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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.
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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,
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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.
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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]
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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).
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