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SUFFICIENCY ISSUES
WITH RESPONSES BY CITY OF MIAMI

Including revisions in response to DCA letter of September 13, 1996

A Supplement to the
CITY OF MIAMI
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT
Adopted November 16, 1995

INTRODUCTION

The proposed Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) on the Miami Comprehensive Neighbor-
hood Plan 1989-2000 (MCNP) was adopted by the City Commission of the City of Miami on
November 16, 1995 and submitted to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) De-
cember 1, 1995 for review in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 163.3191 F.S.

DCA'’s review of the proposed EAR revealed a number of points on which further information
and/or explanation was necessary before the EAR could be found sufficient. The City of Miami
was advised of these by DCA’s letter of January 29, 1996 (copy in Appendix).

The City responded to DCA’s comments with a draft report entitled “CITY OF MIAMI
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT SUFFICIENCY ISSUES WITH RESPONSES ¢
BY CITY OF MIAMI” received by DCA July 15, 1996 and acknowledged by letter of July 29,

1996 (copy in Appendix).

DCA reviewed the draft response and, by letter of September 13, 1996 (copy in Appendix), rec-
ommended three additional items to be addressed, and responses to them have been incorporated

into this document,

City Commission adoption of this response to sufficiency issues, as a supplement to the EAR
adopted November 16, 1995, completes the Evaluation and Appraisal Report on the Miami
Comprehensive Neighborhood Plan 1989-2000.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date; 10/07/96
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FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT

1. DCA COMMENT: Provide an analysis of the social and economic effects of the major

problems of development, physical deterioration, and location of land uses, such as the
accuracy and use of population projections, actual vs. anticipated rate of development,
and the effect of concurrency requirements. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 4.] [Guidebook Pages 33-

38]
CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

Accuracy and use of the population projections. The issue of accuracy and use of popula-

tion projections has been discussed in the previous chapter addressing the conditions of the

elements at the time of this report. The current projections will be used in the 1995-96 update

of the MCNP.
Projected population growth: New projections prepared for the Evaluation and Appraisal

Report predict a continuing slow rate of population growth for Miami, reflecting the built-out

characteristic of its land area. The 1980-1990 actual, 1995 estimated, and 2000-2005 fore-
casted growth is shown on Table LUT-4.

Table LUT-4
Population Change, 1980-2005, City of Miami and Dade County
Miami % Increase Dade County | % Increase

1980 346,865 1,625,781
1985 380,446 9.68 1,770,769 8.92
1990 358,548 (5.76) 1,937,094 9.39
1995 (Estimate) 366,665 2.26 2,056,625 6.17
2000 (Projection) | 374,782 2.21 2,291,452 11.42
2005 (Projection) | 385,955 2.98 2,530,515 10.43

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1980, 1990 and Metro Dade Planning Department Re-
search Division, 1995,

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/36
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Miami’s population growth will be mostly through net in-migration. The September 1994
federal agreement with Cuba allows a minimum of 20,000 immigrants a year to the U.S.
from Cuba alone, and it is likely that actual levels will substantially exceed the minimums.
Many of these immigrants will settle initially in the city of Miami, which is assuming the tra-
ditional, coastal center-city role as the main port-of-entry for immigrants. Some offsetting
out-migration from the city can be expected, thus keeping the recorded population figures at
modest levels, but the net effect will be an increase in the annual inflow. Moreover, census
and other population counts tend to under-record populations in immigrant port-of-entry cit-
ies; Miami is no exception to this phenomenon. Undercounts of as much as 35% are sus-
pected in many neighborhoods of the city.

As the level of immigration from abroad increases, pressure will mount to increase residential
densities in the city by conversion of low-density-structures to higher density development.
Together with the commercial and institutional facilities and places of employment necessary
to serve this increasingly dense urban place, these land use pressures and changes constitute
Miami’s greatest opportunity—and its correspondingly greatest challenge—in the years
ahead.

If the City of Miami simply stopped permitting higher-density residential development, many
families would crowd into substandard units, housing prices would become increasingly un-
affordable to a greater percentage of the population, homelessness and crime would increase,
the areas would become unattractive to new business as well as established firms and the
economy would founder, contributing to broader social problems. The alternative to this un-
acceptable scenario is a city of revitalized residential neighborhoods containing a variety of
housing styles, types, and densities, served by neighborhood and regional commercial facili-
ties connected by adequate transportation services. Miami has developed in such a direction
over its 100-year history; continuing to do so will be its challenge for the 21st century.

During the past two decades, several of Miami’s residential neighborhoods have been losing
middle-income families, and the city as a whole is becoming increasingly a home for the very
well-off and the very poor. Despite this trend, there is evidence that many of Miami’s mid-
dle-income neighborhoods are halting their decline—often through citizen efforts—and are
becoming more, rather than less, aftractive to families. A high priority needs to be placed on
planning for the protection of these neighborhoods, and the revitalization of areas that are in
need of similar improvement.

Physical deterioration of buildings and structures in the commercial, residential, and”’
industrial Iand categories. In the absence of field survey data about the condition of com-
mercial and industrial buildings, the city relies on requirements of the South Florida Building
Code, which mandates that all buildings that are 40 or more years old have to apply for a re-
certification for occupancy. These certificates are issued only if the building meets the cur-
rent code criteria. Therefore, 40 years is a structure age considered to have potential for signs
of physical deterioration. Any building requiring recertification has to undergo inspections
every 10 years. Miami does have a problem of physical deterioration of industrial and com-
mercial buildings since the certificate of occupancy is only issued once a building is habitable

as per code.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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The location of development with regard to existing infrastructure. All of Miami is
served by infrastructure that was typically built to meet the demands of the highest-density
uses that would be allowed under the then-current zoning—in most cases, these densities are
the current ones, as well. For most of the city, this “build-for-maximum” policy has resulted
in excess infrastructure capacity. This allows the city to encourage higher densities in many
of its neighborHoods without requiring addition, or replacement, of costly infrastructure. All
of Miami is designated for urban growth, as it has been for most of this century. In the next
century, the growth will typically be redevelopment of earlier uses, at higher (and hence
“more urban”) densities.

2. DCA COMMENT: Provide an assessment of the impact of unanticipated and unfore-
seen problems and opportunities related to land use planning which have occurred
since the adoption of the plan. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 5.) [Guidebook Pages 39-40]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Since the adoption of the MCNP, there have been two un-
anticipated and/or unforeseen problems and no opportunities as it relates to Land Use Plan-

ning.

(1) In 1992, Hutricane Andrew, a category 4 or 5 storm, hit the South Florida area creating
mass destruction from the City of Miami south to the Upper Keys. In terms of land use
planning, theére were little to no changes made.

(2) In 1993, the central section of Dade County, including the City of Miami, was under a
sewage moratorium. This moratorium was the result of enforcement actions imposed on
the Miami-Dlade Water and Sewer Authority (WASA) by the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP). For more than two years, the City of Miami and other neighboring
municipalitiés were under a construction restriction while a new trunk line was installed
under Biscayne Bay. This moratorium, although it caused a major slowdown in the con-
struction and building industry, did not have an effect in terms of land use planning,

3. DCA COMMENT: Provide an evaluation of the effect on the adopted clement of the
following changes to Rule 9J-5 F.A.C.: [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 6.] [Guidebook Pages 40-42]

a) analyze the need for additional dredge/spoil disposal sites as required by Rule 9J-
5006 (1) (f) 3 Special consideration should be given to the dredging of the Miami -
River, the Little River and Wagner Creek. .

b) analyze the need for a new objective or revised existing objectives to coordinate land
uses with hazard mitigation report recommendations as required by Rule [9J-
5.006(3) (b) 6.

¢) analyze the need to revise existing policies to ensure adequate facilities (such as
stormwater drainage capacity and quality) are available concurrent with impacts of
development as required by Rule9J-5.006 (3) c 3.

d) indicate the need for a new future land use map or map series which includes the
new definition of the coastal high hazard area as required by Rules 9J-5.006 (4) (a)
and (b) 6. and 9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 7.c.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

a) (3a.) The Miami River and the Little River waterways are governed by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Wagner Creek is governed by the City of Miami Public Works De-
partment. Presently, the Dade County landfill serves as the disposal site for non-
hazardous spoil from these waterways.

Dredging of the Miami River navigation channel-—sorely needed to restore and maintain
channel depth—has been delayed because the characteristics of the material to be dredged
make it unsuitable for disposal at the Dade County landfill, or any other locally available
disposal site. A plan for disposal that meets current EPA requirements exceeds available
funding, so alternatives—including consideration of spoil encapsulation and disposal at
sea or land transportation to remote disposal sites—are being evaluated to determine an
optimum method. Until an affordable disposal solution has been found, Miami River
dredging will continue to be delayed.

b) (3b.) Presently, the need for a new objective or revised existing objectives to coordinate
land uses with hazard mitigation report recommendations is not required.

¢) (3¢c.) The Public Works Department has recently acquired the services of Camp Dresser
& McKee as consultants to update the Stormwater Master Plan for the City of Miami.
The report is due in mid 1997. An analysis of existing policies against the impact of pres-
ent and future development will be a part of this report. Projections for a 20-30 year
buildout for the stormwater system will also be included in the report.

d) (3d) Map NRM-Ila entitled “Coastal Area” has been modified to show the Coastal
High Hazard Area (Category 1 Hurricane Evacuation Area) as defined by the Dade
County Regional and Local Evacuation Plan; and the map has been added to the Land

Use Map Series.

DCA COMMENT: Identify the needed actions to address the planning issues raised in
the report, such as population growth and the pressure to increase residential densities.

[9J-5.0053 (6) (a)7.] [Guidebook Pages 43-44]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The City of Miami Zoning Ordinance presently allows for
densities equal to or greater than the projected increase in population. Additionally, zoning ./
districts which allow greater densities are continuously being reviewed based on the number
of zoning amendment requests. Therefore, no actions are required. :

DCA COMMENT: Include new, revised minimum S-year and minimum 10-year time-
frames and population projections as required by Rule 9J-5.0053(6)(a) 7.a.

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The City of Miami’s population is projected to increase by
8,117 people from approximately 366,665 in 1995 to 374,782 in the year 2000, and by an-
other 11,173 people to 385,955 by the year 2005. See table LUT-4, page 2.

DCA COMMENT: Identify proposed or anticipated plan amendments to address or
implement the identified rule changes. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 8.] [Guidebook Pages 45-46]

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
Response to Sufficiency issues Page 6 of 29



CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: There are no plan arnendments required to implement
identifiéd changes.

7. DCA COMMENT: Provide in tabular form the appropriate acreage and the general
range of density or intensity of use for the gross land areas included in each existing
land usk eategory from the adopted plan as well as from the plan at the date of the
EAR. Compare the results from these two timeframes and provide an analysis of the
success or failure of land use policies, trends, problems and future opportunities. [9]-
5.006 (1); 93-5.0053(6)(2)3.] :

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: At the time of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report, it is
not practical to conduct a detailed analysis on the density/intensity of the land use. This is
due to a lack of information available on land use density/intensity at the adoption of the
MCNP. It was not until the establishment of the GIS that our staff was able to identify the
various land uses by density/intensity, as illustrated in LUT-3. The density/intensity analysis
will be done in 1997 when these data have been quantified properly. Review of the raw data
reveals apparent increases in the total existing land use acreage, including residential, com-
mercial, industrial uses and other development, and a small decrease in vacant land. How-
ever, these changes are due to technological advances provided by GIS, and not to any sig-
nificant change in the land use, pattern or quantities, which remain largely unchanged from
the time of plan adoption. Water and utilities were excluded from this analysis due to the lack
of information available at the adoption of the MCNP, but are reflected in the 1995 table of

existing land use/acres.

8. DCA COMMENT: Identify the natural resources on the existing land use map from the
plan at the date of the EAR. [9J-5.006(1)(b)]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Due to the complexity of the existing land use map, natu-
ral resources could not be shown clearly at a scale appropriate for publication, so a separate
natural resources map was used in the adopted MCNP. The original of that map has been lost,
and the only copies are of poor quality; therefore, the following map series has been substi-
tuted. It consists of the Existing Land Use Map, and a scries of five maps, NRM-1a through
NRM-1e depicting the significant natural resources in detail. Map NRM-1a, Coastal Area, ,
also shows the Coastal High Hazard area as required by Rule 9J-5, and has been included in
the Land Use Map Series (see response to DCA Comment 3d., page 6).

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENT

1. DCA COMMENT: Identify the needed actions to address the planning issues raised in
the report and identify anticipated plan amendments to address to implement changes
to Rule 9J-5. Specifically, evaluate the effect on the adopted element of those changes
that require the City to revise the existing policy or establish a new policy to establish
water quality standards for stormwater discharge (9J-5.0011(2)(c)5.). The City’s level of
service standard for drainage needs to include a water quality component. [9]-
5.0053(6)(a)6., 7., and 8.] [Guidebook Page 42]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The Public works Department has recently acquired the
services of Camp Dresser & McKee as consultants to update the Stormwater Master Plan for
the City of Miami. The report is due in mid 1997. An analysis of existing policies compared
to with the impact of present and future development will be a part of this report. Projections
for 20-30 year buildout for the stormwater system and level of services standard for water
quality component will also be included in the report. Additionally, the City of Miami has re-
ceived the National Discharge Elimination System Permit. This permit, issued by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, has establish a monitoring pro gram with the Capital Improve-
ment Element to be reviewed on a § year interval. This included the installation of pollution
protection devices to insure sanitary sewer separation from stormwater sewer system.

2. DCA COMMENT: Provide aﬂ figures attachments that are referenced in the text, spe-
cifically: drainage “sub-basins” and sanitary sewer flows (Sub-attachments T1, T2, Ul,

U2, V1; and Figures 11-3, 11-2, I-2, and 11).

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Refer to the following exhibits: SWD-1 through SWD-3;
and Figures 1.2, 1.3, 11, and 11.2.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT

1. DCA COMMENT: Provide a comparison of the elemen¢’s adopted ICE objectives with
actual results to determine whether the objectives were schieved. [9J—5.0053(6)(a)3.]
[Guidebook Pages 25-33]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Following are the element’s adopted ICE Objectives and
results.

OBJECTIVE IC-1.1: To establish formal procedures for coordinating City planning and
operating functions that are directly related to the City's Comprehensive Plan with the Dade
County School Board, Metro Dade County Water and Sewer Authority Departirient, Metro
Dade County Public Works Department, Solid Waste Division, Metro Dade Cdunty De-
partment of Environmental Resource Management (DERM]}, the Seaport Depattment (Port
of Miami), Aviation Department (Miami International Airport), the Dade County Metro-
politan Planning Organization, the Dade County Shoreline Development RevieWw Commit-
tee, the South Florida Regional Planning Council, the South Florida Water Management
District, the Florida Department of Transportation, the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation, the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, the Division of
'Historical Resources, Department of State, and any other stdte, local or federal agency
whose cooperation is required to accomplish the goals and objectives of the comprehensive
plan. :

MEASURABLE TARGET: Establishment of formal procedures for coordidation
among the listed agencies. :

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): N> formal
procedures existed for coordination related to the City’s Comprehensive Plan; coordina-
tion took place on an ad hoc basis, or under the direction of other agencies such as the
South Florida Regional Planning Council and the Florida Department of Community Af-
CURRENT CONDITIONS: Coordination continues to éxist on a largely informal basis.
However, state requirements for review of proposed amendments to the City’s Compre- -
hensive Plan by Metropolitan Dade County has had the effect of formalizing at least that
part of the process. ;

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? No, but some progress has been made.
FUTURE ACTION: Continue to work toward achievemént of this Objective.
POLICY RELEVANCE: The following two Policies cohtinue to be relevant:

Policy IC-1.1.1: An intergovernmental coordination officer, with the approval of the
City Manager and the concurrence of the Planning Director, will identify contact per-
sons either within the Planning Department or within other appropriate City depart-
ments that will serve as liaisons with those state and local agencies listed in Objec-
tive 1.1 herein.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date; 10/07/96
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Policy IC-1.1.3: The City will continue to seek membership on the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO), either formally or informally, and parallel member-
ship on the Transportation Planning Council (TPC) in order to express its policies on
land use and transportation through appropriate législation.

OBJECTIVE IC-2.1: To establish a planning coordination mechanism to ensure that con-
sideration is given to both the impacts of land development and transportation policies
within Miami on areas outside the City's jurisdiction and the impacts of land development
outside the City's boundaries on the City of Miami,

MEASURABLE TARGET: Establishment of a planhing coordination mechanism for
the stated purposes.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): No coordina-
tion mechanism existed. )

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Same as baseline conditions.

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? No.

FUTURE ACTION: Continue to work-toward achievement of this Objective.
POLICY RELEVANCE: The following Policies continue to be relevant:

Policy 1C-2.1.2: The City will support Metropolitan Dade County in the establish-
ment of a technical advisory committee, comprised of professional planning person-
nel of the County and adjacent municipalities to review, evaluate, and reconcile dis-
crepancies and to recommend compromise solutiohs to appropriate governing bodies
of local government, to share information and to hklp evaluate the local impacts of
proposed land development and transportation policies.

Policy IC-2.1.3: The City will support the South Florida Regional Planning Council
in developing informal coordination mechanisms such as regional issue study groups
that coordinate land development and transportation policies among local govern-

ments; and to establish mediation mechanisms to resolve potential regional conflicts.

OBJECTIVE IC-2.2: Coordinate with state, region, and Metropolitan Dade County in es-
tablishing levels of service standards for public facilities, infrastructure and services and
reconcile differences by 1990,

MEASURABLE TARGET: Reconcile differences in 1.OS standards by 1990.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Differenc_e's"
existed between traffic LOS standards adopted by Metropolitan Dade County and those
adopted by the City of Miami.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: The differences were successfully reconciled.
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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OBJECTIVE IC-3.1: Maximize the use of informal, cooperative agreements as mecha-
nisms for intergovernmental conflict resolution within Dade County and minimize the use of
litigation.

MEASURABLE TARGET: Minimize conflict by using informal cooperative agree-
ments.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): There was lit-
tie conﬂlct to address, and it was usually handled successfully through informal coopera-
tion.’

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Informal agreements continue to be the mainstay of inter-
governmental coordination within Dade County.

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.
POLICY RELEVANCE: The following Policy continues to be relevant:

Policy IC-3.1.1: The City will exhaust all efforts to solve intergovernmental con-
flicts arising from adoption and implementation of comprehensive plans through in-
formal mechanisms, including but not limited to utilizing the Dade County League of

- Cities and the South Florida Regional Planning Council's mediation process, before
‘seeking remedies through the judicial system, provided that efforts at informal reso-
lution do not prevent the City from seeking legal remedies, or jeopardize the City's
ability to prevail in any legal action,

2. DCA COMMENT: Identify needed actions to address the planning issues raised by the
City in the report, such as: increased coordination with the local and federal govern-
ment; encouraging all levels of government to work together to ensure adequate and
timely shelter for people residing in the hurricane evacuation area; addressing the con-
stant influx of immigrants to the area; and obtaining financial support from local,
county, state, and federal social agencies. [9J-5.0053(6)(a)7.] [Guidebook Pages 43-44]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

a) Coordination with the local and federal government occurs largely on an ad hoc, proj ect- /
oriented basis. This process has worked well in the past, and there appears to be no need °
to develop any additional mechanisms to increase coordination. It should be borne in
mind that Metropolitan Dade County acts as the local government on many matters in,n'
volving the federal government such as transportation—which greatly reduces the op-
portunity or need for coordination at the municipal level. For these reasons, no changes
are indicated.

b) Hurricane and all emergency management issues are handled by the responsible agency
in Metro-Dade County, namely the Office of Emergency Management, This office is re-
sponsible for all evacuation plans countywide as well as revising evacuation boundaries.
Ongoing meetings with local officials, particularly prior to and during hurricane season,
ensure familiarity with the evacuation plan and any revisions. Should the situation require

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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it, the Office of Emergency Management communicates the need for evacuation directly
to the City Manager, who in turn, issues an evacuation order within the municipal juris-
diction. This has proved satisfactory, therefore no changes are indicated.

¢) The City of Miami has taken strong initiatives, both at the State and federal level, to ob-
tain adjustment assistance to compensate the City for the increased service load imposed
by heavy flows of immigrants into the area. These efforts, in general, have been only
modestly successful, thus the City has had to absorb the financial impact of continued
immigration. Fortunately, due to the current situations in both Cuba and Haiti, projected
immigration flows to Miami are expected to be more moderate. The City of Miami re-
ceives periodic updates of the estimated number of immigrants within its jurisdiction
from the demographic analysis performed by the Metro-Dade Planning Department. The
impact of immigration and population growth, in general, is periodically analyzed with
respect to level of service standards. No further changes are indicated.

d) The City of Miami just 18 months ago formed a Grants Section, within the Finance De-
partment, precisely to maximize financial support that the City receives. This section
works in conjunction with operating departments to obtain funds for needed projects.
This arrangement has resulted in improved success at obtaining funding from the shrink-
ing grant pool. There is no need for further coordination at this level.

3. DCA COMMENT: Identify anticipated plan amendments to address-or implement the
needed actions related to the planning issues raised in the report. ]9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 8.]
[Guidebook Pages 45-46]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: There are no actions needed that would require plan
amendments to either address or implement.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT

1. DCA COMMENT: Provide a summary description of the condition of the element at
the date of the EAR addressing the following analyses: (a) fiscal implications of existing
deficiencies; and (b) use of capital improvements to support efficient land use. [9J-
5.0053 (6) (a)2.; 9J-5.016(2) (b) and (e) [Guidebook Pages 21-23]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

a) The only Level of Service (LOS) objective that the City of Miami did not satisfy is tHat
for Storm Sewers for which improvements are behind schedule. Current projections,

based on historical record, indicate that by the year 2000, the City will have completed 51

percent of the 20 percent coverage standard. This will cost approximately $22 million.
Due to the enormous difficulty of passing bond issues, the only dedicated funding source
is the Stormwater Utility Trust Fund. Given the expected continuation of higher levels of
construction activity relative to the late 1980’s and early 1990’s within the City, it is es-
timated that approximately $33 million in revenues will be generated by the year 2000.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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Assuming that no catastrophic maintenance costs are incurred, funding will be sufficient
to achieve the stated objective.

b) The City of Miami has for many years been a built-out urban area with a fully-developed
roadway system from Iocal streets to interstate highways, with good local rapid transit in
the form of both fixed rail and bus lines. No capital improvements to support efficient
land use are needed.

2. DCA COMMENT: Frovide an evaluation of the need for or revised policies to meet the
provisions of the Coricurrency Management System (CMS). The City should include in-
formation on how the new Rule 9J-5 requirements have been addressed through the
adoption of a CMS ahd evaluate how the implementation of the CMS is progressing.
[9J-5.0055; 9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 6.; 93-5.016 [Guidebook Page 42]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The City of Miami’s concurrency management system is
not adopted as a separate entity, but instead relies upon the authority of the MCNP 1989-
2000 arid the City’s existing land development regulations and procedures, which have
proven sufficient to address all requirements of the CMS. All the new Rule 9J-5 requirements
are readily incorporated into these administrative procedures.

Implementation of the City’s CMS has been accomplished without any significant problems,
and not once during the six years since its inception has a development permit been denied
due to deﬁcient levels-of-service. This is due, of course, to the often-mentioned fact that the
city is almost entirely built-up, with more-than-adequate infrastructure to serve much more
dense development than now exists. Most “development” in Miami is actually redevelop-
ment” of land that has already been developed, placing much lower demands on infrastruc-
ture thah does new, suburban development, which is actually the main target of level-of-
service and concurrency requirements.

3. DCA COMMENT: Identify needed actions to address the planning issues raised in the
report, such as a new capital improvements element that includes the cost of needed
capital replacement for mitigation of existing deficiencies, replacement and new growth
needs pursuant to the Future Land Use Element, and forecasting of revenues and ex- _
penditures for the next five years. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 7.] [Guidebook Pages 43-44] /

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Given that current population projections are considerably
lower than at the time df adoption, the City of Miami has actually increased its surplus in re-
gard to four of the five applicable LOS standards, (see attached table.) The earlier proj ections
had factored in a heavy immigration component, based on the experience in the early 1980s,
far in excess of the actual results. In fact, based on current projections, the City’s infrastruc-
ture will continue to have excess capacity for parks, potable water, sanitary sewer, and solid
waste at least until the year 2017. Assuming that Metropolitan Dade County continues its
policy of providing water and sewer treatment at a level-of-service standard minimum of 2%
in excess of demand, arld that the City continues to provide solid waste collection service as
demand requires, excess infrastructure capacity for these services will be available well be- -
yond the next MCNP horizon year of 2020. Transportation service adequacy will depend on
Metropolitan Dade County’s commitment to continued capacity enhancements in its mass

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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transit services; the existing services will have satisfactory capacity (within the city of Mi-
ami) only until about 2015, if present projections are accurate. In the case of storm sewers,
the city is on schedule to achieve 51 percent of the 20 coverage standard by the year 2000.
The projects necessary to achieve this standard have already been identified within the exist-
ing Capital Improvement Element and Capital Improvement Program. The latter contains all
capital improvement projections, not only those necessary to sustain LOS standards, and pro-
vides expected revenues and costs for all capital projects over a five year time horizon.

4. DCA COMMENT: Identify anticipated plan amendments to address or implement the
identified changes that are needed (note above). [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 8.] [Guidebook Pages
45-46)

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: There are no plan amendments required to implement
identified changes. The only proposed revision, requires internal accounting refinements.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT

1. DCA COMMENT: Include 2 new land use map, a conflict analysis, a summary of data
and analysis of estuarine pollution, and data for natural disaster planning from the
coastal management element at the date of the EAR. [9J—5 0053 (6) (a)2; 9J-5.012 (a),
(d) and (e) [Guidebook Pages 21-22]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

a) New land use map (future). The City of Miami Future Land Use map, following this
page, shows the land use categories for uses along the coastal areas.

b) Conflict analysis among shorelines uses. The City of Miami is a city in which most of
the shoreline uses are already developed and almost no vacant land exists within the city
limits. Shoreline land uses were established decades ago based upon acceptable land uses
for coastal areas at that time, which was prior to the present escalated cost of recovering
from a natural disaster and emphasis on retreating from the coast. In intensely developed
areas, such as the City of Miami, it would be unfeasible economically and politically to i
change shoreline land uses to substantially relieve existing density. 3

c) A summary of data and analysis of estuarine pollution.

Between 1988 and 1994, Dade County substantially increased its pollution enforcement

in the Miami and Little Rivers which impact the coastal waters of Biscayne Bay. The

Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management (DERM), the Florida -
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the Florida Marine Patrol have
taken the lead in coordinating an interagency effort to curb water pollution in the Miami
River and Biscayne Bay.

The Miami River Interagency Enforcement Program identifies point and nonpoint sources
of pollution and focuses on enforcement activities. Since 1987, the Program has expanded
in both personnel and scope of work. The Miami River Enforcement Group is comprised

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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of representatives from municipal, county, state and federal agencies with surface water
jurisdiction, It meets monthly to improve interagency coordination, communication and
enforcement. Table A, following, shows a summary of enforcement actions from Decem-
ber 1988 through the third quarter of 1993. :

Table A

Miami River Interagency Enforcement Program

Enforcement Action 1988 1989 1990 1991 . 1992 1993 Violation
Complaints 97 200 201 - 233 284 206 1,221
Violation Notices 18 10 7 24 23 53 135
Field Notices 42 51 63 53 55 59 323
Tickets 38 43 24 32 42 45 224
Final Notice Prior to© 6 5 9 9 2 31

- Court Action
New Sources 46 16 19 9 8 4 102
Total Per Year 247 326 319 360 421 369 2,036

The Biscayne Bay Surface Water Improvement Management Plan (SWIM) was developed in _
1988 by the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) with input from Dade County, |
other governments, and the private sector. The intent of the Plan is to protect, restore, and en- ,
hance Biscayne Bay. The 1988 SWIM Plan led to the completion of 50 projects administered by /
the SFWMD at a cost of over $12 million. During 1994, the SFWMD revised its 1988 SWIM -
Plan. This Plan also incorporated Dade County input throughout its development. The revised
SWIM Plan targets three areas: the Miami River, Arch Creek, and Black Creek. Table B reprq—

sents the period of time from 1988 through 1994.

(Text continues on page 20)
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Table B

Biscayne Bay Surface Water Improvement Management Plan (SWIM)

Project Implementation
1988 - 1994
- Original Recommendation 1994 Status
1)Reclassify the Miami River ‘ The Miami River was reclassified from
Class IV to a Class III water body in
1989.
2) Separate Sanitary from Stormwater Sewers 124 stormwater connections to the

sanitary sewer were identified, 71 were
eliminated by the City of Miami, Wa-
ter and Sewer Department (WASA)
have disconnected 30 more, and Flor-
ida Department of Transportation will
remove the remaining 23.

3) Improve Stormwater Drainage - 1,900 acres were retrofitted by the City
of Miami. Additional areas were retro-
fitted by the Cities of North Miami
Beach and Hialeah. In 1994, Dade
County established a stormwater utility
program to fund stormwater improve-
ments Countywide,

4) Improve Sanitary Sewers Video Inspections of 24,932 feet (4.72
miles) of sewer lines were completed
by 1994. A sewer main, an interceptor
and four smaller systems were repaired /
and four more systems are scheduled.
An estimated 20 MGD of infiltration,
has been eliminated. WASAD replaced
the Virginia Key pipeline, continuing
regionalization efforts, improved fa-
cilities and methods, and repairing de-
fective equipment. Transmission ca-
pacity has been improved by upgrad-
ing pump stations and collection sys-
tems ‘

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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5) Improve Marine Sewage Contamination Standard

6) Specific Water Quality

7) Monitoring

8) Local Standards

9) Permitting Requirements for Marina

Evaluation and Appraisal Report
Response to Sufficiency Issues

A project was initiated to develop a
criterion for fecal pollution in marine
waters.

Problems and areas of contamination
investigations and remediation actions
were undertaken in the Miami River,
Wagner Creek, Tamiami Canal, Mi-
ami-Canal, Military Canal, Goulds
Canal, Black Creek, Little River, Bis-
cayne Canal, Munisport, Virginia Key,
Snake Creek, Maule Lake and Arch
Creek. Contaminant analyses were
tailored to each area and target con-
taminants.

Monitoring now includes 90 stations in

‘the Biscayne Bay and its tributaries.

Projects were funded to examine sedi-
ments in major tributaries and marinas,
pesticides and metals in South Dade
canals, and organic compounds and
metals in 14 marinas.

The monitoring program was modified
to include Photosynthetically Active
Radiation. Results indicate a need to
re-examine state standards for Class II1
waters, Efforts are also underway to
develop interim Pollutant Load Re-
duction Goals.

In 1989, Dade County adopted an or-
dinance that requires boat docking and
storage facilities with more than ten
slips to obtain operating permits. /
About 300 marinas have been permit-
ted. Dade County has developed
monitoring requirements for all per-
mitted facilities.

Revision Date: 10/07/96
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10) Compliance Monitoring of Existing All marinas, boat facilities, new out-
falls coastal construction and systems
dredging operations must obtain per-
mits from DERM; most must also
obtain permits from FDEP or
USCOE. Compliance monitoring is
usually conducted by DERM and
other permitting agencies.

11) Funding for Additional Enforcement DERM has four full-time staff who
target Biscayne Bay and the Miami
River. The FDEP provides a part-time
inspector and Marine Patrol officers.

12) Enforcement Responsibilities A multi-agency task force meets
monthly to coordinate water related
enforcement activities in Biscayne
Bay and the Miami River.

13) Freshwater Inflow The SFWMD is developing a pilot
project to restore sheet flow east of L-
3 1, into Biscayne Bay National Park.

14) Circulation and Flushing Connections between the various sec-
tions of north bay remain unob-
structed. A major marina project,
however, was constructed in an area
that has very poor circulation.

15) Shoreline and Bottom Stabilization DERM has stabilized over five miles
of shoreline with rip-rap or man-
groves. Twelve artificial reefs have
been established in formerly dredged !
or barren areas of Biscayne Bay. '

16) Restoration and Preservation of Natural Habitats 17 acres of mangroves were restored
near the Oleta River and 3 more acres
were created along unconsolidated
shorelines. Exotic vegetation was re-
moved from large portions of the 240
acre Nature Conservancy Tract in
South Dade to its natural depth with
dredge spoil and a deep trough is be-
ing filled to encourage sea grass
growth in North Biscayne Bay.
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17) Land Use

18) Mangrove Restoration Areas

19) Manage Preservation Areas

20) Submerged Land Ownership

21) Card Sound and Barnes Sound Management

22) Develop Centralized Data Bases

Evaluation and Appraisal Report
Response to Sufficiency |ssues

Dade's Comprehensive Plan recom-
mends a maximum of one dwelling
unit per five acres in the environ-
mentally sensitive lands bordering
Biscayne National Park. Lands have
been purchased for preservation by
Dade County, Save Our Rivers and
the National Park.

Arrangements for management of
preserved and restored areas have
been made with other state and fed-
eral agencies and Dade County.

Four Save Our Rivers tracts are
within the Biscayne Bay SWIM area.
Purchase of the C-III Basin is nearly
complete. These are managed by the
Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission. Remaining private lands
in WCA’s, 3A and 3B, the
Dade/Broward levee and the Model
Lands basin are yet to be acquired

Digitizing of state-owned, submerged
lands has been assigned a high prior-
ity by FDEP.

Card Sound, Little Card Sound, Bar-
nes Sound and Manatee Bay have
been included in the boundary of the |
Florida Keys National Marine Santu- /
ary. A management plan for Card
Sound was approved in 1991.

i
7

FDEP is assembling a geographic re-
source data base that includes bottom
habitat maps and water quality data.
Water quality data is being recom-
piled in a SFWMD database.

Revision Date: 10/07/96
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23) Public Education/Awareness Completed projects include environ-
mental "flash cards," instructional
videos, a multilingual brochure, river
tours and the annual Baynanza and
Riverfest festivals, public service an-
nouncements, interpretive brochures,
and educational curricula.

24) Historical Contamination A study was initiated in 1993 to lo-
cate and assess water quality impacts
from historical or active dump sites,
landfills, construction debris sites and
study pits.

Source: Biscayne Bay Swim Plan
(Text continued from page 15)

d) Data for Natural Disaster Planning: Evacuation and sheltering is based on the
“population-at-risk”, which is the total population in each of the evacuation areas, hurri-
cane categories 1-5. A floating percentage (between 15-25%) of this population is applied
to determine the number of people expected to evacuate early, mid and late, based on be-
havioral studies and the number of people who would seek refuge in public shelters.
Roadway clearance times to evacuate the Dade-Broward line are developed according to
these numbers, as are the number of public shelter spaces required. The hurricane
evacuation areas map shows the hurricane vulnerability zoned evacuation areas in Dade
County. Within the City of Miami, these evacuation areas ar¢ located adjacent to Bis-
cayne Bay, the Miami River and the islands. For population figures within Dade County
and shelters see tables C and D.

2. DCA COMMENT: Include an analysis of the major problems of development, physical |
deterioration, and the location of land uses in the coastal management element, as re- /
quired by Rule 9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 4.a. through L, F.A.C. The City analyzed subsections
m. through o. Subsections a. through L. should also be analyzed, or the City should pro-
vide an explanation why these subsections do not apply. [Guidebook Pages 33-38) /'

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

a) The accuracy and use of the population projections. The population projections used
in the Evaluation and Appraisal Report are accurate.

b) Actual vs. Anticipated rate of development. The City of Miami—especially its coastal
areas—is already developed.
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¢) The effect of concurrency requirements. Adequate infrastructure capacity exists to
maintain adopted level of service standards for the entire city area. Concurrency require-
ments have had no effect on development or redevelopment.

d) The maintenance and/or achievement of adequate level of service standards. See
above.

e) Coordinating the provision of public facilities and services with development. Within
the coastal areas the public facilities and services are already available.

f) The actual vs. projected revenues and expenditures regarding capital improve-
ments. The City of Miami has a Capital Improvement Program that identifies projects
and funding sources to implement capital projects.

g) The generation and status of new revenues services. See the Capital Improvement
element.

h) Physical deterioration of public buildings, utilities, infrastructure, recreational fa-
cilities, and parks, and the need for replacement or rehabilitation, The City of Miami
hasa Capita.l Improvement Program that identifies an implementation schedule for physi-
cal public projects that are deteriorating and need replacement or rehabilitation.

i) Physital deterioration of buildings and structures in the commercial and industrial
land use categories. Most of the buildings and structures within the commercial and in-
dustrial land used categories are in relatively good physical condition. The City of Miami
and Metropolitan Dade County have incentive programs to improve buildings in these
land use categories.

j) Physital deterioration of the housing stock including mobile homes. Most of the
housing stock within the coastal areas is in relatively good condition; however, the City
of Miami has housing incentive programs for housing rehabilitation, if needed.

k) The location of development with regard to existing infrastructure. Within the
coastal area of the City of Miami there is existing infrastructure to serve development.

) The location of development in relation to where development was anticipated in the
adopted plan, such as within areas designated for urban growth. As the City is al-
ready developed, this does not apply.

3. DCA COMMENT: Identify needed action to address the planning issues raised in the,
coastal management element, such as: manatee protection (identify completion of the
new manatee protection plan), operation of the water drainage management system,
shoreline access, and natural disaster planning, as required by Rule 9J-5.0053 (6) (a)
7.a. through f., F.A.C. [Guidebook Pages 43-44)

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:

Manatee Protection. Metropolitan Dade County Department of Environmental Resources
Management (DERM) completed a Dade County Manatee Protection Plan in December 1995
which also applies to the City of Miami. The plan provides a series of measures to protect the
manatees within the City of Miami.
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Operation of the Water Drainage Management System. Need to quantify the flood pro-
tection and water quality levels of services currently provided; to reduce urban stormwater
loads discharged to the environment; to improve to outfalls in the Miami River; to meet all
applicable regulatory requirements; to provide a rationale for flood protection and water
quality level of services (LOS); to develop plans for future stormwater facilities that will im-
prove the level of flood protection and water quality where necessary, and to prioritize identi-
fied stormwater facility needs.

Shoreline Access: Need to continue public access to the Bay and the Miami River, including
the expansion of the riverwalk. Need a ten-year plan for marine development.

Natural Disaster Planning: The regional responsibility for natural disaster planning lies
with the Metro Dade County Office of Emergency Management. This office coordinates ef-
forts and receives input from the different municipalities in Dade County. The City of Miami
Office of Emergency Management, located within the Fire Rescue Department, prepared an
Emergency Response Plan in 1995. The plan represents a concerted effort by all city depart-
ments to ensure that the response effort by the City of Miami to a catastrophic event will be a
conditioned and effective one. The purpose of the plan is to ensure that the safety and welfare
of the residents of the City of Miami is maintained in the event of a disaster including a natu-
ral disaster. The plan is reviewed and updated annually

DCA COMMENT: Provide updated data and analysis of evacuation times and shelter
capacity. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 4.m.; 93-5.012 (2) (e} 1.]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The Metro Dade County Planning Department map
“Hurricane Evacuation Areas”, following this page, shows the Coastal High Hazard Area,
and hurricane vulnerability zones for various categories of storms. Table C shows clearance
times and sheltering as developed using the population figures as reported in the 1990 Lower
Southeast Hurricane Evacuation Study: Technical Report. Tables D, E, and F list the General
Population Shelters in Dade County, Hurricane Shelters Located in the City of Miami, and
Shelters for Persons With Special Needs, respectively.

(Text continues on page 26)
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TABLE C

1994 HURRICANE EVACUATION AND SHELTERING

Evacuatio:n Shelter Shelter Spaces
Population-at-Risk Clearance Times Requirements Existing (Deficit)

Category 1 Hurricane  (Evacuation of Coastal High Hazard Area and Mobile Homes)

196,927 12 to 15 hours 29,120 42,747 spaces
(no deficit)

Category 2 & 3 Hurricane  (Evacuation of Hurricane Vulnerability Zone and Above)
408,740 21.5t0 27.25 hours 47,020 2,747 spaces
(4,273 space deficit)

Category 4 & 5 Hurricane (winds 131 mph or more)

450,354 26 to 31.5 hours 75,185 42,747 spaces
(32,438 space deficit)

Source: Dade County Office of Emergency Management (OEM), 1994
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TABLE D

AMERICAN RED CROSS
GENERAL POPULATION SHELTERS

DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
Facility Address Capacity
Allapattah Elementary 4700 NW 12 Ave,, Miami, 33127 415
Allapattah Middle 1331 NW 46 St., Miami, 33127 9260
Ashe, Bowman Elementary 6601 SW 152 Ave., Miami, 33193 395
Auburndale, Elementary 3255 SW 6 St., Miami, 33135 627
Bent Tree Elementary 4861 SW 140 Ave., Miami, 33175 637
Biscayne Gardens Elementary 5600 NW 151 St., Miami, 33169 503
Blanton Elementary 10327 NW 11 Ave., Miami, 33150 965
- Brentwood Elementary 3101 NW 191 St., Miami, 33056 754

Bright, James Elementary 2530 W. 10 Ave., Hialeah, 3010 392
Dunbar Elem. 505 NW 20 St., Miami, 33136 520
Glades Middle 9451 SW 64 St., Miami, 33173 825
Good, Joella Elem. 6350 NW 188 Terr., Hialeah, 33015 300
Greenglade Elem. 3060 SW 127 Ave., Miami 33175 840
Hall, Joe Elem. 1901 SW 134 Ave., Miami, 33175 559
Kendale Elem. 10693 SW 963 St., Miamij, 33176 920
Kinloch Park Middle 4340 NW 3 St, Miami, 33126 960
Miami Coral Park HS 8865 SW 16 St., Miami, 33165 2031
Miami Lakes Elem. 14250 NW 67 Ave. Mia. Lks, 087

33014
Miami Northwestern HS 7007 NW 12 Ave., Miami, 33126 1120
North Miami Middle 13105 NE 7 Ave., No. Miami, 1072

33161
Orchard Villa Elem. 5720 NW 13 Ave., Miami, 33147 274
Palm Lakes Elem. 7450 W 16 Ave., Hialeah, 33014 793
Poinciana Park Elem. 6745 NW 23 Ave., Miami 33147 571
Sheppard, Ben Elem. 5700 W. 24 Ave., Hialeah, 33016 500
Skyway Elem 4555 NW 206 Tr, Opa-Locka, 430

33055
Stirrup Elem. 330 NW 97 Ave., Miami, 33172 578
Southwest Miami HS 8855 SW 50 Tr., Miami, 33165 271
Sunset Park Elem. 10235 SW 84 St., Miami, 33173 570
Sweetwater Elem. 10655 SW 4 St., Sweetwater, 33174 630
Winston Park Elem. 13200 SW 79 St., Miami, 33183 440

(BOLD - Shelters located within the City of Miami limits.)
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Table E

HURRICANE SHELTERS
LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MIAMI

General Population Shelters

American Red Cross
Facility - Address Capacity
Allapattah Elem. 4700 NW 12 Ave. 415
Allapattah Middle 1331 NW 46 St. 960
Auburndale Elem. 3255 SW 6th Street 627
Dunbar Elem. 505 NW 20 St 520
Kinloch Park Middle 4340 NW 3 St. 960
Northwestern H.S. TOOTNW 12 Ave, 1120
Orchard Villa Elem. ST20NW 13 Ave. 274
Poinciana Park Elem. 6745 NW 23 Ave. 571
Primary Special Needs Shelters
Facility Address
Kesley Pharr Elem. 2000 NW 46th Street
. Miami Edison HS 6161 NW 5th Ct.
Shenandoah Elem. 1023 SW 21st Ave
Table F
SHELTERS FOR
PERSONS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS (PSN)
Facility Address
Lake Stevens Middle 18484 NW 48 Pl., Miami, 33055
Jose Marti Middle 5701 W. 24 Ave., Hialeah, 33016
North Miami Beach H.S. 1247 NE 167 St. NMB, 33162
Ruben Dario Middle 350 NW 97 Ave., Miami 33172
Kesley Pharr Elem. 2000 NW 46 St., Miami, 33142
Miami Edison H.S. 6161 SW 21 Ave., Miami, 33135
Shenandoah Elem. 1023 SW 21 Ave., Miami, 33135
W.R. Thomas Middle 13001 SW 26 St,, Miami, 233175
Miami Coral Park H.S. 8865 SW 16 St.,, Miami, 33165
McMillian Middle 13100 SW 59 St., Miami, 33183
Miami Killian H.S. 10655 SW 97 Ave., Miami, 33156

(BOLD - Shelters located in the City of Miami limits.)
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(Text continued from page 22)

DCA COMMENT: Identify the need for post-disaster redevelopment plans, or that the
City intends to use its Future Land Use Map as a basis for redevelopment. [9J-5.0053
(6) (a) 6.c.; 93-5.012 (2) (e) 2.]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The City intends to use its Future Land Use Map as a basis
for redevelopment.

DCA COMMENT: Indicate the need for a revised objective to coordinate coastal plan-
ning area populations with local hurricane plans. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 4.m.; 7. And 8.; 9J-
5.006 (3) (b) 5.

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: There is a need for a revised objective to coordinate
coastal planning areas population with local hurricane plans. However, it cannot be imple-
mented until a master plan for hurricane events has been adopted by Dade County.

CONSERVATION ELEMENT

1.

DCA COMMENT: Include a comparison of the element’s adopted objectives with ac-
tual results using measurable targets to determine whether objectives were achieved.
The targets provided are not measurable and the statements of actual results and condi-
tions for each objective are vague and incomplete. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 3.] [Guidebook
Pages 25-29]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE:
OBJECTIVE NR 1.1: Preserve and protect the existing natural systems within Virginia

Key, the Dinner Key spoil islands, and those portions of Biscayne Bay that lie within the
City’s boundaries.

MEASURABLE TARGET: Preserve and protect these existing natural systems.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): The cited
natural systems are on lands or waters controlled by governmental agencies. Specifically,
the parts of Virginia Key and the Dinner Key spoil islands lying within the City are
owned by the City of Miami. These areas cannot be changed in use without approval by
the City.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Same as at the date of plan adoption.
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

OBJECTIVE NR-1.2: Improve the water quality of, and ensure health safety within, the -
Miami River, its tributaries and the Little River.

Evaluation and Appraisal Report Revision Date: 10/07/96
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MEASURABLE TARGET: Improve water quality and ensure health safety within the
cited waterways. However, this Objective does not contain a water quality standard to be
met, and a time frame for meeting that standard.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Water quality
in the Miami River was unsatisfactory.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Water quality has improved, but the improvement is not
measurable against a standard.

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Partially.

FUTURE ACTION: Amend this Objective to include a measurable standard of water
quality, an acceptable level for the Miami River waters, and a time frame for achieving
that level.

OBJECTIVE NR-1.3: Maintain and enhance the status of native species of fauna and flora.

MEASURABLE TARGET:; Ensure that land development proposals are consistent with
maintenance of conditions necessary to preserve and protect native flora and fauna.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Land devel-
opment proposals are reviewed to identify potential adverse effects on adjacent areas with
distinctive vegetative features or natural wildlife. There are few such areas within the
City of Miami.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Same as at the time of plan adoption.

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.

FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

OBJECTIVE NR-2.1: Ensure adequate levels of safe potable water are available to meet
the needs of the city. (See Potable Water Objective PW-1.2)

MEASURABLE TARGET: Provision of an adequate and safe supply of potable water.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Adequate and
safe supplies of potable water were available to city residents.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Same as at the time of plan adoption.
OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

OBJECTIVE NR-3.1: Improve the monitoring of air quality within areas perceived to have
the highest potential for air quality problems. '

MEASURABLE TARGET: Air quality monitoring and enforcement of standards in
Miami is the responsibility of Metropolitan Dade County. The City of Miami cooperates
with the county toward the improvement of air quality.

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Dade County,
which includes the City of Miami, was a non-attainment area.
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CURRENT CONDITIONS: Dade County, including the City of Miami, is an attain-
ment area.

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

OBJECTIVE NR-3.2: Prevent the degradation of ambient air quality within the city.
MEASURABLE TARGET: No degradation of ambient air quality in the city,

BASELINE CONDITIONS AT DATE OF PLAN ADOPTION (1989): Dade County,
which includes the City of Miami, was a non-attainment area.

CURRENT CONDITIONS: Dade County, including the City of Miami, is an attain-
ment area '

OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? Yes.
FUTURE ACTION: None needed.

2. DCA COMMENT: Include an analysis of the major problems of development, physical
deterioration , location of land uses and the social and economic effects for the major
problems in the conservation element, as required by Rule 93-5.0053 (6) (a) 4.a. through
¢., F.A.C. Only subsections d., n. And 0. Were analyzed. Subsections a., b, ¢c., e, f., g
and h should also be analyzed, or the City should provide an explanation why these
subsections do not apply.

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Only subsections d., n., and o. are directly applicable to
this Conservation of Natural Resources element. Subsections a., b., c., €., f,, g and h are, at
best, only tangentially applicable, and are therefore addressed elsewhere in the Evaluation
and Appraisal Report.

3. DCA COMMENT: Identify needed actions to address the planning issues raised in the
Conservation Element, such as air quality, wellfield protection, water storage capacity
and stormwater drainage, as required by Rule 9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 7.a. through f., F.A.C.

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: Metropolitan Dade County is the only governmental
agency empowered to address the planning issues of air quality, wellfield protection, and
water storage quality as they relate to urban land within the City of Miami. Stormwater
drainage issues are addressed by both Dade County and the City of Miami. These stormwater
issues, as they relate to the City, are discussed in the Infrastucture and Coastal Management
Element of the EAR.

4. DCA COMMENT: Include an analysis of the impacts of development on natural re-
sources, such as Biscayne Bay and the Miami River. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 6.c./ 9J-5.013 (1)

(a), (b), and (c)]
CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: No significant impacts of development that are under the

jurisdiction of the City of Miami are anticipated that would adversely affect Biscayne Bay
and the Miami River. It should be pointed out again that the City of Miami is fully-
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developed; there is virtually no vacant land of any significance that can be developed with
high-intensity urban uses; and environmental controls are in effect that minimize the danger
of redevelopment that might jeopardize natural resources such as Biscayne Bay and the Mi-
ami River. Indeed, as pointed out elsewhere in this report, the cumulative effects of compre-
hensive planning and implementation of monitoring and control mechanisms has resulted in
the significant improvement of air, water, and general environmental quality during the past
two decades.

GENERAL

1. DCA COMMENT: Include a schedule for transmittal and adoption of the plan
amendments identified in the adopted EAR. [9J-5.0053 (6) (a) 8.b]

CITY OF MIAMI RESPONSE: The few amendments that are contemplated will be pre-
pared for the second amendment cycle of 1996—probable transmittal by December, 1996—
with adoption early in 1997 following DCA review and comment. (This schedule assumes
that the City will request, and be granted, approval of the six-month extension allowed by
law.)
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APPENDIX

A. Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) letter to Mayor Stephen P Clark
dated January 29, 1996, RE: City of Miami Adopted EAR; Sufficiency
Determination.

B. DCA Ietter to Jack L. Luft dated July 29, 1996, RE: Response to Evaluation and
Appraisal Report Sufficiency Issues.

C. DCA letter to Jack L. Luft dated September 13, 1996, RE: City of Miami Proposed
Revisions to the Adopted EAR.
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JAMES F, MURLEY
Secretary
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January 29, 1996

The Honorable Stephen P. Clark
City of Miami '

3500 Pan American Drive

Post Office Box 330708
Miami, Florida 33233-0708

RE: City of Miami Adopted EAR ,
sufficiency Review Determination

Dear Mayor Clark:

: The Department has completed its sufficiency review of the
city of Miami’s Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR), as adopted
on November 16, 1995, and has determined that it does not meet
the requirements of Chapter 163, Part II, Florida sStatutes
(F.S.), for sufficiency, as defined in Subsection 163.3191(9),
F.S5.

We met in Miami on January 23, 1996, with members of the

city’s planning staff to
finalizing this report.
because it enabled us to

go over preliminary findings prior to
I believe the meeting was a success
better understand the future the City

envisions and the difficulties your staff faced in preparing the

appraisal.
explain why our findings
sufficiently addressed;

" At the same time, we were able to more effectively

indicate several areas that were not ;
for example, an evaluation of the effect

of rule changes on several elements of the Miami Comprehensive/

Neighborhocd Plan is missing;

identification of proposed /

P

amendments to carry out EAR recommendat

ions is needed; and new,

revised minimum five and ten-year
projections are required.-

timeframes and population

A complete list of the Department’s

findings and recommendations is attached.

2740 CENTERVIEW DRIVE

TALLAHASSEE,

FLORIDA 32399-2100

7

{

FLORIDA KEYS AREA OF CRITICAL STATE CONCERN SOUTH FLOREDA RECOVERY OFFICE - CREEN SWAMP AREA OF CRITICAL STATE CONCERN -
RELDOAAICE - P.O. Box 4022 AELD OFFCE
2796 Oversess , Suite 112 8600 NW. 366 Street 155 East Summerin
Macathon, Florida 33050-2227 Miami, Florida 33159402 Bariow, Forida 338304641



The Honorable Stephen P. Clark
January 29, 1996
Page TwO

We believe that these outstanding issues can be quickly
resolved and we pledge to agsist the City in whatever way needed.
_Please be aware that pursuant to Section 163.3187(5), F.S., and
Rule 93-5.0053(4) (e), Florida Administrative Code, the City is
grecluded from further amendment to the Miami Comprehensive

eighborhood Plan until the EAR is found sufficient by the
Department. However, the Ccity may adopt amendments to implement
recommendations in the EAR and submit them to the Department for
review. ,

We appreciate your staff taking the time to meet with us
jast week to discuss these issues. -.The Department is prepared t
provide‘any_additional technical assistance necessary for the -
city to adequately address the EAR sufficiency requirements.
Please contact David Dahlstrom, Planning Manager, or Kay Carlson,
Planner IV, at (904) 487-454% if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Charles G. pattison, Director
Division of Resource Planning
and Management
CGF/kc

Enclosures

cc: Clark Turner, Chief, Community Planning Division
carolyn Dekle, South Florida Regional Planning Council



CITY OF MIAMI ,
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT
ADOPTED NOVEMBER 16, 1995
BUFFICIENCY ISSUES

The following is a list of the Department’s recommendations
to resolve specific Rule 9J-5, F.A.C. requirements that were not
addressed in the city of Miami’s ‘adopted Evaluation and Appraisal
Report (EAR). Where applicable, page numbers of the Department’s
EAR Guidebook (enclosed) are provided for reference in addressing.
rule requirements. -

Future Land Use Element

- 1. provide an analysis of the social and economic effects of
the major problems of development, physical deterioration,
and location of land uses, such as the accuracy and use of
population projections, actual vs. anticipated rate of
developmenit, and the effect of concurrency requirements.
[9F-5.0053(6) (a)4.] [Guidebook Pages 33-38] :

2. Provide an assessment Of the impact of unanticipated and
unforeseen problems and opportunities related to land use
planning which have occurred eince the adoption of the plan.
[93-5.0053(6) (a)5.] ([Guidebook Pages 39-40]

. 2. provide an evaluation of the effect on the adopted element
of the following changes to Rule 9J-5, F.A.C.: :
[93-5.0053(6) (a)6.] [Guidebook Pages 40-42]

a) analyze the need for additional dredge/spoil disposal
sites as required by Rule 9J~5.006(1) (f)3. Special
consideration should be given to the dredging of the
Miami River, the Little River and Wagner Creek.

b) - analyze the need for a new objective or revised 7
existing objectives to coordinate land uses with hazard.
mitigation report recommendations as required by Rule /7
9J~5.006(3) (b)6. A

c) analyze the need to revise existing policies to ensure.
adequate facilities (such as stormwater drainage
capacity and quality) are available concurrent with
impacts of development as required by Rule 9J-

5.006(3) (c)3.

4d) indicate the need for a new future land use map Or map
series which includes the new definition of the coastal
high hazard area as required by Rules 9J-5.006(4) (a)
and (b)6. and 9J-5.0053(6) (a)7.c. :



8.

Infrastructure Blement

1.

Identify the needed actions to address the planning issues
raised in the report, such as population growth and the

pressure to increase residential densities. [9J-
5.0053(6) (a)7.] ([Guidebook Pages 43-44]

Include new, revised minimum S-year and minimum 10-year
timeframes and population projections as required by Rule
9J~5.0053 (6) (a)7.a. ,

'Identify proposed or anticipated plan amendments fo address

or implement the identified rule changes. _
[9T-5.0053(6) (a)8.] [Guidebook Pages 45-46]

Frovide in tabular form the appropriaté acreage and the
general range of density or intensity of use for the gross
land areas included in each existing land use category from

~ the adopted plan as well as from the plan at the date of the

EAR. Compare the results from.these two timeframes and
provide an-analysis of the success or failure of land use
policies, trends, problems and future opportunities. [97-

5.006(1) (c); 9J-5.0053(6) (a)3.]

Identify the natural résources on the existing land use map
from the plan agwyge_date of the EAR. [93-5.006(1) (b))

Identify the needed actions to address the planning issues
raised in the report and identify anticipated plan :
amendnents té address or implement changes to Rule SJ-5.
Specifically, evaluate the effect on the adopted element of
those changes that require the city to revise the existing
policy or establish a new policy to establish water quality
standards for stormwater discharge (93-5.0011(2) (¢)5.) . The
city’s level of service etandard for drainage needs to
include a water quality component. {9J-5.0053(6) (a)6., 7.,
and 8.] [Guidebook Page 42) ' ;
/:J
Provide all figures and attachments that are referenced in ./
the text, specifically: drainage "sub-basins" and sanitary
sewer flows (Sub-attachments T1, T2, Ul, U2, V1; and Figures
1I-3, II-2, I-2, and 11). 7

£
7 f'/
Y

Intergovernmental coordination Element

1-

Provide a comparison of the element’s adopted ICE objectives
with actual results to determine whether the objectives were
achieved. [9J3-5.0053(6) (a)3.] {Guidebook Pages 25-33]




Identify needed actions to address the planning issues
raised by the city in thé report, such as: increased
coordination with local and federal goverhment; encouraging
all levels of government to work together to ensure adequate
and timely shelter for people residing in the hurricane
evacuation area; addressing the constant influx of
immigrants to the area; and obtaining financial support from
local, county, state, and federal social agencies.
[9T-5.0053(6) (a)7.] (Guidebook Pages 43-44]

Tdentify anticipated plan amendments to address or implement
the needed actions related to the planning issues raised in
the report. [9J-5.0053(6) (a)8.] [Guidebook Pages 45-46])

Capital Improvements Element

1.

provide a summary description of the condition of the
element at the date of the EAR addressing the following
analyses: ' (a) fiscal implications of existing deficiencies;
and (b) use of capital improvements to support efficient
jand use. [9J-5.0053(6) (a)2.; 9J-5.016(2) (b) and (e)]
[Guidebook Pages 21~-23] _

Provide an evaluation of the need for new or revised
policies to meet the provisions of the Concurrency
Management System (CMS). The city should include
information on how the new Rule 9J-5 requirements have been
addressed through the adoption of a CMS and evaluate how the
implementation of the CMS is progressing. [9J-5.0055; 9J-
5.0053(6) (a)6.; 9J-5.016] [Guidebook Page 42] :

Identify needed actions to address the planning issues
raised in the report, such as a new capital improvements
element that includes the costs of needed capital
improvements for mitigation of existing deficiencies,
replacement and new growth needs pursuant to the Future Land .
Use Element, and a forecasting of revenues and expenditures
for the next five years. [(93-5.0053(6)(a)7.] [Guidebook
Pages 43-44] :
Identify anticipated plan amendments to address or implement
the identified changes that are needed (note above). [99-
5.0053(6) (a)8.] [Guidebook Pages 45-46] 7



Coastal Management Element

1.

. 3.

Include a new land use map, a conflict analysis, a sumnary
of data and analysis of estuarine pollution, and data for
natural disaster planning from the coastal management
element at the date of the EAR. [9J-5.0053(6)(a)2; 93~
5.0%? a), (d) and (e)] (Guidebook Pages 21-22)

AN :

Include an analysis of the major problems of development,
physical deterioration, and the location of land uses in the

coastal management element, as required by Rule 9J-

5.0053(6) (a)4.a. through 1., F.A.C. The City analyzed

subsections m. through o. Subsections a. through 1. should
also be analyzed, or the city should provide an explanation
why these subsections do not apply;,'[Guidebo¢k Pages 33-38]

fdentify needed actions to address the planning issues
raised in the coastal management element, such as: manatee
protection"(identity‘completion of the new manatee
protectien plan), operation of the water drainage management
system, shoreline access, and natural disaster planning, as .
required by Rule 9J-5.0053(6) (a)7.a. through f£., F.A.C.
{Guidebook Pages 43-44]

- provide updated data and analysis.of evacuation times and

ehelter capacity. [93-5.0053(6)(a)4.m.; 9J-5.012(2) (e) 1.1

Identify the need for post~disaster redevelopment plans, Or
that the City intends to use jts Future lLand Use Hap as a
basis for redevelopment. [97-5.0053(6) (a)6.cC.; 9J~-
5.012(2) (e)2:]) ’

Indicate the need for a revised objective to coordinate
coastal planning area populations with local hurricane

" plans. [93-5.0053(6) (a)4.m., 7. and 8.; 97-5.006(3)(b)5.]

Conservation Eiemant

1.

Include a comparison of the element’s adopted objectives K
with actual results using measurable targets to determine -
whether objectives were achieved. The targets provided are
not measurable and the statements of actual results and ;°
conditions for each objective are vague and incomplete. ”
[9J-5.0053(6)(a)3.] {Guidebook Pages 25-29])

Include an analysis of the major problems of developnent,
physical deterioration, location of land uses and the social
and economic effects of the major problems jdentified in the
conservation element, as required by Rule 9J-5.0053(6) (a)
4.a. through o., F.A.C. Only subsections d., n. and o. were
analyzed. “Subsections a., b., ¢., €., £., 9. and h. should

4



also be analyzed, oOr the City should provide an explanation
why these subsections do not apply.

Identify needed actions to address the planning issues
raised in the conservation element, such as: air quality,
wellfield protection, water storage capacity, and stormwater
drainage, as required by Rule 9J-5,0053(6) (a)7.a. through
f." F.A.C.

Ihclpde an analysis of the impadts'df development on natural
resources, such as Biscayne Bay and the Miami River. [9J-
5.0053(6) (a)6.c.: 9J-5.013 (1) (a), (b), and (c)]

General

;.

Include a schedule for transmittal and adoption of the plan
.amendments identified in the adopted EAR. [9J-
5.0053(6) (a)8.b.]
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LAWTON CHILES JAMES F. MURLEY
Govemer Secretary

July 29, 1996

Mr. Jack Luft, Director

Department of Community Planning &
Revitalization

City of Miami

P.O. Box 330708

Miami, Florida 33233-0708

RE: Response to Evaluation and Appraisal Report Sufficiency Issues
Dear Mr. Luft:

The Department has received three copies of your response to the issues raised in our
review of the City of Miami’s Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR), dated January 29, 1996.
We received the response on July 15, 1996. This letter is provided to inform you of the
Department’s policies for reviewing EAR sufficiency responses.

The Department will review your response and provide comments within 60 days. If
your response is determined to address all sufficiency issues, then the City may proceed to either: ,
(1) adopt the changes addressed in the response by resolution or ordinance as a supplement to h
the adopted EAR; or (2) incorporate the changes addressed in the response into the EAR and then’
adopt the revised EAR by resolution or ordinance. The City must then transmit the adopted /.
changes to the Department for final sufficiency determination. Once the Department has issued a
final sufficiency determination on the changes, the City may then amend its Comprehensive Plan
at any time. Please keep in mind that, pursuant to Rule 9J-5.0053(3), Florida Administrative
Code, the City is required to submit EAR-based amendments within one year of adoption. These
EAR-based amendments will count toward the twice per year amendment allowance.

2555 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ¢« TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399.2100

PLORIDA KEYS AREA OF CRITICAL STATE CONCERN SOUTH FLORIDA RECOVERY OFFICE GREEN SWAMP AREA OF CRITICAL STATE CONCERN
AELD OFFICE P.0O. Box 4022 HELD OFFICE
2796 Overseas Highway, Suite 212 8600 N.W. 36th Street 155 €ast Summein

Marathon, Florida 33050-2227 Miami, Florida 33159-4022 Bartow, Florida 33830-4641



Mr. Jack Luft
July 29, 1996
Page Two

The Department looks forward to working with the City to bring its EAR into sufficiency.

Please call Kay Carlson at (904) 922-1791 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

(i

Ken Metcalf
Community Program Administrator

KM/ke

cc:  Clark Turner, City of Miami
Gerson Garcia, SFRPC

Ui



STATE OF FLORIDA
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LAWTON CHILES _ JAMES F. MURLEY
Govemnor Secretary

September 13, 1996

Mr. Jack Luft, Director

Department of Community Planning
& Revitalization

City of Miami

P.O. Box 330708

Miami, Florida 33233-0708

RE: City of Miami Proposed Revisions to the Adopted EAR

Dear Mr. Turner:

The Department has completed its review of your response to the issues raised in our
review of the City of Miami’s Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR), dated January 29, 1996.
This letter is to provide further comments on your proposed revisions and to recommend adoption
of these changes prior to final sufficiency review by the Department.

The Department commends the City for its thorough response to our concerns. We believe
that the City has addressed most of the Department’s sufficiency issues. In particular, the City did
a good job of identifying needed actions to address the issue of stormwater management,
However, staff has identified three items which need to be addressed by the City prior to adoption
of these changes. We have discussed our concerns with your staff, who have agreed to make these -
changes. In reading the following comments, please refer to the Department’s letter dated January
- 29, 1996 (attached): :

% SEP 1T

-~
L
[

I
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