To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

City of Coral Gables
Planning Department Staff Report

Honorable Local Planning Agency (LPA / Planning and Zoning Board Members
Planning Department
May 14, 2008

Application No. 02-07-480-P. Change of Land Use, Rezoning, Planned

Area Development (PAD) Review, Site Plan Review and Conditional Use
Special Location Review pursuant to Ordinance No. 1525, as amended.
Local Planning Agency (LPA) / Planning and Zoning Board review of one
development proposal which includes five (5) separate applications for the
proposed project referred to as “Gables Waterway”, as follows:

1. Change of Land Use from “Commercial Use, Low-Rise Intensity” to
“Residential Use (Multi-Family) Low Density” on Lots 1-4, Block 6, Singer
Subdivision, “Residential Use (Multi-Family) Duplex Density” to “Residential
Use (Multi-Family) Low Density” on Lot 5, Block 5 and Lot 5 and 5-A, Block
6, Singer Subdivision, and “Commercial, Low-Rise Intensity” for Parcel “A’
(no land use currently assigned).

2. Change of Zoning from “CL”, Commercial Limited (“CA”, Commercial) to
“MF2”, Multi Family 2 District (“A-13", Apartment) on Lots 1-4, Block 6,
Singer Subdivision, “MF1”, Multi Family 1 Duplex District (“D-10", Duplex) to
“MF2”, Multi Family 2 District (“CA”, Commercial) on Lot 5, Block 5 and Lot
5 and 5-A, Block 6, Singer Subdivision and “CL”, Commercial Limited (“CA”,
Commercial) for Parcel “A’ (no zoning currently assigned).

3. PAD review pursuant to Zoning Code Article 9, “Planned Area
Development”, Section 9-1 thru 9-10 (entire property excluding a portion of
Lot 8 and a portion of the area designated as University Waterway, Block
208, Second revised Plat of Coral Gables Riviera Section Part 14).

4. Site plan review for entire proposed project (entire property legally
described below, including PAD parcel and commercial parcel located on
southwest corner of South Alhambra Drive / U.S.1 intersection).

5. Conditional Use Special Location Review to allow Mediterranean
architectural bonuses adjacent to “SFR”, Single Family Residential (“R”,
Residential) and “MF1”, Multi Family 1 Duplex District (“D”, Duplex) zoned
property.

Submitted by Amace Properties, Inc., owner, for the property located on all of

Tract “K”, Addition to Riviera Waterways Section, Lots 1-4, Block 5 and Lots 1-

4, Block 6, Riviera Waterways Section, Lot 5, Block 5 and Lot 5 and 5-A, Block

6, Singer Subdivision, a portion of Lot 8 and a portion of the area designated as

University Waterway, Block 208, Second revised Plat of Coral Gables Riviera

Section Part 14, and Parcel “A” lying between Lot 1, Block 5, Riviera

Waterways Section and Tract “K”, Addition to Riviera Waterways Section (6100

Caballero Boulevard), Coral Gables, Florida.
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Recommendation

The Planning Department based upon the complete findings of fact contained within this report
recommends denial of the following five (5) applications referred to as “Gables Waterway”, for
the property located on all of Tract “K”, Addition to Riviera Waterways Section, Lots 1-4, Block 5
and Lots 1-4, Block 6, Riviera Waterways Section, Lot 5, Block 5 and Lot 5 and 5-A, Block 6,
Singer Subdivision, a portion of Lot 8 and a portion of the area designated as University
Waterway, Block 208, Second revised Plat of Coral Gables Riviera Section Part 14, and Parcel
“A” lying between Lot 1, Block 5, Riviera Waterways Section and Tract “K”, Addition to Riviera
Waterways Section (6100 Caballero Boulevard), Coral Gables, Florida, as follows:

1. Change of Land Use from “Commercial Use, Low-Rise Intensity” to “Residential Use
(Multi-Family) Low Density” on Lots 1-4, Block 6, Singer Subdivision, “Residential Use
(Multi-Family) Duplex Density” to “Residential Use (Multi-Family) Low Density” on Lot 5,
Block 5 and Lot 5 and 5-A, Block 6, Singer Subdivision and “Commercial, Low-Rise
Intensity” for Parcel “A’ (no land use currently assigned).

2. Change of Zoning from “CL” (“CA”, Commercial), Commercial Limited to “MF2”, Multi
Family 2 District (“A-13", Apartment) on Lots 1-4, Block 6, Singer Subdivision, “MF1”,
Multi Family 1 Duplex District (“D-10", Duplex) to “MF2”, Multi Family 2 District (“A-13",
Apartment) on Lot 5, Block 5 and Lot 5 and 5-A, Block 6, Singer Subdivision and “CL",
Commercial Limited (“CA”, Commercial) for Parcel “A’ (no zoning currently assigned).

3. PAD review pursuant to Zoning Code Article 9, “Planned Area Development”, Section 9-
1 thru 9-10 (entire property excluding a portion of Lot 8 and a portion of the area
designated as University Waterway, Block 208, Second revised Plat of Coral Gables
Riviera Section Part 14).

4. Site plan review for entire proposed project (entire property legally described below,
including PAD parcel and commercial parcel located on southwest corner of South
Alhambra Drive / U.S.1 intersection).

5. Conditional Use Special Location Review to allow Mediterranean architectural bonuses
adjacent to “SFR”, Single Family Residential (“R”, Residential) and “MF1”, Multi Family 1
Duplex District (“D”, Duplex) zoned property.

Basis of Denial

Staff's analysis identifies inconsistencies, incompatibilities and insufficiencies which prompt
Staff to not support the applications. Staff's recommendation for denial of the five (5)
applications is based upon established professional planning practices and principles, and the
applications’ inability to satisfy the Goals, Objectives and Policies in the City’'s Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP), the purpose and intent of the Zoning Code, and the Zoning Code. A
summary of each, the regulatory authority and responsibilities, and comprehensive review is
contained and presented in detail in the following sections of this report, as further articulated in
the below findings of fact.

Please refer to pages 12 to 31 for the comprehensive findings of fact:

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies, the purpose and intent of the Zoning Code
and Zoning Code. Staff's evaluation of the applications to determine consistency and
inconsistency with the CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies provided with this report identified
CLUP objectives and policies, the purpose and intent of the Zoning Code, and the Zoning Code
that this proposal is in conflict with. Those determined to be inconsistent include transitional use,
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transitional massing, project size and density, parking, traffic, project phasing, marine facility
operations, and attainable housing. The following itemizes and summarizes the inconsistencies
and incompatibility issues identified by the evaluation of the CLUP Goals, Objectives and
Policies:

1.

2.

4,

Incompatible transitional uses. The project does not provide an adequate transition of
uses. A primary and fundamental planning principle is to transition between uses so that
the intensity of uses is gradually and effectively reduced as development approaches
less intense uses, such as single-family neighborhoods. The project does not allow for
an effective transition between uses along Caballero Boulevard, and is not consistent
with professional planning practices of requiring a transitional land use between the
existing single-family residential use and proposed multi-family residential use. The
existing land use pattern (current land use and zoning designations) fulfills that objective
and provides the transitional duplex use between the existing single-family residential
use and multi-family residential use (see pages 14-17).

Incompatible transitional massing. The project does not provide an adequate transition
of massing. A primary and fundamental planning principle is to provide transition of
building bulk and massing of a proposed structure with reference to height, setbacks and
open space so that the massing is gradually and effectively reduced as development
approaches less intense uses, such as single-family neighborhoods. The proposed
project does not provide adequate transition in height and scale from U.S.1 back to the
existing single-family and duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the residential building
across from Jaycee Park, and the proposed reduction of both the required front and rear
setback of the project’'s multi-family residential structures would impact adjoining
properties and single-family residences located across the University Waterway Canal
(see pages 14-17).

Excessive project size and density. The project’s size and density are inconsistent with
the scale and character of the surrounding neighborhood. The applicant’s mitigation
measures proposed with this project do not support the award of requested site
development bonuses as provided for by the Code’s PAD and Mediterranean
architectural design provisions. The proposed project with the award of development
bonuses -- including both front and rear setback relief, building height and additional
residential units -- results in increased project size, the loss of open space and existing
mature tree canopy, and insufficient transition and buffering between the existing and
proposed uses, which are not consistent with the scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood. The project would also likely encourage further redevelopment of a
larger, denser, and more intense character, resulting in a significant alteration of the
existing scale and character of the neighborhood. The Preliminary Zoning Analysis
prepared by the Building and Zoning Department indicates the 20% on-site landscape
open space required for a PAD has not been met and the applicant requires credit for
off-site landscaping (see pages 17-20).

Off-site parking encroachment. Parking generated by the project will encroach into the
surrounding neighborhood if left unmanaged. No overflow parking management plan,
including short term meters, residential parking permits, directional signage and
enforcement measures is provided to ensure that parking for this project does not spill
over into the surrounding residential neighborhood. It has not been resolved whether
there is an internal vehicular connection between the underground parking areas that
would allow and encourage on-site vehicular circulation (see pages 20-23).
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5. Traffic. Traffic generated by the project will negatively impact the surrounding
neighborhood if not fully mitigated. It is the conclusion of the City’s traffic consultant that
additional traffic improvements are necessary to mitigate the impact of the project.
Based upon the CLUP objective requiring the protection of residential neighborhoods
and controlling through traffic, it is Staff's opinion that this application does not provide
sufficient mitigation of traffic to ensure surrounding properties and residential
neighborhoods are not negatively impacted (see pages 23-25).

6. Project phasing and interim parking facilities. The project is proposed to be developed in
various phases, which if left unplanned and/or unchecked, could result in significant
interim and long term impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. There are no
assurances provided that the project fulfills the PAD objectives and purpose stated in
Zoning Code Section 9-1 if the project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed. The project is proposed to be constructed in five (5) separate phases, with
the commercial component constructed first (Phases 1, 2 and 3) and the residential
component constructed second (Phases 4 and 5). The applicant has not provided
specific timeframes for the phasing of the project as required per Zoning Code Section
9-1. A projected timeline is necessary for each phase of the project and for the build-out
of the entire project. Phase 1 of the project calls for the construction of an interim surface
parking lot on South Alhambra Drive adjacent to the existing duplex residence and
across the canal from existing single-family residences. That interim surface parking lot
would remain until construction of the final phase of the project (Phase 5). No proposed
use of the parking lot (hours of operation, restricted access, users, construction material
storage, etc.) or plan has been submitted providing details indicating vehicular
entrances, paving surface/curbing, landscaping, lighting, security, and pedestrian
circulation (see pages 25-28).

7. Marine facilities operation plan. The project will likely result in the increased use of an
existing marina situated along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, if left
unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal and surrounding single-family residential
neighborhood. No operational plan was provided for the renovation and use of the
existing twenty-five (25) boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to owners of
residential units within the project. The marina is located at the end of a canal utilized
primarily by the existing single-family residential neighborhood through which the canal
courses, and serves as an environmentally sensitive manatee habitat. The application
does not sufficiently identify and address the servicing of vessels at the marina, including
fueling, fire suppression, public safety, hours of operation for fueling and provisioning,
whether these services will be provided from landside or from vessels, designated
parking and service spaces with access to marina, and a hazardous materials mitigation
plan if fueling or vessel maintenance is proposed to be allowed at the marina (see pages
28-30).

8. Attainable housing is not addressed. The project does not provide any attainable
housing. The provision of attainable housing within the City is a State and regional
mandate, and as such is being pursued in accordance with the goals and objectives of
the City of Coral Gables Workforce / Affordable Housing Study (April 2006), which
includes the promotion of inclusionary zoning or other methodologies to secure housing.
Planning Staff has the ability, in advance of a formal citywide program, to require major
residential developments receiving increases in density, changes in zoning, changes in
CLUP, PAD, MXD and/or conditional use reviews or “discretionary reviews,” to dedicate
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a portion of their units to attainable housing. The applicant has not addressed or
included attainable housing units within the proposed development (see page 31).

The applications are attached to this report.
Request

The property is under single ownership and includes two parcels of land separated by a public
right-of-way (South Alhambra Circle). Both parcels of land are proposed to be developed as a
single, unified project. The largest parcel, which represents the majority of the property, is a
proposed PAD project consisting of multi-family residential and commercial office uses. The
second “out parcel” is significantly smaller and is proposed to be developed “as-of-right” as
commercial office use only. The two parcels are proposed to share required parking (with the
PAD parcel providing required remote parking for the commercial office building parcel), and are
proposed to be physically connected by a pedestrian walkway over South Alhambra Drive.
Zoning Code provisions require that all land contained in any proposed PAD project be “a
contiguous and unified” parcel. Therefore, while the entire project is subject to site plan review,
the “out parcel” on which the commercial office building is proposed must be reviewed in terms
of Zoning Code compliance separately from the proposed PAD parcel.

The entire project was submitted to and received Board of Architects preliminary approval prior
to the adoption of the new Zoning Code on 01.09.07. According to Section 1-108, “Transitional
Rules” of the new Zoning Code, the Zoning Code regulations (referenced as the Archived
Zoning Code) in effect when the Gables Waterway application was filed shall govern the review
of the proposed amendments. Therefore, the Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by the
Building and Zoning Department for the proposed changes to the approved site plan utilized the
provisions of the previous “Archived” Zoning Code which were in effect when the application
was filed.

Planning and Zoning Board / City Commission Review Responsibilities

The proposed change of zoning designation and PAD site plan requires review and
recommendation by the Planning and Zoning Board and consideration and adoption in
ordinance form by the City Commission (two public hearings). The proposed conditional use
special location review requires Planning and Zoning Board recommendation and adoption in
resolution form by the Commission (one public hearing). Zoning Code Section 25-5(f) states that
“the Planning and Zoning Board in considering an application for a change of zoning may
recommend to the City Commission that any ordinance passed and adopted in connection with
the rezoning shall provide that the proposed building shall be in accordance with the plans
submitted with the rezoning application or subsequently revised during the hearings” (see page
12). The regulatory authority and responsibilities for review and recommendation of proposed
PAD site plans are contained in Zoning Code Section 9-5 (c) (see page 12), and Zoning Code
Section 28-6(a) provides the regulatory authority and responsibilities for review and
recommendation for Conditional Use Special Location Review for the award of Mediterranean
architectural bonuses (see pages 13-14).

Changes in land use require review and recommendation by the Local Planning Agency
(Planning and Zoning Board) and consideration and adoption in ordinance form by the City
Commission (two public hearings). This proposal is considered a “small scale” amendment
according to the thresholds established by the Department of Community Affairs (DCA).
Therefore, no state required impact analysis is necessary and DCA review between the
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Commission’s 1% and 2™ readings is not required. The City Commission, however, can choose
to transmit the amendment to DCA with a request that it be considered as a standard (i.e., large
scale) amendment, which would then allow for review by various state and regional agencies
between 1% and 2" readings. Zoning Code Section 25-5(a) requires that before adoption of any
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, the Planning and Zoning Board shall provide a
recommendation after holding a public hearing at which the proposed amendment is presented.
Staff's comprehensive evaluation of the CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies is provided on
pages 14-31.

Proposed Project - Facts and Background

Application Request
Change of land use Yes - see attached applications
Comprehensive Plan text amendment No
Change of zoning Yes - see attached applications
Zoning Code text amendment No
Site plan review Yes — entire project consisting of proposed PAD
and commercial office building
Mixed use site plan review No
Planned Area Development Yes
Subdivision Review or Tentative Plat No
Conditional uses (special location review for Yes- subject property adjoins “SFR” and MF1”
Mediterranean bonuses) zoned properties.
City Reviews
Date Scheduled/
City Reviews/Timeline Reviewed/Approved*
Development Review Committee 11.28.05 and 12.09.05
Board of Architects (preliminary approval) 12.21.06 and 12.20.07
Board of Architects (granting Mediterranean bonuses) 01.17.08
Board of Adjustment N/A
Historic Preservation Board N/A
Local Planning Agency 05.14.08
Planning and Zoning Board 05.14.08
Street and Alley Vacation Committee N/A
Public rights-of-way encroachment N/A
City Commission, 1% reading TBD
City Commission, 2™ reading TBD

*All scheduled dates and times are subject to change without notice.

Existing Property Designations

Applicable Designations

CLUP Map Designation “Commercial Use, Low-Rise
Intensity”, “Residential Use (Multi-
Family) Low Density” and
“Residential Use (Multi-Family)
Duplex Density”

Zoning Map Designation “CL”, Commercial Limited (“CA”,
Commercial), “MF2”, Multi Family 2
District (“A-13", Apartment) and
“MF2”, Multi Family 1 Duplex
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District (“D-10", Duplex)
Within Central Business District No
Mixed Use District (“C”, Commercial only) No
Mediterranean Architectural District (citywide) Yes
Within Coral Gables Redevelopment Infill District (GRID) (Traffic | Yes

Concurrency Exemption Zone)

Surrounding Uses

Location Existing Land Uses CLUP Designations Zoning Designations
North Metro-Rail ROW and “University Use” “UMCAD”, University of
University of Miami Miami Campus Area
Development
South 2 story residence and 2 “Residential Use (Single- “SFR”, Single Family
story duplex Family) Low Density” and Residential and “MF1”,
“Residential Use (Multi-Family) | Multi Family 1 Duplex
Duplex Density” District
East 1-2 story single-family “Residential Use (Single- “SFR”, Single Family
residences, 2-3 story Family) Low Density”, Residential , “C”,
Holiday Inn hotel and “Commercial Use Low-Rise Commercial and “S”,
Jaycee Park Intensity” and “Parks and Special Use
Recreational Use”
West 4 story apartment “Residential Use (Multi-Family) | “MF2”, Multi Family 2
buildings Low Density” District

Site plan analysis:

recommendation memo)

Type Date Completed
Concurrency Impact Statement (CIS) 05.07.08
Preliminary Zoning Analysis 03.25.08
Traffic Study review (traffic consultant’s final review and 03.20.08

The information provided in the following tables is taken from the Preliminary Zoning Analysis
prepared by the Building and Zoning Department. Two separate analysis were prepared by the
Building and Zoning Department, one for the proposed PAD parcel and one for the Commercial
Building parcel. The Preliminary Zoning Analysis for the PAD parcel is provided as Attachment
A, and the Commercial Building parcel is provided as Attachment B:

Site plan information (source: Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by the Building and Zoning
Department dated 04.11.08 and 04.18.08):

Type

Permitted

Proposed

Total site area

208,381 sq. ft. (4.78 acres)

PAD site area

200,341 sq. ft. (4.60 acres)

Commercial Building site area

8,040 sq. ft. (0.18 acres)

PAD Floor area ratio (FAR) 2.5 FAR 1.3FAR
PAD building sq. ft. 500,852 sq. ft. 251,303 sq. ft.
Commercial Building FAR 3.5 FAR* 3.5 FAR
Commercial Building sq. ft. 28,140 sq. ft. 28,140 sq. ft.
Total building sq. ft. 528,992 sq. ft. 279,443 sq. ft.

PAD Building heights

Varies between 6 floors/ 72’-0"
and 3.5 stories/ 45’-0”

Varies between 5 floors/ 65-11"
and 2 stories/ 34’-0"
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Type

Permitted

Proposed

(72’-3” to top of roof towers and

91'-7" to top of clock tower)

Commercial Building height

5 floors/ 72’ -0”

5 floors/ 72'-0"
(90’-0” to top of rotunda)

Multi-family residential

184,718 sq. ft.

Office 89,513 sq. ft.
Restaurant 0 sq. ft.
Retalil 0 sq. ft.
Other (amenities) 5,212 sq. ft.
* 3.0 FAR for commercial projects with additional 0.5 FAR architectural bonus for qualifying projects.
Setbacks:
Type Required Proposed
Setbacks:
- Front Varies between 17-25 ft. 0-10 ft.*
- Side (interior) Varies between 10-20 ft. 10-20 ft.
- Rear (waterway) 35 ft. 0-6 ft.*

* Setback relief can be awarded for approved PAD projects, and projects qualifying for Mediterranean style bonuses.

Parking:
Uses Required Proposed
Residential 205 spaces 205 spaces
Restaurant N/A N/A
Retail N/A N/A
Total Office 298 spaces 298 spaces

(includes 218 PAD and 80
Commercial Building spaces)

(includes 218 PAD and 80
Commercial Bld'g spaces)

Total on site parking 503 spaces 518 spaces
Additional on-site parking (or deficit) 15 spaces
Total on-street parking 51 existing spaces 57 spaces
Additional on-street parking (or deficit) 6 spaces
* Required parking reductions (variance) can be awarded for approved PAD projects.
Landscaping:
Location Required Provided
Landscape open space (on-site) PAD 40,070 sq. ft. 39,398 sq. ft.
parcel
Landscape open space (on-site) 402 sq. ft. 0 sq, ft.
Commercial Building parcel
Total landscape open space (on-site) 40,472 sq. ft. 39,398 sq. ft.

Additional on-site landscape open space
(or deficit)

(-1,074 sq. ft.)

Additional landscape open space
provided off-site

1,074 sq. ft.
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Architectural bonuses:

PAD parcel
Bonus Permitted as-of-right | Allowed with bonuses Proposed
FAR 2.5 FAR 3.0 FAR 1.3 FAR
Residential units 81 units 99 units 95 units

Height (floors/sq. ft.)
- CLUP Low-rise
- Adjacent to R and D

4 floors/ 45'-0”
3 floors/ 45'-0”

6 floors/ 72'-0”
3.5 floors/ 45’-0”

5 floors/ 65’-11"
3 floors/ 45’-0”

Setbacks:

- Front (A use)
- Front (C use)
- Front (U.S.1)
- Side street

- Side interior
- Rear

- Rear waterway

20-0" & 25'-0”
17°-0”

20'-0”

N/A

20'-0”

N/A

35'-0”

0’
0’
0’
N/A

0’

N/A
01

10-0"
o
4'-8"

N/A

20’-0"

N/A

0’ (C use) & 6'-0" (A use)

Source: Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by the Building and Zoning Department dated 04.11.08 and 04.18.08

Commercial Building parcel

Bonus Permitted as-of-right Allowed with bonuses Proposed

FAR 3.0 FAR 3.5 FAR 3.5 FAR
Residential units N/A N/A N/A
Height (floors/sq. ft.) 3 floors/ 72'-0" 5 floors/ 72'-0” 5 floors/ 72'-0”
Setbacks:

- Front (U.S.1) 15’-0” 0 0
- Front (S. Alhambra) 15’-0" 0} 0}
- Side street N/A N/A N/A
- Side interior 10'-0" o 12'-0"
- Rear N/A N/A N/A
- Rear waterway N/A N/A N/A

Source: Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by the Building and Zoning Department dated 04.11.08 and 04.18.08

Discussion

Property’s Development History and Existing Uses

The entire property is 208,381 sq. ft in size, which is approximately 4.78 acres and consists of
two separate parcels. The PAD parcel is 200,341 sq. ft. (approximately 4.60 acres), and the
Commercial Building parcel is 8,040 square feet (approximately 0.2 acres) in size. The existing
uses on the property include a variety of separate structures and uses, including 1-3 story
commercial buildings, 2 story apartment buildings and surface parking lots. All existing
structures on the property are proposed to be ultimately demolished to allow the construction of
the proposed project. Tract A of the subject property, which faces onto U.S.1, is a small linear
parcel that ties together the two portions of the subject property located on either side of the
canal. This property currently has no land use and zoning designation. Tract A is currently used
as a driveway between South Alhambra circle and Caballero Boulevard with a covered
pedestrian walkway adjacent to the canal.

There have been a number of past Ordinances and Resolutions adopted by the City concerning
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various platted lots within the subject property, which have been summarized by the applicant
and are on file and available for review with the Planning Department. Maps showing and
comparing both the existing and proposed land use and zoning designations currently being
requested by the applicant are provided in the attached application package.

Comparison of Allowed/Existing and Proposed Development

The following analysis provides a comparison of the amount of development permitted to be
constructed on the property as a Planned Area Development (PAD) with the proposed land use
and zoning changes verse the property’s existing land use and zoning designations. The
information provided in the following table is taken from the Preliminary Zoning Analysis
prepared by the Building and Zoning Department (see Attachments A and B):

Category Currently allowed as- | Proposed PAD and Change
of-right commercial building
Multi-family residential 22 units 95 multi-family units | + 73 multi-family units
units (99 units permitted w/
architectural bonuses)
Commercial development 188,590 sq. ft. 89,513 sq. ft. -99,077 sq. ft.
Total development 279,186 sq. ft./ 1.3 FAR | 279,443 sq. ft./1.3 FAR + 257 sq. ft.
(sq. ft'FAR) (up to 528,992 sq. ft. (proposal permits up
permitted w/ to +249,806 sq. ft.)
architectural bonuses)

Source: Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by the Building and Zoning Department dated 04.11.08 and 04.18.08

Staff comments: Both the permitted and proposed development on the property increases as a
result of the change in land use and zoning. The PAD provisions allow for the reduction in both
front and rear setbacks. The resulting proposed project’s size, massing and loss of open space
is not consistent in character with the adjoining residential, single-family neighborhood and does
not provide adequate transition between the existing and proposed uses.

Required Code Variations and Setback Relief

The Planning and Zoning Board can recommend variations from the requirements of the Zoning
Code with the PAD recommendation. Deviations from the requirements of the Code are
permitted with the intent of providing “quality development on tracts and /or parcels of land
through the use of flexible guidelines which allow the integration of a variety of land uses and
densities in one development” (Zoning Code Section 9-1). The Preliminary Zoning Analysis
indicates that the proposed project requires the following variations and/or relief from Zoning
Code requirements for landscaping and setbacks:

Category Required Provided Variance
On-site landscaping 40,070 sq, ft. 39,398 sq. ft. -672 sq. ft.
(20% of site)
Setbacks*:
Front 17-25 ft. 0-10 ft. varies
Rear (waterway) 35 ft. 0-6 ft. varies

* Setback relief can be awarded for approved PAD projects, and projects qualifying for Mediterranean style bonuses.

Staff comments: The applicant is requesting a reduction in both front and rear setbacks and
credit for off-site landscaping to meet on-site requirements, resulting in additional project
massing and loss of open space. The mitigation measures proposed by the applicant in
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exchange for the requested relief from the Code’s requirements are insufficient.
Traffic Study

The Public Works Department and outside traffic consultant have reviewed the traffic study
submitted with the application prepared by Traf Tech Engineering, Inc., dated January 2008 and
subsequent revisions. It is the conclusion of the City’s traffic consultant that the project would
result in adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood, and that additional traffic
improvements are required to mitigate the impacts of the project, if the project is approved.

City Department and DRC Review

This proposal was reviewed by City Staff at a Development Review Committee (DRC) meeting
on 11.28.05 (Level 1) and 12.09.05 (Level 2). The application was also distributed to the Public
Works, Public Service, Police and Fire Departments on 06.29.07 for detailed review and
comments. The following comments were received from those Departments that have not been
satisfactorily resolved:

1. Public Works Department:

a. Canal ROW. A building is proposed across the canal ROW along US1. There are several
large pipes that connect the canal on either side of US1 that run through this section of the
canal ROW. Those pipes are not shown in the proposal and an underground connection
between the two underground parking garages on each side of the project as indicated.
There is also insufficient information to evaluate the impact of the proposed building on the
pipes.

2. Public Service Department:

a. Right of way landscape design. In general, the right of way landscape design is not
sufficiently developed for detailed review. The configuration of the tree planting areas and
drainage, structural soil and root barriers need to be addressed.

b. U.S.1 landscaping. No indication of approval by FDOT of the landscaping proposed on U.S.1
right of way is provided. The proposed sidewalk along U.S.1 was not required in previous
comments, and pushes the proposed landscaping towards the curb line. The City prefers
elimination of sidewalk so that plant material (primarily the palms) can be moved away from
travel lanes. The developer needs to provide a plan which has, at least in concept, been
approved by FDOT.

Staff comments: Proposed landscaping and streetscape improvements within the public ROW
are subject to review and approval by the Directors of Public Works and Public Service
Departments. Review and approval of proposed landscaping along U.S.1 is required by FDOT.

Concurrency Management

This project has been reviewed for compliance with the Building and Zoning Department’s
Concurrency Management Program. The Concurrency Impact Statement (CIS) issued by the
Building and Zoning Department for the applicant’s project indicates that there is adequate
infrastructure available to support the project. A copy of the CIS is on file with the Planning
Department and available upon request.

Public Schools

The School Board of Miami-Dade County has reviewed the proposed application, and found that
the project’s impacts to nearby public schools would be adequately mitigated by the required
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impact fees, and therefore would not necessitate further mitigation. A copy of the School
Board’s 01.30.07 letter is on file with the Planning Department and available upon request.

Findings of Facts

This section evaluates the application for consistency with the Zoning Code and Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP). This evaluation provides findings of fact and suggests potential
remedies for compliance, as applicable.

Compliance with the Zoning Code

Zoning Code Section 25-5(f) states that “the Planning and Zoning Board in considering an
application for a change of zoning may recommend to the City Commission that any ordinance
passed and adopted in connection with the rezoning shall provide that the proposed building
shall be in accordance with the plans submitted with the rezoning application or subsequently
revised during the hearings, provided, however, that the plans submitted for the building permit
shall comply with the Zoning Code, South Florida Building Code and all other applicable codes
and regulations and the issuance or granting of a permit for the construction of a building on the
property shall not be construed as permitting construction in violation of such regulations.”

Staff comments: The Planning Department is recommending denial of this application. The
proposed plans submitted by the applicant, along with any potential mitigation and/or conditions
of approval, would regulate the development of the subject property if this application is
ultimately approved.

Zoning Code Article 9 governing PADs (see Attachment C) requires that conclusions and
findings of fact be provided for any proposed PAD which shall set forth particularly in what
respects the proposal would or would not be in the public interest, to include the following:

Section 9-5(c)

“1. In what respects the proposed plan is or is not consistent with the stated purpose and intent of
the Planned Area Development regulations.

2. The extent to which the proposed plan departs from the zoning and subdivision regulations
otherwise applicable to the subject property, including but not limited to density, size, area, bulk
and use, and the reasons why such departures are or are not deemed to be in the public interest.

3. The extent to which the proposed plan meets the requirements and standards of the Planned
Area Development regulations.

4. The physical design of the proposed Planned Area Development and the manner in which said
design does or does not make adequate provision for public services, provide adequate control
over vehicular traffic, provide for and protect designated common open areas, and further the
amenities of light and air, recreation and visual enjoyment.

5. The compatibility of the proposed Planned Area Development with the adjacent properties and
neighborhood.

6. The desirability of the proposed Planned Area Development to physical development of the entire
community.

7. The conformity of the proposed Planned Area Development with the goals and objectives and
Future Land Use Maps of the City of Coral Gables Comprehensive Land Use Plan.”

Staff comments: The conclusions and findings of fact presented in this Staff report for
addressing the criteria identified in Section 9-5(c) indicate that this proposal is not in the public
interest as defined by Section 9-5(c). As documented in this report, the proposed project’s
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density, size, area and massing is not compatible with the physical development of the adjacent
residential neighborhood, and there remain outstanding inconsistencies and insufficiencies that
need to be resolved before the desirability of this project to the development of the entire
community can be assured. Staff's evaluation of the applications to determine consistency and
inconsistency with the CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies provided with this report identified
CLUP objectives and policies that this proposal is in conflict with. Those objectives and policies
determined to be inconsistent include transitional use, transitional massing, project size and
density, parking, traffic and traffic calming improvements, project phasing, marine operations,
and attainable housing. Therefore, this proposal does not satisfy the stated purpose and intent
of the PAD regulations as specified in Zoning Code Section 9-1, as follows:

“(@) Encourage enhancement and preservation of lands which are unique or of outstanding scenic,
environmental, cultural and historical significance.

(b) Provide an alternative for more efficient use and, resulting in smaller networks of utilities, safer
networks of streets, promoting greater opportunities for public and private open space, and resulting
in lower construction and maintenance costs.

(c) Encourage harmonious and coordinated development of the site, considering the natural features,
community facilities, pedestrian and vehicular circulation in conformance with the thoroughfare plan,
and land use relationship with surrounding properties and the general neighborhood.

(d) Require the application of professional planning and design techniques to achieve overall
coordinated development eliminating the negative impacts of unplanned and piecemeal
developments likely to result from rigid adherence to the standards found elsewhere in this Code.”

Zoning Code Section 28-6(a) provides the criterion that must be satisfied for approval of
Conditional Use Special Location Review requests for the award of Mediterranean architectural
bonuses, as follows:

“(a) Special location site plan review. Properties assigned A ,C, and M Use districts which are
contiguous to R and D Use districts or contiguous to public rights-of-way or waterways, which are
contiguous to an R and D Use district, shall comply with the following provisions to secure
bonuses:

3. Review criterion. Applications considered pursuant to these regulations must demonstrate
that they have satisfied all of the below listed criterion. The Planning Department shall
evaluate the application with reference to each of the below criteria and provide a
recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Board and City Commission. The Planning
Department, Planning and Zoning Board and City Commission shall make specific findings of
fact that all of the below listed criterion are satisfied. The criterion is as follows:

a. The extent to which the proposed plan departs from the zoning and subdivision
regulations otherwise applicable to the subject property, including but not limited to
density, size, area, bulk and use, and the reasons why such departures are or are not
deemed to be in the public interest.

b. The physical design of the site plan and the manner in which said design does or does
not make adequate provision for public services, parking, provide adequate control over
vehicular traffic, provide for and protect designated public open space areas, and further
the amenities of light and air, recreation and visual enjoyment.

c. The compatibility of the proposed building with reference to building height, bulk, and
mass with the contiguous and adjacent properties.

d. The conformity of the proposed site plan with the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).

e. That the site plan and associated improvements provides public realm improvements,
public open space, and pedestrian amenities for the public benefit.
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f. Those actions, designs, construction or other solutions of the site plan if not literally in
accord with these special regulations, satisfy public purposes and provide a public benefit
to at least an equivalent degree.”

Staff comments: All criterion identified in Section 28-6(a) for the proposed project are not
satisfied in the opinion of Staff. As documented in this report, the proposed project’'s density,
size, area and massing is not compatible with the physical development of the adjacent
residential neighborhood, and there remain outstanding inconsistencies and insufficiencies that
need to be resolved before the desirability of this project to the development of the entire
community can be assured. Staff's evaluation of the applications to determine consistency and
inconsistency with the CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies provided with this report identified
CLUP objectives and policies that this proposal is in conflict with. Those objectives and policies
determined to be inconsistent include transitional use, transitional massing, project size and
density, parking, traffic and traffic calming improvements, project phasing, marine operations,
and attainable housing.

Compliance with CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies

Review of the CLUP finds the following CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are applicable and
the following tabled information provides findings of fact to determine consistency or
inconsistency thereof.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals & Objectives and Policies:

The applicant has submitted a tabled summary of CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies that
based upon their findings indicates the project satisfies and is consistent with the CLUP. The
Planning Department is not in agreement with all the conclusions provided in the applicant’s
analysis, and provides the following tabled summary of inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives

and Policies and the Department’s suggested potential remedies.

1. Transitional Uses and Massing.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

Ref. CLUP Goal, Suggested Potential
No. Objective or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
la. | POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project results in the encroachment of - Provide for appropriate

ENCROACHMENT INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS BY
INCOMPATIBLE USES.
Residential
neighborhoods should be
protected from intrusion
by incompatible uses that
would disrupt or degrade
the heath, safety,
tranquility, aesthetics and
welfare of the
neighborhood by noise,
light, glare, odor,
vibration, dust, hazardous
materials or traffic.

incompatible uses into the surrounding single-

family neighborhood that disrupt and degrade the

health, safety, tranquility, aesthetics, and welfare
of the neighborhood.

- The project does not allow for an effective
transition between uses along Caballero
Boulevard, and is not consistent with
professional planning practices of requiring a
transitional land use between the existing
single-family residential use and proposed multi-
family residential use.

- The proposed project does not provide
adequate transition in height and scale from
U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and
duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the
residential building across from the Jaycee
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the
required front and rear setback of the project’s

transitional land use between
existing single family
residential use and proposed
multi-family residential use by
retaining duplex use.

- Provide additional transition
for portions of project adjacent
or across the canal from
existing residential properties
(reduction in height and
massing), including 34’
maximum height within 100’ of
adjoining residential
properties, 35’ minimum rear
setback for all multi-family
residential buildings, and 50’
minimum side setback and
additional landscape buffer
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DISRUPTIVE USES.
Normally disruptive uses
may be permitted on sites
within related districts
only where proper design
solutions are
demonstrated and
committed to in advance
which will be used to
integrate the uses so as
to buffer any potentially
incompatible elements.

not adequately buffered.

- The award of site development bonuses
required for this project, including both front and
rear setback relief, building height and
additional residential units, results in increased
project size, the loss of open space and
insufficient transition and buffering between the
existing and proposed uses which are not
consistent with the scale and character of the
surrounding neighborhood.

- There are no assurances provided that the
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the
project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed.

- It has not been resolved whether there is an

Ref. CLUP Goal, Suggested Potential
No. Objective or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
multi-family residential structures, would impact | between project and adjacent
adjoining properties and single-family properties.
residences located across the University - Remove proposed overhead
Waterway Canal. pedestrian bridge and provide
- The award of site development bonuses improved at-grade pedestrian
required for this project, including both front and | crosswalk.
rear setback relief, building height and - Reduce height of multi-story
additional residential units, results in increased residential building facing JC
project size, the loss of open space and Park to 3 stories / 45'-0".
insufficient transition and buffering between the | - Reduce height of proposed
existing and proposed uses which are not clock tower to maximum height
consistent with the scale and character of the of 72’-0".
surrounding neighborhood.
- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.
1b. POLICY 1-1.3.2: The project does not adequately buffer the - Identify proposed permitted
APPLICATION OF surrounding neighborhood from the impacts of its | and prohibited commercial
BUFFERING incompatible uses and massing. uses within project to include
TECHNIQUES. Uses - The award of site development bonuses all permitted “CA”, Commercial
designated in the plan required for this project, including both front and | uses listed in Zoning Code,
which cause significant rear setback relief, building height and and including a management
noise, light, glare, odor, additional residential units, results in increased plan for commercial business
vibration, dust, hazardous | project size, the loss of open space and operations, service, deliveries
conditions or industrial insufficient transition and buffering between the | and security .
traffic, shall provide existing and proposed uses which are not - Provide detailed site plan for
buffering when located consistent with the scale and character of the temporary surface parking lot
adjacent to or across the surrounding neighborhood. constructed during Phase 1 of
street from incompatible - There are no assurances provided that the project.
uses such as residential project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the - Submit a phasing plan for
uses. project is not built-out and all proposed phases proffered streetscape and
constructed. public realm improvements
- A projected timeline is necessary for each and the proposed marina
phase of the project and for the build-out of the facility.
entire project. - Provide infrastructure
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 improvement plan,
interim parking lot has been submitted. construction parking and traffic
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and management plan for each
public realm improvements and the proposed phase of project.
marina facility has not been provided.
1c. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project results in the encroachment of - Identify proposed permitted
LIMITATIONS OF incompatible and disruptive uses into the and prohibited commercial
POTENTIALLY surrounding single-family neighborhood that are uses within project to include

all permitted “CA”, Commercial
uses listed in Zoning Code,
and including a management
plan for commercial business
operations, service, deliveries
and security .

- Provide detailed plans and
sections for proposed
underground vehicle
connection between
underground parking areas,
including number, width and
direction of vehicle lanes,
height (clearance) of vehicle
lanes and location of existing
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COMPATIBILITY OF
NEW DEVELOPMENT.
New development shall
be compatible with
adjacent established
residential areas.

incompatible with the scale and character of the
surrounding single-family neighborhood.

- The project does not allow for an effective
transition between uses along Caballero
Boulevard, and is not consistent with
professional planning practices of requiring a
transitional land use between the existing
single-family residential use and proposed multi-
family residential use.

- The proposed project does not provide
adequate transition in height and scale from
U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and
duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the

Ref. CLUP Goal, Suggested Potential
No. Objective or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
internal vehicular connection between the canal culverts.
underground parking areas that would allow and | - Provide an overflow parking
encourage on-site vehicular circulation - No management plan to include
overflow parking management plan is provided short term metered parking,
to ensure that parking for this project does not residential parking permits,
spill over into the surrounding residential directional signage and
neighborhood. enforcement measures.
- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.
1d. OBJECTIVE 1-1.11: The project’s excessive density and massing is - Provide for appropriate
RESIDENTIAL incompatible with the low intensity character of transitional land use between
DEVELOPMENT the surrounding neighborhood. existing single family
PATTERN. Maintain a - The project does not allow for an effective residential use and proposed
pattern of overall low transition between uses along Caballero multi-family residential use by
density residential use Boulevard, and is not consistent with retaining duplex use.
with limited medium, and professional planning practices of requiring a - Provide additional transition
high density residential transitional land use between the existing for portions of project adjacent
uses in selected areas to single-family residential use and proposed multi- | or across the canal from
preserve the low intensity | family residential use. existing residential properties
character of the - The proposed project does not provide (reduction in height and
residential adequate transition in height and scale from massing), including 34’
neighborhoods. U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and maximum height within 100’ of
duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the adjoining residential
residential building across from the Jaycee properties, 35’ minimum rear
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the setback for all multi-family
required front and rear setback of the project’s residential buildings, and 50’
multi-family residential structures, would impact | minimum side setback and
adjoining properties and single-family additional landscape buffer
residences located across the University between project and adjacent
Waterway Canal. properties.
- There are no assurances provided that the - Provide an overflow parking
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the management plan to include
project is not built-out and all proposed phases short term metered parking,
constructed. residential parking permits,
- No overflow parking management plan is directional signage and
provided to ensure that parking for this project enforcement measures.
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.
le. POLICY 3-1.2.6: The project’s density, massing, and uses are - Provide for appropriate

transitional land use between
existing single family
residential use and proposed
multi-family residential use by
retaining duplex use.

- Identify proposed permitted
and prohibited commercial
uses within project to include
all permitted “CA”, Commercial
uses listed in Zoning Code,
and including a management
plan for commercial business
operations, service, deliveries
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USE PLANNING AND
REGULATION. Preserve
areas of significant
environmental and public
value through appropriate
land use designations
and regulation.

mitigate its increased use of an existing marina
situated along an ecologically sensitive canal
habitat, which, if left unmanaged, could
negatively impact the canal and surrounding
neighborhood.
- No operational plan was provided for the
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five
(25) boat berths that are proposed to be
assigned to owners of residential units within
the project.
- The application does not sufficiently address
the servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure
there is minimal impact on the surrounding
residential neighborhood and existing manatee
habitat along the waterway.

Ref. CLUP Goal, Suggested Potential
No. Objective or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
residential building across from the Jaycee and security .
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the - Submit a project timeline for
required front and rear setback of the project’s each phase of project and
multi-family residential structures, would impact | build-out of entire project.
adjoining properties and single-family - Submit a phasing plan for
residences located across the University proffered streetscape and
Waterway Canal. public realm improvements
- There are no assurances provided that the and the proposed marina
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the facility.
project is not built-out and all proposed phases - Provide detailed site plan for
constructed. temporary surface parking lot
- A projected timeline is necessary for each constructed during Phase 1 of
phase of the project and for the build-out of the project.
entire project.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.
1f. OBJECTIVE 6-1.5: LAND | The project does not adequately address or - Provide a marina operation

plan including maximum size
of boats; fueling and boat
maintenance procedures;
hours of operation for fueling,
servicing and provisioning;
services to be provided from
either landside or waterside;
designation of on-site parking
and service spaces with
access to marina; hazardous
materials mitigation plan; and,
manatee protection plan.

- Submit marina operation plan
to appropriate county, state
and federal agencies for
review and approval.

2. Excessive Project Size and Density.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

ENCROACHMENT INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS BY
INCOMPATIBLE USES.
Residential
neighborhoods should be
protected from intrusion
by incompatible uses that
would disrupt or degrade
the heath, safety,

incompatible uses into the surrounding single-
family neighborhood that disrupt and degrade the
health, safety, tranquility, aesthetics, and welfare
of the neighborhood.

- The project does not allow for an effective
transition between uses along Caballero
Boulevard, and is not consistent with
professional planning practices of requiring a
transitional land use between the existing

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
2a. POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project results in the encroachment of - Provide for appropriate

transitional land use between
existing single family
residential use and proposed
multi-family residential use by
retaining duplex use.

- Provide additional transition
for portions of project adjacent
or across the canal from
existing residential properties
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COORDINATE LAND
USE AND TRAFFIC
CIRCULATION.
Coordinate traffic
circulation system with
future land uses and
capital improvements

use and traffic circulation.

- A projected timeline is necessary for each
phase of the project and for the build-out of the
entire project.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
tranquility, aesthetics and single-family residential use and proposed multi- | (reduction in height and
welfare of the family residential use. massing), including 34’
neighborhood by noise, - The proposed project does not provide maximum height within 100’ of
light, glare, odor, adequate transition in height and scale from adjoining residential
vibration, dust, hazardous | U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and properties, 35’ minimum rear
materials or traffic. duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the setback for all multi-family
residential building across from the Jaycee residential buildings, and 50’
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the minimum side setback and
required front and rear setback of the project’s additional landscape buffer
multi-family residential structures, would impact | between project and adjacent
adjoining properties and single-family properties.
residences located across the University - Reduce height of multi-story
Waterway Canal. residential building facing JC
- The applicant’s mitigation measures proposed | Park to 3 stories / 45’-0".
with this project do not support the award of - Reduce height of proposed
requested site development bonuses as clock tower to maximum height
provided for by the Code’s PAD and of 72’-0".
Mediterranean architectural design provisions.
- The proposed project with the award of
development bonuses -- including both front
and rear setback relief, building height and
additional residential units -- results in increased
project size, the loss of open space and
insufficient transition and buffering between the
existing and proposed uses which are not
consistent with the scale and character of the
surrounding neighborhood.
- There are no assurances provided that the
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the
project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed.
- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.
2b. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project results in the encroachment of - Submit a project timeline for
LIMITATIONS OF incompatible and disruptive uses into the each phase of project and
POTENTIALLY surrounding single-family neighborhood that are build-out of entire project.
DISRUPTIVE USES. not adequately buffered. - Provide detailed site plan for
Normally disruptive uses - A projected timeline is necessary for each temporary surface parking lot
may be permitted on sites | phase of the project and for the build-out of the constructed during Phase 1 of
within related districts entire project. project.
only where proper design - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 - Provide parking management
solutions are interim parking lot has been submitted. program and proposed
demonstrated and - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and assignment of all temporary
committed to in advance public realm improvements and the proposed on-site parking for each of the
which will be used to marina facility has not been provided. project’s development phases.
integrate the uses so as - No overflow parking management plan is
to buffer any potentially provided to ensure that parking for this project
incompatible elements. does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
2c. OBJECTIVE 2-1.4: The project does not adequately coordinate land | - Provide infrastructure

improvement plan,
construction parking and traffic
management plan for each
phase of project.

- Provide detailed plans and
sections for proposed
underground vehicle
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COMPATIBILITY OF
NEW DEVELOPMENT.
New development shall
be compatible with
adjacent established
residential areas.

as incompatible with the surrounding established
residential neighborhood.

- The project does not allow for an effective
transition between uses along Caballero
Boulevard, and is not consistent with
professional planning practices of requiring a
transitional land use between the existing
single-family residential use and proposed multi-
family residential use.

- The proposed project does not provide
adequate transition in height and scale from
U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and
duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the
residential building across from the Jaycee
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
element as adopted on - No overflow parking management plan is connection between
the Future Land Use Map | provided to ensure that parking for this project underground parking areas,
series and Plan, does not spill over into the surrounding including number, width and
recognizing fiscal and residential neighborhood. direction of vehicle lanes,
physical constraints. - It has not been resolved whether there is an height (clearance) of vehicle
internal vehicular connection between the lanes and location of existing
underground parking areas that would allow and | canal culverts.
encourage on-site vehicular circulation.
2d. OBJECTIVE 2-1.7: The project’s size and density result in negative - Provide additional traffic
PROTECT impacts to the integrity of the surrounding improvements as identified by
COMMUNITY/NEIGHBO | community and neighborhood. City’s traffic consultant.
RHOOD INTEGRITY. - The application does not provide sufficient - Provide an overflow parking
The traffic circulation traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding management plan to include
system will protect neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. short term metered parking,
community and - No overflow parking management plan is residential parking permits,
neighborhood integrity. provided to ensure that parking for this project directional signage and
does not spill over into the surrounding enforcement measures.
residential neighborhood. No plans have been - Provide detailed plans and
provided for the proposed vehicle connection sections for proposed
between the underground parking areas that underground vehicle
would allow and encourage on-site vehicular connection between
circulation. underground parking areas,
- It has not been resolved whether there is an including number, width and
internal vehicular connection between the direction of vehicle lanes,
underground parking areas that would allow and | height (clearance) of vehicle
encourage on-site vehicular circulation. lanes and location of existing
canal culverts.
2e. POLICY 2-1.8.1: The project does not provide adequate - Provide detailed site plan for
PROVIDE ROADWAY provisions for landscaping along the roadway. temporary surface parking lot
LANDSCAPING. The - There are no assurances provided that the constructed during Phase 1 of
City shall provide project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the project.
landscaping along project is not built-out and all proposed phases - Submit a phasing plan for
roadways to serve as constructed. proffered streetscape and
visual and sound buffers - A projected timeline is necessary for each public realm improvements.
and to maintain the phase of the project and for the build-out of the - Provide written verification
quality of the environment | entire project. that the FDOT has reviewed
within the City. - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 and approved proposed
interim parking lot has been submitted. landscaping along US1.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
- Written verification from FDOT has not been
received re: review and approval in concept of
the proposed landscaping along U.S. 1.
2f. POLICY 3-1.2.6: The size and density of the project as proposed - Provide for appropriate

transitional land use between
existing single family
residential use and proposed
multi-family residential use by
retaining duplex use.

- Provide additional transition
for portions of project adjacent
or across the canal from
existing residential properties
(reduction in height and
massing), including 34’
maximum height within 100’ of
adjoining residential
properties, 35’ minimum rear
setback for all multi-family
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Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency

Suggested Potential
Remedies

required front and rear setback of the project’s
multi-family residential structures, would impact
adjoining properties and single-family
residences located across the University
Waterway Canal.

- The applicant’s mitigation measures proposed
with this project do not support the award of
requested site development bonuses as
provided for by the Code’s PAD and
Mediterranean architectural design provisions.
- The proposed project with the award of
development bonuses -- including both front
and rear setback relief, building height and
additional residential units -- results in increased
project size, the loss of open space and
insufficient transition and buffering between the
existing and proposed uses which are not
consistent with the scale and character of the
surrounding neighborhood.

- The project would also likely encourage further
redevelopment of a larger, denser, and more
intense character, resulting in a significant
alteration of the existing scale and character of
the neighborhood.

residential buildings, and 50’
minimum side setback and
additional landscape buffer
between project and adjacent
properties.

- Reduce height of multi-story
residential building facing JC
Park to 3 stories / 45’-0".

- Reduce height of proposed
clock tower to maximum height
of 72'-0".

2g. OBJECTIVE 6-1.5: LAND | The project does not adequately address or

USE PLANNING AND mitigate its increased use of an existing marina
REGULATION. Preserve | situated along an ecologically sensitive canal
areas of significant habitat, which, if left unmanaged, could

environmental and public | negatively impact the canal and surrounding
value through appropriate | neighborhood.

land use designations - No operational plan was provided for the

and regulation. renovation and use of the existing twenty-five
(25) boat berths that are proposed to be
assigned to owners of residential units within
the project.

- The application does not sufficiently address
the servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure
there is minimal impact on the surrounding
residential neighborhood and existing manatee
habitat along the waterway.

- Provide a marina operation
plan including maximum size
of boats; fueling and boat
maintenance procedures;
hours of operation for fueling,
servicing and provisioning;
services to be provided from
either landside or waterside;
designation of on-site parking
and service spaces with
access to marina; hazardous
materials mitigation plan; and,
manatee protection plan.

- Submit marina operation plan
to appropriate county, state
and federal agencies for
review and approval.

3. Off-Site Parking Encroachment.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency

Suggested Potential
Remedies

3a. POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project results in the encroachment of
ENCROACHMENT INTO | parking into the surrounding single-family
NEIGHBORHOODS BY neighborhood that would disrupt and degrade the
INCOMPATIBLE USES. health, safety, tranquility, aesthetics, and welfare

Residential of the neighborhood.
neighborhoods should be - No overflow parking management plan is
protected from intrusion provided to ensure that parking for this project

by incompatible uses that | does not spill over into the surrounding
would disrupt or degrade residential neighborhood.
the heath, safety, - It has not been resolved whether there is an

- Provide an overflow parking
management plan to include
short term metered parking,
residential parking permits,
directional signage and
enforcement measures.

- Provide designated on-site
parking spaces for visitor and
commercial customers with
unrestricted access.
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PROTECT
COMMUNITY/NEIGHBO
RHOOD INTEGRITY.
The traffic circulation
system will protect
community and
neighborhood integrity.

will result in negative impacts to the integrity of
the surrounding community and neighborhood.
- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
- It has not been resolved whether there is an
internal vehicular connection between the
underground parking areas that would allow and
encourage on-site vehicular circulation

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
tranquility, aesthetics and internal vehicular connection between the - Provide detailed plans and
welfare of the underground parking areas that would allow and | sections for proposed
neighborhood by noise, encourage on-site vehicular circulation underground vehicle
light, glare, odor, connection between
vibration, dust, hazardous underground parking areas,
materials or traffic. including number, width and
direction of vehicle lanes,
height (clearance) of vehicle
lanes and location of existing
canal culverts.
3b. POLICY 1-1.3.2: The project does not adequately buffer the - Submit a project timeline for
APPLICATION OF surrounding neighborhood from its parking each phase of project and
BUFFERING impacts. build-out of entire project.
TECHNIQUES. Uses - There are no assurances provided that the - Provide parking management
designated in the plan project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the program and proposed
which cause significant project is not built-out and all proposed phases assignment of all temporary
noise, light, glare, odor, constructed. on-site parking for each of the
vibration, dust, hazardous | - A projected timeline is necessary for each project’s development phases.
conditions or industrial phase of the project and for the build-out of the - Provide detailed site plan for
traffic, shall provide entire project. temporary surface parking lot
buffering when located - No overflow parking management plan is constructed during Phase 1 of
adjacent to or across the provided to ensure that parking for this project project.
street from incompatible does not spill over into the surrounding
uses such as residential residential neighborhood.
uses. - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
3c. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project results in the encroachment of - Provide an overflow parking
LIMITATIONS OF incompatible and disruptive uses and associated | management plan to include
POTENTIALLY parking into the surrounding single-family short term metered parking,
DISRUPTIVE USES. neighborhood that are not adequately buffered. residential parking permits,
Normally disruptive uses - No overflow parking management plan is directional signage and
may be permitted on sites | provided to ensure that parking for this project enforcement measures.
within related districts does not spill over into the surrounding - Provide parking management
only where proper design residential neighborhood. program and proposed
solutions are - There are no assurances provided that the assignment of all temporary
demonstrated and project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the on-site parking for each of the
committed to in advance project is not built-out and all proposed phases project’s development phases.
which will be used to constructed. - Provide detailed site plan for
integrate the uses so as - A projected timeline is necessary for each temporary surface parking lot
to buffer any potentially phase of the project and for the build-out of the constructed during Phase 1 of
incompatible elements. entire project. project.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
3d. OBJECTIVE 2-1.7: Parking encroachment resulting from the project | - Provide an overflow parking

management plan to include
short term metered parking,
residential parking permits,
directional signage and
enforcement measures.

- Provide detailed plans and
sections for proposed
underground vehicle
connection between
underground parking areas,
including number, width and
direction of vehicle lanes,
height (clearance) of vehicle
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Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
lanes and location of existing
canal culverts.
3e. POLICY 2-1.7.1: The project will result in the intrusion of through - Provide additional traffic
SEPARATE LOCAL AND | vehicles on local and collector streets, thereby improvements as identified by
THROUGH TRAFFIC negatively impacting the character and safety of City’s traffic consultant.
MOVEMENTS. The City the surrounding neighborhoods. - Provide detailed plans and
will strive to conserve and | - The application does not provide the sections for proposed
protect the character of necessary traffic and traffic calming underground vehicle
neighborhoods by improvements to ensure surrounding connection between
preventing the intrusion neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. underground parking areas,
of through vehicles on - It has not been resolved whether there is an including number, width and
local and collector internal vehicular connection between the direction of vehicle lanes,
streets. underground parking areas that would allow and | height (clearance) of vehicle
encourage on-site vehicular circulation lanes and location of existing
canal culverts.
3f. POLICY 2-1.7.3: The project does not provide for adequate traffic | - Provide additional traffic
CONTROLLING improvements to ensure the full mitigation of its improvements as identified by
THROUGH TRAFFIC traffic impacts to the surrounding residential City’s traffic consultant.
MOVEMENTS. The City neighborhoods. - Provide an overflow parking
shall discourage through - The application does not provide sufficient management plan to include
traffic in neighborhoods traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding short term metered parking,
by use of traffic neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. residential parking permits,
management techniques, - No overflow parking management plan is directional signage and
including signage, provided to ensure that parking for this project enforcement measures.
landscape design and does not spill over into the surrounding - Submit a phasing plan for
roadway design. residential neighborhood. proffered streetscape and
- There are no assurances provided that the public realm improvements.
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the
project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed.
- A projected timeline is necessary for each
phase of the project and for the build-out of the
entire project.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
3g. POLICY 3-1.2.6: The project as proposed as incompatible with the | - Provide for appropriate
COMPATIBILITY OF surrounding established residential transitional land use between
NEW DEVELOPMENT. neighborhood. existing single family

New development shall
be compatible with
adjacent established
residential areas.

- The project does not allow for an effective
transition between uses along Caballero
Boulevard, and is not consistent with
professional planning practices of requiring a
transitional land use between the existing
single-family residential use and proposed multi-
family residential use.

- The proposed project does not provide
adequate transition in height and scale from
U.S. 1 back to the existing single-family and
duplex uses. The five (5) story height of the
residential building across from the Jaycee
Park, and the proposed reduction of both the
required front and rear setback of the project’s
multi-family residential structures, would impact
adjoining properties and single-family
residences located across the University
Waterway Canal.

- The award of site development bonuses

residential use and proposed
multi-family residential use by
retaining duplex use.

- Identify proposed permitted
and prohibited commercial
uses within project to include
all permitted “CA”, Commercial
uses listed in Zoning Code,
and including a management
plan for commercial business
operations, service, deliveries
and security .

- Restaurant use shall be
prohibited unless additional
parking is provided to meet on-
site parking requirements.

- Sale or leasing of parking
spaces to person or business
entity that is not a tenant or
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Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential

No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
required for this project, including both front and | resident of project shall be
rear setback relief, building height and prohibited, other than
additional residential units, results in increased proposed and designated by
project size, the loss of open space and the applicant for remote
insufficient transition and buffering between the | parking for adjacent building.
existing and proposed uses which are not
consistent with the scale and character of the
surrounding neighborhood.
- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.

4. Traffic.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
4a. POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project results in increased traffic into the - Provide additional traffic
ENCROACHMENT INTO | surrounding single-family neighborhood that improvements as identified by
NEIGHBORHOODS BY would disrupt and degrade the health, safety, City’s traffic consultant.
INCOMPATIBLE USES. tranquility, aesthetics, and welfare of the - Provide detailed plans and
Residential neighborhood. sections for proposed
neighborhoods should be - The application does not provide sufficient underground vehicle connection
protected from intrusion traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding between underground parking
by incompatible uses that neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. areas, including number, width
would disrupt or degrade - It has not been resolved whether there is an and direction of vehicle lanes,
the heath, safety, internal vehicular connection between the height (clearance) of vehicle
tranquility, aesthetics and underground parking areas that would allow and | lanes and location of existing
welfare of the encourage on-site vehicular circulation - No canal culverts.
neighborhood by noise, overflow parking management plan is provided - Provide an overflow parking
light, glare, odor, to ensure that parking for this project does not management plan to include short
vibration, dust, hazardous | spill over into the surrounding residential term metered parking, residential
materials or traffic. neighborhood. parking permits, directional
- There are no assurances provided that the signage and enforcement
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the measures.
project is not built-out and all proposed phases - Provide infrastructure
constructed. improvement plan, construction
- A projected timeline is necessary for each parking and traffic management
phase of the project and for the build-out of the plan for each phase of project.
entire project.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
4b. POLICY 1-1.3.2: The project does not adequately buffer the - Provide detailed site plan for
APPLICATION OF surrounding neighborhood from its traffic temporary surface parking lot
BUFFERING impacts. constructed during Phase 1 of
TECHNIQUES. Uses - There are no assurances provided that the project.
designated in the plan project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the - Provide parking management
which cause significant project is not built-out and all proposed phases program and proposed
noise, light, glare, odor, constructed. assignment of all temporary on-
vibration, dust, hazardous | - A projected timeline is necessary for each site parking for each of the
conditions or industrial phase of the project and for the build-out of the project’s development phases.
traffic, shall provide entire project. - Provide infrastructure
buffering when located - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 improvement plan, construction
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PROTECT
COMMUNITY/NEIGHBO
RHOOD INTEGRITY.
The traffic circulation
system will protect
community and
neighborhood integrity.

negative impacts to the integrity of the
surrounding community and neighborhood.
- The application does not provide sufficient
traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding
neighborhoods are not negatively impacted.
- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
- It has not been resolved whether there is an
internal vehicular connection between the

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
adjacent to or across the interim parking lot has been submitted. parking and traffic management
street from incompatible - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and plan for each phase of project.
uses such as residential public realm improvements and the proposed
uses. marina facility has not been provided.
4c. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project results in the encroachment of - Provide additional traffic
LIMITATIONS OF incompatible and disruptive uses and associated | improvements as identified by
POTENTIALLY traffic into the surrounding single-family City’s traffic consultant.
DISRUPTIVE USES. neighborhood that are not adequately buffered. - Provide detailed site plan for
Normally disruptive uses - The application does not provide sufficient temporary surface parking lot
may be permitted on sites | traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding constructed during Phase 1 of
within related districts neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. project.
only where proper design - There are no assurances provided that the - Provide an overflow parking
solutions are project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the management plan to include short
demonstrated and project is not built-out and all proposed phases term metered parking, residential
committed to in advance constructed. parking permits, directional
which will be used to - A projected timeline is necessary for each signage and enforcement
integrate the uses so as phase of the project and for the build-out of the measures.
to buffer any potentially entire project.
incompatible elements. - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
4d. OBJECTIVE 2-1.4: The project does not adequately coordinate land | - Provide additional traffic
COORDINATE LAND use and traffic circulation. improvements as identified by
USE AND TRAFFIC - The application does not provide sufficient City’s traffic consultant.
CIRCULATION. traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding - Provide parking management
Coordinate traffic neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. program and proposed
circulation system with - No overflow parking management plan is assignment of all temporary on-
future land uses and provided to ensure that parking for this project site parking for each of the
capital improvements does not spill over into the surrounding project’s development phases.
element as adopted on residential neighborhood. - Provide infrastructure
the Future Land Use Map | - There are no assurances provided that the improvement plan, construction
series and Plan, project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the parking and traffic management
recognizing fiscal and project is not built-out and all proposed phases plan for each phase of project.
physical constraints. constructed.
- A projected timeline is necessary for each
phase of the project and for the build-out of the
entire project.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
de. OBJECTIVE 2-1.7: Traffic resulting from the project will result in - Provide additional traffic

improvements as identified by
City’s traffic consultant.

- Provide an overflow parking
management plan to include short
term metered parking, residential
parking permits, directional
signage and enforcement
measures.

- Provide detailed plans and
sections for proposed
underground vehicle connection
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PROVIDE ROADWAY
LANDSCAPING. The
City shall provide
landscaping along
roadways to serve as
visual and sound buffers
and to maintain the
quality of the environment
within the City.

provisions for landscaping along the roadway.

- There are no assurances provided that the
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the
project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed.

- A projected timeline is necessary for each
phase of the project and for the build-out of the
entire project.

- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.

- Written verification from FDOT has not been
received re: review and approval in concept of
the proposed landscaping along U.S. 1.

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
underground parking areas that would allow and | between underground parking
encourage on-site vehicular circulation areas, including number, width
and direction of vehicle lanes,
height (clearance) of vehicle
lanes and location of existing
canal culverts.

41, POLICY 2-1.7.1: The project will result in the intrusion of through - Provide additional traffic
SEPARATE LOCAL AND | vehicles on local and collector streets, thereby improvements as identified by
THROUGH TRAFFIC negatively impacting the character and safety of City’s traffic consultant.
MOVEMENTS. The City the surrounding neighborhoods. - Provide an overflow parking
will strive to conserve and | - The application does not provide sufficient management plan to include short
protect the character of traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding term metered parking, residential
neighborhoods by neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. parking permits, directional
preventing the intrusion - No overflow parking management plan is sighage and enforcement
of through vehicles on provided to ensure that parking for this project measures.
local and collector does not spill over into the surrounding
streets. residential neighborhood.

4q. POLICY 2-1.7.3: The project does not provide for adequate traffic | - Provide additional traffic
CONTROLLING improvements to ensure the full mitigation of its improvements as identified by
THROUGH TRAFFIC traffic impacts to the surrounding residential City’s traffic consultant.
MOVEMENTS. The City neighborhoods. - Provide an overflow parking
shall discourage through - The application does not provide sufficient management plan to include short
traffic in neighborhoods traffic mitigation to ensure surrounding term metered parking, residential
by use of traffic neighborhoods are not negatively impacted. parking permits, directional
management techniques, - No overflow parking management plan is signage and enforcement
including signage, provided to ensure that parking for this project measures.
landscape design and does not spill over into the surrounding
roadway design. residential neighborhood.

4h. POLICY 2-1.8.1: The project does not provide adequate - Submit a phasing plan for

proffered streetscape and public
realm improvements.

- Provide detailed site plan for
temporary surface parking lot
constructed during Phase 1 of
project.

- Provide written verification that
the FDOT has reviewed and
approved proposed landscaping
along US1.

5. Project Phasing.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

ENCROACHMENT INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS BY
INCOMPATIBLE USES.
Residential
neighborhoods should be

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
5a. POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project results in the encroachment of - Submit a project timeline for

incompatible uses into the surrounding single-
family neighborhood that disrupt and degrade the
health, safety, tranquility, aesthetics, and welfare
of the neighborhood.

- There are no assurances provided that the

each phase of project and
build-out of entire project.

- Provide infrastructure
improvement plan,
construction parking and traffic
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DISRUPTIVE USES.
Normally disruptive uses
may be permitted on sites
within related districts
only where proper design
solutions are
demonstrated and
committed to in advance
which will be used to
integrate the uses so as
to buffer any potentially
incompatible elements.

not adequately buffered.

- There are no assurances provided that the
project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the
project is not built-out and all proposed phases
constructed.

- A projected timeline is necessary for each
phase of the project and for the build-out of the
entire project.

- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.

- No operational plan was provided for the
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five
(25) boat berths that are proposed to be
assigned to owners of residential units within
the project.

- The application does not sufficiently address
the servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
protected from intrusion project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the management plan for each
by incompatible uses that project is not built-out and all proposed phases phase of project.
would disrupt or degrade constructed. - Provide detailed site plan for
the heath, safety, - A projected timeline is necessary for each temporary surface parking lot
tranquility, aesthetics and phase of the project and for the build-out of the constructed during Phase 1 of
welfare of the entire project. project.
neighborhood by noise, - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 - Provide phasing plan for
light, glare, odor, interim parking lot has been submitted. construction and operation of
vibration, dust, hazardous | - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and marina facilities.
materials or traffic. public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
- No operational plan was provided for the
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five
(25) boat berths that are proposed to be
assigned to owners of residential units within
the project.
- The application does not sufficiently address
the servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure
there is minimal impact on the surrounding
residential neighborhood and existing manatee
habitat along the waterway.
5b. POLICY 1-1.3.2: The project does not adequately buffer the - Provide detailed site plan for
APPLICATION OF surrounding neighborhood from the impacts of its | temporary surface parking lot
BUFFERING incompatible uses and massing. constructed during Phase 1 of
TECHNIQUES. Uses - There are no assurances provided that the project.
designated in the plan project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the - Provide parking management
which cause significant project is not built-out and all proposed phases program and proposed
noise, light, glare, odor, constructed. assignment of all temporary
vibration, dust, hazardous | - A projected timeline is necessary for each on-site parking for each of the
conditions or industrial phase of the project and for the build-out of the project’s development phases.
traffic, shall provide entire project.
buffering when located - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
adjacent to or across the interim parking lot has been submitted.
street from incompatible - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
uses such as residential public realm improvements and the proposed
uses. marina facility has not been provided.
5c. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project results in the encroachment of - Provide detailed site plan for
LIMITATIONS OF incompatible and disruptive uses into the temporary surface parking lot
POTENTIALLY surrounding single-family neighborhood that are constructed during Phase 1 of

project

- Provide parking management
program and proposed
assignment of all temporary
on-site parking for each of the
project’s development phases.
- Provide phasing plan for
construction and operation of
marina facilities.
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Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential

No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies

there is minimal impact on the surrounding
residential neighborhood and existing manatee
habitat along the waterway.

5d. OBJECTIVE 2-1.7: The project’s size and density result in negative - Provide parking management
PROTECT impacts to the integrity of the surrounding program and proposed
COMMUNITY/NEIGHBO | community and neighborhood. assignment of all temporary
RHOOD INTEGRITY. - There are no assurances provided that the on-site parking for each of the
The traffic circulation project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the project’s development phases.
system will protect project is not built-out and all proposed phases - Provide infrastructure
community and constructed. improvement plan,
neighborhood integrity. - A projected timeline is necessary for each construction parking and traffic

phase of the project and for the build-out of the management plan for each
entire project. phase of project.

- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1

interim parking lot has been submitted.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and

public realm improvements and the proposed

marina facility has not been provided.

Se. POLICY 2-1.7.1: The project will result in the intrusion of through - Provide additional traffic
SEPARATE LOCAL AND | vehicles on local and collector streets, thereby improvements as identified by
THROUGH TRAFFIC negatively impacting the character and safety of City’s traffic consultant.
MOVEMENTS. The City the surrounding neighborhoods. - Provide an overflow parking
will strive to conserve and | - The application does not provide the necessary | management plan to include
protect the character of traffic and traffic calming improvements to short term metered parking,
neighborhoods by ensure surrounding neighborhoods are not residential parking permits,
preventing the intrusion negatively impacted. directional signage and
of through vehicles on - No overflow parking management plan is enforcement measures.
local and collector provided to ensure that parking for this project
streets. does not spill over into the surrounding

residential neighborhood.

5f. POLICY 2-1.7.3: The project does not provide for adequate traffic | - Provide detailed site plan for
CONTROLLING improvements to ensure the full mitigation of its temporary surface parking lot
THROUGH TRAFFIC traffic impacts to the surrounding residential constructed during Phase 1 of
MOVEMENTS. The City neighborhoods. project.
shall discourage through - There are no assurances provided that the - Provide infrastructure
traffic in neighborhoods project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the improvement plan,
by use of traffic project is not built-out and all proposed phases construction parking and traffic
management techniques, constructed. management plan for each
including signage, - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase of project.
landscape design and phase of the project and for the build-out of the - Provide additional traffic
roadway design. entire project. improvements as identified by

- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 City’s traffic consultant.
interim parking lot has been submitted.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and

public realm improvements and the proposed

marina facility has not been provided.

- The application does not provide the

necessary traffic and traffic calming

improvements to ensure surrounding

neighborhoods are not negatively impacted.

5¢. POLICY 3-1.2.6: The project as proposed as incompatible with the | - Submit a phasing plan for
COMPATIBILITY OF surrounding established residential proffered streetscape and
NEW DEVELOPMENT. neighborhood. public realm improvements.
New development shall - There are no assurances provided that the - Provide detailed site plan for
be compatible with project fulfills the stated PAD objectives if the temporary surface parking lot
adjacent established project is not built-out and all proposed phases constructed during Phase 1 of
residential areas. constructed. project.

- A projected timeline is necessary for each - Provide parking management
phase of the project and for the build-out of the program and proposed
entire project. assignment of all temporary
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Ref.
No.

CLUP Goal, Objective
or Policy

Basis for inconsistency

Suggested Potential
Remedies

- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1
interim parking lot has been submitted.

- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.

- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding
residential neighborhood.

on-site parking for each of the
project’s development phases.

6. Marine Facilities Operation Plan.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
6a. POLICY 1-1.3.1: AVOID | The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide a marina operation
ENCROACHMENT INTO | its increased use of an existing marina situated plan including maximum size
NEIGHBORHOODS BY along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | of boats; fueling and boat
INCOMPATIBLE USES. if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | maintenance procedures;
Residential and surrounding neighborhood. hours of operation for fueling,
neighborhoods should be - No operational plan was provided for the servicing and provisioning;
protected from intrusion renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) services to be provided from
by incompatible uses that boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to either landside or waterside;
would disrupt or degrade owners of residential units within the project. designation of on-site parking
the heath, safety, - The application does not sufficiently address the and service spaces with
tranquility, aesthetics and | servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there access to marina; hazardous
welfare of the is minimal impact on the surrounding residential materials mitigation plan; and,
neighborhood by noise, neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along manatee protection plan.
light, glare, odor, the waterway. - Submit marina operation plan
vibration, dust, hazardous to appropriate county, state
materials or traffic. and federal agencies for
review and approval.
6b. POLICY 1-1.3.2: The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide phasing plan for
APPLICATION OF its increased use of an existing marina situated construction and operation of
BUFFERING along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | marine facilities.
TECHNIQUES. Uses if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | - Provide infrastructure
designated in the plan and surrounding neighborhood. improvement plan,
which cause significant - No operational plan was provided for the construction parking and traffic
noise, light, glare, odor, renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) management plan for each
vibration, dust, hazardous | boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to phase of project.
conditions or industrial owners of residential units within the project.
traffic, shall provide - The application does not sufficiently address the
buffering when located servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there
adjacent to or across the is minimal impact on the surrounding residential
street from incompatible neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along
uses such as residential the waterway.
uses. - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase
of the project and for the build-out of the entire
project.
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 interim
parking lot has been submitted.
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
6¢. POLICY 1-1.3.3: The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide a marina operation
LIMITATIONS OF its increased use of an existing marina situated plan including maximum size
POTENTIALLY along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | of boats; fueling and boat
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Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
DISRUPTIVE USES. if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | maintenance procedures;
Normally disruptive uses and surrounding neighborhood. hours of operation for fueling,
may be permitted on sites | - No operational plan was provided for the servicing and provisioning;
within related districts renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) services to be provided from
only where proper design boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to either landside or waterside;
solutions are owners of residential units within the project. designation of on-site parking
demonstrated and - The application does not sufficiently address the and service spaces with
committed to in advance servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there access to marina; hazardous
which will be used to is minimal impact on the surrounding residential materials mitigation plan; and,
integrate the uses so as neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along manatee protection plan.
to buffer any potentially the waterway. - Submit marina operation plan
incompatible elements. to appropriate county, state
and federal agencies for
review and approval.
6d. POLICY-2.8.2: The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide phasing plan for
AVOIDING DISRUPTION | its increased use of an existing marina situated construction and operation of
OF along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | marine facilities.
ENVIRONMENTALLY if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | - Provide detailed site plan for
SENSITIVE AREAS. The | and surrounding neighborhood. temporary surface parking lot
City shall avoid - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase | constructed during Phase 1 of
transportation of the project and for the build-out of the entire project.
improvements which project. - Provide infrastructure
encourage or subsidize - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 interim improvement plan,
development in parking lot has been submitted. construction parking and traffic
environmentally sensitive - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and management plan for each
areas identified in the public realm improvements and the proposed phase of project.
Conservation Element. marina facility has not been provided.
- No operational plan was provided for the
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25)
boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to
owners of residential units within the project.
- The application does not sufficiently address the
servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there
is minimal impact on the surrounding residential
neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along
the waterway.
6e. POLICY 5-2.4.1: The project does not provide for adequate public - Submit a phasing plan for
PRIORITIES FOR access to the canal shoreline. proffered streetscape and
SHORLINE USES. - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase | public realm improvements.
Provide for increased of the project and for the build-out of the entire - Provide phasing plan for
public access to the project. construction and operation of
shoreline consistent with - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 interim marine facilities.
public needs, continuing parking lot has been submitted. - Provide designated on-site
and replacing adequate - A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and parking spaces for visitor and
physical public access to public realm improvements and the proposed commercial customers with
shorelines; enforcing the marina facility has not been provided. unrestricted access.
public access - No operational plan was provided for the - Provide parking management
requirements of the renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) program and proposed
Coastal Zone Protection boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to assignment of all temporary
Act of 1985, and owners of residential units within the project. on-site parking for each of the
providing transportation - The application does not sufficiently address the project’s development phases.
or parking facilities for servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there
shoreline access. is minimal impact on the surrounding residential
neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along
the waterway.
- No overflow parking management plan is
provided to ensure that parking for this project
does not spill over into the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
6f. POLICY 5-2.4.5: The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide a marina operation
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PROTECTION. Wildlife
shall be protected in
Coral Gables.

along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which,
if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the
canal, surrounding neighborhood, and related
wildlife.
- No operational plan was provided for the
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25)
boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to
owners of residential units within the project.
- The application does not sufficiently address the
servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there
is minimal impact on the surrounding residential
neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along
the waterway.

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
CRITERIA FOR MARINA | its increased use of an existing marina situated plan including maximum size
SITING. Establish criteria | along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | of boats; fueling and boat
for marine siting which if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | maintenance procedures;
address land use and surrounding neighborhood. hours of operation for fueling,
compatibility, availability - No operational plan was provided for the servicing and provisioning;
of upland support renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) services to be provided from
services, existing boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to either landside or waterside;
protective status or owners of residential units within the project. designation of on-site parking
ownership, hurricane - The application does not sufficiently address the and service spaces with
contingency planning, servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there access to marina; hazardous
protection of water is minimal impact on the surrounding residential materials mitigation plan; and,
quality, water depth, neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along manatee protection plan.
environmental disruptions | the waterway. - Provide phasing plan for
and mitigation actions, - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase | construction and operation of
availability for public use, of the project and for the build-out of the entire marine facilities.
and economic need and project. - Submit marina operation plan
feasibility. - No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 interim to appropriate county, state
parking lot has been submitted. and federal agencies for
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and review and approval.
public realm improvements and the proposed
marina facility has not been provided.
6g. OBJECTIVE 6-1.5: LAND | The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Submit a phasing plan for
USE PLANNING AND its increased use of an existing marina situated proffered streetscape and
REGULATION. Preserve | along an ecologically sensitive canal habitat, which, | public realm improvements.
areas of significant if left unmanaged, could negatively impact the canal | - Provide a marina operation
environmental and public | and surrounding neighborhood. plan including maximum size
value through appropriate | - A projected timeline is necessary for each phase | of boats; fueling and boat
land use designations of the project and for the build-out of the entire maintenance procedures;
and regulation. project. hours of operation for fueling,
- No proposed use or plan for the Phase 1 interim servicing and provisioning;
parking lot has been submitted. services to be provided from
- A phasing plan for proffered streetscape and either landside or waterside;
public realm improvements and the proposed designation of on-site parking
marina facility has not been provided. and service spaces with
- No operational plan was provided for the access to marina; hazardous
renovation and use of the existing twenty-five (25) materials mitigation plan; and,
boat berths that are proposed to be assigned to manatee protection plan.
owners of residential units within the project.
- The application does not sufficiently address the
servicing of vessels at the marina to ensure there
is minimal impact on the surrounding residential
neighborhood and existing manatee habitat along
the waterway.
6h. POLICY 6-1.5.3: The project does not adequately address or mitigate | - Provide a marina operation
WILDLIFE its increased use of an existing marina situated plan including maximum size

of boats; fueling and boat
maintenance procedures;
hours of operation for fueling,
servicing and provisioning;
services to be provided from
either landside or waterside;
designation of on-site parking
and service spaces with
access to marina; hazardous
materials mitigation plan; and,
manatee protection plan.

- Submit marina operation plan
to appropriate county, state
and federal agencies for
review and approval.
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7. Attainable Housing.

Inconsistent CLUP Goals, Objectives and Policies are as follows:

PROVIDE ADEQUATE
AND AFFORDABLE
HOUSING. Provisions for
adequate and attainable
housing for existing and
future residents shall be
made.

attainable housing for existing and future residents.
- The applicant has not addressed or included
attainable housing units within the proposed
development (the provision of attainable housing
within the City is a State and regional mandate,
and as such is being pursued in accordance with
the goals and objectives of the City of Coral
Gables Workforce / Affordable Housing Study,
April 2006, which includes the promotion of
inclusionary zoning). Planning Staff has the ability,
in advance of a formal citywide program, to
require major residential developments receiving
increases in density, changes in zoning, changes
in CLUP, PAD, MXD and/or conditional use
reviews or “discretionary reviews,” to dedicate a
portion of their units to attainable housing.

Ref. | CLUP Goal, Objective Suggested Potential
No. or Policy Basis for inconsistency Remedies
7a. OBJECTIVE 3-1.1: The project does not provide for adequate and - Include attainable housing

as part of the development
program, to include, at
minimum, a set-aside of
15% of units for attainable
housing for a minimum of 15
years for persons at or
below 100% of the City’s
medium income.

Public Notification/Comments

The following has been completed to solicit input and provide notice of the application:

Type

Explanation

Neighborhood meeting completed

Completed 01.28.08

Courtesy notification mailed to all property owners
within 1,500 feet of the subject property

Completed 04.23.08

Newspaper ad published

Completed 04.28.08 (on file with the Planning
Department and available upon request)

Posted property

Completed 05.01.08

Posted agenda on City web page/City Hall

Completed 05.09.08

Posted Staff report on City web page

Completed 05.09.08

The mailing radius for the required written notification to all property owners was increased from
1,000 feet to 1,500 feet at the request of Planning Staff to increase the number of residents in
the surrounding neighborhood that would be notified of this application and public hearing date.
A total of 733 notices were mailed on 04.23.08. The listing of property owners who returned the
notification/comment form, including the date received, property owners name, address,
“object/no objection/no comment” and verbatim comments, is provided as Attachment D.

Respectfully submitted,

Eric Riel, Jr.
Planning Director
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Attachments:

A. Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by Building and Zoning Department — PAD parcel
(dated 04.18.08).

B. Preliminary Zoning Analysis prepared by Building and Zoning Department — Commercial
Building parcel (dated 04.11.08).

C. “Archived” Zoning Code Atrticle 9, Planned Area Development.

D. Synopsis of comments received from property owners within 1,500 feet.

I:\P Z B\Projects\Gables Waterway\Staff reports\05 14 08 Staff report.doc



CITV T orm e mamoTg

City of Coral Gables Gprg rom a o o o
Building & Zoning Department /Preliminary Zoning Analysis ' " °
Gables Waterway
April 11, 2008 PAD review
Revised April 18, 2008

Chisholm Architects / 305-661-2070 T/ 305—65]—6090 F

REVIEWED UNDER CODE PRIOR TO JANUARY 9, 2007
Mandatory for re-review: Provide written responses to all comments. Avoid generic
responses such as “see plan”. If project is over in FAR areas being reduced are to be
highlighted or hatch to indicated amount and area of reduction. Provide new reduced
set and new disk for recalculation of FAR..

Legal Description: Lots: 1,2,3,4, Block -5
(68,359.5 sq. ft.)
Lots: 1,2,3,4, Block - 6

(78,008.5 sq. ft.)
Riviera Waterway
PB —46 Page—47

Lot: § Block -5
(18, 847 sq. ft.)
Lots: 5, 5A Block -6

(20,150 sq. ft.)
Singer Subdivision
PB - 68 Page- 19

Parcel A

(4250 sq. ft.)
Riviera waterway
PB - 46 Page -47

Tract K - Addition to Riviera Waterway
(10,725.5 sq. 1Y)
PB — 59 Page - 93

Total Land area as per survey: 200,341 sq. ft.

Land Use Designation:

Plate 11 of 18 Residential (Multi-Family)
Low Density (20 units /Acre 4 Stories) / Existing
— Lots 3&4/BIk §



Use District Existing:
Use District Proposed:

Overlay District:
Central Business District:
Site specific:

Riviera Waterway (4-90)

Parcel A

Riviera Waterway Addition (4-91)

Singer subdivision
(Duplex)

Required Zoning:

Elevated Deck & Building Setbacks:

Front: South Alhambra Circle (C use)
South Alhambra Circle (A use)
(3 stories 45°-0™)

Front: US1 (CA use 15°-0” + 1 ft for every
25°-0" over 25°-0"")

Commercial

Low Rise Intensity (4 stories FAR 3.0}/ Exisitng
— Lots 1,2,3,4/Blk 6 — Lots 1,2/B1k 5 -Parcel A
and Tract K

Duplex Density
9 units / acre — Lot 3/Blk 5 — Lots 5§ &5A/BIk 6

“CA”, A-13,D-10” /
“CA”, A-13, with / PAD

Mediterranean

No

Yes

Lots: 1,2,34 Block - 5
Lots: 1,2,34 Block - 6

Height 4 stories — 45°-0”
Commercial FAR 1.5

no site specific

Tract K

Height 4 stories — 45°-0”
Commercial FAR 1.5

No site specific

CA and A13 / with - PAD Requires land use
and zoning change- commission approval,

Required Proposed

17°-07 (°-0” (need setback relief)
20°-0” 10-0” (need setback relief)
17°-0” 070" (need setback relief)



Front: Caballero Boulevard (A use)
Caballero Boulevard (CA use)

Interior Side: (Caballero) (duplex) bidg
Interior Side: (South Alhambra) (duplex) bidg

University Waterway:

{Accessory deck and parking)

Interior Side: (Caballero) (Alhambra)
Waterway:

Front: South Athambra Circle (A use)
Front: Caballero Boulevard (A use)& CA
Front: US1 ( CB/CC)

Setback relief:

Arcade provided:

Height permitted:

Height Proposed:
Established heights:

25°-0” 10°-0”(need setback relief)

177-0” (’-0” (need setback relief)

20°-0” 20°-07

207_0‘)! 54)_053

35°-07 0’-0” - Commercial —
Parcel A{ need setback
relief)

6’-0” +/- Residential —
stairs (need setback relief)

10°-0” 16°-07
35°-07 0°-07
200-07 10°-0”
20°-07 10°-07
20°-07 4’-8”

Not applicable — setbacks are determined in PAD

11,385 sq. ft.

4 Stories —45°-07 + 27°-07= 72°-0” max —
LI&L2/BLK 5 and L1/Blk 6 and tract K and
Parcel A (BUILDING E)

4 stories 45°-0” + 27°-0” = 72°-0” max- L3&L4/
BLK 5 (BUILDING Al and A2)

3 stories 45°-0" max- L2,1.3,L4/BLK 6 across SF
(BUILDING B1, B2, B3, and C)

2.5 stories 34°-0” max — LS&L5SA/BLK 6 and
L5/BLK 5 (BUILDING B2, B3 and F)
with Mediterranean Ordinance compliance

Table I & Table 2 -0 Stories (site specific)




Caballero — 10.64 + 11.00 = 10.82°
US]1 ~9.45+9,19 =932
South Alhambra — 8.2 +9.75 = 8.98’

Site Area:

Building AI Caballero Lots 3&4 /blk 5
3 stories — 4467

4 stories — 52°-6”

5 stories — 65°-117

Top of roof tower 72°-3”

Building A2 Waterway Lots 3&4 /blk 5
3 stories — 43°-4”

4 stories — 55°-6"

5 stories — 63747

Top of roof tower 72°-37

Building Bl and B2 Lots 2,3,4 /blk 6 and lots 5
and 5a /blk 6

2 stories — 33°-6”

3 stories — 45°-0”

Top of roof -47°.77

Top of tower — 55747

Building B3 Lots 2,3,4 /blk 6
2 stories — 31°-6”

3 stories — 45°-0

Top of roof 49°-27

Top of tower — 55°-0”

Building C Lots 2,3,4 /blk 6
3 stories — 45°-0”

Top of roof 45°-0”

Top of tower 54°-9”

Building E —Lots 1&2/blk 5 lot 1/blk 6 tract K,
Parcel A

2 stories - 31°-4”

3 stories — 42°-4”

4 stories - 60°-6”

Top of tower (clock) 91°-7” (97°-0” max)

Building F --Lot5/blk 5
2 stories — 27°-4”
Top of roof 34°-0”

200,341 total sq. ft.



FAR Site Area: (existing zoning)

Apartment zoning 1.1 FAR (lot 3 &4 - blk 5)

Commercial zoning 1.5 FAR (track K, parcel A
Lot I &2 —blk 5, lots 1,2,3,&4 — blk 6)

Duplex zoning .70 FAR (10t 5 & 5a—blk 6,
lot5 — blk 5)

Total
PAD with MED

Mediterranean Bonus Categories
Utilized for FAR, Density and Height Bonus

Table 1:
FAR Bonus 0.2
Height Bonus:

Table 2:
FAR Bonus 0.3
Height Bonus:

Total Mediterranean FAR Bonus Earned:
Total Mediterranean Height Bonus Earned:

Total Mediterranean FAR Bonus Permitied:

.5 x Site Area (.5 x site area — duplex parcel)

(200,341-38,997=161,344)
No MED Bonus permitted for duplex parcel

Total FAR Permitted

Apartment parcel on survey x 1.1 x (35,617) =
39,179 5q. fi

Commercial parcel on survey x 1.5 x ( 125,727)
= 188,590 sq. ft

Provide area of Duplex parcel o n survey x .70 x
(38,997) = 27,297 sq. ft

255,066 sq. ft.

2.5 x site = 500,852 sq. ft.

161,344 x .2 = 32,268 sq. ft.

0 story: O feet on property across waterway or
next to single family property

161,344 x .3 = 48,403 sq. fi.

0 story: 0 feet on property across waterway or
next to single family property

80,671 sq. ft.

0 stories (0°-0” site specific) on property across
waterway or next to single family property —
otherwise 2 stories 27°-0”

80,671 sq. ft.

Site Area + Mediterranean Bonus =
255,066 + 80,671 = 335,737 sq. ft.



Total FAR proposed: Building A 90,569 sq. ft.

Building B 71,624 sq. ft.
Building C 22,525 sq. ft
Residential Subtotal: 184,718 sq. ft.
Amenity 1 3,133 sq. ft.
Amently 2 2,079 sq. ft.
Retail 0 sq. ft.
Commercial 65,393 sq. fi.
TOTAL: 255,323 sq. ft.
FAR Under/Over 245,554 sq. ft.

{with MED Bonus and PAD approved 500.877 sq. ft)

FAR Site Area: (re- zoning)

Apartment zoning 1.1 FAR (lot 3 &4 - blk 5)
Lotl-blk6 Apartment parcel on survey x 1.1 x (61,336) =
67,503 sq. ft

Commercial zoning 1.5 FAR (track K, parcel A
Lot 1 &2~ blk 5, lots, Commercial parcel on survey x 1.5 x ( 73,760) =
71,577 sq. it

Apartment zoning - no max FAR — 3 stories
or under (lot 2,3,4,5 & 5a—-blk 6,

lot5 - blk 5) Provided area of parcel on survey x .0 x (90,962)
= sq. ft

Total 139,080 sq. ft.

Med bonus (135,095 x .5 = 67,547} 139,080 + 67,547 = 206,627 (Building B and C

and amenity 1 & 2 ) would not contribute FAR
because they are under 3 stories total FAR
proposed = 151,941)

Landscape Open Space: MED — PAD

Landscape open space required 20% of site 40,070 sq. ft.

Landscape open space provided 39,398 sq. ft. on private property



Landscape open space provided
Landscape under/gver required

improvements

Density permitted with MED bonus
Based on Multifamily existing area only

20 units per (Multifamily-35,617)/43,560 x 20
Maximum density permitted

2 units per duplex site

25 units per (Multifamily-35,617)/43,560 x 25
(requires commission approval)

Total permitted Dénsity

Density permitted with MED bonus
Based on Multifamily rezoned area

672 sq. ft. on right of way

17,295 sq. ft. used for public realm

16 units

& units
20 units

22 units or 26 units with MED bonus

(requires commission approval and change in land use)

20 units per (Multifamily-152,622.5)/43,560 x 20

Maximum density permitted

25 units per (Multifamily-152622.5)/43,560 x 25

(requires connmnission approval)

Density bonus based on Commercial transfer
ol 50% as per 3.6 (b) 7

Total possible units based on Multifamily rezoned

area (requires commission approval and
change in land use) and commercial transfer

Proposed units

Minimum areas (Section 3.4 (0))
1 Bedroom min. floor area
Proposed floor area

2 Bedroom min. floor area

70 units

88 units

47,717/43,560 x 10 units per acre = 10.9 units

08.95 units with MED

95 units

Per Architects table. Plans provided do not
have information to determine this

750sq. ft.
N/A sq. ft.

900 sq. ft.



Proposed floor area

3 Bedroom min. floor area
Proposed floor area

4 Bedroom min. floor area
Proposed floor area

Units are indicated by architect no floor plans provided to verify unit count and number of

bedrooms

Parking Analysis

Apartment | and 2 bedroom (1.5 Per Unit)
Apartment 3 bedroom (2 Per Unit)

Apartment 4 bedroom (3 Per Unit)

Supplemental 15% of Total Units
Subtotal Required Parking
Commercial 65,393/ 300 =

(NO RESTAURANT INCLUDED)
Retail 0/ 350 =

Total Required Parking

Total Parking provided

Parking over by
Spaces being dedicated to office building on
Lot 8 - BLK 208 — requires a covenant

Net total spaces over

1263 ft.

1100 sq. ft.
2,996 sq. ft.

1250 sq. ft.
2996 sq. ft.

14 x 1.5= 21 spaces
73 x 2= 146 spaces

8x 3= 24 spaces

95 x .15 =14.25 spaces

205.25 spaces

217.2 spaces

{0 spaces
423 spaces
Underground 332 spaces
Ground 59 spaces
Second 50 spaces
Third 58 spaces
Fourth 19 spaces
TOTAL 518 SPACES
95 spaces
80 spaces
15 spaces



Comments

[ ]
*
*

s & & o

Further review required

Provide Restrictive covenant in lieu of Unity of Title

Provide legal zoning and land use for parcel A — no designation noted in maps for either
Tables on sheet SDO0.0 do not match drawings or zoning worksheet. Please coordinate and
resubmit

Provide note on plans on all pages that apply “ signs and awnings under separate permit”
Balconies may not encroach intg setback unless 15°-0” above finish grade (Requires a
variance)

Dimension all parking stall consecutively, turning radius as per code and entrance into parking
per code as per Section 13 of code. 15°-0” one way 25°-0” two way — 1°-0” away from walls
Must comply with _all of Table 1 and 6 out of 12 of Table 2 of the Mediterranean
Ordinance for FAR and density bonus provide BOA stamp

Clarify with a note that there are no mechanical rooms on roof or enclosed stair access
Provide material of wood as per Coral Gables zoning code

Indicate %" stucco on all pages that apply

Show stucco screed details

Provide unit layout by floor level to verify unit count and parking requirements. Until plans
are completed units can not be verified. Unit count and bedroom count as per architect
statement.

Provide pervious material type and areas

Will commercial parking be located in A or D zones? “C” Zone

MED bonus requires planning and zoning as well as commission approval because project
is adjacent to single family residences. Provide approval

Clearly provide floor plans of units to verify bedroom count

Refer to review for other comments and items that do not comply.

Please state all setbacks on PAD submittal by street. Please provide all heights on PAD by
building letter. Provide copy of PAD

Gables Waterway
SEE ATTACHED SHEETS FOR ADDITIONAL MARK UPS. PLEASE RETURN MARKED
UP DRAWING WITH NEW CORRECTIONS, OR PROJECT WILL NEED TO BE
REVIEWED AS A NEW PROJECT. PLEASE RETURN ONLY IF YOU HAVE ALL ITEMS
ABOVE.

Picked up by:

Date:

Phone:
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Legal Description: Lots: 8 Block: 208 (8,040 sq. ft)
Second revised plat of Coral Gables Riviera
Section Part 14
Pb: 28 Page: 32

Land Use Designation: Low Rise Intensity Commercial
(4 stories: FAR 3.0)

Use District: “CB”
Site Specific: Riviera Section Part 14 (4-89)

No site specific
(no second revised plat in code)

Overlay District: Mediterranean

Central Business District: No

Required Zoning: “CB”

Setbacks(height 72°-0") Required Proposed

Front: UST & Alhambra Circle (177-07) 15°-0" for 25°-G7 7-0" Arcade
+1°-0” for each 25°-07

Rear; N/A

Interior Side (12°-0™) 0°-0” for 35°-0” / 127-Qn
FP-07 + 1°-0” for
each 25°-0”

Setback area 4936 / Encroachment area
4,060 x 25% = 1,015 required arcade for
front setback relief: Arcade sq. ft provided:

2,610

Height permitted: 3 Stories — 45°-0" + 2 stories with MED
5 stories - 72707

Height Proposed:

Established heights:

US1-945+919=932

South Alhambra - 8.2 + 9.75 = §.9%° 5 Stories — 72°-0”

Top of rotonda - 90°-0”

Site Area: 8,040 sq. ft.



FAR Allowed (Site x 3.0)

Mediterranean Bonus Categories
Utilized for FAR, Density and Height Bonus

Indicate on plans in table format

Must be approved by city architect and BOA

Table :
FAR Bonus 0.2
Height Bonus:

Table 2;
FAR Bonus 0.3
Height Bonus:

Total Mediterranean FAR Bonus Earned:
Total Mediterranean Height Bonus Earned:

Total Mediterranean FAR Bonus Permitted:
.5 x Site Area Part A Mediterranean (8,040)

Total FAR Permitted

Total FAR Proposed :
FAR Over/Under

Landscape open Space:
5% off site (8,040)

Parking Analysis
QOutside CBD

Total Parking:

Office(24,120) @ 1/300
Retail: (0) @ 1/300

Parking under

Parking is being provided with 500 feet
In Gables Waterway PAD with a parking
Surplus of 95 spaces — provide covenant

Comments:

Required

80.4 spaces
(0 spaces

80 spaces

*  Provide declaration of restrictive covenant

Clarify roof plan and roof areas

Signs under separate permit

* & & & & »

8,040 x 3.0 =24,120 sq. f1.

8,040 x .2 = 1,608 sq. ft.
13..5 feet

8,040 x .3 = 2,412, sq. ft.
13.5 feet

4,020 sq. ft.

27-07

4020 sq. ft.

Site Area + Mediterranean Bonus =
24,120 + 4,020 = 28,140 sq. ft.

28,140 sq. ft.

0 sq. ft.

Required : 8,040 x .5 = 402 sq, i,
Proposed: 402 sq. ft. — being mitigated off

site adjacent to property — provide
documentation

Proposed

0 spaces
0 spaces

Indicate lot size on zoning legend and legal description
Provide %" stucco and provide a screed detail.

Provide material on elevations and details no foam

Provide landscape disk and plan to verify landscape requirement of 5%



s Further review required



Applicable Zoning Code Provisions

Article 9,
PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 9-1 - Statement of purpose.

The purpose of this section is to encourage the
construction of Planned Area Developments.
The Planned Area Development is intended to
provide greater opportunity for construction of
quality development on large tracts and/or
parcels of land by providing flexible guidelines
which allow the integration of a variety of land
uses and densities in one development.
Furthermore it is the general purpose of the
Planned Area Development to: (2557, 2828)

{a) Encourage enhancement and preservation
of lands which are wuniqgue or of
outstanding scenic, environmental, cultural
and historical significance.

Provide an alternative for more efficient
use and, resulting in smaller networks of
utilittes, safer networks of streets,
promoting greater opportunities for public
and private open space, and resulting in
lower construction and maintenance costs.
Encourage harmonious and coordinated
development of the site, considering the
natural features, community facilities,
pedestrian and vehicular circulation in
conformance with the thoroughfare plan,
and land use relationship with surrounding
properties and the general neighborhood.

Require the application of professional
planning and design techniques to achieve
overal} coordinated development
eliminating the negative impacts of
unplanned and piecemeal developments
likely to result from rigid adherence {o the
standards found elsewhere in this Code.

(b)

{c)

(d)

Sections 9-1 through 9-11 of this article are
general standards, requirements and
procedures that apply to all planned area
developments. However, the sections at the end
of this Article are standards applicable only to
special purpose Planned Area Developments
and are additional to or supersede the
standards, requirements and procedures
outlined in these general sections,

Sec. 9-2 - Definitions.
(a) Planned area development, A mechanism
which allows an area of a minimum
contiguous size, as specified by Section 9-
3(a) 5(a) herein, to be planned, developed,
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(b)

(c)

(d)

0

Aismekosong c:‘

AR,

operated and maintained as a single entity
which, as a result, permits variations in
many of the fraditional conirols related to
Floor Area Ratio, density, land use,
setbacks, landscaped o¢open space and
other design elements, and the timing and
sequencing of the development.
Special-use permit for planned area
development. A permit authorized by the
City Commission in accordance with the
procedures and the general and particular
standards set forth herein, for the design,
development, construction, erection and
operation of a Planned Area Development.
Common areas. Land within a Planned
Area Development, not individually owned
or dedicated for public use, which is
dedicated and intended for the common
use or enjoyment of the owners, tenants
and residents of the development and may
include such auxitiary structures and
improvements as are necessary and
appropriate.

Property  owners association. An
association of property owners organized
within a Planned Area Development in
which individual property owners within the
development share common interests in
common areas and/or facilities.
Contiguous. The word contiguous shall
mean touching, meeting or joining at the
surface or border.

Other words and phrases. Where not in
conflict with the provisions of Section 9-2
herein, other words or phrases used
herein for Planned Area Developments
shall be as defined in this Zoning Code.

Sec. 9-3 - Standards and criteria for general
development control.

(a)

Development  criteria. The City

Commission may authorize the issuance

of a special-use permit for the construction

of a Planned Area Development subject to
compliance with the development criteria
and minimum development standards for

Planned Area Developments as set forth

herein:

1. Permitted locations of planned area
developments. Planned Area
Developments shall be permitted
within any zoning district in



accordance with the applicable
sections contained in this Article.
Uses permifted. The uses permitted
within a Planned Area Development
shall be those uses specified and
permitted within the Use District in
which the Planned Area
Development is located, or those
specifically listed in this Article.
Relation of planned area
development regulations to general
zoning,  subdivision, or other
regulations. The Planned Area
Development Regulations as set
forth herein shall apply generally to
the initiation of applications for and
regulations of all Planned Area
Developments. Where there are
conflicts between the Planned Area
Development provisions herein and
general zoning, subdivision or other
regulations and requirements, these
special regulations shall apply,
unless the Planning and Zoning
Board recommends and the City
Commission finds, in the particular
case:
a,  That provisions herein do not
serve public purposes to a
degree at least equivalent to

such general zoning,
subdivision, or other
regulations or requirements, or;
b. That actions, designs,

construction or other solutions
proposed by the applicant,
although not literally in accord
with these special regulations,
satisfy public purposes to at
ieast an equivalent degree. It
is specifically provided,
however, that where the floor
area ratio and similar ratios,
including land use and density,
have been generally
established for a particular type
of district ar in particular areas,
the City Commission shall not
act in a particular case to alter
said ratios. Except as
indicated above,
notwithstanding procedures
and reguirements generally in
effect, procedures and
requirements set forth herein
and in the guides and
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standards adopted as part of
these regulations shall apply

for Planned Area
Developments and to any
amendments for such

developments and issuance of
all permits therefore.

Developments of regional

impact/developments  of  county

impact. In  addition to the
requirements stated herein, any
application for a Planned Area

Development which meets the

definitions of a Development of

Regional Impact and Development of

County Impact under the rules

administered by the State and

County, must be accompanied by

the reports and studies required for

Developments of Regional Impact

andfor Developments of County

Impact.

Minimum Development standards.

Any parcel of land for which a

Planned Area Development is

proposed must conform to the

following minimum standards:

a. Minimum site area. The
minimum site area required for
a Planned Area Development
shall be not less than two (2)
acres.

b, Configuration of land. The
parcel of land for which the
application is made for a
Planned Area Development
shall be a contiguous unified
parcel with sufficient widih and
depth to accommodate the
proposed use. The minimum
average width and or depth for
any Planned Area
Development shall be two-
hundred (200} feet with a
minimum area of not less than
two (2) acres.

C. Fioor area ratio for a planned
area development. The floor
area ratic for a Planned Area
Development shall conform to
the requirements for each
intended use as set forth under
Sections  3-4(r) and 3-6{w)
herein provided, however, that
the total combined floor area
ratio for all uses within the



Planned Area Development
shall not exceed two and one-

half (2V%).
Density for apartments and
hotels. The density

requirements for apartments
and  hotels shall be in
accordance with the provisions
as set forth under Sections 3-4
{t) through (w).

Transfer of density within a
planned area development.
The density within a Planned
Area Development shall be
permitted to be transferred
throughout the development
site subject, however, io the
requirements as set forth in
Section 9-3(a) 5{(c) herein.
Landscaped open space. The
minimum  landscaped open
space required for a Planned
Area Development shall be not
less than twenty (20%}) percent
of the Planned Area
Development site.

Height of buildings. The
maximum  height of any
building in a Planned Area
Development shall conform to
the provisions as set forth
under Sections 9-23, 3-4(i}, 3-
6(s}, 28-9 and Sections 4 and
30-9 herein.

Perimeter and transition. Any
part of the perimeter of a
Planned Area Development
which fronts on an existing
street or open space shall be
so designed as to complement
and harmonize with adjacent
land uses with respect to scale,
density, setback, bulk, height,
landscaping and screening.
Minimum  street  frontage;
building  site  requirement,
number of buildings per site, tot
coverage and all setbacks.
There shall be no specified
minimum  requirements  for
street frontage, building sites,
number of buildings within the
development, lot coverage and
within these regulations for a
Planned Area Development;
however, all such street
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frontages, building sites,
number of buildings within the
development, lot coverage and
setbacks shall be included in
the Planned Area Development
application materials and shall
be subject {o approval by the
City Commission upon
recommendation  from  the
Planning and Zoning Board.
Platting and/or replatting of
development site.  Nothing
contained herein shall be
construed as requiring the
platting andfor replatting of a
development site for a Planned
Area Development provided,
however, that the City
Commission may require the
piatting or replatting of the
development site when it
determines that the platting or
replatting would be in the best
interest of the community.
Facing of buildings. Nothing in
this  ordinance shall be
construed as prohibiting a
building in a Planned Area
Development from facing upon
a private street when such
buildings are shown to have
adequate access in a manner
which is consistent with the
purposes and objectives of
these regulations and such
private  street has been
recommended for approval by
the Planning an¢ Zoning Board
and approved by the Ciy
Commission.

Off-street parking and off-street
loading standards and
requirements. The off-street
parking and off-street loading
standards and requirements for
a Planned Area Development
shaii conform to the
requirements as set forth under
Article XIlI, (unless otherwise
specified as in Section 9-20
and 9-21) herein and provided,
however, that off-street parking
for bicycles shall be provided
as may be required by the
Planning and Zoning Board
and approved by ihe City



Commission. Where the
parking for the development is
to be located within a common
parking area or a parking
garage, a restrictive covenant
shall be filed reserving within
the parking area or the parking
garage the required off-street
parking for each individual
building andfor use and such
off-street parking spaces shall
be allocated proportionately.
Boats and recreational vehicle,
parking. No boats and/or
recreational vehicles shall be
parked on the premises of a
Planned Area Development
unless such boats andfor
recreational vehicles  are
located within the confines of
an enclosed garage.

Auxiliary andfor accessory
uses and structures. Uses and

structures which are
customarily  auxiliary  and
accessory and clearly

incidental to permitted uses
and structures are permitied in
a Planned Area Development
subject to limitations and other
lawful regulations pertaining
thereto.  Any use permissible
as a principal use may be
permitted as an accessory use,
subject to limitations and
requirements applying o the
principal use,

Signs. The number, size,
character, lacation and
orientation of signs and lighting
for signs for a Planned Area
Development shall be in
accordance with Article XVIll or
Section 9-22 herein.

Refuse and service areas.
Refuse and service areas for a
Planned Area Development
shall he so designed, located,
landscaped and screened and
the manner and timing of
refuse collection and
deliveries, shipment or other
service activities so arranged
as to minimize impact on
adjacent or nearby properties
or adjoining public ways, and
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to not impede circulation
patierns.
Minimum design and
construction  standards  for
private streets and drainage
systems. The minimum design
and construction standards for
private streets in a Planned
Area Development shall meet
the same standards as
required for public sireets as
prepared by the Public Works
Department of the City of Coral
Gables. The  minimum
construction  standards  for
drainage systems shall be in
accordance with the South
Florida Building Code.
Ownership of planned area
development. Ali land included
for purpose of development
within  a Planned Area
Development shall be owned
by the applicant requesting
approval of such development,
whether that applicant be an
individual, partnership or
corporation, or groups of
individuals, partnerships or
corporations.  The applicant
shall present proof of the
unified control of the entire
area within the proposed
Planned Area Development
and shall submit an agreement
stating that if the owner{s)
proceeds with the proposed
development they will:
{1) Develop the property in
accordance with:

{a) The final
development plan
approved by the City
Commission for the
area.

{b) Regulations existing
when the Planned
Area  Development
ordinance is adopted.

{c) Such other conditions
or modifications as
may be attached to
the approval of the
special-use permit for
the construction of



such Planned Area
Deveiopment.

(2) Provide agreements and
declarations of restrictive
covenants acceptable to
the City Commission for
completion of the
development in
accordance with the final
development plan as well
as for the continuing
operation and
maintenance of such
areas, functions and
facilities as are not to be
provided, operated or
maintained at general
public expense.

{3) Bind the successors and
assigns in title to any
commitments made
under Section 9-3(a) 5(u)
(1} and {2} herein.

Compatibility  with  historic
landmarks. Where an historic
fandmark exists within the site
of a Planned Area
Development the development
shall be required fo be so
designed as to  insure
compatibitity and congruity with
the historic landmark.
Easements. The City
Commission may as a
condition of approval and
adoption of the Planned Area
Development  require  that
suitable areas for easemenis
be set aside, dedicated and/or
improved for the installation of
public ufilities and purposes
which include, but shall not be
fimited to water, gas,
telephone, electric  power,
sewer, drainage, public
access, ingress, egress, and
other public purposes which
may be deemed necessary by
the City Commission.

Installation of utilities. Al

utilities within a Planned Area

Development including but not

limited to telephone, electrical

systems and television cables
shall be installed underground.
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Mixed-uses within a planned
area development. A Planned
Area Development may be so
designed as to include the
establishment of
complementary and compatible
combinations of office, hotel,
apartment and retail uses
which shall be oriented {o the
development as well as the
use district in which the
development is located. The
applicant may utlize the
provisions of Section 3-5 of this
Code.
Common areas for planned
area developments. Any
common areas established for
the Planned Area Development
shall be subject to the
following:

(1} The Planning and Zoning
Board shall recommend
and the City Commission
shall require that the
applicant provide for and
establish a  property
owner's association for
the  ownership  and
maintenance of all
common areas, including
open space, recreational
facilities, private streets,
etc. Such association
shait not be dissolved nor
shali it dispose of any
common areas by sale of
otherwise (except to an
organization conceived
and established to own
and maintain the
common areas),
however, the conditions
of transfer shall conform
to the Development Plan.

{2) Membership in the
association  shall  be
mandatory for  each
property owner in the
Planned Area
Development and any
successive purchaser
that has a right of
enjoyment of the
common areas.



(3)

(4)

The association shall be
responsible for liability
insurance, local taxes,
and the maintenance of
the property.

Property owners that
have a right of enjoyment
of the common areas
shall pay their pro rata
share of the cost, or the
assessment levied by the
association shall become
a lien on the property.

In the event that the
association established
to own and maintain
commons areas of any
successor organization,
shall at any time after the
establishment of fthe
Planned Area
Development  fail to
maintain  the common
areas in  reasonable
order and condition in
accordance  with  the
Development Plan, the
City Commission may
serve written nofice upon
such association and/or
the owners of the

Planned Area
Development and hold a
public  hearing. If
deficiencies of

maintenance are not
corrected within  thirty
(30) days after such
notice and hearing the
City Commission shall
call upon any public or
private agency to
maintain  the common
areas for a period of one
year. When the City
Commission determines
that the subject
organization is not
prepared or able to
maintain  the common
areas such public or
private  agency shall
continue maintenance for
yearly periods.

The cost of such
maintenance by such
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agency shall be
assessed proportionally
against the properties
within the Planned Area
Development that have a
right of enjoyment of the
common areas and shall
become a lien on said
properties.

{7y Land utilized for such
common areas shall be
restricted by appropriate
legal instrument
satisfactory to the City
Attorney as common
areas in perpetuity. Such
instrument  shall  be
recorded in the Public
Records of Dade County
and shall be binding
upon the developer,
property owners
association, successors,
and assigns and shall
constitute a  covenant
running with the land.

Size and uses in certain areas. The
minimum size of Planned Area
Developments in Mixed Use Districts
No. 1 shall be twenty-thousand
(20,000) square feet in the area
bounded by S.W. 8th Street on the
north, Santander Avenue on the
south, LeJeune Road on the west,
and Douglas Road on the east on
properties designated for high
intensity commercial use in the City's
Comprehensive Plan. Planned Area
Developments within that area may
include adjacent apartment zoned
properties, and may use up to ninety
(80%) percent of the gross floor area
as residential units (not to exceed
forty (40) units per acre) apartment,
apartment-hotel, or hotel units. The
design and operation plan for such a
Development shall describe the mix
of uses within the Development,
which shall encourage harmonious
and coordinated development of the
site, considering the natural features,
community facilities, pedestrian and
vehicular circulation in conformance
with the thoroughfare plan, and land
use relationship with surrounding
properties and the general



Sec. 9-4 -

neighborhood, and require the
application of professional planning
design techniques to achieve overall
coordinated development eliminating
the negative impacts of unplanned
and piecemeal developmenis likely
to result from rigid adherence to the
standards found eisewhere in this
Code. (3171)

General procedures for plan

approval. (2003-10)

(a)

(b)

Pre-application conference - Planning
department. Before submitting an
application for approval of a Planned Area
Development the applicant or his
representative shall confer with the City of
Coral Gables Planning Department before

entering into  binding commitments or
incurring  substantial  expense. The
applicant is encouraged fo submit a

tentative land use sketch for review and to
obtain information on any projected plans,
programs or other matters that may affect
the proposed development. The pre-
application conference should address, but
shall not be limited to, such matters as:

1. The proper relationship between the
proposed development and the
surrounding uses, and the effect of
the plan upon the Comprehensive
Pian of the City of Coral Gables.

2. The adeguacy of existing and
proposed streets, utilities and other
public faciliies and services within

the  proposed Planned Area
Development,
3. The character, design and

appropriateness of the proposed
fand uses and their adequacy to
encourage desirable fliving
conditions, to provide separation and
screening between uses where
desirable and to preserve the naturat
and scenic areas and vistas of

property.
4,  The adequacy of open space and
recreation areas existing and

proposed fo serve the needs of the
development.
Pre-application review. The applicant shall
distribute a copy of his plans or exhibits to
the Director of Building and Zoning, Public
Works Director, Public Service Director,
Planning Director, Fire Chief and the
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Historic ~ Preservation  Director  (if
applicable) and upon their review of the
plans they shall advise the applicant of any
recommended revisions, changes or
additional information necessary before
the filing of a formal application.

Board of architects review. After

preliminary review by the departments,

and the Historic Preservation Department

(if applicable), the applicant shall revise

the plans to incorporate all recommended

revisions and changes and shall submit
such plans to the Board of Architects for

review and preliminary approval prior {o

filing a formal application for Planning and

Zoning Board review.

Development plan--General requirements.

1. Professional services required: Plans
for buildings or structures within a
Planned Area Development shall be
prepared by a registered Architect
with the assistance of a registered
Engineer  and a registered
Landscape Architect, all  being
qualified under the laws of the State
of Florida to prepare such plans.

2. Legal description of site: Should the
legal description of the site for a
Planned Area Development contain
a metes and bounds description,
such description shall be prepared
by a registered land surveyor. The
legal description shall be
accompanied by a map at a scale
suitable  for  reproduction  for
advertising for public  hearing,
showing exact location of the
development.

3. Development proposal: The
Development Plan shall consist of a
map or map series and any technical
reports and  supporting dala
necessary to substantiate, describe
or ald the Development plan. The
plans for the development proposal
shall be drawn to scale as required
by Section 22-4 herein or otherwise
approved, or stipulated in this Article,

and shall include the following
written and graphic materials:
a. Site condition map: Site

condition map or map series

indicating the following:

(1y Title of Planned Area
Development and name



of the owner(s) and
developer.

(2) Scale, date, north arrow
and the relationship of
the site to such external
faciliies as highways,
roads, sireets, residential
areas, shopping areas
and cultural complexes.

(3) Boundaries of the subject
property, all  existing
streets, buildings, water
courses, gasements,
Section lines and other
important physical
features within the
proposed project. Other
information on physical
features affecting the
proposed project as may

be required.
{4) Existing contour lines at
one foot intervals.

Datum shall be National
Geodetic Vertical Patum
(N.G.V.D.) (if required by
City Staif).

(6) The location of ai
existing storm drainage,
water, sewer, electric,
telephone  and  other
utility provisions.

Plan of pedestrian and
vehicular circulation showing
the location and proposed
circulation system of arterial,
collector, local and private
streets, including driveways,
service areas, loading areas
and points of access to existing
public right-of-way and
indicating the width, typical
sections and street names.
The applicant is encouraged o
submit one or more companion
proposals for a pedestrian
system, transit system or other
alternative for the movement of
persons by means other than
privately owned automobiles.
Exterior facade elevations ({if
deemed appropriate or
necessary by City Staff) of all
proposed buildings to be
located on the development
site.
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isometrics  or
and/or mass model(s) (if
deemed appropriate or
necessary by City Staff) of the
proposed development.

Map of existing land use.
Existing and proposed lot{s)
lines and/or property lines.
Master site plan—-A general
plan for the use of all lands
within the proposed Planned
Area Development. The plan
shall serve as the generalized
zeoning for the development
and shall guide the location of
permissible uses and
structures.  Such plan shall
show the general location,
function and extent of all
components or units of the
plan, indicating the proposed
gross floor area andf/or fioor
area ratio of all existing and
proposed buildings, structures
and other improvements
including maximum  heights,
types and number of dwelling
units, landscaped open space
provisions such as parks,
passive or scenic areas,
common areas, leisure time
facilities, and areas of public or
quasi-public institutional uses.
Location and size of all existing
and proposed signs (unless
otherwise specified as in
Section 9-22).

Existing and proposed utility
systems including sanitary
sewers, storm sewers and/or
storm water drainage system
and water, electric, gas and
telephone fines. The applicant
shall submit a statement
indicating  what  proposed
arrangements have been made
with appropriate agencies for
the provision of needed utilities
to and within the Planned Area
Development including, water
supply, sewer, storm drainage
collection and disposal, electric
power, gas, and telephone.
General tandscape plan
indicating the proposed
treatment of materials used for

perspective



public, private and common
open spaces and treatment of
the perimeter of the
development including
buffering techniques such as
screening, berms and walls,
significant landscape features
or areas shall be noted as shall
the provisions for same.
Description of adjacent land
areas, including land uses,
zoning, densities, circulation
systems, public facilities, and
unique natural features of the
landscape.

Proposed  easements  for
utitities, including water, power,
telephone, storm sewer,
sanitary sewer and fire lanes
showing dimensions and use.
Location of proposed off-street
parking. Smaller
developments {as determined
by the Planning Director) shall
atso be required to include stall
size, aisle widths, location of
attendant spaces, number of
spaces by use, number of
standard and compact spaces.
Location and designation of
historic  landmarks  located
within the development site
which have been approved as
provided within the Zoning
Code or notation of those
structures  which may be
worthy of historic designation.
Certified  survey  showing
property boundary, existing
huildings and their dimensions,
setbacks from streets, (public
and private) and property lines,
easements, streets, alleys,
topographical  data, water
areas, unique natural features,
existing vegetation and all
trees with an upright trunk of
either nine (9) or more inches
in circumference (as measured
at the narrowest point below
four and one-half (4}%) feet
above ground level) or twelve
(12) or more feet in height (if

required by City Staff).
Proposed development
schedule indicating the
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appropriate date when
construction of the
development can be expected
to begin and be completed,
including initiation and
completion dates of separate
phases of a phased
development and the proposed
schedule for the construction
and improvement of common
areas within said phases,
including any auxiliary andfor
accessory  buildings  and
required parking.

g. Location and designation of
proposed traffic  regulation

devices within the
development.

r. Statistical information
including:

(1} Total  square  footage
and/or acreage of the
development site.

{2} Maximum building
coverage expressed as a
percentage of the

development site area.

{3) The land area (expressed
as a percent of the total
site area) devoted to:

(a) Landscaped open
space; and,

{b} Common areas usable
for recreation or leisure
purposes.

s. Copies of any covenants,
easements and/or agreements
required by this section or any
other ordinance and/or
regulations for the Planned
Area Development.

Sec. 9-5 - Application and review procedures
for approval of plans. (2003-10)

(a)

Apptication. The applicant for a Planned
Area Development shall file a written
application therefore with the Planning
Department on forms prepared by such
department.  Such application shall be
accompanied by fifteen (15} sets of
required plans, technical reports, update
reports andfor exhibits.  All plans shali
have the details needed to enahle the
department heads, Fire Chief, Boards and
City Commission to determine whether the



(d)

(c)

proposed development complies with this
section and all ather applicable ordinances
and regulations of the City. The plans
shall have the preliminary approval of the
Board of Architects as provided for under
Section 9-4(c) herein. Upon receipt of
such completed application, all supporting
data and exhibits and payment of the
required costs and fees, the time periods
established in this subsection shall
commence. Any application for approval
of a plan for a Planned Area Development
which meets the definition of a
development of regional impact under
Chapter 28 of the Florida Administrative
Code andfor Development of County
fmpact as defined under Chapter 33A of
the Code of Metropolitan Dade County
must be accompanied by the reports,
studies and recommendations required for
Developments of Regional Impact and/or
Development of County Impact provided,
however, that the provisions of
Development of County Impact does not
apply where the development meets the
requirement of a Development of Regional
Impact.

Review of plans. Upon acceptance of the
application, the Planning Bepartment shall
transmi{ the Plan Package to the Director
of Building and Zoning, Public Works
Director, Public Service Director, Fire
Chief and the Historic Preservation
Director (if applicable) for their review and
commenis. Within sixty (60) days from the
filing date, the Director of Building and
Zoning, Public Works Director, Public
Service Director, Planning Director, Fire
Chief and the Historic Preservation
Director (if applicable} shall review the
preliminary plan and shall submit in writing
to the Planning and Zoning Board their
comments concerning the proposed
development. The comments shall include
any changes which should be made fo
bring the plans in compliance with
applicable rules and regulations.

Public hearing. The Planning and Zoning
Board shall hold a public hearing within
ninety (80) days from the date of filing the
application. Such public hearing shall be
in accordance with the provisions of
Section 25-7 herein. The Planning and
Zoning Board shall recommend to the City
Commission the approval, approval with
modifications, or denial of the plan for the
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proposed Planned Area Development and
shall include not only conclusions but also
findings of fact relaled to the specific
praposal and shall set forth particularly in
what respects the proposal would or would
not be in the public interest. These
findings shall include, but shall not be
limited to the following:

1. In what respects the proposed plan
is or is not consistent with the stated
purpose and intent of the Planned
Area Development regulations.

2. The extent to which the proposed
plan deparis from the zoning and
subdivision regulations otherwise
applicable to the subject property,
including but not limited to density,
size, area, butk and use, and the
reasons why such departures are or
are not deemed to be in the public
interest,

3. The extent to which the proposed
plan meets the requirements and
standards of the Planned Area
Development regulations.

4,  The physical design of the propoesed
Planned Area Development and the
manner in which said design does or
does not make adequate provision
for public services, provide adequate
control over vehicular traffic, provide
for and protect designated common
open areas, and further the
amenities of light and air, recreation
and visual enjoyment.

5. The compatibility of the proposed
Planned Area Development with the

adjacent properties and
neighborhood.
6. The desirability of the proposed

Planned Area Development to
physical development of the entre
community.

7. The conformity of the proposed
Planned Area Development with the
goals and objectives and Fufure
Land Use Maps of the City of Coral
Gables Comprehensive Plan.

Approval by the City Commission. The

City Commission upon receipt of the

recommendations of the Planning and

Zoning Board shall approve, approve with

modifications,  or  disapprove  the

Preliminary Development Plan for the

proposed Planned Area Development.

The approval of the Development Plan



shall be by Ordinance. No building
permits shall be issued, no construction
shall be permitted and no plats shall be
recorded on iand within a Planned Area
Development until the Final Development
Plan has been approved by the City
Commission.

Sec. 9-6 - Amendments to the development
plan.

Amendments to the Development Plan shall be
considered as major or minor. Minor
amendments as specified in Section 9-6{a)
herein may be approved administratively by the
Building and Zoning Depariment  with
recommendations from other departments, as
needed. Major amendments as specified in
Section 9-6(b) herein, shall be subject to the
review and approval process set forth in Section
8-5. The Building and Zoning Department, with
recommendations from other departments, as
needed, shall determine whether proposed
changes are major or minor. Requests for major
amendments may be made no more than once
per {welve month period.

{a) Minor amendments. Minor amendmenis
are changes which do not substantially
alter the concept of the Planned Area
Development in terms of density, floor
area ratio, land usage, height, provision of
landscaped open space, or the physical
relationship  of  elements of the
development. Minor amendments shall
inctude, but shall not be limited to, smai
changes in floor area, density, lot
coverage, height, setbacks, landscaped
open space, the location of buildings,
parking, or realignment of minor sireets
which do not exceed twenty (20%} percent
of the guideline limits contained within this
Article specific to that type of development
or that which is shown on the approved
development plan.

Major amendments. Major amendments
represent substantial deviations from the
development plan approved by the City
Commission.  Major amendments shall
include, but not be limited to significant
changes in floor area, density, lot
coverage, height, setbacks, landscaped
open space, the location of buildings, or
parking, which exceed twenty (20%)
percent of the guidelings contained within
this Article specific to that types of
development or that which is shown on the
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approved development plan, or changes in
the circulation system.

Sec. 9-7 - Designation on use and area maps.

Upon approvai of the development plan and the
issuance of a Special-Use permit for a Planned
Area Development, the boundaries of such
development shall be placed upon the Use and
Area Maps of the City of Coral Gables, with a
footnote indicating the following:
(a) The ordinance number approving the final
Development Plan.
(b) The date of the Ordinance.

{c) The type of development approved for the
property.
Sec. 9-8 - Binding nature of approval for a

Planned Area Development.

All terms, conditions, restrictions, safeguards
and stipulations made at the time of approval of
the Development Plan for a Planned Area
Development shall be binding upon the applicant
or any successors in interest. Deviations from
approved plans or failure to comply with any
requirements,  conditions,  restrictions  or
safeguards imposed by the City Comrnission
shall constitute a violation of these zoning
regulations.

Sec. 9-9 - Commencement of construction.

The developer shall obtain a building permit and
begin construction of the improvemenis within
the Planned Area Development within three-
hundred and sixty-five (365) days from the
effective date of the ordinance approving the
Development Plan (or subsequent updates).
Time limitations on permits shall be in
accordance with Section 304.3 of the South
Florida Building Code. If the developer fails to
commence construction of the Planned Area
Development within the specified time or if the
work is not being carried on in accordance with
said Section 304.3 of the South Florida Building
Code the approval of the Planned Area
Development shall iapse.

If the Planned Area Development is to be
developed in stages, the developer must begin
construction of each stage within the time limits
specified in  the Development Plan (or
subsequent updates). Construction in each
phase shall include all the elements of that
phase specified in the Development Plan.



Sec. 9-10 - Monitoring construction.

The City Manager or his designee shall
periodically monitor the construction within the
Planned Area Development with respect to start
of construction and Development Phasing. If the
City Manager or his designee finds that either
the developer has failed to begin construction
within the specified time period or that the
developer is not proceeding in accordance with
the approved Development Phasing with respect
to timing of construction of an approved mix of
project elements, he shall report {o the City
Commission and the City Commission shall
review the Planned Area Development and may
extend the time for start of construction or the
length of time to complete a phase, revoke
approval of the Planned Area Development or
recommend that the developer amend the
Development PFlan subject to procedures
specified in Section 9-6 herein.

Sec. 9-11 - Reserved.

Editor's note--Ordinance No. 3474, adopted
August 28, 2000, repealed § 9-11, which
pertained to Fees, Application and Recording.
See Code Comparative Table.

Sec. 9412 - University of Miami Campus Area
Development.

The following standards, regulations and
requirements apply to the University of Miami
Campus Area Development (U.M.C.A.D) district;
these standards, regulations and requirements
either supersede or are in addition fo those
described in Sections 9-3 through 9-6. The
University of Miami Campus Area Development
District is defined for the purpose of those
regulations as a Planned Campus Development
for the establishment of a functional, aesthetic
and progressive organization of university
activities  including educational, dormitory,
classroom, administrative, social, open space,
parking, maintenance and auxiliary university
functions. (See Ordidance No. 2964--
Masterplan)

Sec. 9-13 - Intent.

The purpose of this section is to provide a
comprehensive set of regulations by which the
University's growth can be governed and
reviewed. These regulations have the effect of
supplanting requirements listed within existing
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districts by requiring an organized Development
Plan which protects the public interest, ensures
compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods,
establishes a plan for growth upon which the
University, surrounding neighbors and the City
can rely, protects against incongruent design
and the destruction of natural features and
streamlines the permit approval process.

Sec. 9-14 - Permitted locations.

UM.C.AD's shall be allowed in any XR, CB,
CC, M or S zoning district.

Sec. 9-15 - Uses permitted,.

The following uses are permitted in UM.C.AD.

district subject to the limitations and

requirements set out herein:

(a) Class room facilities.

(B) Lecture halls.

(¢} Research/laboratory facilities.

(d) Dormitory/residential facilities.

{e) Administrative, faculty and other non-
commercial offices.

{fi  Social activities facilities.

{g) Recreational and athletic facilities.

{h) Parking lots and garages.

(i} Theaters, concert halls and assembly
hall/arena.

iy Museum.

(k)  Library facilities.

(I Religious facilities.

(m} Private Clubs/Fraternity/Sorority facilities.

(ny University support facilities such as:
printing, data processing, laundry, chid
care, physical plant, utilities, security,
health care and maintenance.

{0) University convenience facilities such as:
cafeteria, bookstore, snack bar, gift shop,
postal office and automatic teller
machines.

Other auxiliary-uses of a support or
incidental nature to the operation of a
university such as l[oading areas and
kiosks.

Sec. 9-16 - Campus master plan.

A Campus Master Plan as outlined in Section 9-
5, with illustrative exhibits shall serve as the
Campus Land Use and Development Plan. It
shall guide the location of uses and structures.
The Campus Master Plan shall include an
illustrative master site plan drawn at scale no
smaller than 1" = 200" which clearly designates



alfi  existing and proposed  sfruciures.
Additionally, the Campus Master Plan shall
include the following zoning information: general
sethack and height criteria; and campus-wide
ground area coverage and floor area ratio
applicable on a cumulative basis for ail
structures.

Sec. 9-17 - Supplementary reports.

In addition to the Campus Master Plan, the
University shall submit supplementary reports
including a Design Manual, Traffic Parking
Report, and Utility Report that serve as
supporting documentation andf/or technical
reports and address specific issues such as
traffic, parking, signage, lighting, landscaping
and architectural style.

Sec. 9-18 - Annual report.

The University of Miami shall submit an Annual
Report which updates and documents any
proposed modifications to the Campus Master
Plan and supplementary reports. The Annual
Report shall consist of the same type of maps,
documents and supplementary material referred
to in Sections 9-16 and 9-17 as required, based
on the types of changes and modifications
proposed. When approved, the Annual Report
shall supersede those portions of the previously
approved  Campus Master Plan and
supplementary documentis, as applicable.

The annual report shall be submitted to the
Planning Department no later than June 1st of
each year and shall be reviewed and approved
in the same manner as the original documents
as ouflined in Section 8-5. In the event that the
University does not file an Annual Report within
the specified time, then the latest edition of the
Campus Master Plan and supplementary
documents will remain in effect during the next
twelve (12) month period. A permit for
construction shall not be issued for a project
which substantially deviates from, or constitutes
a major amendment to, any of the components
of the approved Campus Master Plan,
supplementary reports or the annual report.

Sec. 9-19 - External relationships.

Scale in a U.M.C.A.D. shall be such that careful
site planning consideration shall be given to the
relationship between the University uses and
structures, and off-campus uses and structures
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in the surrounding
UM.C.AD. district

neighborhoods,

as represented in the
Campus Master Plan, Supplementary
Documents or Annual Report shall provide
protection of surrounding areas from potentially
adverse impact and influences from the
development and provide protection of the
development from potentially adverse
surrounding influences.

The

Sec. 9-20 - Vehicular access and circulation.

The University shall pay special attention to
vehicular access points to and from the
development. Vehicular traffic flow related to
the U.M.C.A.D. District shall be so designed and
oriented that it will not detrimentally impact
nearby residential neighborhoods.
Arrangements for traffic flow to and from the
development shall be so designed to retain the
major portion of such ftraffic on designated
arterial and collector streets. Relationships of
traffic flow to off-street parking, off-street loading
and the location of refuse and service areas for
the UM.C.AD. district shall be governed by
Section 63.5(1) and (p).

Additionally, the University shall submit a Traffic
impact Analysis Report as part of the Annual
Report whenever University development or
redevelopment  projects, individuaily  or
collectively, constitute a net increase to the
campus gross fioor area of two-hundred
thousand (200,000} sguare feet. The Traffic
Impact Analysis Report shall be prepared by a
certified traffic planner or engineer and shall

assess existing and projected roadway
conditions, levels of service, traffic
volumes/capacities and other information

necessary to determine the impact of proposed
development. The report shall aiso identify
ways of mitigating any negative impacts
projected by the analysis. Where improvements
in existing street systems, including street
widening, traffic dividers, signalization, and the
like are found by standard traffic engineering
projections and methods to be required in order
to maximize safety and convenience and to
minimize automotive conflicts in connection with
proposed projects within the U.M.C.A.D. district,
approval of said projects shall be conditioned on
arrangements being made for the provision of
such improvements.



Sec. 9-21 - Off-street parking.

Location for off-street parking shall be shown on
the Campus Master Plan and/or Supplementary
Documents and shall be provided in such
amounts and areas within the development that
students, faculty, employees and visitors wili not
have to park in abutting residential areas or
other off-campus areas which could be
detrimentally impacted as a result of inadequate
campus parking provisions. in  projecting
parking needs, standard traffic engineering
methods shall be used and consideration shall
be given to daily, regular users of the University,
auto driver visitors and persons arriving by mass
transportation.

The University shall monitor the capacity and
utilization of its off-street parking facilities and
perform supply/demand analysis as required to
assess the level of utilization, availability and
appropriateness of location of campus parking
facilities. The analysis shall atso indicate the
type of user and the exient to which parking is
used iointly by different components of the
campus. The results of the monitoring and
analysis shall be incorporated in a Parking
Impact Analysis Report prepared by a certified
traffic planner or engineer.

Approval of a building permit application shali
not be granted unless all anticipated parking
needs are shown on the Campus Master Plan
Supplementary Documents or Annual Report
and referred to in the University's application,
and the University demonstrates that required
parking for each phase of development shall be
made prior to or concurrent with such
development.

Sec. 9-22 - Signs and lighting.

As part of the UM.C.AD. district the University
shall include in its Design Manual a general
signage and lighting ptan. The manual shall
show the design criteria for location and type of
signage and lighiing to be used. Additionally,
the following information shall be included:

{a) Treatment of lighting and signage visible
from public accessways and residential
areas;

Adequacy and suitability of lighting used in
areas for off-street parking and other
locations where safety is a special
consideration;

(b)

A9-14

General criferia for the character and size
of signage to be used.

(c)

In approving the proposed design manual,
preference  will be given to low profile,
landscaped signs. Additionally, approval shall
be based on the character of the proposed
signage and lighting, and their compatibility and
appropriateness with their surroundings.

Sec. 9-23 - Height and setbacks of buildings.

All new proposed structures and buildings within
the UM.C.AD. disirict shall comply with the
height and setbacks criteria specified in the
Campus Master Plan.

in determining heights for the campus property,
consideration shall be given to the nature and
character of the proposed development and the
appropriateness and impact of the proposed
height to the surrounding area.

In approving the proposed UMCAD,
preference shall be given to locating the highest
structures at the center of the campus or along a
major roadway. Additionally, preference shall be
given to the stratification of height away from
residential neighborhoods.

Sec. 9-24 - Internal
arrangement of uses.

refationships and

Compatible and complementary uses proposed
within the U.M.C A.D. district be so arranged as
to:

{a) Provide for safe, efficient, and harmonious
groupings of structures and facilities;

{b) Create successful relationships between
interior and exterior spaces,

(¢} Include adequate parking facilities within a
reasonable distance of the function they
serve;

(d} Include pedestrian linkage between
facilities;

(e} Simplify circulation routes and minimize

opportunities  for

conflicts.

pedestrian/vehicular

Sec. 9-25 - Regulatory controls.

No specified lot coverage, setback, frontage,
facing or number of buildings per site restrictions
are set forth herein. All existing and proposed
facilities shall be illustrated on a Master Site
Plan approval of the Development Plan,



including the Campus Master Site Plan, shail
constitute approval and establishment of said
regulatory controis.

Sec. 9-26 - Pedestrian amenities.

Wherever possible in the UM.C.AD. district,
pedestrian amenities should be provided.
Features such as convenient and covered
walkways, benches, water fountains, trash
receptacles, bicycle racks and landscaping shall
be included, especially along street frontages
and near access points should be addressed in
the design manual.

Sec. 9-27 - Architectural design.

in order to provide a cohesive aesthetic
environment within the U.M.C.A.D. district, the
University shall submit design criteria to guide
the architectural appearance and style of
campus development.

Sec. 9-28 - Landscaping.

Desirable landscaping shall be preserved in its
natural siate to the maximum extent possible.
General  landscaping  requirements  and
standards established by code for off-street

parking, yards and open space shall be
considered supplemental to retention of
desirabie natural features. Placement of

structures and vehicular areas shall be such as
to retain, fo the extent reasonable practical,
desirable existing landscaping, open space and
natural features, and to promote provisions of
compatible new landscaping. Desirable native
plant materials, and such exotic plant materials
as have become traditional in the area, shall be
preferred in plant selection.

Sec. 9-29 - Utilities.

{a) The University shall make the necessary
arrangements  with the public utility
companies. County and Municipal

agencies having jurisdiction over the
permitting and provision of infrastructure
services (such as potable water, fire, flow,
sewer, storm water/drainage, telephone
cable, electricity, gas, efc.), to ascertain
the sufficiency of available capacity to
meet as a minimum, the needs of a five (5}
year projected growth program for the
campus.
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(b)

The growth projections and their impact on
existing  utilities, along with any
recommended utility improvements to
meet future campus development or
redevelopment, shall be included in the
Annual Report.



Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Re%iél}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob]!\zle%tio Cor'r\:?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
05/09/08 | Margaret T & John E. Daly X Increased traffic & parking demands.
1010 Hardee Rd. TOO CLOSE to Jaycee Park, our only neighborhood park!!
Coral Gables, FI 33146
05/09/08 | Buela G. Diamond X It will absolutely ruin this splendid neighborhood | have called home since 1952. Not
1212 Andora Ave only will the traffic and parking problems become intolerable, but the character of the
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 entrance to our neighborhood will be downgraded from warm residential to another
ugly manifestation unwanted commercial growth.
05/09/08 | Thomas J. and Frances B. X We feel that the massiveness of this enormous complex is out of keeping with the
Stokes abutting neighborhood which is single family residential or low rise duplexes (2 story)
1130 Alfonso Ave or low rise concominium. Given the traffic patterns of so many more autos and the
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 overwhelming size of the development will dramatically change the neighborhood.
Moreover, the setbacks from the canal banks should NOT be any less than the
residents along the canal are required to have for their homes. This canal is a very
ecologically sensitive body of water which cannot be replaced or repaired if damaged
by too much encroachment and over use. Thank you for considering these points in
your considerations.
05/09/08 | Lola Kritchman X This proposed property construction is in conflict with the present area which is a
1210 Alfonso Ave private community. There should be no commercial construction except on the land
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 on Dixie Highway.
05/09/08 | Carolyn A. Sosa X | do not approve of this project developing in the area that | call home, please do not
1110 Aduana Ave pass this approval, Reject this development.
Coral Gables, FI 33146
05/09/08 | Robert Barnett X This project is far too dense and is not appropriate for this neighborhood. The heights
1140 S. Alhambra Circle and set backs are not in keeping with the character of this area. Too much traffic!
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
05/08/08 | Elsie M. Miranda & Lourdes X Object to the change of land use, rezoning, PAD review, site plan & conditional use
Cuervo because the layout, scope and design of the project is excessive, confining, crowded,
1114 Aduana Ave too massive.
Coral Gables, FI 33146
05/08/08 | Maria Cuerro X Not in the best interest of current Coral Gables property owners: the project
5700 Alhambra Circle diminishes current property values, threatens a quiet neighborhood, will bring in too
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 much traffic and is visually and physically unappealing. The neighborhood park will
be the only “green area”. Oppose all these applications.
05/08/08 | Charles Seitz X | object the change of land use, rezoning, PAD review, site plan review & conditional
5530 Kerwood Oaks Drive use because the layout, scope and design of the project is excessive, offensive,
Coral Gables, FI 33156 confining, crowded and will impoverish the neighborhood. Bad design and bad zoning
choices affect everybody at ALL times.
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date
Received

Name and Address

Object

No
Objectio
n

No
Commen
t

Comments (Verbatim)

10.

05/08/08

Josie Ramirez

1200 S. Alhambra Circle,
Coral Gables, Florida 33146
€ 305.582.7830

v 305.666.1264

f 866.863.4313

From: Josie Ramirez [mailto:JRamirez@netvg.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2008 3:38 PM

To: Planning

Cc: Slesnick, Donald; Anderson, Maria; Withers, Wayne; Kerdyk, William; Cabrera,
Ralph

Subject: Amace Project

Importance: High

To Whom It May Concern

Among the many objections | have, probably the main reason | object to the
development of the Amace Project as designed, is the size and density of units. The
proposed 95 unit development would essentially increase the density of the
community by ten city blocks-worth of single family dwellings. The current zoning
only allows for 42 + or - units. This shows arrogance, an egregious disregard and
contempt for basic municipal planning and process.

| am not against development. Developments are terrific, especially when replacing
outdated and obsolete structures. A new development on the Amace site would be
wonderful, IF, it were small emough so as to easily blend into a residential
community, and of a quality/price high enough to enhance the value of the adjacent
properties. 30 luxury Townhomes or CityHomes with plenty of green areas would
be ideal on the site. Perhaps the problem is that the price of the property was too
high to make this idea profitable. This price, however, should not be paid by the
neighborhood.

The current plan for the Amace site is blatantly overpacked, and it is obvious by its
design that the financial pro forma was the driver. The financial success of any
project is important, by not at the expense of the surrounding community. In the
current economic climate, the Amace project, as planned, could end up being cheap
student housing.

Fewer, higher quality units would be best for both, the development and the
neighborhood. Some of us neighbors might even move into them.

Josie Ramirez
1200 S. Alhambra Circle, Coral Gables, Florida 33146
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008
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¢ 305.582.7830
v 305.666.1264
f 866.863.4313

11.

05/08/08

Isabelle Ballestas & John
David

6500 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

From: Isabelle Ballestas [mailto:sanemm6@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2008 8:44 AM

To: Planning

Subject: GABLES WATERWAY PROJECT

Importance: High

See attached.

From
Isabelle Ballestas & John David,

6500, Caballero Blvd.,
CORAL GABLES,

FL 33146

T:(305) 662 9565

F: (305) 662 6483
sanemm6@bellsouth.net

This type of building is incompatible with the residential zone; detracts from the value
of adjacent residences, brings more vehicles, more traffic etc etc. Strongly object to

this project!!!
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
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May 9, 2008
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12.

05/08/08

Rosa & Beno Schechter
1139 Alfonso Avenue
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Date Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
RlETEhiEt Objectio Commen
n t
05/08/08 | Isabelle Ballestas & John X This type of building is incompatible with the residential zone; detracts from the value
David of adjacent residences, brings more vehicles, more traffic etc etc. Strongly object to

6500 Caballero Blvd. this project!!!
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Re%g}\?ed Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
Objectio Commen
n t
14, 05/08/08 [ Cathy Burnweit X

6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

Ta the City of Coral Gables Local Planning Agency and Zoning Board:

| heartily object to the proposed Amace project lar many reasons, which | will delineate later in this
missive, But | am sickensad that this issue weant bafore the Architectural Board for the
Mediterranean bonus with absolutely no notice to the public. It was not on the agenda, neither in
the printed form mor on the website, a total miscarriage of due process il thare ever was one. This
is the kKind of activity that smacks of banana republic status and that is certainky counter to the city's
written palicies for due process,

I have Fwed in the Gables for 20 y=ars, at my (6304} Caballero address for the past 12 While 1
have no objection to redevelopment of the present rundown structures | there are several basic
flaws in the plans as they stand:

Parcel A: Giving Public Land to a Private, For-Profit Entity: The entire Planned Area
Drevelopment only works if Tract A s included. It 1s a travesiy to give the city's land, land which is
public, to a private cwner for his exclusive enrichmeant. This is nol a project for the collective good;
this is a project which most taxpayers—particularly the ones in the vicinity who have full knowledges
of its implications—resoundingly reject. | would surmise that if the Coral Gables voters were asked
to vole to award to thig individual public 1and, the populace would rule ovensheimingly against such
a gift. | do not see the electorate voting for officials who support such a measure. Il Coral
Gables voters want to release this premiom picce of real estate, it showld be sold at the going
rate. A couple of million dollars would go to good use for parks, recreation, police and programs.

Massive scale of the project: This project puts 10 square blocks of residents into this smadl
space. |n addition, a tenat of urban design is that large and fall buildings interface with the main
anery and become smaller toward residential neighborhoods, This project is at its tallest away
from US 1 with S stories on Caballero across from the Jaycees Park. The tallest buildings should be
along Dixie Highway parlicularly on the south side of Alhambra as there are multistory apartments
bordering the highway there already, Five stories in a residential neighborhood should not be
allowed. Just say "MNaol”

Pediatric Hazard: Deliveries and pick-ups to the commearcial establisbhmeants as well as the wasie
manageameant are funneaied onto Caballero, right across from the park. Huge trucks will access the
development where children cross the street to play in Jaycee Park. This is a recipe for tragedy, |t
does not take a genius o see that large vehicles should be diverted from spaces kids use, not
guided toward them. | am a surgeon at Miami Children's Hospital, experiencing the hormor of
injured youngsters on a regular basis. My frauma program may be one entity that benefits from
increasing our patient load because of this odd and short-sighted planning. Clearly, service
vehicles should enter elsewnere.

Parking: Realistically, undergrourd parking will not be usad when there are free spaces in the
area, spaces which are meant for use by park patrons. Visilors to the residences will not go
underground, fo sites a long walk away from an aparimeant, whean thaey can slip into such a free
Jayces parking space. Underground visitor parking will encourage pesople to park in the swale on
our residantial lawns, an unascceptable situation. The underground garage also prohibits the growth
of real in-fhe-ground trees on the project (see Greemeay, below)

Greenway Encroachment: Miami Dade County and Goral Gables are on a8 mission to increase
the canopy. That is why there is a county tree give-away (2 free trees par house per year) and why
there are lanws regarding tree maintenancs in the swales. The Amace praject is a cemeant bastion.
The required green space is going to be container plants—a sarcastic nose-thumbing at the
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Date Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
Received Objectio Commen

n

t

September 15, 2003
Ms, Margaret R. Pass
Director, Building and Zoning
405 Bitmore Way
Coral Gables, FL 33134

Re: Boal Rentals/Marina at 1350 Soulh Dixle Highway
Dear Ms. Pass:

I would like to bring to your attention several concems | have about the proposed
sightseeing tours and boat rentals to be offerad at the marina st the end of the
Mahi Canal. There are several issues regarding the marina itself which clearly
supercede the possibility of a new business there.

Certainly, the area qualifies as a “private yacht basin® as defined by Section 2.92
of the Coral Gables Code in that boat slips are rented or leased by parties who
do not live at the property on the waterway. As a private marina containing over
twenty boats, however, there are several requirements which are not met,
Section 6.8 f dictates a properly installed and color-labeled potable water supply
with an appropriate backflow preventer and vacuum breaker; this is not present
on site. Nor is a pumping station for sewage (section 8.8 g). In fact, several
times we have noticed boat owners purge right in the canal (forbidden by section
8.6). No filtering system (section 6.8 n) for prevention of groundwater
contamination from dock cleansing is evident. There are no toilet facilities (which
makes one wonder where the sightseers of the new business are going to relieve
themselves when nature calls during their nature tours.) In addition, the Code
specifically prohibits certain activities (section 8.8 c}: (8) mooring of commercial
vehicles, (10) rental or lease of boats, (14) sightseeing crafts, and (16) chartered
boats. | cannot find any record of the specific public hearing which granted the
marina its privileges in the first place (required by section 6.8) nor can records he
found of the “detailed plan showing the complete layout of the yacht basin,
including retaining walls, bulkheads, docks, piers, slips, pilings, landscaping, off-
street parking, buildings...drainage, water supply and sewage facilifies” (6.8 r).
All of these problems make the present location of the marina itself suspect.

So before the Board hears a business proposal which is clearly prohibited by the
city's present code, | think we need io go back and consider whether the maring
itself should be allowed to persist with so many flagrant code violations. The
most egregious of these, especially for a homeowner who lives two properties
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Name and Address

Object No
Objectio
n

No
Commen
t

Comments (Verbatim)

away from the marina, is the fire hazard. | am certain that the yacht basin does
not comply with the National Fire Prevention Association Publication 303-1975
entifled "Fire Protection Standards for Mafinas and Boatyards® nor with the
NFPAP 8Y-1975 entitled “Standards for the Construction and Protections of Piers
and Wharves" as required by code section 6.8 k. | worry that this situation, if fully
::hi_}ahgl.ied. would interfere with the Coral Gables Fire Department’s superb

M-

One last concem is that the marina's location requires boating through a
restricted manatee protection zone. | believe that the Florida Dapariment of
E!'r-.dmnmemal Protection prohibits boating for all but canal residents during the
winter season. Surely, sighiseeing boats, as well as most of the vessels located
in the marina, could not legally use the canal during the colder months when as
many as twenty of these dwindling mammals congregate in the yacht basin.

In surmmary then, not only is the new propased commercial enterprise explicitly
prohibited by our existing city code, but | suspect the marina itself needs to be
reexamined to defermine whether it represents a safe, environmentally sound
and appropriate use of our beautiful waterway.

Respectiully submitted,
Cathy A. Burmweit, MD
6304 Caballero Bhd.
Coral Gables, FLL 33148

cc: Chief Fire Inspector Charles Davis,
City of Coral Gables Zoning Board of Adjustment
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department

Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date

Name and Address

Received Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
Objectio Commen
n t
15. 05/08/08 | Eric Aserlind X

6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

May &, 2008
Dear Messrs, Alzenstadt, Korge, Behar, 3alman, and Coe and Mmes. Keon and Moreno,

| have addressed you by name, rather than simply as “Board”, because you are all members of this
cammunity and fellow homeowners im Coral Gables, not a faceless, bureaucratic entity.

By way of this letter, | am voicing strong ebjection to Application Mo, 02-07-480-P (re: courtesy
notice dated Aprif 24, 2008).

realize much demand is placed on your time and you hawe seen reports and plans od nousewm, so | will
try o keep this briaf. | am not a silver-tongued orator, a glib pitchman, or a hired-gun attorney with a
vested interest in a mega-scale meneymaker, | am, however, an almost 20-year resident of The City
Beautiful, when | first moved to Coral Gables from Torente, | was garticularky taken by the true
neighborhood feal of the city, the emphasis on single-family homes, and the modest (but clean) scale of
the commercial features that are necessary in a truly world-class city. If | hed wanted multi-story
commercial and residential edifices, | could have moved to Aventura. If | had wanted disorganized
raning that placed three, four or five story buildings next to single-family homes, | could have moved to
wliami. If | had valued vertical and areal development expanse over treée canopie s and green space, |
could have mowved to Kendall. The bettem line is that | moved hare for what were probably the same
reasons you made your homes here.

The proposed AMACE project, as currently being pushed, represents a real threat te the long-time
development tenets that valued single-family nelghborhooeds over corporate brute strength and visions
of kax dollars enticing weak-kneed politiclans. The overriding ebjection to this project

- SCALE

The scale makes sense to the developer; the more unlts he can cram onto a given development, the
larger his profitis, But, does this scale belong adjacent (literally) to an establishe d neighborheod of
single-family homes? 1think not. 1t may be appropriate in Dubai, or Houston., As currently planned, the
Incompatible scale breeds other Bsues that, even when considerad on their cwn, will inexarably
degrade the ‘City Beautiful” guality of life. These lifestyle compramises {in no particular order) include:
- Pubilic Safety—The proximity of the planned service entrance {delivery trucks, garbage trocks,
underground parking] to the wery busy layces Park is a recipe for disaster when children are
thrown inte the mix with large vehicles; the kids will lose. Service vehicles should be routed to
tha 5. Alhambra side of the complex, where there is mo adjacent park and there is a traffic signal
o enter and cross US. 1.
= Aeduced Access to Waterway—Becasse most of the waterway is behind private homes, what
fittle visual access to the water and the frequent wildlife will be gone. The touted ‘Manates
Wiewing' area will be under private contrel and can be clased st the whim of the project.
»  Traffic—already, hundreds of cars a day access the office building at 1320 5. Dizie by means of
Caballero Blvd, and Madruga Ave [most nat bothering to heed the stop sign). The designers of
the project are including hundreds of parking spaces for residents, That translates into over 500
eatra vehicke trips per day (conservatively, based on leaving once in the meming and coming
nome once in the evening) crammed inta limited acoess to the area. Unless some streets are
converied to one-way use, these extra cars are going to do whatever they need wo do get inand
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Date Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
REEEES Objectio Commen
n t
05/08/08 | Fernando Arguelles X Large-scale development & its impact on density of the neighborhood & surrounding
1002 Alfonso Ave. areas.
Coral Gables, FI 33146

Page 11




Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Relgg}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob;\:e%tio Cor'r\ll?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
17. 05/08/08 | Ernest Limmiatis & Kathy X Increased population & it's attendant problems.
Limmiatis
845 S. Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
18. 05/08/08 | Fernando J. Martinez X Increased Traffic
5910 Maynada St. The massing of the project is inappropriate for a residential area
Coral Gables, FI 33146
19. 05/08/07 | David H. Pearson & Anne B. X The traffic on Hardee Road, already very heavy and now made more complicated by
Pearson the round-abouts at Maynada and Granada, will become impossible. This residential
1000 Hardee Rd. area, the site of many historic and beautiful single-family residences, will be
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 negatively impacted in many many ways. It is horrifying to realize (illegible) the City is
seriously considering allowing this plan to go any further.
20. 05/07/08 | Jason R. Hanft X arwe, Ao ey @ HAwEE v la e el G
875 South Alhambra Circle , - st Co oo )
Coral Gables, FI 33146 g sisnres S Scoor, o o L (oot T i
@ donot objest b this applisahan, o )
& do heraby ohisct. for e dodowing reasenia) {oltach addisnal sheats o necatsany o iwther sepinn):
70 Ly fak .(?H--Jf{. AT %w.ﬁv“r LT &ﬁtﬁzﬁ-
P Y]
ﬁ@m;fae, dasp ot R cad TrRPTN 3 419 [ xt,[m/l —
"__:;":Eéhm; N I . T Gt 1 Dt AT
oy L " ] { i
P ;’r;‘-ﬂ'r"‘r-‘?ﬁg‘i/;r I'"ﬁ*ﬁ-*éf.
Aedidessh i e Caeer
L
21. 05/07/08 | Donald J. Hicks & Marilyn M. X On 5/6/08 6:37 PM, "hicks6007 @aol.com" <hicks6007 @aol.com> wrote:
Hicks
hicks6007 @aol.com May 6, 2008 Re: AMACE project
Dear Mayor Slesnick and all Commissioner:
I
If you are hurried, just file this email in “vote against” file.
Let's stop commercial encroachment in residential areas. And now is the time.
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Re%iél}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob]!\zle%tio Cor'r\:?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
The proposed AMACE project appears to be completely inappropriate for the
proposed area. due to size, both on land and in the water. Besides the density, there
are issues of increased traffic, quality of life, environmental liabilities, overcrowding of
public areas, negligible landscaping and many other negative consequences that
would be irreversible if this project is approved. The marina plus an already crouded
and narrow canal are also important considerations.
Furthermore, the legitimacy of the method by which the Mediterranean bonus points
were granted to these developers may have been more than questionable. Was there
any notice that the Board of Archltects was scheduled to meet to decide on the med.
points issue? Many residents have taken note and are deeply concerned that this
type of negotiating may have taken place in our city.
Please reject the PAD for the AMACE project.
Kindest regards,
Donald J. Hicks
Marilyn M. Hicks
22. 05/07/08 | Charlen & Donald Randolph 1 1 |- Original Message-----
921 Sunset Rd. From: charlen randolph [mailto:char_a_99@yahoo.com]
Coral Gables, FI 33143 Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2008 11:54 AM

To: Planning
Subject: gables waterway project
dear sirs,
i am strongly opposed to the gables waterway project(amace project) at U.S. 1 and
S. Alhambra Circle. As it exists, the density is too high and it is too large scale. it
truly impacts on a residential neighborhood and changes the personality and spirit of
the area. i do hereby object to the plan.
thank you for your attention.
charlen and donald randolph
921 sunset rd. coral gables, fl. 33143
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Date Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
RlETEhiEn : Objectio Commen ° I
n t
05/07/08 | Carl H. Young X We live in the “city” French village. An “heritage” block of original Coral Gables
1021 Hardee Road houses. This project would have an unfavorable effect on a favorite section of our
Coral Gables, FI 33146 city. We support the “RNA” (see attachments)
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Date Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
REEEES Objectio Commen
n t
05/07/08 | Aristides, Patricia, Nicolas & X Due to the large scale of this project and its commercial component the increased
Victor Abril traffic would seriously change our area. The children of our area go to the park on the
1106 Placetas Ave. street because our area has NO SIDEWALKS! And any increase in traffic would put
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Re%iél}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob]!\zle%tio Cor'r\:?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
Coral Gables, FI 33146 our kids at risk. Since the canal blocks traffic currently the lack of sidewalks adds
charm. But this could change to danger.
25. 05/07/08 | Manuel Casamayor Jr. X Buildings would be to big and would clash with all the residences on adjoining
921 Hardee Road streets. Traffic would probably get even worst on Hardee Road and on Caballero Bd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
26. 05/07/08 | Irene Kalogeras X | object.
1122 Placetas Ave 1. Empty stores and apartments indicate no need for such development. Sunset
Coral Gables, FI 33146 shoppes- who needs such congestion?
2. The peace of the Jaycee Park- a community park enjoyed by local residents will be
terminated. More people- customers or renters- transients ndanger our tranquility in
addition to the safety of our homes and children and pets.
27. 05/07/08 | Gil & Jackie Haddad X -Height & reduced setbacks result in “concrete canyon” over the waterway.
6800 Granada Blvd. -Excessive density will cause traffic & safety hazards.
Coral Gables, FI 33146
28. 05/07/08 | Luisa Lorenzo X We object the proposal other than the change of land use from “Commercial Use,
6820 Portillo St. Low- Rise Intensity” to Multi-family 1 Duplex District. | also object to allowing
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 Mediterranean Architectura bonuses to this proposal/property. Thank you.
29. 05/07/08 | Bonnie & Joe Vaughn X 4 story is way too dense- will impact lifestyle- traffic. Do not increase density-
1222 Manati Ave. Remember our neighbor deals with the 14 story BMI building across the street.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 Absolutely against 5 stories on Caballero- even 4 is too much.
30. 05/07/08 | Antonio Friguls X Same way owners are not allow to split lots do not allow big $ developers to make
6565 Santona St. B- 10 changes that will affect the character of the neighborhood.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
31. 05/07/08 | Josefina Friguls X Why should they get preferential treatment and be allowed to build over and beyond
6565 Santona St. #B-11 the current zoning?
Coral Gables, FI 33146
32. 05/07/08 | Edward & Larene Kuncar X Last thing we need is more traffic congestion...!! Why in the world do we need more
6411 Cellini St. “residential” projects when there is an abundance already... Hope the planning
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 department will wisely and objectively study the request & DENY IT!!
33. 05/07/08 | Veronica Blum & Marlene X Approving the submitted application(s) goes against the spirit, philosophy and
Perez interests of the neighborhood and the City of Coral Gables. It diminishes the
1212 Aduana Avenue neighborhood, it threatens the Gables Waterway, it will adversely affect the value of
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 my home, it will overburden Jaycee Park. It will be an eyesore!
34. 05/07/08 | Veronica Blum & Marlene X Oppose the Planned Area Development, Zoning Changes, and Mediterranean
Perez Bonuses. Project provides negligible, insignificant green areas for its residence. Site
1212 Aduana Avenue plan reveals a cramped, confined and dense layout. Add to that excessive vertical
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Re%iél}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob]!\zle%tio Cor'r\:?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 height and we have a suffocating, detrimental, perpetual unwelcome addition to our
Coral Gables neighborhood.

05/07/08 | Veronica Blum & Marlene X | object the change of land use, rezoning, PAD review, site plan review & conditional

Perez use because the layout, scope and design of the project is excessive, offensive,

1212 Aduana Avenue confining, crowded and will impoverish the neighborhood. Bad design and bad zoning

Coral Gables, Fl 33146 choices affect everybody at all times.
05/07/08 | Natalia Molina Gustafson & X -Increased traffic and congestion in our neighborhood.

Donald Gustafson -Increased traffic next to our park and where children play.

1123 Placetas Ave. -Safety concerns with traffic and speeding.

Coral Gables, Fl 33146
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date

Name and Address

Received Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
Objectio Commen
n t
37. 05/06/08 | Eric Aserlind X

6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

May 6, 2008
Dear Messrs. Aizenstadt, Korge, Behar, Saiman, and Coe and Mmes. Keon and Moreno,

| have addressed you by name, rather than simply as “Board”, because you are all members of this
community and fellow homeowners in Coral Gables, not a faceless, bureaucratic entity.

By way of this letter, | am voicing strong objection to Application No. 02-07-480-P (re: courtesy
notice dated April 24, 2008). :

I realize much demand is placed on your time and yvou have seen reports and plans ad rauseum, so | will
try to keep this brief. | am not a silver-tangued orator, a glib pitchman, or a hired-gun attorney with a
vested interest in a mega-scaie moneymaker. |am, however, an almost 20-year resident of The City
Beautiful. When | first moved to Coral Gables from Toronto, | was particularly taken by the true
neighborhood feel of the city, the ermphasis an single-family homes, and the modest {but clean) scale of
the commercial features that are necessary in a truly world-class city. If | had wanted multi-story
commercial and residential edifices, | could have moved to Aventura. If | had wanted disorganized
zoning that placed three, four or five story buildings next to singte-family homes, | could have moved to
Miami. If | had valued vertical and areal development expanse aver tree cancopies and green space, |
could have moved to Kendall. The bottom line is that | moved here for what were probably the same
reasons you made your homes here.

The proposed AMACE project, as currently being pushed, represents a real threat to the long-time
development tenets that valued single-family neighborhoods over corporate brute strength and visions
of tax dollars enticing weak-kneed politicians. The overriding objection to this project

- SCALE

The scale makes sense to the developer; the more units he can cram onto a given development, the
larger his profit is. But, does this scale belong adjacent (literally) to an established neighborhood of
single-family homes? | think not, |t may be appropriate in Dubai, or Houstor. As currently planned, the
incompatible scale breeds other issues that, even whean considered on thelr own, will inexorably
degrade the ‘City Beautiful' quality of life. These lifestyle compromises {in no particular order} include:

s Public Safety—The proximity of the planned service entrance (delivery trucks, garbage trucks,
underground parking) to the very busy Jaycee Park is a recipe for disaster when children are
thrown into the mix with large vehiclas; the kids will lose. Service vehicles should be routed to
the 5. Alhambra side of the complex, where there is no adjacent park and there is a traffic signal
to enter and cross U5, 1.

» Reduced Access to Waterway—Because most of the waterway is behind private homes, what
little visual access to the water and the frequent wildlife will be gone. The touted ‘Manatee
Wiewing' area will be under private control and can be closed at the whim of the project.

»  Traffic—Already, hundreds of cars a day access the office building at 1320 5. Dixie by means of
Caballerc Blvd. and Madruga Ave {most not bothering to heed the stop sign). The designers of
the project are including hundreds of parking spaces for residents. That translates into over 500
extra vehicle trips per day {conservatively, based on leaving ance in the morning and coming
home ance in the evening) crammed into limited access to the area. Unless some streets are
converted to one-way use, these extra cars are going to do whatever they need to do get in and
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date
Received

Name and Address

Object

No
Objectio
n

No
Commen
t

Comments (Verbatim)

out, even if this means fanning out through all of the residential streets at typical commuter
speeds. This will be compounded by the lack of a traffic light at U.5. 1 and Caballero. Even now,
an attempt to go southbound ento Dixie highway from Caballere or to cross the highway to
Ponce is a test of patience, acceleration, and the goodwill of frazzled commuters.

*  Parking—£E£ven in the present day configuration, there is a shortage of parking places serving the
farnilies that use Jaycee Park. The AMACE developers are planning on diverting visitor parking
to spaces along Caballero. Currently, there is angled parking on Caballero between U.S5. 1 and
the Madruga stop sign. The developer’s stated plan is to convert this parking to parallel parking
s0 that they can reduce the sethack (a scale issue, again}, This paraliel parking will extend down
Caballero to Manati. When those spaces are full, the AMACE guests will park on the swale in
front of single-family homes.

s Green Space—Aerial photographs of the neighborhcod show a satisfactory (if somewhat
hurricane-stunted) tree canopy, especially along the Caballerc and Jaycee Park portions. The
developer is counting on your approval of a plan that would greatly reduce the required setback
along Caballero, thereby eliminating trees and other landscaping. Their hope is that the City will
buy into the idea that scattered, raised planters are a perfactly adequate replacement. Thisisa
nice touch in a shopping mali, but it is a joke when it comes to a living neighborhood.

e  Building Height—Tastefully implemented, this project could be an update without
compromising the aesthetics that have brought many of you te Coral Gables. if four or five story
buildings are on the agenda, they should be placed along the commercial corridor facing U.S. 1
where they will command a presence that commuters will undoubtedly notice. Five, four, or
even three-story buildings (with virtually no front setback), do not belong on a residential street,
across from a community resource like Jaycee Park. At present, there is a wide parking lot
separating a modest two-story building from the single-family residence at 6300 Caballero. That
is bearable because it acts as buffer between the home and the multi-unit residential building,
The current plan calls for three to five story buildings along Caballero, including a three story
building immediately adjacent to the single-family home that has been there since the late '50¢'s.
What's more, the ‘activity center’ {aka clubhouse, dance floor, etc.) for the development’s pool
area will be at that location. | cannot think of other places in the city where three or four stary
buildings abut single-family homes, and such a situation does not belong here. Farther north on
1.5, 1 {north of Riviera), the multi-story office buildings are facing the highway and there is a
buffer of multi-family (apartments or duplex units} housing and streets separating the massive
buildings from the single-family homes to the east.

| implore you to take these concerns and those raised by my fellow citizens into consideration when you
are called upon to render 2 decision that will directly affect a neighborhood and indirectly affect the
entire city. A precedent set here in terms of granting land use changes, zoning changes, conditional use,
and Planned Area Development could well open the door for future projects that, under the guise of
increased tax revenue, will erode the very gualities of life in Coral Gables that lead ordinary people like
me to speak up. As noted in the online issue of the City Beautiful News, “Founded in 1925, every aspect
of this community was carefully planned to preserve its beauty and sesthetics. Since then, the City has
rigorously enforced the laws to protect the attractiveness of the community.”

Thank you for your time.

ey W e
6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, FL 33146
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Re%g}\?ed Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
Objectio Commen
n t
38. 05/06/08 | Riviera Neighborhood

Association

RIVIERA NEIGHBORHQOD ASSOCIATION

PUBLIC HEARING
GABLES WATERWAY (AMACE PROJECT) US-1 and S. Alhambra Circle
and Caballero St.
AT P&Z BOARD

MAY 14, 2008 at 6 p.m. at CITY HALL

April 30, 2008
Dear Neighbors/Members:

A developer is proposing a massive 4-5-story mixed use project for the property at US-1 and S.
Alhambra and Caballero St. at the May 14, Planning and Zoning Board meeting. Your attention
is critical if we are to insure the protection of our neighborhood.

The Riviera Neighborhood Association opposes this large-scale development, which impacts on
our neighborhood. The city has sent to property owners a "Courtesy Notice of Public Hearing"
regarding this proposal called the Amace Project. The Planning and Zoning Board will hear the
proposal on May 14 at 6pm in Coral Gables at City hall (parking in the immediate area is free).
We have attached the courtesy notice for your convenience.

Please note:

* Item #3 Requests a Planned Area Development (“PAD™). If granted, it will allow
increased density because of the perceived benefit to the community (for instance an area
of development might be left open for green space).

¢ Item #5 Requests a “Mediterranean bonus” that will permit the addition of two stories
onto even a two or three story building because the “Mediterranean™ design is supposed
to compensate for increased density. Our neighborhood does not gain anything from
Mediterranean designs and practically no such buildings exist here.

On the last page of the notice we homeowners have been asked to comment on the project,
checking either "do not object” or "do hereby object” and i “object” the form asks you “for the
following reasons:”

It is important for vou to take time out of your busy schedules (we really do
understand how complicated life can get) to act to protect your community and home by

responding with yvour personal viewpeint to the City ASAP. Your written response is

vital,
Email: planning@coralgables.com Mail: Planning Department
Fax: (305) 460-5327 405 Biltmore Way

(Machine will not accept legal size, so please Coral Gables-Florida 33134

cut and feed signature part portion first).
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department

Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date
Received

Name and Address

Object

No
Objectio
n

No
Commen
t

Comments (Verbatim)

PLEASE ATTEND THE MAY 14 MEETING!!

We need your attendance at both the May 14 P&Z meeting and at the city commission
meeting where the final decision will be made. And, if you can attend, we would like you to
identify yourseif as a supporter of RNA’s position. (Look for RNA visors.)

RNA CONCERNS WITH THE DEVELOPMENT:

¥ Itisalarge-scale mixed use retail and residential project that will seriously impact our
neighborhood. (Try and imagine four stories facing US-1 and five-stories stories facing
Cahallero)

"% The massing of the project is inappropriate for a residential area as it will create a
monolith at the entrance to our neighborhood at US-1 and Caballero and US-1 and
Alhambra. The City Commission, recognizing how fragile our area is, has authorized a
special study to be conducted by the Planning Department and this is pending.

% There will be 518 parking spaces, more than twice the current parking spaces. Ask
yourselt, why?

»  We would expect increased traffic from 95 residences, which would be approximately
equivalent to 10 of our city square blocks, in addition to traffic from the commercial
properties.

» There will be a huge number of vehicles, both for the residences and the businesses, as
well as for services. (Service entrance will be on Caballero).

% There would likely be parking issues due to overflow cars from residents, guests and
businesses.

% Less green space with the project that has its back-side to Alhambra and Caballero. The
planters shown on the plans will not allow for the growth of needed shade trees to make
for a more pedestrian friendly and attractive community.

¥ Setback reductions and other significant issues are very important to address, and RNA
will be doing that at the hearing.

We appreciate your attendance at the May 14 P&7 hearing and your involvement regarding this
unwarranted development. Do not hesitate to contact us at nvieraneighbors@pellsouth net or through
www.rivieraneighborhoodassociation.com regarding this issue or any other concerns you may
have. Please continue your support of RNA so that we may have the ability to protect your
interests in protecting our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

The Board of the Riviera Neighborhood Association
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Gables Waterway
City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners

May 9, 2008
Re%iél}\?ed Name and Address Object Ob]!\zle%tio Cor'r\:?nen Comments (Verbatim)
n t
39. 05/06/08 | Alfredo Diaz X Massive project for a residential area that will impact our neighborhood with more
900 Hardee Rd. people, traffic, etc. | think it will also have an adverse impact on the tranquility of the
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 Joycee’s Park across from the proposed project.
40. 05/06/08 | Alvaro Gazzolo & Gillian X Creating more density will increase traffic, the accumulation of trash and make the
Gaggero-Gazzolo neighborhood noisier. It will lower property values! We want to keep out quiet and
1154 Alfonso Avenue clean neighborhood as-is! We absolutely oppose any project that will increase
Coral Gables, FI density!
41. 05/05/08 | Steven D. Hayworth X Create additional car & boat congestion and traffic.
1300 Alfonso Ave
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
42. 05/05/08 | William & Brenda Randol X The proposed project is too dense, too high, too massive and will have a terrible
6404 Caballero Blvd. impact on our neighborhoods.
Coral Gables, FI 33146
43. 05/05/08 | Angel & Teresa Fernandez X Increase in traffic to an already busy street. Not enough parking provided by
1218 Manati Ave. development, resulting in usage of park already crowded parking density of project-
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 t00 many units.
44, 05/05/08 | Robert Gonzalez X X
6621 Santona St.
Coral Gables, FI 33146
45. 05/05/08 | Michael & Elizabeth Gomez X We object because our area is heavily saturated by traffic coming in from US-1. The
6409 Caballero Blvd. average speed limit on Caballero Blvd is 55mph. We cannot imagine what it will be
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 like with the additional residential and commercial units, not to mention the trucks and
other work vehicles during the construction phase. Our Jaycee Park is already over
crowded. Our streets are unsafe to walk on because of the speeding traffic. This area
is full of small children riding their strollers, bikes and scooters. Their lives are in
danger with the amount of cars travelling our area and the speed at which they are
doing it. There is also the matter of the mannattees in Gables Waterway. What will
happen to them???
46. 05/05/08 | Guillermo Sauceda & Cynthia X This is not appropriate for our residential area.
Barrientos
6201 Castaneda St.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
47. 05/04/08 | Mr. & Mrs. Antonio Friguls X From: Tony Friguls [mailto:tfriguls@comcast.net]
1131 Manati Ave Sent: Sunday, May 04, 2008 8:53 PM
Coral Gables, Florida 33146 To: Planning
Cc: Anderson, Maria; Kerdyk, William; Withers, Wayne; Cabrera, Ralph; Slesnick,
Donald
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Gables Waterway

City of Coral Gables - Planning Department
Comments Received from Property Owners
May 9, 2008

Date
Received

Name and Address

Object

No
Objectio
n

No
Commen
t

Comments (Verbatim)

Subject: Comments on Application No. 02-07-480-P ("Gables Waterways")

In response to your Courtesy Notice of Public Hearing on the above referenced
subject, | have attached here my comments for your review and consideration.

Thank You,

Tony Friguls
1131 Manati Ave
Coral Gables, Fla 33146

ATTACHMENT:
May 4, 2008

TO: City of Coral Gables

Director of the Planning Department
405 Biltmore Way

Coral Gables, Florida 33134

RE: Application No. 02-07-480-P scheduled for consideration by the Planning and
Zoning Board at 6:00pm on May 14, 2008 (referred to as “Gables Waterways”)

FROM: Mr. & Mrs. Antonio Friguls
1131 Manati Ave
Coral Gables, Florida 33146

First of all, thanks for the courtesy notice on the above referenced application and for
your kind offer in soliciting the opinion of the members of our community which would
be mostly affected by your final decision(s).

As a resident of over 15 years in the immediate area next to the proposed project, |
am particularly concerned about the resulting negative impact to our neighborhood
should any of the five (5) applications for the proposed project referred to as “Gables
Waterways” is approved by your Department on May 14, 2008.

| am hopeful that your department will be more receptive and understanding of the
opinion of the “close neighbors” than what the developers have shown during all of
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Re%iél}Sed Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
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t

the closed-minded public hearings conducted unenthusiastically against their wills,
just to comply with certain mandated requirements.

Please consider the following:

1)

2)

3)

| believe it is the general consensus of the community that no neighbor wants
to prevent the rightful owner of the property from their rightful vested rights to
develop each parcel of the property in accordance with all the current
applicable zoning and building regulations; but at the same time, we do not
wish that the rightful owner of said parcels be granted any changes or
bonuses of any kind, beyond what rightfully is theirs, at the expense of
diminishing the quality of life presently enjoyed by the immediate community.

Residential Component: Now there are 20 apts-efficiencies fronting
Caballero Blvd. with abundant free on-site parking; the total built area for
these 20 units is under 14,000 sqft; now they are proposing 95 residential
condominiums with an approximate aggregate area of about 133,000sqft.
How many residential parking spaces will be “exclusively” dedicated to these
95 units? Aside from the parking issue and from the additional generated
traffic (in & out) of the project, there are other “planning” related issues such
as the expected increase in traffic to go shopping at Publix (which by the way
was not permitted to expand because its size was “appropriate” for the
existing community as-is). These numbers of additional residential units
represent almost 10 of our typical city square blocks; how will this increase in
residential units affect the daily routine of our daily living?. Then you also
have to consider the natural additional demand load on the use of the JC
Park across the street. As you probably know, there are a lot of people
driving from the not-so-immediate area to use the park; have you considered
the effect that the approval of these additional 133,000 sqft of residential
area would bear on the use of the park?

Total Traffic: If the residential units are projected to be increased from 20
small units to 95 large units (+475%), and the commercial area increased
from 74k to 87k (+18%), how is it that the increase in traffic is characterized
as “negligible” by the developer? Right now all the traffic coming out of the
commercial section on the Caballero side has a “no-right-turn” permitted,
which means that all traffic must egress thru Caballero north or to Hardee
Road eastbound; are you requiring any other traffic improvements? The
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Re%iél}Sed Name and Address Object No No Comments (Verbatim)
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n

t

4)

5)

6)

7

developer has the gulls to imply on their Newsletter that the issue of total
traffic would be “improved” by the proposed project over present conditions.
Boat Maintenance Access: Currently there is easy access and parking for
trucks coming to do maintenance to the boats kept on the water; there are no
specific provisions on the project allowing access to such trucks on both
sides thus creating additional parking off-site parking requirements for these
trucks.

Parking: The developer claims that there is enough on-site parking proposed,
but a common-sense test would demonstrate that if you consider the number
of spaces “realistically” required by the prospective residential owners and
the number of spaces required by both employees and patrons of the 87k
sqft of commercial area, the on-site parking is grossly insufficient.

Zoning: Again, people moved to this area with full knowledge as to what
zoning and which permitted uses existed on the bordering parcels; even the
owners of the project in question bought the properties with full knowledge of
what zoning and which permitted uses were allowed on their properties; we,
the residents of the area, are of the believe that your department should
defend the cohesiveness of the community by not allowing unwarranted
changes at the detriment of many long time residents that had chosen Coral
Gables as the community where Quality of Life Counts.

Change of Land Use: Same arguments as for the proposed zoning changes.
Underground Connectivity between Caballero Blvd and Alhambra Circle: |
have heard several versions whether the two sides of the canal (the side
fronting to Alhambra Circle and the side fronting to Caballero Blvd) would be
connected or not via the underground parking. If the two sides are finally
connected, it is reasonable to assume that all the traffic generated by the
proposed developments fronting Alhambra Circle could have access (both
ingress and egress) from the Caballero Blvd side and vice versa. Have you
all thought about what the resulting consequences may be for each side of
the project if the two sides of the project are finally interconnected? And if
they are not connected, do each side of the project provides proportionally
enough parking spaces?

| hope that you will reconsider seriously the above points and come forward with an

unequivocal denial on all five (5) separate applications coming before you on May 14,
2008. | beg of the Planning Department on the strongest terms for not giving in to the
requests from the developer for additional unwarranted changes to use their property
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n t
beyond the established norm at the direct expense and detriment of all neighboring
properties.
Respectfully,
Tony Friguls
48, 05/02/08 | Michael A. Jullie X From: Mike Jullie [mailto:mikejullie@bellsouth.net]

1101 South Alhambra Circle Sent: Friday, May 02, 2008 11:43 AM

Coral Gables, FL 33146 To: Planning

mikejullie@bellsouth.net Subject: App No 02-07-480P 5-14-08

305-494-2181
Dear Planning and Zoning Board members:
We do hereby object, to the development proposal referred to as “Gables Waterway”
for the following reasons:
The proposed project will double the density (the equivalent to adding 10 residential
blocks) from what is currently allowed for the site under present zoning (250 cars to
500+ cars)! The additional traffic this will generate in our area will be unbearable.
Don't do this to our neighborhood. The increase in tax revenue to the city and the
extra big profits for the developer will soon be forgotten; and then we (and future
residents) will have to live with this monster forever.
Make the developer stick to the current zoning, height and set back requirements.
We all know that a PAD designation basically throws out all the good zoning rules
that have been developed over many years and are what has kept Coral Gables
beautiful. Allowing a PAD request in this case will allow the developer to ruin our
neighborhood with a massive project.
As to other objections, the Riviera Neighborhood Association has about 10 objections
to the project which we fully endorse. | am sure they will be formally submitting those
objections if they have not yet done so.
Thank you for considering our opinion.
Michael and Gail Jullie
Michael A. Jullie
1101 South Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, FL 33146
mikejullie@bellsouth.net
305-494-2181

49. 05/01/08 | Carlos A. Enriquez X *Increase Traffic
1234 Andura Ave *Slips and boat traffic will affect manatees
Coral Gables, Fl 33146 *Property was intended for duplexes not 96 unit density.
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50. 04/30/08 | Cathy A. Burnweit, MD From: cburnweit@aol.com [mailto:cburnweit@aol.com]

6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
cburnweit@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 8:47 PM

To: Slesnick, Donald; Anderson, Maria; Cabrera, Ralph; Withers, Wayne; Kerdyk,
William; City Clerk; City Manager's Office; Riel, Eric; district7@miamidade.gov
Subject: lllegal marina addendum to Amace email

Please note the attached letter written in 2003 to the Coral Gables Director of
Building and Zoning outlining the concerns regarding the "private yacht basin" at the
end of the Mahi Canal at South Dixie Highway, the site of the proposed Amace
Project.

Respectfully,

Cathy A. Burnweit, MD
6304 Caballero Blvd.
ATTACHMENT:

September 15, 2003
Ms. Margaret R. Pass
Director, Building and Zoning
405 Bitmore Way
Coral Gables, FLL 33134

Re: Boat Rentals/Marina at 1360 South Dixie Highway
Dear Ms. Pass:

1 would ifike to bring to your attention several concerns | have about the proposed
sightseeing tours and boat rentais to be offered at the marina at the end of the
Mahi Canal. There are several issues regarding the marina itself which clearly

[ the possibility of a new business there.

Certainly. the area qualifies as 2 “private yacht basin” as defined by Section 2.92
of the Coral Gables Code in that boat slips are rented or leased by parties who
do not live at the property on the watenwvay. As a private marina containing over
twenty boats. however, there are sewveral requirements which are not met.
Section 6.8 f dictates a properly installed and color-labeled potable water supply
with an appropriate backflow preventer and vacuum breaker; this is not present
on site. Nor is a pumping station for sewage (section 6.8 g). In fact, several
times we hawve noticed boat owners purge right in the canal (forbidden by section
8.6 f). No filtering system (section 6.8 n) for prevention of groundwater
contamination from dock cleansing is evident. There are no toilet facilities (which
makes one wonder where the sightseers of the new business are going to relieve
themselves when nature calls during their nature tours.) In addition, the Code
specifically prohibits certain activities (section 6.8 c): (8) mooring of commercial
wehicles, (10) rental or lease of boats. (14) sightseeing crafts, and (16) chartered
boats. | cannot find any record of the specific public hearing which granted the
marina its privileges in the first place (required by section 6_8) nor can records be
found of the “detailed plan showing the complete layout of the yacht basin,
including retaining walls, bulkheads, docks, piers, slips, pilings. landscaping, off-
street parking, buildings. ..drainage. water supply and sewage facilities” (6.8 r).
Adl of these probiems make the present location of the marina itself suspect.

So before the Board hears a business proposal which is clearly prohibited by the
city’s present code, | think we need to go back and consider whether the marina
itself should be allowed to persist with so many flagrant code violations. The
most egregious of these. especially for a homeowner who lives two properties
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away from the marina, is the fire hazard. | am certain that the yacht basin does
not comply with the National Fire Prevention Association Publication 303-1975
entitled “Fire Protection Standards for Marinas and Boatyards” nor with the
NFPAP 87-1975 entitled “Standards for the Construction and Protections of Piers
and Wharves™ as required by code section 6.8 k. | worry that this situation, if fully
catalogued, would interfere with the Coral Gables Fire Department’s superb

rating.

One last concern is that the marina’s location requires boating through a
restricted manatee protection zone. | believe that the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection prohibits boating for all but canal residents during the
winter season. Surely, sightseeing boats, as well as most of the vessels located
in the marina, could not legally use the canal during the colder months when as
many as twenty of these dwindling mammals congregate in the yacht basin.

In summary then, not only is the new proposed commercial enterprise explicitly
prohibited by our existing city code, but | suspect the marina itself needs to be
reexamined to determine whether it represents a safe, environmentally sound
and appropriate use of our beautiful waterway.

Respectiully submitted,
Cathy A. Burnweit, MD
6304 Cabaliero Bivd.
Coral Gabiles, FL 33146

cc: Chief Fire Inspector Charles Davis,
City of Coral Gables Zoning Board of Adjustment

51.

04/30/08

Cathy A. Burnweit, MD
6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
cburnweit@aol.com

From: cburnweit@aol.com [mailto:cburnweit@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 8:07 PM

To: Cabrera, Ralph

Cc: City Clerk; City Manager's Office; Riel, Eric
Subject: Amache project

Dear Mr. Cabrera,

| heartily object to the proposed Amace project for many reasons, which | will delineate later in

this missive. But | am sickened that this issue went before the Architectural Board for the

Mediterranean bonus with absolutely no notice to the public. It was not on the agenda, neither

in the printed form nor on the website, a total miscarriage of due process if there ever was

one. This is the kind of activity that smacks of banana republic status and that causes people

to call for an overhaul of the present regime.

I have lived in the Gables for 20 years, at my (6304) Caballero address for the past 12. While

| have no objection to redevelopment of the present rundown structures, there are several
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May 9, 2008
Name and Address No No Comments (Verbatim)
Objectio Commen

basic flaws in the plans as they stand:

Parcel A: Giving Public Land to a Private, For-Profit Entity: The entire Planned Area
Development only works if Tract A is included. Itis a travesty to give the city’s land, land
which is public, to a private owner for his exclusive enrichment. This is not a project for the
collective good,; this is a project which most taxpayers--particularly the ones in the vicinity who
have full knowledge of its implications—resoundingly reject. | would surmise that if the Coral
Gables voters were asked to vote to award to this individual public land, the populace would
rule overwhelmingly against such a gift. |1 do not see the electorate voting for officials who
support such a measure. If Coral Gables voters want to release this premium piece of real
estate, it should be sold at the going rate. A couple of million dollars would go to good use for
parks, recreation, police and programs.

Massive scale of the project: This project puts 10 square blocks of residents into this small
space. In addition, a tenet of urban design is that large and tall buildings interface with the
main artery and become smaller toward residential neighborhoods. This project is at its tallest
away from US 1 with 5 stories on Caballero across from the Jaycee Park. The tallest buildings
should be along Dixie Highway particularly on the south side of Alhambra as there are
multistory apartments bordering the highway there already. Five stories in a residential
neighborhood should not be allowed. Just say “No!”

Pediatric Hazard: Deliveries and pick-ups to the commercial establishments as well as the
waste management are funneled onto Caballero, right across from the park. Huge trucks will
access the development where children cross the street to play in Jaycee Park. This is a
recipe for tragedy. It does not take a genius to see that large vehicles should be diverted from
spaces kids use, not guided toward them. | am a surgeon at Miami Children’s Hospital,
experiencing the horror of injured youngsters on a regular basis. My trauma program may be
one entity that benefits from increasing our patient load because of this odd and short-sighted
planning. Clearly, service vehicles should enter elsewhere.

Parking: Realistically, underground parking will not be used when there are free spaces in the
area, spaces which are meant for use by park patrons. Visitors to the residences will not go
underground, to sites a long walk away from an apartment, when they can slip into such a free
Jaycee parking space. Underground visitor parking will encourage people to park in the swale
on our residential lawns, an unacceptable situation. The underground garage also prohibits
the growth of real in-the-ground trees on the project (see Greenway, below)

Greenway: Miami Dade County and Coral Gables are on a mission to increase the canopy.
That is why there is a county tree give-away (2 free trees per house per year) and why there
are laws regarding tree maintenance in the swales. The Amace project is a cement bastion.
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The required green space is going to be container plants—a sarcastic nose-thumbing at the
greening ordinance—because real trees can not be grown over underground parking. In
addition, the green swales with trees now present will be replaced by parallel parking (so that
the buildings can come almost all the way to the street) from US 1 to the nearby residences.
Many of the trees present on the property now will be removed for the proposed container
plants, a subversion of desired effect. This development is a temple to concrete, and thwarts
the goal of increasing the county’s canopy.

Marina: The city has allowed a marina to operate for decades in violation of its own code. Itis
a fire and environmental hazard. City attorney, Elizabeth Hernandez, has ruled on this and
yet, instead of fining the owners, the city awards zoning variances to them! Please see an
accompanying letter written several years ago in which some of the shortcomings are
elucidated.

You seem to understand the balance between (1) progress and (2) limiting overdevelopment
and enhancing neighborhoods. It is time to rethink this project. | reiterate that | am not anti-
development nor against this parcel being redeveloped. The scope and density, the excessive
building height off Dixie Highway, the parking issues, the protection of children using the park
and the failure to landscape in a way which provides the appropriate canopy are glaring
shortcomings in the present plan. Please, help us and help our neighborhood.

Respectfully,

Cathy A. Burnweit, MD

52.

4/30/08

Cathy A. Burnweit, MD
6304 Caballero Blvd.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
cburnweit@aol.com

On 4/30/08 7:52 PM, "cburnweit@aol.com" <cburnweit@aol.com> wrote:
Dear Matria,

| hope Peter and Ted are well. | can hardly believe our boys are done with 3 years of
college. How time flies. Now, for the business at hand...

| heartily object to the proposed Amace project for many reasons, which | will
delineate later in this missive. But | am sickened that this issue went before the
Architectural Board for the Mediterranean bonus with absolutely no notice to the
public. It was not on the agenda, neither in the printed form nor on the website, a
total miscarriage of due process if there ever was one. This is the kind of activity that
smacks of banana republic status and that causes people to call for an overhaul of
the present regime.

| have lived in the Gables for 20 years, at my (6304) Caballero address for the past
12. While | have no objection to redevelopment of the present rundown structures,
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there are several basic flaws in the plans as they stand:

Parcel A: Giving Public Land to a Private, For-Profit Entity: The entire Planned Area
Development only works if Tract A is included. It is a travesty to give the city’s land,
land which is public, to a private owner for his exclusive enrichment. This is not a
project for the collective good; this is a project which most taxpayers--particularly the
ones in the vicinity who have full knowledge of its implications—resoundingly reject. |
would surmise that if the Coral Gables voters were asked to vote to award to this
individual public land, the populace would rule overwhelmingly against such a gift. |
do not see the electorate voting for officials who support such a measure. If Coral
Gables voters want to release this premium piece of real estate, it should be sold at
the going rate. A couple of million dollars would go to good use for parks, recreation,
police and programs.

Massive scale of the project: This project puts 10 square blocks of residents into this
small space. In addition, a tenet of urban design is that large and tall buildings
interface with the main artery and become smaller toward residential neighborhoods.
This project is at its tallest away from US 1 with 5 stories on Caballero across from
the Jaycee Park. The tallest buildings should be along Dixie Highway particularly on
the south side of Alhambra as there are multistory apartments bordering the highway
there already. Five stories in a residential neighborhood should not be allowed. Just
say “No!”

Pediatric Hazard: Deliveries and pick-ups to the commercial establishments as well
as the waste management are funneled onto Caballero, right across from the park.
Huge trucks will access the development where children cross the street to play in
Jaycee Park. This is a recipe for tragedy. It does not take a genius to see that large
vehicles should be diverted from spaces kids use, not guided toward them. | am a
surgeon at Miami Children’s Hospital, experiencing the horror of injured youngsters
on a regular basis. My trauma program may be one entity that benefits from
increasing our patient load because of this odd and short-sighted planning. Clearly,
service vehicles should enter elsewhere.

Parking: Realistically, underground parking will not be used when there are free
spaces in the area, spaces which are meant for use by park patrons. Visitors to the
residences will not go underground, to sites a long walk away from an apartment,
when they can slip into such a free Jaycee parking space. Underground visitor
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parking will encourage people to park in the swale on our residential lawns, an
unacceptable situation. The underground garage also prohibits the growth of real in-
the-ground trees on the project (see Greenway, below)

Greenway: Miami Dade County and Coral Gables are on a mission to increase the
canopy. That is why there is a county tree give-away (2 free trees per house per
year) and why there are laws regarding tree maintenance in the swales. The Amace
project is a cement bastion. The required green space is going to be container
plants—a sarcastic nose-thumbing at the greening ordinance—because real trees
can not be grown over underground parking. In addition, the green swales with trees
now present will be replaced by parallel parking (so that the buildings can come
almost all the way to the street) from US 1 to the nearby residences. Many of the
trees present on the property now will be removed for the proposed container plants,
a subversion of desired effect. This development is a temple to concrete, and
thwarts the goal of increasing the county’s canopy.

Marina: The city has allowed a marina to operate for decades in violation of its own
code. ltis a fire and environmental hazard. City attorney, Elizabeth Hernandez, has
ruled on this and yet, instead of fining the owners, the city awards zoning variances
to them! Please see an accompanying letter written several years ago in which some
of the shortcomings are elucidated.

You have always struck a balance between the opposing forces of (1) progress and
(2) limiting overdevelopment and enhancing neighborhoods. It is time to stick to your
guns. | reiterate that | am not anti-development nor against this parcel being
redeveloped. The scope and density, the excessive building height off Dixie
Highway, the parking issues, the protection of children using the park and the failure
to landscape in a way which provides the appropriate canopy are glaring
shortcomings in the present plan. Please, help us and help our neighborhood.

Respectfully,
Cathy A. Burnweit, MD

53.

4/30/08

German Leiva
9490 Old Cutler Ln.
Coral Gables, FL 33156

54.

4/30/08

Frederick W. Vanderpaas
1220 Hardee Rd.
Coral Gables, FI 33146

Density 95 single family (5) stories (4) stories construction, (Traffic Hardee Rd) (Silver Land,)
Parking (Manatee Protection Area) (Explanation of your (illegible) handling on this important
problem)
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55. 4/30/08 Peter Tepper X 1 | - Original Message-----

1280 S. Alhambra Circle From: Peter Tepper [mailto:peter@tepperstudio.com]

Coral Gables. FL 33146 Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 9:51 AM

To: Planning

Subject: application # 02 07 480 P
we own property at 1280 south alahambra circle

no objections to zone change for new condos
it will be a plus for the area
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56.

4/30/08

Todd & Vivian Feinberg X
1117 Manati Ave.
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

3. Yacht Basin':
advertised in the Miami Herald, there are 25 slips 40" to 45° long that would
accommodate boats that would further threaten this protected mammal. Furthermore,
there are no pump out stations for heads on boats which could introduce raw sewage
directly into the canal.

EXHIBIT TO PUBLIC HEARING COURTESY NOTIFICATION

DATED APRIL 24, 2008

SUBJECT: APPLICATION No. 02-07-480-P

REASONS FOR OBJECTING TO THE SUBJECT APPLICATION

1. Enormous Density: 95 single family residents (equal to 10 city blocks of single family
dwellings), 5 stories of above-ground construction on Caballero (across from Jaycee
Park), 4 stories of construction on 8. Alhambra and on the US 1 corridor with
comumercial retail on the lower levels plus a 4 story parking garage that will increase
traffic, crime and vagrancy in a residential neighborhood.

2. Dramatically Increased Traffic and Congestion: an overflow of cars onto the
residential neighborhood is certain given the layout and design of this project.
Additionally, the expectation that visitors of residents would park in a garage over a
quarter-mile away is unreasonable

Proposal for a “Yacht Basin™' in a restricted Manatee protection area. As

! AMACE now calls it’s docking space a yacht basin, but in advertisements it refers to a Marina. The city
declared the “marina” illegal in 2004 but took no further action on the issue.

4. Bridge connecting the East and West side of S. Alhambra: AMACE is falsely
asserting that this “bridge” idea was born out of a conversation with the members of the
RNA and the charette. This claim is false! The conversations proposed by the RNA
were largely ignored by the AMACE group until recently (the catwalk which the RNA
has been in conversation with the city about is over US 1). The proposed bridge over 8.
Alhambra would only benefit AMACE, in order to claim continuity of building via the
small Lot No. “8” west of the property.

5. “Parcel A”: This property between Caballero and S. Alhambra along US-1 is dedicated
to the use of the public as public land However, the developers seek to use this “sliver™
for private purposes and has incorporated “Tract A™ in its project.

6. Underground Parking: This proposal would eliminate any potential for providing a
canopy of trees on the property since only small trees in planters could be planted above
this proposed parking garage.

57.

4/29/08

Amado and Nilda Acosta X From: AmadoJulio@aol.com [mailto:AmadoJulio@aol.com]
1225 S. Alhambra Circle Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 4:04 PM

Coral Gables, Fl 33146 To: Planning

Cc: AmadoJulio@aol.com
Subject: Gables Waterway Courtesy Notice

Thanks for the courtesy notice.
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Please note that sending a legal size paper by fax is not possible for most people, and | had
that difficulty that made it impossible for me to do by fax.
Please reconsider how you collect the feedback from the neighbors.
These are our very abbreviated comments:
1. The proposed density is extremely high for in both residential and commercial space
for the proximity to a very fragile residential area, already recognized as such by the
City Commission by its action in January, 2007 re. our area needs for a special
zoning study.
2. Increased negative impact on the waterway habitat due to the size of boats and
increased traffic.
3. Traffic egress and ingress for the commercial and residential traffic.
4. Much reduced setbacks.
Amado and Nilda Acosta
1225 S. Alhambra Circle, CG 33146
58. 4/29/08 Nilda L. Acosta & Amado J. X

Acosta
1225 S. Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, Fl 33146
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59.

4/29/08

Max Blaya & Margarita Blaya
1280 S. Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, FI 33146

X

X

60.

4/29/08

Gonzalo J & Rosa M.
Palenzuela

1206 Manati Ave

Coral Gables, Fl 33146

This project will increase the traffic in our area, ruin the quality of our park and lower the value
of our homes. We are 100% against this project.

61.

4/28/08

Julia A. Nateman
13603 SW 102 Ct.
Miami, FI 33176

Object to change of use. No more apts.!

62.

4/28/08

F. Javier Joucadella & Teresa |
Blanca

1032 Andalusia Ave

1232 Manati Ave

Coral Gables, Fl 33134

63.

4/25/08

Maxine Lando & Michael Gill
1121 Manati Ave
Coral Gables, Fl 33146

The undersigned attended a meeting hosted by the developers where it was clear that they
had no regard for the traffic pattern increase, the environment or the impact of the high density
on those of us south of Maynada. Please do not approve this application.

64.

3/26/08

James W. Loewenherz, MD,
FACP

9000 SW 87th Ct

Ste 215

Miami, FL 33176 USA

Alt email:
dr.nephron@gmail.com

TIf: 305.274.4800

Fax: 305.279.6462

From: James Loewenherz MD [mailto:jwl_opf@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2008 1:30 PM

To: Donslenick@coralgables.com

Cc: Anderson, Maria; Withers, Wayne; kerdyck@coralgables.com; Cabrera, Ralph; City Clerk;
City Manager's Office; Riel, Eric; District7@miamidade.gov

Subject: AMACE Project Impact Letter

Dear Mayor Selesnick

Please read my letter, attached. | am gravely worried about the impact of this project on my
neighborhood, and the environment | have chosen to surround me. Please act to protect the
QUALITY OF LIFE in our community.

Sincerely,
James W Loewenherz, MD

James W. Loewenherz, MD, FACP
9000 SW 87th Ct, Ste 215

Miami, FL 33176 USA

Alt email: dr.nephron@gmail.com
TIf: 305.274.4800

Fax: 305.279.6462
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ATTACHMENT:

James W Loewenherz, MD
1161 S Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, FL 33146

March 26, 2008

Mayor Don Selesnick
City of Coral Gables
City Hall

405 Biltmore Way

Coral Gables, FL 33134

Dear Mayor Selesnick:

I am writing in reference to the proposed AMACE project in the S. Gables. | have been a
resident of the city of Coral Gables for 22 years.

During the last election, you ran on a platform where you claimed that you would limit
overdevelopment in the City of Coral Gables and stop commercial encroachment in residential
areas. Now is the time to act to substantiate these claims.

The proposed AMACE project is inappropriate for the area it is slated for; its sheer MASSIVE
size is detrimental to the neighborhoods. Besides the out of proportion density, there are
issues of increased traffic, quality of life, environmental liabilities, overcrowding of public areas,
minimal landscaping, among other adversities. | have been living on the Mahi waterway for
the past 9 years, and in my view, | consider this development an environmental hazard to the
manatee sanctuary and the additional wildlife that inhabits this habitat. This hazard will exist
due to the direct effects of construction, and from the proposed size of the marina with the
incumbent traffic, hazardous waste discharge and degradation of the environment.

Furthermore, the method by which the Mediterranean bonus points were granted to these
developers is questionable. There was NOT sufficient notice that the Board of Architects was
scheduled to meet to decide on the med. points issue. Many residents have taken note and
remain outraged that this type of negotiating has taken place in our city. The last time the
citizens felt ignored and their voices were silenced, we voted you into office. As such, we are
counting on you to protect the interests of the citizens who have entrusted to you our quality of
life. We urge you to reject this bloated and massive project as it has been proposed and to
stand by your commitment to serve our city beautiful.
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As many friends, neighbors and concerned citizens of the City of Coral Gables have said, we
expect our elected officials to do the right thing to preserve our quality of life. As such | ask
you, in solidarity with many others, to reject the PAD required for this project to move ahead
and to uphold your pledge as Mayor of the City of Coral Gables, to preserve our exceptional
quality of life, to protect the lives and property of our citizens and to continue to encourage and
facilitate citizen participation. You have asked for our support in the past, please assure us
that we can count on you to support our neighborhoods now!
Sincerely,
James W Loewenherz, MD
CC: City Council via email.

65. 3/26/08 Anthony and Nancy Del Pozzo From: delpozzo_a@bellsouth.net [mailto:delpozzo_a@bellsouth.net]

6627 Tarrega Street

Coral Gables, Fl 33146

delpozzo a@bellsouth.net
305-661-1979

Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2008 10:34 AM
To: Riel, Eric

Cc: City Clerk

Subject: AMACE PROJECT

Importance: High

Anthony and Nancy Del Pozzo
6627 Tarrega Street, Coral Gables
delpozzo a@bellsouth.net
305-661-1979

March 26, 2007

Mr. John Slesnick
Mayor of Coral Gables
405 Biltmore Way
Coral Gables, Florida

Dear Mayor Slesnick,

| am writing in reference to the proposed AMACE projectin the S. Gables. | have been a
resident of the city of Coral Gables for 2 years.
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During the last election cycle, you ran on a platform where you claimed that you would
limit overdevelopment in the City of Coral Gables and stop commercial encroachment in
residential areas. Now is the time to substantiate those claims.

The proposed AMACE project is completely inappropriate for the area it is slated for; Its
sheer MASSIVE size is detrimental to the neighborhoods. Besides the massive density there are
issues of increased traffic, quality of life, environmental liabilities, overcrowding of public areas,
negligible landscaping and many other negative consequences that would be irreversible if this
project is approved.

Furthermore, the legitimacy of the method by which the Mediterranean bonus points were
granted to these developers is more than questionable. There was absolutely NO naotice that the
Board of Architects was scheduled to meet to decide on the med. points issue. Many residents
have taken note and are outraged that this type of negotiating has taken place in our city. The last
time the citizens felt ignored and their voices were silenced, we voted you into office. As such, we
are counting on you to protect the interests of the citizens who have entrusted to you our quality of
life. We urge you to reject this bloated and massive project and to stand by your commitment to
serve our city beautiful.

As many friends, neighbors and concerned citizens of the City of Coral Gables have said,
we expect our elected officials to do the right thing to preserve our quality of life. As such | ask
you, in solidarity with many others, to reject the PAD required for this project to move ahead and
to uphold your pledge as Mayor of the City of Coral Gables, to preserve our exceptional quality of
life, to protect the lives and property of our citizens and to continue to encourage and facilitate
citizen participation.& ;nbs p; You have asked for our support in the past, please assure us that we
can count on you to support our neighborhoods now!

Respectfully,
Anthony Del Pozzo and Nancy Del Pozzo

66.

2/08/08

Robert Barnett, Esq.

Barnett & Associates, P.A.
7695 SW 104th Street, Suite
210

Miami, FL 33156

Tel. 305.662-2299

Fax 305.662-8787

e-mail: rpb6@aol.com

Dear Mayor, Commissioners, City Staff, and BOA Chairman/Members:

It was with great surprise and disappointment that | recently learned that the Coral Gables
Board Of Architects apparently voted to approve a Mediterranean Bonus for the massive
"Amace" project which is seeking City approval.

As an owner/resident of South Alhambra Circle, one of the neighborhood streets which will be
most affected by that project, | find the project, as currently planned, objectionable in many
regards. In order not be bore you or be repetitive, | incorporate in this letter the views of my
neighbor, Dr.

Paul van Walleghem, set out in his e-mail letter of January 31st, and the e-mail letter of our
Riviera Neighborhood Association President, Joyce Newman, of January 30th.
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As you know, the RNA has been diligent in monitoring what transpires in our neighborhood. |
frequently exercise by walking in the neighborhood, almost always passing by the location of
the planned project. At no time did | observe any notice that the Mediterranean Bonus was
coming up for consideration by the BOA.

As one who frequently reads information on the internet, including the Coral Gables City
Beautiful E-News, notices and announcements, | also have noted that many notices given by
the City are posted so late in the evening of the day preceding a hearing that they effectively
constitute no notice at all.

We all are well aware that in order for a notice to have any legal and practical significance, the
party for whose benefit it is given must have sufficient time to act on the notice. Regretfully
and respectfully, I don't think that any effective notice was given for the Mediterranean Bonus
application hearing of Amace and | ask and hope that appropriate steps will be taken to right
that wrong. | have spoken to many neighbors who have expressed the same concerns as |
have.

This administration has done many positive and constructive things for our City for which you
certainly are entitled to commendation and appreciation.

However, nothing will erode the confidence in leadership of a political body quicker that a
sense that one who wishes to be heard on an issue is denied that opportunity.

Thank you for your past contributions to our City and for your prompt attention to a situation
which | sincerely believe needs to be addressed-that of assuring that the residents have a
realistic and meaningful opportunity to address issues which affect our daily lives.

67.

1/31/08

Dr. Paul van Walleghem
1111 South Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, FL 33146
(305) 663-6736
vanmax@bellsouth.net

Dear Mayor, Commissioners, City Staff, and BOA Chairman/Members

It is with great respect and appreciation for your contributions to our beloved City that |
address you, as dedicated officials and fellow neighbors.

Even though | am writing this letter as a private Citizen, as Chairman of the Membership
Committee for the RNA | am confident conveying the sentiment of approximately 750 single-
family households that fall within our area of influence. | coordinate the delivery of thousands
of communications a year throughout the RNA area, and personally talk to hundreds of
residents in the process. Our most recent hand delivery was over 800 Newsletter less than 2
weeks ago thus having heard many recent opinions.

I am a retired executive that was responsible for worldwide operations for a Fortune 500
company, and as such am perfectly aware of the intricacies of moving “Processes” along. It
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would seem however, that the usual “Three Ps” of doing business (Patience, Perseverance
and Politeness) are, possibly, being stretched to a maximum by a fourth “P”: POLITICS.

The AMACE project, as currently conceived, does not fit any of the stated criteria that you so
vehemently put forth in the previous election, and it surely does NOT meet with the approval of
the Neighborhood. Clear testimony of this was the recently organized Amace Public Meeting
on January 28,2008 (coincidentally scheduled to coincide with the President’s State of the
Union speech...and possibly hoping for a lower turn-out than the +100 that made it?), at which
our opinions were clearly heard (video tapes available for those who may wish to see it).

Neither I, nor my neighbors object to a home-owner (or business owner) maximizing the value
of their investment within the constraints of current City rules, codes and norms; nor getting
certain concessions when logic so dictates. What we object to is total (apparent) disregard for
current codes/norms/formal legal opinions/logic...and the voice of the immediate
neighborhood.

We further object to the, apparent, City’s willingness to “bend” at every turn, and allow for a
“PACMAN”" approach to concessions...which will ultimately lead to the approval of a project
that does not make sense, in its current intended form. If it does make sense, it might be for
the Builders, Developers, Owners...and City coffers, but not for the City as a whole, and
certainly not for the Neighborhood.

Let’s, once and for all, iron-out key issues:

1. Traffic impact: 515 cars will create a massive disruption in the community, regardless of
how many consultants all sides hire to support a pre-determined position. It does not matter
how you route them; how fast they go; how many children-at-play they injure; who pays for
“circles” or other traffic calming devices; who contributes to the City’s legal/traffic, or other,
funds ; or how many officers are assigned to direct/control the situation. A drastic “sausage
effect’(as a very knowledgeable neighbor who has seen a similar situation in California) calls
it, will occur at crucial entry points to major traffic arteries; with back-ups at every point, and
major flow/speed increase at every artery, regardless of size. It will change the configuration of
the neighborhood, with this issue, alone.

2. Parking Overflow: There is no logical way to explain away the impact that 95 residential
units, plus commercial locales, will have, when inadequate parking space has been allotted to
the project. There are, apparently, only 15 spare spots for all the residents and commercial
units. One “gathering”, in one unit will wipe-out all the spare spaces. This means that “Swale
Parking and parking in JC Park” will be the norm...regardless of how many parallel/slanted or
“vertical” spaces the City will provide outside the confines of this project (and regardless of
who pays for them).
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The above two points, alone, if addressed with logic, would drop the “MASSIVENES” of this
project to a more logical proportion.

3. Waterway: How can anyone state that the potential occupancy of 25 boat slips by boats up
to 40-45 ft in length drawing at least 3.5 to 4 ft. will have no impact on shore erosion; Manatee
livelihood; fume emission; safety of property; water contamination and others? This does not
even begin to address the legality of the existing Marina; that, reportedly, does not comply with
current ordinances, or with the City’s current Legal Opinions. This should not be an issue of
Legal or Financial “Staying Power” (both of which the residents have clearly demonstrated the
will and resources to affront). It should be an issue of logic, Corporate/City VISION;
Community stewardship etc. It does not really matter who adopts how many manatees around
the State; nor who puts- up more Manatee pictures on the wall (as some legal teams have
indicated)...IT IS AN ISSUE OF WHETHER WE WISH TO PROTECT THE SPECIES FOR
FUTURE GENERATIONS, ON THIS SITE..OR NOT.

4. Design/Appearance: It does not matter what individual opinions of beauty are. Neither does
it matter whose definition of “Mediterranean” we use (by the way, where in the Mediterranean
do they use metal roofs in such a massive/high altitude way?). By anyone’s measuring
parameters, this is a MASSIVE project that has no consonance with the current, nor intended
future look, of the neighborhood, nor the City...even if current Zoning restrictions were to be
applied; much less if we allow PAD and Mediterranean Bonuses. As my “Builder” son says,
generically, “Caulking, Stucco and Paint..make it what it ain’t”.

5. Legal: Why does the City not, apparently, enforce its legal opinions? Why do we allow
illegal marinas to operate...now, and in the future? If the plaintiffs are wrong, let's move
forward. If the plaintiffs are right, let's also move forward. Let’s not play, apparent, more
games; wasting resources, neighbor goodwill and Political Capital.

The same holds true for the, so called “sliver of land”/Track “A”. There either IS, or IS NOT a
“Public’s Right of Use” (put in simplistic terms). If it is indeed reserved for public use, is it
allowed to be part of a PAD?

The City needs to come forth and “lead” this process. You need to “listen” to your
constituent’s voices (“listening” is not hearing: “listening” is hearing; comprehending; agreeing
and ACTING”).

Good Corporate judgment normally calls for a letter of this type to be left in a desk drawer
overnight, and give things a chance to “cool off”; or bounce it off of colleagues. | am doing
neither, at the risk of alienating someone. If so, | apologize in advance. My intent is positive,
and hopefully conciliatory. Upon retirement in Florida | am Loosing my “Ps” (it is supposed to
be fun!!l)
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I thank you for your patience, and continued support.

Sincerely

Dr.Paul van Walleghem
1111 South Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables-FI.33146
305-663-6736
vanmax@bellsouth.net

68.

1/30/08

The Board of Directors of the
Riviera Neighborhood
Association
newmanjoy@aol.com

Dear Mayor, Commissioners, City Staff, and BOA Chairman and members ( tomorrow's and
the previous two),

The Riviera Neighborhood Association , its members, and about 120 other concerned citizens
learned last night during a meeting held by Amace that their proposed structure had been
granted the Mediterranean Bonus at last weeks BOA meeting. RNA was surprised by that
announcement.

Our President, Joyce Newman, attended the BOA meeting just prior to last weeks where

the Med Bonus was not granted and where the BOA detailed many deficiencies which would
need to be changed/corrected before a bonus could be considered. She personally asked Eric
Riel when Amace would return to the BOA and what the timeline would be for other meetings.
She, naively it seems, did not expect Amace to return to the BOA without being on the agenda
and without a sign being posted on the property.

How can the City, which takes such pride in its technology, use that technology in a disservice
to its citizens? Your homeowners are encouraged to use the Coral Gables website and then
denied vital information on a subject of known interest to many, the appearance of Amace on
an agenda for the BOA.

Amace said at the neighborhood meeting last night that “they were also concerned that they
did not appear on the agenda.” They knew they would be. Your citizen’s were kept in the dark.

RNA’s many exercise walkers as well as members who work in Amace's present

building have been diligently watching for sign postings. Amace said that “signs were posted.”
Our walkers and workers say that if signs were posted they were not visible. Our
walkers/workers can fully describe any signs which are seen. RNA and our neighborhood has
been denied information from even old communication methods.

We feel that the City has operated in an illegal manner by failing to notify its citizens. The fact
that this lack of notice is on a matter known to be of a major concern to RNA, its members,
and many concerned citizens makes the lack of notice especially grievous.
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RNA has worked to establish a good relationship with the City and we have had many positive
experiences so we are dismayed to feel the need to write a letter such as this. We ask that you
put yourself in our position. Our members put their trust in us just as we put our trust in the
City.

We await your response.

Sincerely,
The Board of Directors of the Riviera Neighborhood Association
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