDO).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(b), 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
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be incompatible with the surrounding area and would be detrimental to same. Request
#2, which seeks to re-subdivide the property into two EU-1 zoned lots with less area than
required by zoning regulations and request #3, to permit two lots with a frontage of 100’
each (125 required), will 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. 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 potentially 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 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 33-311(A)(4)(b) (Non-Use
Variance).

When requests #2 through #4 are analyzed under Section 33-311(A)(4)(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 EU-1 zoning regulations. As such, staff recommends
denial without prejudice of these requests under Section 33-311(A)(4)(c) (ANUV).

Based on all of the aforementioned, staff opines that, although the proposal 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. As such, staff recommends denial without prejudice of this
application.

RECOMMENDATION:

Denial without prejudice.

J. CONDITIONS: None
DATE INSPECTED: 09/24/07
DATE TYPED: 10/02/07
DATE REVISED: 10/19/07; 10/24/07; 10/31/07
DATE FINALIZED: 11/05/07
SBMTF:LVT:JV

Simhts—

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

Memorandum &

Date: July 2, 2007

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

From: Jose Gonzalez, P.E., Assistant Director ’
Environmental Resources Management

Subject: C-12 #72007000172
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 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 development would 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 singie-family residence or duplex
served by a septic tank would not exceed the maximum allowable sewage loading for the subject
property.

Stormwater Management
All stormwater shall be retained on-site utilizing properly designed seepage or infiltration drainage

structures. Drainage plans shall provide for full on-site retention of the stormwater runoff of a 5-year/1-
day storm event.

Site grading and development shall comply 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 IV 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. It is the applicant's responsibility to
contact these agencies.

Tree Preservation

The subject property may contain specimen-sized (trunk diameter 18 inches or greater) trees. Section
24-49.2(1l) 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 procedure s and requirements prior to site development.

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

Concurrency 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 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 methodology 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 subject property.

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

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

cc: Lynne Talleda, Zoning Evaluation - P&Z
Ron Connally, Zoning Hearings - P&Z
Franklin Gutierrez, Zoning Agenda C oordinator - P&Z



PH# 22007000172
CZAB - Cl2

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Applicant's Names: ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN

This Department has no objections to this application.
This land requires platting in accordance with Chapter 28 of the
Miami-Dade County Code. The road dedications and improvements will

be accomplished thru the recording of a plat.

This project meets traffic concurrency because it lies within the
urban infill area where traffic concurrency does not apply.

.

Raul A Pino, P.L.S.
12-JUN-07
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REVISION 1

Date: 12-SEP-07 Memorandum

To: Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

From: Herminio Lorenzo, Fire Chief
Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department

Subject: 22007000172

Firg Prevention Unit:

This Memo supersedes MDFR Memorandum dated May 23, 2007.

APPROVAL

Fire Engineering and Water Supply Bureau has no objection to Survey date stamped August 31, 2007. Any changes to the
wehicular circulation must be resubmitted for review and approval.

This plan has been reviewed to assure compliance with the MDFR Access Road Requirements for zoning hearing
applications. Please be advised that during the platting and permitting stages of this project, the proffered site plan must
adhere to corresponding MDFR requirements.

Service Impact/Demand:

Dewelopment for the above 22007000172
located at 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

in Police Grid 1762 is proposed as the following:
2 dwelling units N/A square feet
residential industrial
N/A square feet __NA_ SQuare feet
" Office institutional
__NA  square feet N/A square feet

Retail nursing home/hospitals

Based on this development information, estimated senice impact is: 0.56 alarms-annually.
The estimated average travel time is: 6:30 minutes

Existing services:
The Fire station responding to an alarm in the proposed development will be:

Station 14 - South Miami - 5860 SW 70 Street.
Rescue, BLS Engine, Battalion.

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

Fire Planning Additional Comments:

Current senice impact calculated based on letter of intent date stamped August 31, 2007. Substantial changes to the letter
of intent will require additional senice impact analysis.

1%



TEAM METRO

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

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

APPLICANT ADDRESS

Z2007000172

HEARING NUMBER

CURRENT ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:

No open cases. No current violations.

DATE: 09/28/07

Page 1
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
AERIAL '

Section: 31 Township: 54 Range: 41
Process Number: 07-172

Applicant: ROGER & DOROTHY WOLIN
Zoning Board: C12

District Number: 7

Cadastral: JEFFER

Scale: NTS
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12/04/07 TUE 10:15 FAX 305’5 7864 MIAMI—DADE_PARK&RECQT dooz2

d MIAMIDADE}
Memorandum
Date: November 30, 2007 ' '

To: Subrata Basu, Interim Director

Depariment of Planning and Zoning

From: Jack Kardys, Interim Directg
APark and Recreation Depa

Subject: Concurrency approval

. = . by | : _—

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

This approval is valid until Navember 30, 2008. If conditions cliange prior to that, | will inform Helen
Brown, Concurrency Administrator of your department. ‘

Attachment
JK: 1k
ce: Helen Brown, Metropolitan Planning, DP&Z

W. Howard Gregg, Asst. Director for Planning & Developrrent, PARD
Barbara Falsey, Chief, Pltanning and Research Division, FARD
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MIAMI-DADE_PARK&REC_DEPT

12/04/07 TUE 10:16 FAX 305 755 7864

PBD 2007 Standard @ Existing Local Total Surplus | Percent of
Unincorporated 2,75 Acres Open Space Recreation {Deficit) | Standard
Population Plus Per 1000 [|Public Park| School 142 Private Open Space Acres {%}

Permitted (Acres) Acres Acres | Open Space Acreage
Development Acres
»
1 385924 1,088.79 972.08 298.82 110.00 1,381.80 | 283.11 126.92
2 588,732 1,618.01 1,616.63 356.30 137.00 2,109.93 | 490.92 130.32
3 155,755 428.323 £28.62 oge2 17.00 823,82 195.4Q 145.84
Total: | 1,140411 | [3,126.43| || 341534 | | 75274 || | 264.00 |] | 411565 | 979.52 | 134.29




MIAMIDADE
Memorandum
Date: September 25, 2007
To: Jack Kardys, Interim Director
Park and Recreation Department

From: ubrata Basu, AlA, AICP, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

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 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. If 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 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. If there is
not sufficient surplus capacity for the stated period, please advise this department
immediately.

If 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



~ MIAMIDADE
Memorandum
Date: September 17, 2007
To: Subrata Basy/_#terim Didctor, De rtment of Planning and Zoning
A (b (Lot
From: Kathlee Wéods-Richardson, Director, Department of Solid Waste Management
Subject: 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
Code, 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 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 current LOS is adequate to issue
development orders. This determination shall remain in effect for a period of one (1) fiscal year (ending
September 30, 2008), at which time a new determination will be issued. If, 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 Rose, Deputy Director, Administration
James Bostic, Assistant Director, Operations
Asok Ganguli, Assistant Director, Technical Services

Asst. Director Planning



Department of Solid Waste Management (DSWM)
Solid Waste Management Disposal Facility Available Capacity
From Fiscal Year 2007-08 Through Fiscal Year 2016-17

RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL * SOUTH DADE LANDFILL ** NORTH DADE LANDFILL *** WML+
WASTE| Beginning Ending Beginning Ending Beginning Ending CONTRACT
SCAL YEAR PERIOD PROJECTION Capacity Landfilled Capacity Capacity Landfilled Capacity Capacity Landfilled Capacity DISPOSAL
OCT. 1, 2007 TO SEPT. 30, 2008 1,885,000 828,686 155,000 673,686 2,518,633 307,000 2,211,633 2,068,785 355,000 1,713,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2008 TO SEPT. 30, 2009 1,885,000 673,686 155,000 518,686 2,211,633 307,000 1,904,633 1,713,785 355,000 1,358,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2009 TO SEPT. 30, 2010 1,885,000 518,686 155,000 363,686 1,904,633 307,000 1,597,633 1,358,785 355,000 1,003,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2010 TO SEPT. 30, 2011 1,885,000 363,686 155,000 208,686 1,597,633 307,000 1,290,633 1,003,785 355,000 648,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2011 TO SEPT. 30, 2012 1,885,000 208,686 155,000 53,686 1,290,633 307,000 983,633 648,785 355,000 293,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2012 TO SEPT. 30, 2013 1,885,000 53,686 53,686 0 983,633 408,314 575,319 293,785 293,785 0 311,215
OCT. 1, 2013 TO SEPT. 30, 2014 1,885,000 0 0 0 575,319 567,000 8,319 0 0 0 500,000
OCT. 1, 2014 TO SEPT. 30, 2015 1,885,000 0 0 0 8,319 8,319 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 155,000
SOUTH DADE LANDFILL 307,000
ORTH DADE LANDFILL 355,000
‘Ml CONTRACT 250,000
OTAL TO BE LANDFILLED 1,067,000

*

Ashfill capacity for Cell 19 (Cell 20 is not included). When Cell 19 is depleted Resources Recovery Plant Ash and Okeelanta Ash will go to South Dade Landfill and WMI.

** South Dade includes Cells 3 and 4 (Cell 5 is not included). Assumes unders from Resources Recovery consumes capacity whether or not it is used as cover.
*** North Dade capacity represents buildout of the facitity. When North Dade Landfilt capacity is depleted, trash goes to South Dade Landfili and WMI.

*** Maximum Contractual Tonnage per year to WMI is 500,000 tons,

contract ends September 30, 2015.

All capacity figures are derived from the Capacity of Miami-Dade County Landfills draft re|

tons from January, 2007, through June, 2007, and projected tons for July, August and September, 2007.

250,000 tons to the Medley Landfill and 250,000 tons to the Pompano Landfill in Broward County. WMI disposal

port prepared by the Brown and Caldwell based on the actual January, 2007, survey with actual




| MIAMIDADE
Memorandum :
Date: January 15, 2008

To: Subrata Basu, Interim Director
Department of Planning

From: Harpal Kapoor, Direct
Miami-Dade Transit

Subject: FY08 Blanket Concurrency Approval for Transit

This memorandum serves as a blanket authorization for your Department to continue tg
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 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
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 27" Avenue from 62" Street to the Broward County line. Please ask your staff to
continue to flag any application whose address is on NW 27" Avenue, between these
two points, so that they may be reviewed by MDT staff. ‘

This authorization is intended to continue the arrangement 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. Spiliman, Chief, Planning &
Development Division, at 786-469-5289. Your continued cooperation on these important
matters is greatly appreciated.

c: Albert Hernandez
John T. Spillman

g};@@uv@@

Jewe VT 2000

ssst. Direcior anning
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Date: April 21, 2005
To: Alberto J. Torres, Assistant Director for Zonmg/
Depar&m&n‘t of F’iaamng and Zoning /

From: Manuel C. Mena, Chief -
MDFR Fire Prevention Divisio i

Subject: Concurrency Appmv_ay/

L=

Subject to compliance with Article XIV a. *Water Supply for Fire S&ppresszea of the Miami-Dade
County Code, blanket approval for “Initial Development Orders” for any proposed use is herefzy granted
until further notice.

A subsequent review to assess compliance with Miami-Dade County Fire Flow Standards addressed
under the concumrency requirements, as stated in Chapter 163, part 2. Florida Statute, will be
necessaty duririg the building permit process.

When zoning use variances are parmitted the fire flow standards for the zone permitting the use will be
applied .
MCM:skr

¢ Control File

5 WCRE B CONCERBERCY APEROVALDGC



mm'_@ Miami-Dade Police Department
- Address: 7677 PONCE DE LEON RD

ROGER & DOROTHY WOLING; HEARING # 07-172
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Miami-Dade Police Department
Address Query for Events occurlgng at 7677 PONCE DE LEON
For Thru

Miami-Dade F’ohce Department

Crime Information Warehouse
Detail Filter: Dis.Complaint Date >= "2005-05-01" and Dis.Complaint Date < "2007-06-01" and Dis.Police Dlstrlcl Code in ( "A","B","C","CB","D","E","G", "H",'I", "K","L*, "M" , "N", "P*, "Q" ,"R", "ZZ" nd
Dis.Incident Address contains "7677 PONCE DE LEON" and Dis. Repomng Agency Code = substring ( "030",1,3 ) and Common and Dis. Slgnal Code in ( ‘13“ “14" "15" "16" i "18’ oM, 20", 21", 22", "23" 24"
Thggn upgn uggn wpgu ngge wagu naqn mgom uggu ngw wagn wggh wggn wge Suage wgge ngqn Sgon iggh ..44.‘ WAGM V4G 47" "A8" , "49" , "50° ,"51" , 52", "53", 54"  "55" )
———— e
A Day| Call 1st 1st Rp!
Incident Dis Grid O| Complaint | of | Rcvd Compilaint Case Sig | Sig| Recvd Disp Arriv | Arriv Event T
Addre?( P Date Wk | Time Name Number Pre |Suf| Time Time Time Unit Number YN

Report: W\s0320267\cognos\WRReports\Published\citrixuserquery\apps\Dispatch-Address Report.imr

Date: 6/19/2007
Page 1



= QIIIAMI-DADE POLICE DEPARTME’

Qg Zoning Hearing Report Part | and Part Il Crimes w/o AOA
For Specific Grids

) For 2005 and 2006

Miami-Dade Police Department

Grid(s): 0030, 1076, 1473, 1634, 1762, 1886, 1916, 1917, 1918, 2142, 2236, 2279

2005 2006
Grid 1762 |
Part |

2200 BURGLARY 6 0

230G SHOPLIFTING ALL OTHERS 4 2

230F SHOPLIFTING FROM A MOTOR VEHICLE 2 2

Part | TOTAL 12 4

Grid 1762 TOTAL e 4

Report: \s0320267\cognos\IWRReports\Published\citrixuserquery\apps\PSB - Zoning Hearing-Part | and 1l By Specific Grids.imr Date: 6/19/2007

Database User ID: a300ciw Page 5



Miami-Dade Police Department
Zoning Hearing Report - Dispatch Information
For 2005 and 2006

Detall Filter: ( Dis.Complaint Date >= FirstDate and Dis. Cump\aml Dale < LastDate ) and ( D\s Gnd m ( "0030", “1076", 1473 "1634" , "1762",
"2236" ,“2279" ) ) and ( ( Dis. Slgnal Code |n ( "13","14","15", "6", "17", "18", "9, "21" < T 25 27 28" , "29"

Miami-Dade E)Iice Department

"1886" , "1916" , "1917" , 1918 2142
a5, vy 34 36",

"3

gg;;g%g 270 231 "29" 33"3 “3:" 3;5 3;5 3:7 3;8 329 3;0 331 332 483 4?4 435 ) 0! 44ALL 5|n b 13 47 4815 4916'58-"" "gl'_.saz_o. "551 2'2 ) )2? ) f:d
2005 2006
Grid | Signal Signal Description
Code
1762 13 SPECIAL INFORMATION/ASSIGNMENT 13 8
14 CONDUCT INVESTIGATION 35 35
15 MEET AN OFFICER 95 2
17 TRAFFIC ACCIDENT 8 10
18 HIT AND RUN 1 2
19 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 100 93
26 BURGLARY 14 7
27 LARCENY 11 2
28 VANDALISM 4 5
32 |ASSAULT 3 2
34 DISTURBANCE 21 28
36 MISSING PERSON 1 0
37 SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE 8 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
Total Signals for Grid 1762 : 338 218
Report: \\s0320267\cognos\WRReports\Publishedicitrixuserduery\apps\PSB - Zoning Hearing-Dispatch Information.imr Date: 6/19/2007

Page 9



MIAMHDADE;

| | Memorandum &
Date: October 12, 2006
To: Diane O'Quinn Williams, Director

Department of Planning and Zoning

From: Roosevelt Bradley, Director
Miami-Dade Transit

Subject: FY-07 Bléhké't';’Cbﬁcu'rrency Approval for Transit

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 department's Research Division, and a review of the
Metrobus/Metrorail service area included in the 2005 Transit Development Program (TDP) update
(Figure IV-3, page IV-23), we are able to re-authorize your department to review and approve
concurrency applications since it appears that all areas of Miami-Dade County meet or exceed the
Level-of-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
27" Avenue from 62™ Street to the Broward County Line. Please ask your staff to continue to signal
any application whose address is on NW 27"™ Avenue, between these two points, so that they may be
reviewed by MDT Staff.

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

If 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) 375-1193. Your continued
cooperation on these important matters is greatly appreciated.

Cc: Albert Hernandez, Deputy Director
MDT Planning and Engineering
Mario G. Garcia, Chief
MDT System Planning Division
Helen A. Brown, Concurrency Administrator
Department of Planning and Zoning



& Memor®dum @

Date: September 25, 2007
To: Jack Kardys, Interim Director
Park and Recreation Department

From: ubrata Basu, AlA, AICP, Interim Director
Department of Planning and Zoning

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 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. If such
authorization is not received, DP&Z will have to refer all zoning and permlt 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 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. If there is

not sufficient surplus capacity for the stated period, please advise this department
immediately.

If 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



@ | Memorg'ldum

Date: Névember 30, 2006

To: Dianne O'Quinn Williams, Director
Department of Planning and Zoning p

Fror: Vivian Donnell Rodriguez, Director
Park and Recreation Depart(

Subject: Concurrency approval

This memorandum updates the blanket concurrency appfoval memo of November 15, 2005. There is
an adequate level of service within each of the three Park Benefit Districts for all unincorporated aress,
as shown on the attached table, and we project that there will be sufficient surplus capacity to maintain
an adequate level of seivice for one additional year. Neverthéless, o a case-by-case basis, this
Department will additionally evaluate the capacity of existing parks to ‘support projected residential
populations created by new developmient.

This approval is valid until November 30, 2007. If conditions change prior to that, { will inform Helen
Brown, Cencurrency Admiriistrator of your department.

Attachmernit
VDR: WHG:BFRK
cc:  Helen Brown, Metropolitan Planning, DP&Z

W. Howard Gregg, Asst. Director for Planning & Development, PARD
Barbara Falsey, Chief, Planning and Research Division, PARD



20086 PARK LOCAL OFPEN SPACE BASED ON BENEFIT DISTRICTS -

PRU 2040 Avcrued Total Need @ Existing Local Oper Spags
Population Population Populatien 2.75 ALEES - --es--smmrmmmm e e el seo el
' Per 100¢ Park
(Acres) Agres
N R N R R S R S S S S T S SR AR R S S S T NN S I S S S eSS S S S S TS SN RS S E
1 332,396 36,047 368,443  1,013.21 T 963,51 455 .52
2 520,177 33,762 553,939 1,523.31 1,476,12 447,53
i 141,699 59,407 201,106 553,03 578,93 126.30
AR SRR S S RN A N R EES RN S DR S R e R e T s e e it 3 S R R R N S R A R A S R R RS RS RAS TR AR E RS S s e
‘ 994,273 129,216 1,123,488 -3,085.55 3,018.56 1.029.35

UNINCORECKATED AREA
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Memorandum |

Date: April 21, 2005

To: Alberto J. Torres, Assistant Director for Zoning.—~
Departmeni of Piannmg and Zoning s

From:  ManuelC. Mena, Chief
MDFR Fire Prevention Divisior

Subject: Concurrency Approval

L=

Subject to compliance with Article XIV a. “Water Supply for Fire Su;apnessien of the Miami-Dade
County Code, blanket approval for “Initial Development Orders” for any proposed use is hereby granted
until further notice.

A subsequent review to assess compliance with Miami-Dade County Fire Flow Standards addressed
under the concurrency requirements, as stated in Chapter 163, part 2. Florida Statute, will be
necessary during the building permit process.

When zoning use variances are permitted the fire flow standards for the zone permitting the use will be
applied

MCMskr

¢ Control File
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| MIAMEDADE
Memorandum EIm
Date: September 17, 2007
To: Subrata Bas terim Dirgctor, Depgrtment of Planning and Zoning
From: Kathleeft Woods-Richardson, Director, Department of Solid Waste Management
Subject: 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
Code, 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 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 current LOS is adequate to issue
development orders. This determination shall remain in effect for a period of one (1) fiscal year (ending
September 30, 2008), at which time a new determination will be issued. If, 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 Rose, Deputy Director, Administration
James Bostic, Assistant Director, Operations
Asok Ganguli, Assistant Director, Technical Services

Asst. Director Planning



Department of Solid Waste Management (DSWM)
Solid Waste Management Disposal Facility Available Capacity
From Fiscal Year 2007-08 Through Fiscal Year 2016-17

RESOURCES RECOVERY ASHFILL * SOUTH DADE LANDFILL ** NORTH DADE LANDFILL *** WML *xe
WASTE| Beginning Ending Beginning Ending Beginning Ending CONTRACT

FISCAL YEAR PERIOD PROJECTION Capacity Landfilled Capacity Capacity Landfilled Capacity Capacity Landfilled Capacity DISPOSA’
OCT. 1, 2007 TO SEPT. 30, 2008 1,885,000 828,686 155,000 673,686 2,518,633 307,000 2,211,633 2,068,785 355,000 1,713,785 250,00
OCT. 1, 2008 TO SEPT. 30, 2009 1,885,000 673,686 155,000 518,686 2,211,633 307,000 1,904,633 1,713,785 355,000 1,358,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2009 TO SEPT. 30, 2010 1,885,000 518,686 155,000 363,686 1,904,633 307,000 1,597,633 1,358,785 355,000 1,003,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2010 TO SEPT. 30, 2011 1,885,000 363,686 155,000 208,686 1,597,633 307,000 1,290,633 1,003,785 355,000 648,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2011 TO SEPT. 30, 2012 1,885,000 208,686 155,000 53,686 1,290,633 307,000 983,633 648,785 355,000 293,785 250,000
OCT. 1, 2012 TO SEPT. 30, 2013 1,885,000 53,686 53,686 0 983,633 408,314 575,319 293,785 293,785 0 311,215
OCT. 1, 2013 TO SEPT. 30, 2014 1,885,000 0 0 0 575,319 567,000 8,319 0 0 0 500,000
OCT. 1, 2014 TO SEPT. 30, 2015 1,885,000 0 0 0 8,319 8,319 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 155,000

SOUTH DADE LANDFILL 307,000

NORTH DADE LANDFILL 355,000

WMI CONTRACT 250,000 .

TOTAL TO BE LANDFILLED 1,067,000

*  Ashfill capacity for Cell 19 (Cell 20 is not included). When Cell 19 is depleted Resources Recovery Plant Ash and Okeelanta Ash will go to South Dade Landfill and WM.

** South Dade includes Cells 3 and 4 (Cell 5 is not included). Assumes unders from Resources Recovery consumes capacity whether or not it is used as cover.

*** North Dade capacity represents buildout of the facility. When North Dade Landfill capacity is depleted, trash goes to South Dade Landfill and WMI.

“#** Maximum Contractual Tonnage per year to WM is 500,000 tons, 250,000 tons to the Medley Landfill and 250,000 tons to the Pompano Landfill in Broward County. WMI disposal
contract ends September 30, 2015.

All capacity figures are derived from the Capacity of Miami-Dade County Landfills draft report prepared by the Brown and Caldwell based on the actual January, 2007, survey with actual
tons from January, 2007, through June, 2007, and projected tons for July, August and September, 2007.





