TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA

AGENDA
PLANNING & ZONING BOARD MEETING
April 27, 2016
6:00 p.m.
6601 Main Street

. Call to Order

. Roll Call

. Pledge of Allegiance/Moment of Silence
. Business Requiring Board Action

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARINGS - Please be advised that the following items
on the Board’s agenda are quasi-judicial in nature. An opportunity for persons to
speak on each item will be made available after the applicant and staff have made
their presentations on each item. All testimony, including public testimony and
evidence, will be made under oath or affirmation. Additionally, each person who
gives testimony may be subject to cross-examination. If you do not wish to be either
cross-examined or sworn, your testimony will be given its due weight. The general
public will not be permitted to cross-examine witnesses, but the public may request
the Board to ask questions of staff or witnesses on their behalf. Persons
representing organizations must present evidence of their authority to speak for the
organization. Any person presenting documents to the Board should provide the
Town Clerk with a minimum of 10 copies. Further details of the quasi-judicial
procedure may be obtained from the Clerk.

A. HEARING NUMBER: VARH2016-0010
APPLICANT: Ibrahim Remedios
FOLIO: 32-2015-009-0210

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 6, Block 17 of Fourth Addition to Royal Oaks,
Plat Book 131, Page 53 of the Public Records of Miami-Dade County,
Florida
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B. AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, ADOPTING
AMENDMENTS TO THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT AND THE CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT OF THE GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
OF THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AUTHORIZING
TRANSMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY AND REQUIRED REVIEW AGENCIES FOR REVIEW;
PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; PROVIDING
FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

C. AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, AMENDING
THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE BY AMENDING
ARTICLE IX, SECTIONS 13-1901 THROUGH 13-1905, ADDING SECTIONS
13-1906 AND 13-1907; PROVIDING FOR INCORPORATION OF RECITALS;
PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF LAWS IN CONFLICT; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN CODE; AND PROVIDING
FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. (Rey/Gastesi)

5. Director's Report

6. Adjournment

This meeting is open to the public. A copy of this Agenda and the backup therefore, has
been posted on the Town of Miami Lakes Website at www.miamilakes-fl.gov and is
available at Government Center, 6601 Main Street, Miami Lakes, FL 33014. In
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, all persons who are disabled
and who need special accommodations to participate in this meeting because of that
disability should contact Town Hall at 305-364-6100 two days prior to the meeting.

Anyone wishing to appeal any decision made by the Miami Lakes Planning and Zoning
Board with respect to any matter considered at this meeting or hearing will need a record
of the proceedings and for such purpose, may need to ensure that a verbatim record of
the proceedings is made which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which
the appeal is to be based.
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Town of Miami Lakes
Memorandum

To: Planning and Zoning Board
From: Brandon R. Schaad, Director of Planning
Subject: VARH2016-0010/Remedios Pool

Date: April 27, 2016

Recommendation:

See attached Staff Analysis and Recommendation.

Attachments:

Staff Recommendation and Analysis

Exhibit 1 - Survey
Exhibit 2 - Site Plan

Exhibit 3 - Pictures

Exhibit 4 - Backup Materials
Exhibit 5- New Design Submitted by Applicant on 4-21-2016

Page 3 of 164



Page 1

Pl [
'd N

%
MIAMIJ\LAKES

Growing Beautifully

Department of Planning, Zoning and Code Compliance
6601 Main Street ¢ Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
Office: (305) 364-6100 o Fax: (305) 558-8511
Website: www.miamilakes-fl.gov

Staff Analysis and Recommendation

To: Planning and Zoning Board

From: Brandon R. Schaad, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Planning

Re: HEARING NUMBER: VARH2016-0010
APPLICANT: Ibrahim Remedios
FOLIO: 32-2015-009-0210

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 6, Block 17 of Fourth Addition to Royal
Oaks, Plat Book 131, Page 53 of the Public
Records of Miami-Dade County, Florida
LOCATION: 8024 NW 163 Terrace
Miami Lakes, Florida 33018
Date: April 19, 2016

REQUEST(S)

In accordance with the Town of Miami Lakes Land Development Code (the “Town’s
LDC”), Ibrahim Remedios (the “Applicant”) is requesting the following variance(s):

1. A variance from Subsection 13-1605(7) to allow a pool 9.17 feet waterward of the
survey tie line where the Code does not allow pools waterward of the survey tie
line.

2. A variance from Subsection 13-1605(c)d.2. to allow 570 square feet of pool deck
waterward of the survey tie line where the Code allows only 225 square feet of
pool deck waterward of the survey tie line.

3. A variance from Subsection 13-1605(c)d.2. to allow the deck area to be set back
5.04 feet from the west interior side property line and 5.17 feet from the east
interior side property line where the Code states that decks shall be set back a
minimum of 7.5 feet from the interior side property lines.
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Summary of Proposal
and
Recommendation

The Applicant is requesting variances to allow a pool and 570 square feet of pool deck
waterward of the top of the slope where the Code does not allow pools waterward of the
top of the slope and only allows 225 square feet of deck waterward of the top of the slope.
The Applicant is also requesting reduced side setbacks for each side of the pool deck in
order to be closer than the required 7.5 feet. The property is currently under construction
for a new single-family dwelling.

The Royal Oaks Homeowner’s Association has denied this request.

Staff Recommendation

Request #1, #2 and #3: Staff recommends denial.
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Background

Zoning District of Property: RU-1 - Single-Family Residential District

Future Land Use Designation: Low Density Residential

Subject Property:

The subject parcel is a 7,945 square foot lot on Lake Gloria. The site is currently under
construction for a single-family residence, BLR2014-2671. It is located at 8024 NW 163
Terrace. The property is located within the Low Density Residential Future Land Use
Designation and is zoned RU-1 (Single-Family Residential District).

Surrounding Property:

Future Land Use Category Zoning District

Single-Family Residential

North: Low Density Residential District, (RU-1)

South (across
Lake Michael):

Single-Family Residential

Low Density Residential District, (RU-1)

Single-Family Residential

East: Low Density Residential District, (RU-1)

Single-Family Residential
District, (RU-1)

West: Low Density Residential
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Subject Property Location Map
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The following information is provided for informational purposes only and shall not be
considered by the Planning and Zoning Board in providing its determination:

A. Open Building Permit(s) / Open Code Compliance Violation(s) / Zoning
History:

There is one open building permit currently open for this property, BLR2015-3152,
for a new pool and spa.

There are no open Code Compliance cases on this property.
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Variance Criteria

Subsection 13-305(f)1 of the Town LDC allows the Planning and Zoning Board to approve
non-use variance request(s) on the basis of practical difficulty on part of the Applicant by
a majority vote of the members of the Planning and Zoning Board present. In order to
authorize any variance on the basis of practical difficulty, the Planning and Zoning Board
members at the meeting shall balance the rights of property owners in the Town as a
whole against the need of the individual property owner to deviate from the requirements
of the Land Development Code based on an evaluation of the factors below. All of the
factors should be considered and given their due weight; however, no single factor is
dispositive.

PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY VARIANCE FACTORS

FACTOR

a. | The Town has received written support of the specifically identified variance
requests from adjoining property owners;

Analysis: The Town has not received any written support for this request. This
criterion is not met.

b. | The Variance would be compatible with development patterns in the Town;

Analysis: The Applicant proposes to build a pool 9.17 feet beyond the top of the
slope with 8 feet of pool deck beyond that. By Code, pools are not permitted
beyond the top of the slope and the amount of deck allowed beyond the top of the
slope is 225 square feet. The Applicant is requesting 570 square feet of pool deck
beyond the top of the slope. Also, the Code requires an interior side setback of 7.5
feet for a deck. The Applicant is requesting a 5.17 foot setback on the east side of
the property and a 5.04 foot setback on the west side of the property. Staff finds
that these proposed improvements are not compatible with development patterns in
the Town. Retaining green lake slopes, relatively free from built improvements, is
an important part of the character of Miami Lakes, and the proposed improvements
would detract from that character. This criterion is not met.

c. | The essential character of the neighborhood would be preserved,;

Analysis: Like the remainder of Miami Lakes, the maintenance of green lake slopes
is an important part of neighborhood character. While some improvements on the
lake slope beyond that which is allowed by Code may be justified in certain cases,
this proposal would create a large impact for the neighbors. The proposed pool and
deck extend waterward of the top of the slope 17.17 feet and also extend into the
required setbacks on each side. These requests are not justified given their impact
on the lake slope and, thereby, the neighborhood. This criterion is not met.

d. | The Variance can be approved without causing substantial detriment to
adjoining properties;

Analysis: While it appears that the properties to the east and west of the site have
improvements beyond the lake slope, they appear to have respected the limits on
improvements past the top of the slope. Allowing an encroachment of 17.17 feet
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into the lake slope and the reduced side setbacks on this property would
substantially impact the adjoining properties. This criterion is not met.

e. | The Variance will do substantial justice to the property owner as well as to
other property owners justifying a relaxation of this Land Development Code
to provide substantial relief;

Analysis:  Since this is new construction, the property owner had the design
flexibility to incorporate the single-family dwelling and pool within the parameters of
the Code. No variance would have been needed to do substantial justice to the
property owner, as the owner’s once vacant lot allowed a great degree of design
flexibility without the need for variances. The requested variances also will not do
substantial justice to other property owners. Quite the opposite, as they would
detract from both the character of the neighborhood, and the character of the Town
as a whole. This criterion is not met.

The plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances of the property
and/or applicant which would render conformity with the strict requirements
of the Land Development Code unnecessarily burdensome; and

Analysis: There are no unique circumstances that exist with the property and/or the
Applicant that would make conforming to the Code unnecessarily burdensome.
This criterion is not met.

g. | The special conditions and circumstances which exist are the result of
actions beyond the control of the applicant.

Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances which exist that are the
result of actions beyond the control of the Applicant. This criterion is not met.
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ANALYSIS

The Applicant is requesting variances to allow a pool, pool deck and reduced side
setbacks on property that is currently under construction for a new single-family dwelling.

Since this is new construction, the property owner had the design flexibility to incorporate
the single-family dwelling and pool within the parameters of the Code. Instead the
Applicant proposes a pool 9.17 feet beyond the top of the slope with 8 feet of pool deck
beyond that. The Applicant is requesting 570 square feet of pool deck beyond the top of
the slope with reduced setbacks on each side.

By Code, pools are not permitted beyond the top of the slope and the amount of deck
allowed beyond the top of the slope is 225 square feet. Also, the Code requires an
interior side setback of 7.5 feet for a deck. The Applicant is requesting a 5.17 foot
setback on the east side of the property and a 5.04 foot setback on the west side of the

property.

From the aerial photograph, it appears the slope around the lake is relatively clean of
encroachments. Also, it appears that the properties to the east and west of the site have
improvements beyond the lake slope but, they appear to have respected the limits on
improvements past the top of the slope. Allowing an encroachment of 17.17 feet into the
lake slope and the reduced side setbacks on this property would substantially impact the
adjoining properties.

Staff finds that these proposed improvements are not compatible with development
patterns in the Town or the neighborhood. Retaining green lake slopes, relatively free
from built improvements is an important part of the character of Miami Lakes, and the
proposed improvements would detract from that character.

Staff’s analysis shows that the requested variances meet zero (0) of the seven (7) criteria
for a variance.

Therefore, based on the above analysis and other factors contained in this report, Staff
recommends:

e Requests #1, #2 and #3: Staff recommends denial.
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GENERAL NOTES

I- ALL FLOORS AND WALLS OF POOL TO BE CONCRETE SHALL BE
PNEUMATICALLY PLACED (SHOTCRETE OR GUNITE) A 28 DAY MINIMUM

COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 2500 P8I
2- ALL REINFORCING STEEL TO CONFORM TO ASTM 615 GRADE 60.

EXISTNG 3*3/0 ,1%6 GRD
[CUTHINCU- 2'C

-

3- ALL POOL PIPING TO BE SCHEDULE 42 PVC BEARING NSF APPROVAL WITH
LOGO PRINTED. PLASTIC PIPE SUBJECT TO A PERIOD OF PROLONGED SUNLIGHT
EXPOSURE SHALL BE COATED TO PROTECT T FROM ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT
DEGRADE - FBC R450165

4~ FILTER BACKIUASH SHALL COMPLY WITH CHAPTER R4IDI120 OF THE FBC.

5- NO POOL OR SPA DECK SHALL BEAR ON ANY TYPE OF SOILS EXCEPT
CLEAN SANDS OR ROCK WHICH SHALL BE COMPACTED TO PROVIDE A SAFE

EXISTING ELECTRIC METER
COMBO RATED 400A WITH )
FEED THRULUGS —  —1\_/

EXISTING
PNL ‘A" |PNL ‘B
200 A |

MLO.

[] D—-— EXISTING (2) 2P200A
MAIN DISCONNECTS

—1— EXISTING PANEL ‘C'
20 AMPS, NEMA 3R

EXISTING 1 * 4 (GRD) (Cuw) N
ln' C TO CIUP. AND (2) %'¢
X 8' RODS &' APART AND
TO FOUNDATION REBARS ————4

EXISTING 3 *500 N 3%'¢
PIPE TO POUER Co

POINT OF CONNECTION
N .

o
z‘—-—-——-—-"‘

BEARING CAPACITY OF 2000 PSF. ANY ORGANICS, MARLS, OR OTHER TYPES OF
DELETERIOUS MATERIALS ENCOUNTERED ON EXCAVATION SHALL BE REMOVED
(DEMUCKED) IN THEIR ENTIRETY AND THE AREA SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH
ACCEPTABLE SOIL AND COMPACTED IN 2 THICK LAYERS. UHERE THE
CONTRACTOR CAN NOT REMOVE THE ORGANICS DUE TO WHATEVER CAUSED, THE
POOL SHALL BE REDESIGN FOR PILING.

6- N ALL CASES THE POOL CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE ALL PRECAUTIONS TO
PROTECT EXISTING STRUCTURES FROM FAILURE BY SHORING, UNDERPINNING OR
ANY OTHER METHOD FF REQUIRED. THE DESIGN ENGINEER ASSUMES NO
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE SAFETY OF EXISTING STRUCTURE.

1- THE DESIGN ENGINEER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR POOL

CONSTRUCTION IN EASEMENTS OR REQUIRED SETBACK AREAS. PLOT PLANS NOT
PREPARED FROM LEGAL SURVEYS OF THE EXISTING LOT AND RESIDENCE ARE $0
INDICATED. POOL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD AND
ESTABLISH LOT LINES IF NECESSARY. CONTRACTOR AND / OR OUNER SHALL
VERIFY LAYOUT SHOUN AND ALL DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

8- CONTRACTOR SHALL ESTABLISH LOCATIONS OF UTILITIES AT THE SITE.

MINIMUM CLEARANCE DIMENSIONS SHALL BE HELD AND SHALL BE AS REGUIRED
BY THE LOCAL REGULATORY AGENCY IN GENERAL. HOLD A DISTANCE OF 10 FEET
FROM OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINES TO OPEN POOL WATER EDGE AND 5 FEET FROM
UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC LINES.

9- POOL SLIDES TO BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST EDITION OF
CONSUMER PRODUCTS SAFETY COMMISSION, WD.C. AND FBC R424132

12-MINIMUM 4'-0" HIGH 16 FENCE RECOMMENDED AROUND ALL POOLS N
UNSCREENED AREAS. COMPLY WITH CHAPTER R450111 OF THE 2014 FBC.

I-WHERE POOLS ABUT OR ARE PLACED NEARBY SEAWALLS OR BULKHEADS
SPECIAL CARE SHALL BE EMPLOYED. THE WALLS SHALL BE IN GOOD
CONDITIONS NOT PERMITTING ANY SHIFTING OR REMOVAL OR LOOSENING OF THE
SUPPORTING SOIL AWAY FROM THE POOL. IF THE WALLS DO NOT RULLY CONTAN
THE SOILS BEHIND THEM, THEY SHALL BE REPLACED OR REPAIRED. CONTINUAL
MAINTENANCE OF THE WALLS 1 REQUIRED OF THE PROPERTY OUNER WHEN
EXCAVATING FOR THE POOL, THE SEAWALL TIEBACKS SHALL NOT BE CUT. WHERE
CONCRETE DEAD-MEN FALL WITHIN THE EXCAVATION, NOTIFY THE ENGINEER FOR
INSTRUCTIONS.

12-THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BACKFILL THE POOL SHELL WITH CAUTION. THE
PLUMBING SHALL NOT BE DISTURBED. BACKFILL SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED WITH
CLEAN 8ANDS FREE OF ORGANIC MATERIALS AND SHALL BE PLACED N 12' THICK
LAYERS. EACH LAYER SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 90 % OF THE SOILS MAXIMM
DENSITY BY TAMPING SOLIDLY. OIS BELOW THE PATIO SHALL BE PLACED N A
SMILAR MANNER

3'NINRW'C

— DISTRIBUTION
BOX

Tx AS PER MANUFACTURER
000 SPECIFICATIONS
| e 2T BASIN TANK) GLOBRITE LED LIGHT

SWITCH MANUFACTURED BY PENTAIR
[[]_3*oNu'cC /

3'RINW'C TIMER AND

SWITCH

3'RINW'C

- ' 54 WATTS 2 VOLTS REMOVABLE UNDER

CONTROL

BOX )

SALT SYSTEM

NICHE LED LIGHT AT SPA

3'2INK'C

THRU TIMER
YARIABLE SPEED

3'RINWK'C

3'2INW'C

POOL PUMP (3 HP)
BLOWER (2 HP)

SWITCH rﬂ—
L

3% IN%'C swlTCHrr

36 IN%'C

POOL HEATER

L

HECTRICAL RISER DIAGRAM

(102 KW)

POOL FUMP SHOUN ON THIS SET OF PLANS 5
IN COMPLIANCE WITH FBC E4233 Suimming pool

THIS SETS OF PLANS HAS BEEN DESIGNED
UNDER 62026 NEC. 2011 EDITION AND
RESIDENTIAL 2014 FBC 5th EDITION

13-WHERE PATIOS ARE INDICATED BY OTHERS. THE PATIO DESIGN NOTES SHOIN
ON THE TYPICAL WALL SECTION DO NOT APPLY. PATIO DESIGN SHALL BE BY

OTHERS,
14-WARNING: TO EMPTY POOL AFTER CONSTRUCTION FOR REPAIRS OR ANY

BECTRICAL DATA
EXISTING 200A PANRL “C*

120 / 240v
o 3w
NEMA 3R

OTHER REASON, THE HYDROSTATIC UPLIFT PRESSURES BENEATH THE POOL MUST

cKTS SERVES

KW | WIRE - COND.

-

CB.

BE ELIMINATED TO PREVENT THE POOL FROM FLOATING UPWARD. THE OUNER MUST
CONSULT AND POOL REPAIR CONTRACTOR EXPERIENCED IN ELIMINATING UPLIFT
PRESSURES.

1B~ THIS PLANS REMAINS THE PROPERTY OF THE DESIGN ENGINEER IT 1S NOT
TRANSFERABLE FROM ONE CONTRACTOR TO ANOTHER WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
PERMISSION OF THE DESIGN ENGINEER AND TO THE BEST OF OUR PROFESSIONAL
KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, THEY HAVE BEEN PREPARED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE

cKT-1,3
CcKT- 2,4
CKT- 5,1
CKT- 6

BLOWER

POOL PUMP (GFCI) 20
POOL HEATER 60

POOL LIGHTS 20

32 *2-12'C
2| *e-3/4'C
223 | *R-12'C
o3 R-12'C

20

_—N NN

ANSI-NSPI-5-2003 AND 2014 FBC AND ALL APPLICABLE LOCAL CODES AND
REGULATIONS.
16- CONCRETE POOL DECK, SHALL BE PROVIDED W/ '4* WIDE SAWCUT CRACK

(GFC1) GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER
B13KW ® 100% / 240 v = 66 AMPS

CONTROL JOINTS SPACED AT 5'-@' OC. OR FOR AN EFFECTIVE CONCRETE AREA
OF B0 SQ. FT. CRACK CONTROL JOINTS SHALL BE SAWCUT AT A DEFPTH OF I/3 THE

MAINTAN I'-2*

POOL HEATER MOUNTING DETAL

R4121144 Connections.

All uater heating equipment shall be Installed uith
flanges or unlon comnection adjacent to the heater.

Tx
r 40y 2000 SUITCH

EaN 0
— 3o c) (arnauic

AS PER MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS

3 BARS EACH WAY

- 54 WATTS 12 YOLTS REMOVABLE UNDER
WATER NICHE LED LIGHT AT POOL AND 25
WATTS 12 VOLTS REMOYABLE UNDER WATER
NICHE LED LIGHT AT SPA

UNDERWATERR LAMP DETAL

UNDERWATER POOL LIGHT 23 WATTS 12 VOLT

WATER NICHE LED LIGHT AT POOL AND 25
WATTS 12 VOLTS REMOVABLE UNDER WATER

204 FBC ENERGY CODE FOR SWIMMING POOLS

R4233 Suimming pools, inground spas and portable epas (Mandatory).
The energy requirements for residential pools and inground spas shall be as specified in Sections
R4033) through R4©323 and In accordance with ANSI/APSP-15. The energy requirements for

ble spas shall be in accordance with ANSI/APSP-14.
R4233] Pool and spa heaters.
All pool heaters shall be equipped uith a readlly accessible on-off suitch that Is mounted
outside the heater to allow shutting off the heater without adjusting the thermostat eetiing.
R402321] Gas and oil-fired pool and spa heaters.
All gae- and oll-fired pool and spa heaters shall have a minimum thermal efficiency of 82 percent
for heaters manufactured on or after April 16, 2013 when tested In accordance with ANSI Z 2156.
Pool heaters fired by natural or LP gas shall not have continuously buming piiot lights.
R423312 Heat pump pool heaters.
Heat pump pool heaters shall have a minimun COP of 4.0 uhen tested In accordance with AHR
ll6, Table 2, Standard Rating Conditions-Low Alr Temperature. A test report from an indepencient
laboratory is required to verify procedure compliance. Geothermal suimming pool heat pumps are
not recuired to meet this standard.
R40392 Time suitches.
Time switches or other control method that can automatically tumn off and on heaters and pumpe
according to a preset schedkle shall bs installed on all heaters and pumps. Heaters, pumps and
motors that have built in timers shall be desned in compliance with thie requirement.
Exceptions:
1. Where public health standlards recuire 24-hour pump operation.
2. Uhere pumpe are required to operate solar- and uwasts-heat-recovery pool heating system.
3. Uhere pumps are powered exclusively from on-site renewable generation.

6L AB THICKNESS.
Page 1
MNIMUM Iga x I WIDE
e GALY STEEL STRAP
P — FASTEN O CLL UITH 4 * 12
« TEK SCREWS AND
WATER ~ DISTRIBUTION ATTACHED TO CONCRETE
LEVEL o 2 [[CoPNe BOX SLAB WITH 4-14" x 2' LONG
-\ = l— TAPCON 5CREUS
e — (TYP. AT EACH CORNER)
=
——% Z rpvcscu.m—,
% *IOINW' CTOT
GLOBRITE LED LIGHT o e T PN cTO T
MANUFACTURED BY PENTAIR \ WTE S%Ag;EN MN
UNDERWATER POOL LIGHT 23 / CKNE
WATTS 12 vOLT A8 PER MANIFACTURER
SPECFICATIONS HEATER TO WITHSTAND 5 MPH
WAL oF PooL (SEE RISER DIAGRAM) AND SHALL BE INSTALLED A5 FER
\ MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS
UNDERWATER LAMP DETAL
AT 4" BHOW WATRR
PROVIDE 4 RATED JMPERS ON
POOL REBARS (30" FROM EACH
OTHER) WITH * 8 Cu SOLID WIRE
AROUND POOL .
~ |~ 2%
B'-
T T 1 O
{ . P L
> PROPOSED POOL — £
r I s | (12 |
L 10 POOL )
S— EUFMENT | F
. | 5
e .
A AN
=5
* 8 COPPER SOLID WIRE
4' 10 ' BELOU GRADE .
EQUIPOTENTIAL BONDING DETAL
68026 NEC. 201l EDITION
ALTERNATE EQUAL POTENTIAL BONDING GRID OF ONE * 8 S0LID
COPPER PLACED 18" TO 24' FROM THE INSIDE EDGE OF POOL ;
ENCOMPASSING 360 DEGREES WITH 4 EQUAL BONDING POINTS :
T0 THE POOL STEEL. THE EQUAL POTENTIAL BONDING NEEDS

ELECTRICAL NOTES:

ALL ELECTRIC WIRING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH NEC-NFPA
-10-2011-680

PROVIDE GROUND WIRE SYSTEMS LOOP WITH * 8 COOPER WIRE
FOR THE POOL DECK WIRE MESH AND STRUCTURAL STEEL.

ALL WIRING SHALL BE COPPER THIN

ALL SWIMMING POOL EQUIPMENTS SHALL BE THRU GFCI BREAKER
(NEC 68022b)

CONTRACTOR SHALL ESTABLISH LOCATIONS OF UTILITIES AT THE
SITE. MINIMUM CLEARANCE DIMENSIONS SHALL BE HELD AND
SHALL BE AS REQUIRED BY THE LOCAL REGULATORY AGENCY IN
GENERAL. HOLD A DISTANCE OF 10 FEET FROM OVERHEAD
ELECTRIC LINES TO OPEN POOL WATER EDGE AND 5 FEET FROM
UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC LINES.

ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT- METAL PARTS OF ELECTRICAL
EQUIPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE POOL WATER CIRCULATING
SYSTEM, INCLUDING PUMP MOTORS AND METAL PARTS OF
EQUIPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH POOL COVERS, INCLUDING
ELECTRIC MOTORS, SHALL BE BONDEDEXCEPTION: METAL PARTS
OF LISTED EQUIPMENT INCORPORATING AN APPROVED SYSTEM OF
DOUBLE INSULATION SHALL NOT BE BONDED. (NEC 680265)
POOL MOTORS REQUIRE OVERLOAD PROTECTION TO COMPLY
WITH NEC 43032

LEGAL DESCRPTION:

Folio: 32-206-003-020

LOT & BLOCK 11, FOURTH ADDITION TO ROYAL OAKS, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THERECF, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 131 AT PAGE 53, OF THE PUELIC RECORD OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA

BARRER SCHEDULE

FBC. 20|4 - R4501I1 Residential swimning barrier requirement.

BARRIER DESCRIPTION

CHILD FENCE 48" HIGH ALL AROUND POOL

R450111113 Removable child barriers must be placed sufficiently auay from the uater's edge to
prevent a child or medically frail elderly person tho may manage to penetrate the barrier
from lmmedlatel? falling Into the water. Sufficiently auay from the water's edgs shall mean no lese
than 20 inches (508 mm) from the barrier to the water's edge. Duelling or non-duelling walls
Including screen enclosures, when used as part or all of the "barrier and meeting the other barrier
requirenents, may be as close to the uater's edge as permitted by this code.

R45011111l - Removable child barriers shall have one end of the barrier non-removable without the

ald of tools

TO BE 4' TO &' BELOW GRADE AND SECURED IN PLACE
Page 12 of 164
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) % . ~-;__1 o * }t 8.4@! 7 %
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&
~—-—4—¢ _________ N.E. l63th

SITE PLAN

298' ASPHALT PAVEMENT

SCALE: k' = I'-2'
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#
AN

REVYISIONS

BY

B-2lelbl

, PA

1220 SW. 3%th TERRACE MIAMI, FLORIDA 33155

CiviL / STRUCTURAL

PE 22249 CA 0005502

CONBULTING

TEL- (305) 262-6225 FAX- (305) 202-20\4
Emall - orlandofortunebellsouthnet
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CHECKED : OMF.

DATE : November '

SCALE : SHOUN

JOB NO: B-Dlebl
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REVISIONS BY

DRAIN FLAT GRATE
SUCTION OUTLET
A MINIMUM SLOPE FOR DECKING OF /8" . 3"
CONCRETE DECK PER LINEAR FOOT SHALL BE PROVIDED 7
AREA = 1140 SQFT. TO EFFECTIVELY DRAIN TOWARDS THE . c
PERIMETER AREA OR DECK DRAINS m;égfo , T T jvi T >
COMMUINICATE BASIN TANKS li 2" . 2" "
e e s
g >3 /T \ WALL OF POOL OVERFLOW 2% SPIGOT x 2'
I' BELOW COPING LEVEL | '4"¢ HYDROSTATIC SOCKET x 2 NPT
. 4 S VALVE -
s BASNTAK v e =it BANTAK il | | | 5
%’:‘-“-:;;;‘iii'i!‘mi;!;\"s"%z\i'1*3:1111,?3i?f§;i"MHHMIHHEHHUMUE; Sil I...L.LL.;J..;J..?.Jrj_.j.L.L.LT;.;..,.@.gf;..t.j.x.;..i..é_.]I %
| I N | | KA | 32" CHANNEL DRAN ALAT DETAL Y
WALL OF POOL OVERFLOU | I SEAT l 259 8Q. IN. OPENING / FLOOR: 36 GPM AT 33 fps
"' BELOU COPNG LEVEL | = I LNBLOCKABLE DRAN (NO SECOND SUCTION OUTLET OR BACKUP
44 4! 6VRS REQUIRED
Aot 50 [ ] | l : 1146 HYDROSTATIC
' - e  |FLoaTNG sTEPS | I VALVE :
v DEEP 3-6 TYPICAL OF 4) | 32' DRAIN FLAT I | /' —2'¢ LOOP 3 <
DEEPN| | -+ GRATE SUCTION “F1 28
E?GﬁTLED 32" DRAIN FLAT GRATE | OUTLET ! AT ke P <3 %
SUCTION OUTLET SLOFE | : -t—-— RN
e Crmac | 1| SEAT el B \ = SUCTION OUTLET O 8883
. & PROPOSED POOL ol ol Mt ' ] ] > T%4
‘sLOPE . g =t
i TN | | oA EE38E":
| N L ' 25 W LED l 2% 10 2% T0 ° g 8%
. ; - | L LIGHT SPA PUMP POOL PUMP © Qg ?E
: VACUM SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH | T T 53235
SELF-CLOSING SAFETY COVER SEAT N
i REQUIRING TOOLS FOR REMOVAL [ + 5 ~ 32'g-IAN~E. DRAIN RAT DETAL o §§§
B s TWO PUMPS CONNECTION a
H l H H Y H H H T || THNRY 6T T S 3
| ! [ | | | [ [ ! RN [ 5 8
I i | I i I | | LTt ——— y 2v,-oLTo
L-———-+———J—— —————— L———--—--— -l- —————— cl- ——————— J—- —————————— -———J—-——J I%HYDWVALW Poo |U|‘
| I
9) N = _
2 NS N
— i e e ¢ S, St G — ¢ G S NG GMANS ¢ GEENS GWEE O GMEES WA ¢ GHEED G ¢ GENE WANS ¢ GHND GHES ¢ GEE D ¢ G GHE § GHED G ¢ I G O GG SHEES § GHNS CRGME O GWSN G O NN GG S S G GGG S GS——— WS G 0 MRS NN 6 S —— —— DRA‘N FLAT GRATE
e DROVIDE 20 DECODRAN e BTN OUTLET
= [
£
I-E 32" CHANNH. DRAN AAT
WP/ GFl
¢ "ECETACLE
|/ TERRACE
0
Page 2 @ pu—
PLUMBING NOTES: "8
L ALL POOL AND EQUIPMENT PIPING SHALL BE SCHEDULE 42,
PVC-PU, NON-THREADED, N&F APPROVED SUPPORTED E »
CONTINJOUSLY ON GROUND OR ON MAXIMUIM 4'¢* CENTERS WITH N
CLEVIS HANGERS. (D] B
E 2. ALL SUCTION PIPING SHALL BE 2' DIAMETER AND ALL PRESEURE o <
PIPING | 172" DIAMETER UNLESS OTHERUISE NOTED. 2
3. POOL WATER DISPOSAL SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL Q
@ BUILDING DEPARTMENT REUIREMENTS. o
4 ANTI VORTEX MAIN DRAN SHALL HAVE 75 PLATE SECURELY S
FASTENED WITH TAMPERPROCF SCRES, Rt i
5. POOL VACUIM SHALL HAVE SPRING LOADED CAP N c «
ACCORDANCE WITH THE FLORIDA BUILDING CODE.
POOL PLAN 6. ALL PIPING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE © g
8CALE: %' = 1-0' FLORIDA BUILDING CODE-PLUMBING SECTION 309 & A’
/ 1 THE WATER VELOCITY THROUGH ALL SUCTION PIPING SHALL BE e -
_____________ DENOTES 2%°» LINES LESS THAN 8 FEET PER SECOND. — 5
DENOTES 2'% LINES 8. THE WATER VELOCITY THROUGHOUT ALL PRESSURE PIPING SHALL <
- B - . BE LESS THAN 10 FEET PER SECOND. o xr
—————————— DENOTES 11" LINES & ALL PIPNG SHALL BE SUITABLE FOR EXPOSURE TO ULTRA Z v w
VIOLET RADIATION AND NORMAL OPERATING TEMPERATURES. I R
0. VACUM SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH SELF-CLOSING SAFETY COVER 0o
IMPORTANT SAFETY NOTE: CARTRIDGE FILTER REUIRING TOOLS FOR REMOVAL 2 E
DO NOT USE OR OPERATE POOL OR SPA IF THE 700 SGFT) —— B , §
SUCTION INLET FITTING 16 MIS6ING, BROKEN, OR LOOSE. AN POOL EQUFTENT ON 4 - t::‘
2'¢ WASTE X SECURED WITH (4) 14" x 24" 0 06 <9
LINE 2o , ?‘-Hg‘m TAPCON SCREWS (TYPICAL) u @ g
‘ °
VARIABLE SPEED Il <%
POOL PUMP UTH HAR | o Q
AND LINT STRANER T CHECK 2 §
POOL & SPA DATA & EQUIPMENT « 1 AVE |
FOOL SPA | BY PASS
SIZE ¢DEPTH | B'x33' [35'T05' | I5'xB' [ 3 . L ORINATOR | oot b
CAPACITY naReL o9 2 Ao I WATER LEVEL *oTeTeT DECK
PERMETER/AREA | 9 LF./ 4% 6QFT. 54 LF./ b 6QFT. | RN ﬂ ! N - [
PUMP x | 3P | I X CHECK =tk =
FILTER % | CARTRIDGE (200 $GFT)| - i1l | Yvave —
e 6'CHOCE  |e*cHolce - : , | DRAIN : RMG.
TYPE OF PATIO | SLIP RESISTANT SLIP RESISTANT l lll vl 1
EXITRALNGS | OPTIONAL OPTIONAL 5 949 CHECKED : OMF.
COPING BRICK BRICK Y yz
B - DATE : Novenber '
TURNOVER 175 HOUR 033 HOUR gggg gg & v
o0t ] b ' 2 SCALE : SHON
X USTs GALLONS RE-CIRULATED N5 HOIR 200 GFH @ | GFH RNy g g 5{5 £ 0 :
FILTER RATED 200 8GFT. FILTER AREA AND 3 HP RE-CIRCUL SES e 1EE
POOL FUMP | PHASE, 230 V, 143 GFM @ 50' TDH =5 . STEPS DETAL 22 Noes A JOB NO: B-016B
- o [ \‘ . e T £ s ;'7 -
% 335 GALLONS RE-CIRCULATED IN 233 HOUR 200 GFM @ 1 GPM (A) RISER HEIGHT HUGT BE UNIFORM (12' MAX) SR STATE OF  ffd
FILTER RATED 200 SQFT. FILTER AREA AND 3 HP RE-CIRCULATION PPING DIAGRAM (B) TREAD LENGTH 12" MINIMUM L, | SHEET
SPA PUMP | PHASE, 230 V, 143 GPM @ 50' TDH (C) CONTRASTING TILE AT EDGE (OPTIONAL) S :
WATER VELOCITY TO COMPLY FBC 2014

R450163 AND ANSI INSPI-5 2003-92
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REVISIONS BY
NON-SLIPPERY TILE SET WITH PROVIDE * 3 6 9' OC. EACH WAY
MORTAR (SELECTED BY OUNER) o AT FLOATING STEPS (TYPICAL
" THROUGHOLT)
DECK \ e WATER LEVEL FIBER MESH CONCRETE ,@L /o o 29'-12* N ; L I '* A A e 2-0' *@*
_\ _\ {16, WATER LEVEL | | WATER LEVEL cOPlNG
Y TOP OF POOL !
TP —
g% :._Ieb' TILE (SELECTED d gt :%?'QT‘}@/D ' T &
wy || Loumoum | BT OHER | / L % PROPO |
— ' K ¢ & 6' CONCRETE WALLS
, &' UIDE CERAMIC TILES © SEAT S SEAT '
"\ provioE presseT " PROPOSED (SELECTED BY OUNER) = S o SPA {|  wmeseaoc
WHEN SOIL EXHIBIT COLOR TILE NON-SLIP 8 & DRANFLAT GRATE . EACH WAY
50LID ROCK FORMATION AT SWMOUT EDGE > POOL = | &UCTION OUTLET )
(OPTIONAL) ¥ oo : .
- 6' CONCRETE WALLS WITH = o' CONCRETE 5L.45 UITH Jure.s E
AT DEEP BXD SUCTION OUTLET _\ 6" CONCRETE SLAB UTH /' GRAVEL— 57 |+ 32'% 6'% 6" SUMP %
N s 2 2 M 2 2 s s s M N PR *3 69 OC EACH WAY
EL. + 30' NGVD. % H VALVE e PRE-CAST OR RUST-FREE DN
EL. - 50" 4 HYDRO VAL FIBERGLASS MAN DRAN )
15
GRAVEL 32'x &'x &' SMP
—UELL COMPACTED FILL ————
WALL OF POOL OVERFLOU 14 HYDRO VALVE PRE-CAST OR RUST-FREE H
I' BELOW COPNG LEVEL NON-8LIPPERY TILE SET WITH FIBERGLASS MAN DRAN
MORTAR (SELECTED BY OUNER) POOL SECTION - A
mm 1 1 (]
I8 4' CONC. 6L.AB WITH SCALE: %' = "0 o
WATER LEVEL T ’r * FIBER MESH CONCRETE 28
<[
TOP OF POOL : & a8 g
;‘ 5 ! PROVIDE 4' PIPE a<Pos
B EL. + 80" NGVD. A THROUGH STEPS TO © g §§ 3
L B.10o-0 COMMINICATE BASIN TANKS = =3
9‘. 1_gt E .
0ls* WALL WITH$3 @ 5 | 0P OF TANK +* T-e " o 3 )‘:E:S,
OC. EACH WAY —_ ; EL +72 NGVD. PROVIDE 2 *3 AT STEPS EDGE PROVIDE *3 @ 9" OC. EACH WAY w 5
~— 7 ' (TYPICAL THROUGHOUT) AT FLOATING STEPS (TYPICAL ® 0
. ‘ NON-SLIPPERY TILE SET WITH g2 S 3
? I o ieion vy MR PORIAR (8L CTED BY OlkeR) CER AL
0 by *399'OC EACH COPING _*é' - 340 ,4.,8 o . ,*.3' 3'-4' %3"* 3'-4' ,*l' 1_':79[* ; t 14'-0' , Y ﬁ 8
2 | -l WAY SIDES | ’r | WATER LEVEL o ] c 6LAB WITH ul § § -
: ) TOP OF POOL L | | e FBia MESH CONCRETE % RE
9 ;
= I BOTION OF 1A & e e NavD o SCh
: - ; EL + 55 NGVD. EL ¢ 0-0° — [ tor oF Dk, T S
. 7 EL + 10 NGVD. © "
8 \, . .
¥ ! EXISTING SLOPE
N 6" CONCRETE 5LAB WITH o 12" x 12* CONCRETE THICKENED 4
1 *3 0 9' OC EACH WAY UELL COMPACTED FlLL EDGE WITH 2 * 5 CONTINUOUS = L AKE
*3 0 3 OC. EACH LAY ‘ 6CALE: %' = I0"
[} [} [] '
7—sugvar TIE LINE
AND TOP OF BANK
NON-SLIPPERY TILE SET WITH ® g
BASN TANK SECTION MORTAR (SELECTED BY OINER) + R S F—
- CONC. SL4B LT | WALL OF POOL OVERFLOW
' CONC. : I BELOU COPING LEVEL
FIBER MESH CONCRETE WATER LEVEL ‘\ I % 8-0" "
1 l_ 1] l |_ L] l_ [ I- ']
‘\ o+ i : - e J;* s{_;ppgglsl_g SETUTH 4 cone sLaB U e
TOP OF POOL B ) _
AOTATION ANALYSIS QE 55 NGVD. = ( MORTAR (SELECTED BY W FIBER MESH CONCRETE
WATER LEVEL ELEVATION (TOP CF WALL) | 82" EL t0-0' TOP OF GRADE o )
POOL DEPTH 50/ , . b > EL. + 12 NGVD.
Low PONT oo e M9 6' CONCRETE WALLS 6' WIDE CERAMIC TILES PROP SED owuALwHe3es 1 o (@)
! R R WtH*3 89 0C (SELECTED BY OUNER) OC. EACH WAY —1 - ——— &' CONCRETE WALLS EXISTING SLOFE b
BASE FLOOD 'X FLOOD CR‘TER'A | e EACHWAY — POOL B WUTH*3 6 9' OC 4 -o
FC.DEPTH LEVEL | 32 i EACH WAY <! ()]
LESS HYDROVERTICAL 20' 12" x 12 CONCRETE THICKENED LAKE
e S BOTTOM OF POOL 6’ CONCRETE 6LA4. WITH SEE BASIN TANK EDGE WITH 2 * 5 CONTINJOUS E )
HYDROSTATIC UPLIFT 12 AT DEEP BND +3 0 3' OC EACH JAY . SECTION THIS SHEET GLORIA N
THEREFORE USE 6' CONCRETE 6LAB @ EL. + 30' NGVD. | < Yv‘, v o
EL. - 50" — i — (a4 >4
As min = D002 x t (Slab thickness) x b (column of water) } <
Asmin = DO02x 6 x12 = OM | L=
spacng » 2t L 22200 Lo e ~———UELL COMPACTED FILL ————— E %
As min. 214 —— l-—l'-l
THEREFORE USE 6' CONCRETE SLAB UITH * 3 ¢ 9' OC. EACH WAY m m - c -: <
SCALE: %' = [0 < “g
o
§=| =
AROOR AND WALL THICKNESS SCHEDULE 0 3
[
WAL THICKNESS 0P BOTTOM 2 v u
- NON-SLIPPERY TILE SET WITH . » Yy I T
PLACED CONCRETE &' 6’ MORTAR (SELECTED BY OUNER) ‘ . % ' o
MATER LEVEL CONC. 5LAB WITH | CONCRETE DECK I _4 E
4' CONC. &L | AREA = /94 SQFT. Y
FLOOR THICKNESS BOTTOM | ) : Ny
0P OF FOOL | FBER MESH CONCRETE | : § B
PLACED CONCRETE 6" Q50 NGVD. . o
EL ¢ 20" :«.\ @ g L
/ i i ;|| &2
| o,
6" UIDE CERAMIC TILES I «
SOL STATEMENT (BLECTED BY OUNER | = || 8§
SOIL CONDITION AT SITE BY VISUAL INSPECTION INDICATES AN ALLOWABLE POOL FINISH (SELECTED - _ ® ~
BEARNG CAPACITY OF 2000 PSF. (INDISTURBED SAND AND/OR ROCK. ) BY OINER) UELL COMPACTED FILL .
UPON EXCAYATION OF POOL, PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF POOL FOUNDATION - -UELL COMP 1
SYSTEM THE BULDING OFFICIAL SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH A STATEMENT FROM AN R
ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER TO CERTIFY THE PRESUMPTIVE $OIL BEARNG CAPACITY. % FOR THICKNESS
BOTTOM OF POOL g SEE SCHEDULE
PRI - S . '3 e O, EACH
EL-+ 45 NavD. | WAY SIDES
|
STRUCTURAL NOTES: 6' CONCRETE 8LAB |~ STEEL TEXT FORM § % DRAIN : RMG.
WTH3 83 OC 11| OR KRAFT FORM ® 42 R
L. ALL POOL CONCRETE SHALL DEVELOP A MINIMUM 28 DAY COMPRESSIVE EACH WAY ! | PROVIDH 2' DECO DRAN L ) CHECKED : OMF.
STRENGTH OF 1'c=2500 PSI. | % = — Wi
2. ALL REINFORCING STEEL SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH OF BOTIOM OF POOL ! R AT I DATE : Novenber 5
60000 5. 11 LN
5 AL DECK GONCRETE (UHEN INSTALLED INDER THESE FLANG) SHALL HAVE @ AT DEEPEND - i C <o SET w2000 1 SCALE : SHOIN
A MNIMUM 28 DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF F'c=2500 PS. EL+30'NGVD. Oy . L f 70 Mo 22247 %
4 THE DESIGN OF THIS PROJECT HAS INCORPORATED A RATIONAL DESIGN EL. - 5'-¢" -~ 5 t :
APPROACH BASED ON ACCEPTED ENGINEERNG PRINCIPLES. L g y JOB NO: 5-0i6l)
5, ALL RENFORCING SPLICES SHALL BE 18" IN LENGTH UNLESS OTHERWISE
NDICATED ONTHESE FLANS TYPICAL WALL SECTION SHEET
| POOL AHOOR PLAN  scak b - 10
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MIAMI) \LAKES

Growing Beautifully

6601 Main Street ¢ Miami Lakes, Florida, 33016 ;
Office: (305) 364-6100 e Fax: (305) 558-8511 Y
Website: www.miamilakes-fl.gov

i ?,@w/kﬂﬂk((,g ?OO( Ivd l)\
PLANNING AND ZONING PUBLIC HEARING APPLICATION

W, 20l ~oolo Filet &

Q'i:z QI .[{p___ Date Received =
i TSl GA

Jo) z1 ol AL (2 Date of Pre-application Meeting

Bl 2ol -02]0
NOTE TO APPLICANTS: A pre-application meeting with the Towns Planning and Zoning

Department staff is required prior to official application filing. Please call 305 364-6100 for an
appointment.

Name of Applicant LB € AEYZA L pmPros
a. If applicant is owner, give name exactly as recorded on deed.
b. If applicant is lessee, attach copy of valid lease of 1 year or more and Owner’s Sworn-to-Consent form.

c. If applicant is corporation, partnership, limited partnership, or trustee, a separate Disclosure of Interest form
must be completed.

Mailing Address

city JJI7ANIT LAKES State S X zr _2320/6
Tel. # (during working hours) /Qé ///Q 55/// Other
E-Mail: AEXTL & Acd « ¢ om Mobile # 786 -4/4) - SS4//

Name of Property Owner _SAM1£ AS ALovs

Mailing Address

City State ZIP
Tel. # (during working hours) Other
N i P n 5
Contact Person _ =lilder@-S—Arvr== <A AS Alwy§
Mailing Address
City State ZIP
Tel. # (during working hours) Other
E-Mail: Mobile #:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY COVERED BY THE APPLICATION

a. If subdivided, provide lot, block, complete name of subdivision, plat book and page number.

b. If metes and bounds description, provide complete description (including section, township, and range).
c. Attach a separate typed sheet, if necessary. Please verify the accuracy of your legal description

,/7/“/ Azrzos 7o /Z;;)/M UHS L7 6 L 17

10of7
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Page 2

5. Address or location of property (including section, township, and range):

BozY e M 163 7R

6. Size of property: x Acres
7. Date subject property O acquired or Q leased day of
Term of lease; years/months.

8. Does property owner own contiguous property to the subject property? If so, give complete legal description of
entire contiguous property. (If lengthy, please type on a sheet labeled “Contiguous Property.”)

No

9. Is there an option to O purchase or Q lease the subject property or property contiguous thereto? QO Yes Erﬂgd

If yes, who are the potential purchasers or lessees? (Complete section of Disclosure of Interest form, also.)

/

10. Present zoning classification(s): C%F"{)\//ﬂ O-1 Present land use classification(s):

11. REQUEST(S) COVERED UNDER THIS APPLICATION:

Please check the appropriate box and give a brief description of the nature of the request in the space provided.
Be advised that all zone changes require concurrent site plan approval.

Q District Boundary (Zone) Change(s):
Zoning Requested:

O Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Amendment:
Future Land Use Requested:

O Site Plan Approval

{ Variance flace ol SuTemumLY BEYorD SOREY TZE LINE .

U Preliminary Plat Approval:

O Final Plat Approval:

O Modification of Previous Resolution/Plan/Ordinance

O Modification of Declaration or Covenant

12. Has a public hearing been held on this property within the last year and a half? QO Yes QO No

If yes, applicant’'s name Date of Hearing

Nature of Hearing

Decision of Hearing Resolution #

13. Is this hearing being requested as a result of a violation notice? Q Yes @{c‘)

If yes, give name to whom violation notice was served

Nature of violation

14. Are there any existing structures on the property? E(es U No

If yes, briefly describe _ MNEW Copn<TRuCTITOA

15. Is there any existing use on the property? QO Yes m«o

If yes, what is the use and when was it established?

20f7
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Page 3

OWNERSHIP AFFIDAVIT
FOR
INDIVIDUAL

STATE OF FLORIDA Public Hearing No.
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared, hereinafter the Affiants, who being first duly sworn by
me, on oath, depose and say:

1. Affiants are the fee owners of the property which is the subject of the proposed hearing.

2. The subject property is legally described as:

3. Affiants understand this affidavit is subject to the penalties of law for perjury and the possibility of voiding of any
zoning granted at public hearing.

Witnesses:

Signature

Signature
7 l0yza ﬁemco/ 03

Print Name

Sworn to and subscribed before me on the (,/‘? day of g«:%
has produced !

! = ;
Afé“,,, n*r My Commission Expires: M’ 2k 3'0(/0
Withésses: /
Signature

Print Name

T Beils Aol

3'9-9%“2 i £ s (T E @S

Print Name
Sworn to and subscribed before me on the day of ,20___. Affiant is personally known to me or
has produced as identification.

Notary
(Stamp/Seal)
My Commission Expires:

3of 7
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Page 4

OWNERSHIP AFFIDAVIT
FOR
TRUSTEE
STATE OF Public Hearing No.
COUNTY OF

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared

and says:

, hereinafter the Affiant, who being duly sworn by me, on oath, deposes

1. Affiantis the Trustee of the Trust which owns the property which is the subject of the proposed hearing.

2. Affiantis legally authorized as Trustee to apply for the proposed hearing.

3. The subject property is legally described as:

4. Affiant understands this affidavit is subject to the penalties of law for perjury and the possibility of voiding of any

zoning granted at public hearing.

Witnesses:

Signature

Print Name

B DO B IR TR, TR S - e .

[3i3 ey

Signature |

Print Nam

2 g e Siftaasy
R R AR P e R g W e

Sworn to and subscribed before me on the day of

Affiant's Signature

Print Name

, 20___. Affiant is personally known to me or

has produced

as identification.

My Commission Expires:

40of 7

Notary Public, State of

Print Name
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Royal Oaks HOA PPa8e 1 of 1

From: Oscar Vazquez <OVazquez@grsmanagement.com>
To: apex72 <apex72@aol.com>
Subject: Royal Oaks HOA
Date: Thu, Apr 7, 2016 4:58 pm

Good afternoon:

As per our conversation this afternoon, your ARB request for your pool was denied. The Architectural Review
Board (ARB) has agreed to review your request once again if you are granted approval from the Town of
Miami Lakes. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 305-823-0072.

Regards,

Oscar Vazquez

GRS Management, Inc

8140 NW 155th ST. STE 101

Miami Lakes, FL 33016

T: 305-823-0072 Ext. 106 F: 305-823-4888
wWwWw.grsmanagement.com
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Ibrahim Remedios
7845 N.W. 165 Terrace Miami Lakes, FL. 33016
(786) 412-5541 ~ Apex72@aol.com

April 7, 2016

Re: Request for Zoning Variance
New construction at

8024 N.W. 163 Terr.

Miami Lakes, FL. 33016

Distinguish Members of: Planning & Zoning Board,

We are currently pursuing our family dream of building our home. As a resident of Miami Lakes of over
19 years, we could not think of a better place to raise our kids. The variance requested will enhance the
overall aesthetics and add to the beauty of our town. The lot for which the variance is requested sits on
Lake Gloria; and what better way of enhancing the lake than with an infinity pool. There will only be a 12-
inch water cascade that will be visible to homeowners around the lake. Ultimately, this type of pool

construction increases property values and the overall appearance of the lake.

Detail of variance requested:

Build pool and paver slab past the survey tie line by 17 feet and 2 inches at the farthest point.
The pool would extend 9 feet 2 inches

Paver deck would extend 8 feet.

Overall length 59 feet 10 inches

The idea for this pool design came about after visiting a neighbor with a similar setup. Their variance was
granted when they came before this board. Our proposal is consistent with their request and consistent
with the neighborhood aesthetics. We respectfully request that this board grant our request.

Warm regards,
f;?ZZ§9M€;A>42£;nAZaﬁL;
/

Ibrahim Remedios

of 164




Page 7

TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES

PUBLIC NOYICE FOR PUBLIC HEARING

Page 22 of 164



FOLIO PTXADDRESS
3220150090480 8115 NW 162 ST
3220150090510 16225 NW 82 AVE
3220150090060 7953 NW 163 TER
3220150090270 7934 NW 163 TER
3220150080250 8015 NW 164 TER
3220150090470 8105 NW 162 ST
3220150320100 8043 NW 161 TER
3220150090200 8034 NW 163 TER
3220150090610 8006 NW 162 ST
3220150080210 7945 NW 164 TER
3220150090410 7965 NW 162 ST
3220150090430 8005 NW 162 ST
3220150080440 7952 NW 164 TER
3220150320070 8123 NW 161 TER
3220150090280 7924 NW 163 TER
3220150080460 7932 NW 164 TER
3220150090440 8015 NW 162 ST
3220150090600 8016 NW 162 ST
3220150080300 8125 NW 164 TER
3220150090550 8126 NW 162 ST
3220150080290 8115 NW 164 TER
3220150090520

3220150090390 7945 NW 162 ST
3220150090040 7933 NW 163 TER
3220150080230 7965 NW 164 TER
3220150080220 7955 NW 164 TER
3220150090130 8113 NW 163 TER
3220150080280 8105 NW 164 TER
3220150090100 8023 NW 163 TER
3220150080270 8035 NW 164 TER
3220150090220 8014 NW 163 TER
3220150080360 8122 NW 164 TER
3220150090490 8125 NW 162 ST

OWNERS NAME

MARIANO VALLE &W

JUAN ALBERTO FUENTES
NORBERTO MARTINEZ &W EULALIA
RAUL SOTO &W ALINA

STEPHEN JOSEPH SCHAFFER
MIGUEL TOST &W ESTELA C
MARTHA M HORSTMANN

JESUS ALVAREZ QUINTERO
NARIMAN APAID HALLOUN JTRS
NICHOLAS D NITTI

LILIA FERNANDEZ

ELISABET GONZALEZ

LEONARDO D ESPINOSA &W

JOSE D DOMINGUEZ

ELADIA ESTEVEZ &H GONZALO
JOSE J CARDENAS &W

SHADI SHOMAR

RAUL E BILLINI

FRANCISCO HERNANDEZ &W VILMA
SONIA LOSA

EMILIO BLANCO &W MIRTA

LA PERLA CONTRACTORS INC

JUAN A IGLESIAS &W CYNTHIA
ELVIRA HERNANDEZ

IVAN P MORALES &W BARBARA L
ELIU & ELIZABETH MOLINER
ARMANDO RODRIGUEZ &W MABEL
VIRGIL ABREU

VICTOR C MARRERO &W JACQUELINE
PEDRO RODRIGUEZ &W ANA
RAFAEL A BERGOLLA &W ELSA G
PEDRO J SOLER &W MARIA
WILLIAM MACHIN &W MARIA E

MAIL_ADDRESS
8115 NW 162 ST
16225 NW 82ND AVE
7953 NW 163 TERR
7934 NW 163 TERR
8015 NW 164 TERR
8105 NW 162 ST
8043 NW 161 TERR
8034 NW 163 TER
8006 NW 162 ST
7945 NW 164 TER
7965 NW 162 ST
8005 NW 162 ST
7952 NW 164 TER
8123 NW 161 TERR
7924 NW 163 TERR
7932 NW 164 TERR
8015 NW 162 ST
8016 NW 162 ST
8125 NW 164 TERR
8126 NW 162 ST
8115 NW 164 TERR
2607 WEST 72 PLACE
7945 NW 162 ST
7933 NW 163 TERRACE
7965 NW 164 TERR
7955 NW 164 TERR
8113 W 163 TERR
8105 NW 164 TERR
8023 NW 163 TERR
8035 NW 164 TERR
8014 NW 163 TERR
8122 NW 164 TERR
8125 NW 162 ST

CITY_ST
MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL
HIALEAH, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL

HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
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MAIL_ZIP
33016-6108
33016-6114
33016-6105
33016-6100
33018
33016-6108
33018
33016
33016
33016
33016-6106
33016
33016
33016-6659
33016-6100
33016
33016-6107
33016
33016-6196
33016
33016-6196
33016
33016-6106
33016
33016-3462
33016-3462
33016
33016-6196
33016-6104
33016-3464
33016-6101
33016-6195
33016-6108



3220150320120 8023 NW 161 TER
3220150080400 8022 NW 164 TER
3220150090460 8035 NW 162 ST
3220150090050 7943 NW 163 TER
3220150090450 8025 NW 162 ST
3220150090210

3220150120720 8201 NW 162 ST
3220150090160 8144 NW 163 TER
3220150080380 8102 NW 164 TER
3220150080450 7942 NW 164 TER
3220150320110 8033 NW 161 TER
3220150090170 8124 NW 163 TER
3220150090250 7954 NW 163 TER
3220150090080 8003 NW 163 TER
3220150120710 8200 NW 163 ST
3220150090420 7975 NW 162 ST
3220150080310 8135 NW 164 TER
3220150090580 8036 NW 162 ST
3220150090090 8013 NW 163 TER
3220150080370 8112 NW 164 TER
3220150090630 7966 NW 162 ST
3220150090400 7955 NW 162 ST
3220150090620 7976 NW 162 ST
3220150090260 7944 NW 163 TER
3220150080260 8025 NW 164 TER
3220150080430 7962 NW 164 TER
3220150090240 7964 NW 163 TER
3220150090500 8135 NW 162 ST
3220150090570 8106 NW 162 ST
3220150090140 8123 NW 163 TER
3220150080240 8005 NW 164 TER
3220150090120 8103 NW 163 TER
3220150090230 7974 NW 163 TER
3220150090180 8114 NW 163 TER

MARIA R GONZALEZ

LULA TAYLOR

JORGE GARCIA-BARBON &W FRANCES
LUIS L AGUILAR &W

ANGEL A GUTIERREZ &W IRENE M
IBRAHIM REMEDIOS

JUAN R OJEDA

JORGE PEREZ &W

FRANK J DE LA GRANA

ROOSEVELT BRADLEY &W CYNTHIA
JAVIER FERREIRA

JUAN | MONTENEGRO

SALVADOR BRAVO

JORGE A DIAZ &W MARIA A
ANTHONY DITIZIO

RICARDO MARTINEZ &W

ARLENE S GARCIA

JORGE L ROIG &W CARMEN L

JOSE A TENDERO &W MAYRA
ORLANDO GARCIA &W ARAY
PEDRO SAN JORGE

NELSON FLECHES &W LUCY

RANDY DOMINGUEZ

BENJAMIN ESSIEN

ONELIA DEL POZO SAAVEDRA
RENALD WILLIAMS

JULIO VARELA & CRISTINA CAMARA

HILDEBRANDO MORONTA &W MARLENE

DALIA MILIAN & DELIA MILIAN
EMILIO M SOTO &W ARLENE M
JUAN BARROSO

MAGALY CEPERO & JTRS

LUIS C SARDO &W LIZANDRA
GUSTAVO CIFUENTES &W ODALYS

8023 NW 161 TER
8022 NW 164 TERR
8035 NW 162 ST
7943 NW 163 TERR
8025 NW 162 ST
7845 NW 165 TER
8201 NW 162 ST
8144 NW 163 TERR
8102 NW 164 TER
7942 NW 164 TER 'R
8033 NW 161 TER
8124 NW 163 TER
6944 BOTTLE BRUSH DR
8003 NW 163 TERR
8200 NW 163 ST
7975 NW 162 ST
8135 NW 164 TERRACE
8036 NW 162 ST
8013 NW 163 TERR
8112 NW 164 TERR
7966 NW 162 ST
7955 NW 162 ST
7976 NW 162 ST
7944 NW 163 TERR
8025 NW 164 TERR
7962 NW 164 TER
7964 NW 163 TERR
8135 NW 162 ST
8106 NW 162 ST
8123 NW 163 TERR
8005 NW 164 TERR
8103 NW 163 TERR
7974 NW 163 TERR
8114 NW 163 TERR

HIALEAH, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI, FL
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33016
33016-3463
33016-6107
33016-6105
33016-6107
33016
33016-8509
33016
33016
33016
33016
33016
33014
33016-6104
33016
33016-6106
33015
33016-6110
33016-6104
33016-6195
33016
33016-6106
33016
33016-6100
33016
33016
33016-6100
33016-6108
33016-6109
33016-6103
33016-3464
33016-6103
33016-6100
33016-6102



3220150090560 8116 NW 162 ST
3220150320090 8053 NW 161 TER
3220150120680 16211 NW 82 CT
3220150090070 7963 NW 163 TER
3220150080410 8012 NW 164 TER
3220150120450 8200 NW 164 ST
3220150090590 8026 NW 162 ST
3220150080350 8132 NW 164 TER
3220150090380 7935 NW 162 ST
3220150090640 7956 NW 162 ST
3220150090540 8198 NW 162 ST
3220150320130 7993 NW 161 TER
3220150080420 8002 NW 164 TER
3220150090190 8104 NW 163 TER
3220150320060 8133 NW 161 TER
3220150090150 8133 NW 163 TER
3220150320080 8113 NW 161 TER
3220150090530 16253 NW 82 AVE
3220150080390 8032 NW 164 TER
3220150120690 16221 NW 82 CT
3220150090110 8033 NW 163 TER

LILLIAN RODRIGUEZ
HECTOR LESENDE &W AGUSTINA G

HISNARDO C SANCHEZ &W VIVIAN A

JUAN CARLOS FERNANDEZ
MARCO LUX &W DOLLY
WILLIAM CORO

LISBET SOSA &H HANSELL ROJAS
PEDRO GOMEZ

DAVID F MANERO

JORGE L RODRIGUEZ &W TANIA
DAGOBERTO RUBI

HUMBERTO CABANAS &W HILDA
GREGORIO GONZALEZ &W AYVIN
CLAUDIA S MUNOZ

JOSEFINA FABREGAS

ALONDRA M DELGADO

TIFFANY MONSERRATE

QUINTIN A VALIENTE &W
REGINO RODRIGUEZ

EDGARDO ACOSTA

GONZALO ESTEVEZ &W MARGARITA

8116 NW 162ND ST
8053 NW 161 TERR
16211 NW 82 CT
7963 NW 163 TER
8012 NW 164 TERR
8200 NW 164 ST
8026 NW 162 STREET
8132 NW 164 TERR
7935 NW 162 ST
7956 NW 162 ST
8196 NW 162 ST
7993 NW 161 TERR
4555 E9CT

8104 NW 163 TERR
8133 NW 161 TERR
8133 NW 163 TER
8113 NW 161 TERR
16253 NW 82 AVE
8032 NW 164 TERR
16221 NW 82 COURT
8033 NW 163 TERR

MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL
MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL
HIALEAH, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL

MIAMI, FL

MIAMI LAKES, FL
MIAMI LAKES, FL
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33016
33016-6658
33016-6119
33016
33016-3463
33016-3482
33016-6110
33016
33016
33016-6111
33016
33016-6657
33013-2009
33016-6102
33016-6659
33016
33016-6659
33016
33016-3463
33016
33016-6104
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PAVER DRIVEWAY.

NEW (5'-0") CONCRETE SIDE WALK. PROVIDE SAW CUT JOINTS AT 5'-0" O.C.
HOSEBIB WITH SHUT-OFF VALVE.

HOSEBIB.

ELECTRICAL METER.

FUTURE POOL UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

6' HIGH ALUMINUM FENCE WITH 3' WIDE GATE. FENCE AND GATE TO BE
COVERED WITH SOLID ALUMINUM PANEL.

6' HIGH ALUMINUM FENCE WITH WIDE GATE
LIGHT POST IN ISLAND TO BE SELECTED BY OWNER.

TRASH AND RECYCLE BINS HIDDEN FROM STREET VIEW.

[N
o

[any
[N

12"x12" CONCRETE COL. (7'-0") HIGH).

=
N

TOP OF COMPRESSOR PADS TO BE AT 8.00' N.G.V.D.

FLOOD LEGEND:

FLOOD ZONE: _ "AE"
ADDRESS: NW 82ND AVENUE AND NW 163RD TERRACE, MIAMI LAKES, FL. 33016
LOT: _ 6 BLOCK: _17
PLAT BOOK: 131 PAGE: 53
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.
HIGHEST CROWN OF ROAD ELEV: 6.85 FT. N.G.V.D.
HIGHEST CROWN OF ROAD ELEV WAS TAKEN FROM
THE ATTACHED CERTIFIED SURVEY
PREPARED BY:
MARIO PRATS JR.
SURVEYORS NAME

PLS LIC. # 3332

LOWEST FLOOR ELEVATION: PROPOSED: 8.00'
GARAGE FLOOR ELEVATION: PROPOSED: 7.5"
ADJACENT GRADE ELEVATION: PROPOSED: VARIES

SEE SURVEY

ALL ELECTRICAL,MECHANICAL AND PLUMBING WILL BE PLACED AT OR ABOVE THE BASE FLOOD
ELEVATION (B.F.E.)

ALL AREAS BELOW B.F.E. SHALL BE PROVIDE WITH A MINIMUM OF TWO (2) OPENINGS HAVING
A TOTAL NET AREA OF LESS THAN ONE SQUARE INCH OF OPENING FOR EVERY SQUARE FOOT
OF ENCLOSED AREA SUBJECT TO FLOODING.THE BOTTOM OF THE OPENING WILL BE NO HIGHER

THAN ONE (1) FOOT ABOVE GRADE AND LOCATED ON DIFFERENT SIDES OF THE ENCLOSED AREA.

OPENINGS WILL BE EQUIPPED WITH SCREENS OR LOUVERS.FLOOD RESISTANT MATERIALS WILL
BE USED BELOW B.F.E.

ALTERNATIVELY A CERTIFICATION BY: P.E. ON THE PLAN
NOTES INDICATING THAT THE DESIGN WILL ALLOWED FOR THE AUTOMATIC EQUALIZATION OF
HYDROSTATIC FLOOD FORCES ON EXTERIOR WALLS.

THE SITE WILL BE GRADE IN A MANNER TO PREVENT THE FLOODING AF ADJACENT PROPERTIES.
WHERE NECESSARY INTERCEPTOR SWELLS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ON-SITE WITH NO
ENCROACHMENT OVER ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

0-0"= 8.5 N.G.V.D.

ZONING INFORMATION:

ZONING: RU-1 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT)
SITE AREA: 9,967 S.F. (FROM FRONT TO EDGE OF WATER)

MIN. REQUIRED SETBACKS:

FRONT: 25'

REAR: 25' (FROM EDGE OF WATER)

SIDES:

INTERIOR: 7'-6" OR 10% OF LOT WHICH EVER IS GREATER

PROPOSED SETBACKS:

FRONT: 25'-0"
REAR: 42-11-1/2"
SIDES:

INTERIOR SIDE (EAST): 12'-4-1/2"
INTERIOR SIDE (WEST): 79"

FRONT YARD AREA CALCULATIONS:

FRONT YARD AREA: 2,142 S.F.

MAXIMUM DRIVEYARD (HARDSCAPE ALLOWED 60% OF FRONT YARD
2,142 S.F. @ 60% = 1,285 S.F. OF HARDSCPAE ALLOWED

1,157 S.F. (54%) OF DRIVEWAY (HARDSCAPE) PROVIDED

LOT COVERAGE:

ALLOWED: 35% OF NET LOT AREA
paddAX. ALLOWED 9,967 S.F. X 35% = 3,488 S.F.
PROPOSED: 3,132 S.F. (31.4%)

ALL AREAS UNDER
ROOF INLCUDED

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 6 BLOCK 17, FOURTH EDITION TO ROYAL OAKS, ACORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 131 AT PAGE 53, OF THE PUBLIC RECORD OF MIAMI-DADE

COUNTY, FLORIDA
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copyright 2014 V3 Architectural Group, Inc.:

Al rights reserved. These drawings and specifications are instruments of service and
shall remain the property of V3 Architectural Group, Inc. whether the product for which
they were prepared is executed or not. They are not to be used in any manner on
other projects or extensions to the project except by agreement in writing and with
appropriate compensation to V3 Architectural Group, Inc.. Reproductions of
specifications without the written consent of V3 Architectural Group, Inc. is prohibited.
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Town of Miami Lakes

Memorandum
To: Planning and Zoning Board
From: Brandon Schaad, Director of Planning
Subject: Comprehensive Plan - Transportation Amendments
Date: April 27, 2016
Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Board recommend approval of the attached
Comprehensive Plan amendments to the Town Council.

Background:

The proposed ordinance would amend the Transportation Element and the Capital
Improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan to incorporate into the Comprehensive
Plan the results of the extensive transportation planning efforts undertaken by the Town in the
last few years. Since 2013, the Town has completed the Commute Trip Reduction Plan
(CTRP) (2013), the Greenways and Trails Master Plan (2014), and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) Sidewalk Master Plan (2015) and the Alternative to Concurrency
Study (2015), the latter of which recommends replacing the Town's traditional traffic
concurrency program with a mobility fee. Additionally, the Town has recently completed an
update to its Strategic Plan through a process which identified transportation and mobility
issues as the top concern of both the Town's residents and the Town's businesses.
Concurrently with development of the Strategic Plan, the Town in July 2015 conducted a
Transportation Summit, the results of which, and the transportation planning efforts stemming
from it, have led to the development of an extensive set of improvements and initiatives to be
included in the Strategic Plan. This includes five major strategies, each of which includes a
number of specific actions. The five strategies are: 1) Improve Transit and Pedestrian
Mobility; 2) Improve Distribution of Traffic (Spatially and Temporally); 3) Improve East-
West Connectivity; 4) Targeted Improvements at Trouble Spots; and, 5) Provide Mobility
Alternatives for Intra-Town Trips. Page 27 of 164



Significantly, the Town Council directed staff to include the development of a complete
streets policy and programs into the Strategic Plan and Comprehensive Plan.

Although transportation planning should be a continuous process, it is necessary at this to
integrate many of the strategies and initiatives into the Comprehensive Plan, and this proposed
ordinance will accomplish that.

Attachments:

Ordinance - First Reading

Ordinance Exhibit 1: Text Amendments

Ordinance Exhibit 2: New Transportation Map Series

Memo Summarizing the 2015 Transportation Summit

Resolution 15-1330
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ORDINANCE NO. 16-
AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES,
FLORIDA, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT AND THE CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT OF THE GOALS,
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE TOWN OF
MIAMI LAKES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN;
AUTHORIZING TRANSMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND
REQUIRED REVIEW AGENCIES FOR REVIEW;
PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING
ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY;
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes has recently completed an update to its
Strategic Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Town’s Strategic Plan process showed that transportation and
mobility are top concerns of both residents and businesses in the Town; and
WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes held a Transportation Summit in July 2015
to develop mobility solutions; and
WHEREAS, based on ideas and suggestions generated at the Transportation
Summit, the Town of Miami Lakes has undertaken extensive transportation planning
efforts; and
WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes adopted completed a Commute Trip
Reduction Plan (CTRP) in 2013 with recommended transportation demand management
(TDM) strategies to address mobility and congestion; and
WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes adopted its Greenways and Trails Master
Plan in 2014; and
WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes completed an Alternative to Concurrency

Study in 2015 that recommends a mobility fee to partially address mobility funding needs
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Page 2

and to replace traffic concurrency; and

WHEREAS, the Town’s transportation planning efforts have resulted in a number
of initiatives, polices and specific infrastructure improvements to address mobility issues;
and

WHEREAS, the Town of Miami Lakes has proposed amendments to the
Transportation Element and the Capital Improvements Element of the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate the results of transportation planning efforts into the
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, Section 13-307 of the Town of Miami Lakes Land Development
Code (“Town LDC”) sets forth the authority of the Town Council to consider and act upon
an amendment to the text and maps of the Town Comprehensive Plan, and the criteria it
shall consider in rendering its decision; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board, in its capacity as the Local Planning
Agency, will review this Ordinance at its April 27, 2016 meeting and provide a
recommendation to the Town Council; and

WHEREAS, after having received input and participation by the public, staff, and
the Local Planning Agency at a public hearing, the Town Council wishes to transmit the
proposed amendments to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity and other units
of local government and governmental agencies as required by law for their review; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments are subject to the Expedited State Review
process pursuant to ss. 163.3184, Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity, other units of local

government and governmental agencies as required by law, will review the proposed
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amendments to the Comprehensive Plan attached to this Ordinance, and submit any
comment letter to the Town for consideration before final adoption of this Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council finds the proposed amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan as attached to this Ordinance are in compliance with and consistent
with Florida law and its Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council hereby finds and declares that adoption of this
Ordinance is necessary, appropriate, and advances the public interest.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF
THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals. Each of the above stated recitals are true and correct and are

incorporated herein by this reference.

Section 2. Findings. In accordance with Section 13-307 of the Town LDC, the Town

Council, having considered the testimony and evidence in the record presented by the public,
staff, the Administrative Official, and the Local Planning Agency, at a duly noticed public
hearing, finds that the proposed text amendments satisfy the applicable criteria contained in
Section 13-307 of the Town LDC:

1. Whether the proposal is internally consistent with the Comprehensive Plan,
including the adopted infrastructure minimum levels of service standards and
the concurrency management program.

2. Whether, and the extent to which, land use and development conditions have
changed since the effective date of the existing Comprehensive Plan, and
whether such changes support or work against the proposed amendment.

3. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposal would result in any
incompatible land uses, considering the type and location of uses involved, the
impact on adjacent or neighboring properties, consistency with existing
development, as well as compatibility with existing and proposed neighboring
property land use.
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4. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposal would adversely affect the
property values in the affected area, or adversely affect the general welfare.

5. Whether the proposal would result in an orderly and compatible land use
pattern. Any positive and negative effects on such pattern shall be identified.

6. Whether the proposal would be in conflict with the public interest, and
whether it is in harmony with the purpose and interest of the Comprehensive
Plan.

7. Whether the proposed amendment meets the requirements of Chapter

163.3161 et seq., Florida Statutes.

8. Other matters which the Local Planning Agency or the Town Council, in its
legislative discretion, may deem appropriate.

Section 3. Transmittal to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.

The Administrative Official is directed to transmit the proposed amendments, attached as
exhibits, to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity and all other units of local
government or governmental agencies required by Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes.

Section 4. Adoption of Text Amendments. The Town Council hereby adopts the

amendments to the text of the Transportation Element and the Capital Improvements
Element, of the Town of Miami Lakes Comprehensive Plan, as attached in EXHIBIT 1,
attached hereto and made a part of this Ordinance.

Section 5. Adoption of Map Amendments. The Town Council hereby adopts the

amendments to the maps of the Town of Miami Lakes Comprehensive Plan to delete the
entire Transportation Element Map Series, with those maps contained in EXHIBIT 2,
attached hereto and made a part of this Ordinance.

Section 6. Inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan. It is the intention of the Town

Council and it is hereby ordained that the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan made by

this Ordinance shall become part of the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Miami Lakes.
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Section 7. Repeal of Conflicting Provisions. All provisions of the Code of the

Town of Miami Lakes that are in conflict with this Ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section 8. Severability. The provisions of this Ordinance are declared to be
severable and if any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance shall for any
reason be held to be invalid or unconstitutional, such decision shall not affect the validity
of the remaining sections, sentences, clauses, and phrases of this ordinance but they shall
remain in effect, it being the legislative intent that this Ordinance shall stand
notwithstanding the invalidity of any part.

Section 9. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective according to the

provisions of Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes.

The foregoing Ordinance was offered by Councilmember ,

who moved its adoption on first reading with conditions. The motion was seconded by

Councilmember and upon being put to a vote; the vote was as

follows:

Mayor Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.
Vice-Mayor Tim Daubert
Councilmember Manny Cid
Councilmember Tony Lama
Councilmember Frank Mingo
Councilmember Ceasar Mestre

Councilmember Nelson Rodriguez

PASSED on first reading this 3rd day of May 2016.
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The foregoing Ordinance was offered by Councilmember , who

moved its adoption on second reading. The motion was seconded by Councilmember

, and upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:

Mayor Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.
Vice-Mayor Tim Daubert
Councilmember Manny Cid
Councilmember Tony Lama
Councilmember Frank Mingo
Councilmember Ceasar Mestre

Councilmember Nelson Rodriguez

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2016.

MICHAEL A. PIZZ1, JR.
MAYOR

ATTEST:

GINA INGUANZO, TOWN CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL
SUFFICIENCY FOR USE ONLY BY THE
TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES:

RAUL GASTESI
TOWN ATTORNEY
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Exhibit 1

The Transportation Element shall be amended as follows:

Il. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Goal 2: Development and maintenance of a multimodal
transportation system that meets the diverse circulation
needs of Miami Lakes in a safe and efficient manner,
reduces reliance on single-occupancy vehicles and protects

the quality of life for all residents.
Objective 2.1: ROADWAY MOBILITY SYSTEM PLANNING AND IMPROVEMENT

Development of a safe, convenient, effective and sustainable—energy-
efficientroadway-transportation network and support infrastructure that

supports multimodal mobility-threugheut—Miamitakes—operatingat-or
above-the-adeptedlevel-of-service.

Measurement: Progress toward  achieving the infrastructure

improvements in Table 2-1 Annual-update-ofTown-transportation-capital

projectneeds.
Policy 2.1.1:
1, and incorporate these improvements into the 5-year Schedule of Capital
Improvements (SCI) contined in the Capital Improvements Element at
appropriate times as priority of timing of these improvements is refined.
Policy 2.1.2: The Town shall make transportation planning a continuous process, and

shall reflect changes by updating the Transportation Element. Ypdate-the

NS5O on—NM\ ar Plan fn ha oWHA—6R ag h with offq
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Policy 2.1.3: Coordinate with the Miami-Dade County Public Works Department, Miami-
Dade County MPO, the Miami-Dade Expressway Authority, the Miami-Dade
County School Board, and FDOT and other agencies and partners as

appropriate to solve transportation and mobility issues fund—traffic
congestion-improvement studiesas-needed throughout the Town.

Policy 2.1.4: Establish—strategies—to—encouragetocal-trafficto—use—alternatives—to—the

functions: The Town shall include as a primary factor in planning the future

street network the need to increase connectivity, specifically including

between the east and west sides of Miami Lakes, and provide as many

different route options as possible for moving between places.

Policy 2.1.5: Continue to provide appropriate controls, through the Land Development
Code, of the connections and access points of driveways and local collectors
with major collectors and all arterial roadways.

Policy 2.1.6: Through its Land Development Code and development review process, the
Town will-centinuete shall ensure safe and convenient on-site pedestrian,

bicycle and automobile circulation traffic-flow—and—reguire—developers—te

Policy 2.1.7: The Town shall work with the Miami-Dade Expressway Authority (MDX),
Miami-Dade MPO and other appropriate agencies and partners to pursue

new interchanges with the Gratigny Expressway at NW 67" Avenue and NW
87" Avenue.

Policy 2.1.8: In-lieu of traditional transportation concurrency, the Town shall mitigate the

mobility impacts of development and redevelopment, and provide a portion

of funding needed to implement the improvements identified in the

Element, through a mobility fee.

Objective 2.2: ROADWAY MULTIMODAL LEVELS-OF-SERVICE

Achieve Maintain the adopted levels-of-service for vehicular, bicycle,

pedestrian _and transit modes all-arterial,—collector—andJlocalroads—in
Miamilakes.
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Measurement: Progress toward achieving the adopted levels of service

Policy 2.2.1:

: For purposes
of capital improvements planning, the Town hereby adopts the following

vehicular level of service (LOS) standards:

*  East of Palmetto Expressway (inside urban infill area): Al-roads—must
operate—at LOS "E" (100% of capacity at peak hour) or better, on an

areawide basis except-where-masstransitservice-having-headwaysof 20

*  West of Palmetto Expressway (outside urban infill area): Major
roadways—+ust-operateat-LOS D (90% of capacity at peak hour) or better,

except State urban Minor arterial roads which may operate at LOS "E"

(100% of capacity at peak hour) or above. Where-mass-transitservice-having

* SIS Roadways: The following is the Florida Department of

Transportation’s LOS standard as outlined in FDOT Systems Planning Topic
No. 525-000-006a: “It is the Department’s intent to plan, design, and
operate the SHS at a generally acceptable LOS for the traveling public. LOS
standards for the automobile mode on the SHS during the peak hour(s) are
“D” in urbanized areas and “C” outside urbanized areas. LOS standards
represent goals for Department and other entities to achieve and maintain.
No specific LOS standards are established for other highway modes (e.g.
bus, pedestrian, bicycle).”

Policy 2.2.2: All applicants {except—those—involving—five—single-homes—oer—less} for
comprehensive plan amendments,+ezeningsand/orsite plan-approvals are
required to provide a mobility traffie—impact analysis study, utilizing
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professionally acceptable methodologies to demonstrate how the

amendment will impact the Town’s goal, objectives and policies of this

Policy 2.2.3: For purposes of capital improvements planning, the Town hereby adopts

the following bicycle level of service standard: by 2030, the infrastructure

identified on the Greenways and Trails Map (Map TE-7) shall be fully
implemented.

Policy 2.2.4:

non-Fewn—roadways—For purposes of capital improvements planning, the
Town hereby adopts the following pedestrian level of service standards:

* Sidewalk Coverage: By 2030, all arterials (except limited access

expressways) and collectors, and all streets in the area designated Town
Center Mixed-Use (TCMU) on the Future Land Use Map, shall have
sidewalks at least eight feet wide on both sides of the street, or shall have a

path at least ten feet wide separated from the vehicle lanes by a curb

and/or swale. All public local streets, and private local streets built hereafter

that are required to be built to Town standards for public streets, shall have

sidewalks at least six feet wide on both sides of the street.

* _Detached sidewalks: By 2030, 90 percent of all lineal street footage in
Miami Lakes (excluding limited access expressways and ramps thereto) shall

include sidewalks separated from the vehicle lanes by a swale/street tree

planting area with appropriate street trees.

* _ Accessibility: By 2030, all sidewalks, crosswalks and similar pedestrian

facilities in rights-of-way controlled by the Town shall be compliant with
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

Policy 2.2.5:  For purposes of capital improvements planning, the Town hereby adopts

the following transit level of service standard: the Town’s Moover transit

circulator system shall have scheduled headways of no greater than 25
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minutes, and shall maintain 85 percent on-schedule stop performance. Fhe

Policy 2.2.6: In order to increase the vehicle capacity and speed characteristics of NW

57" Avenue, the Town will explore opportunities to reduce the number of

signalized intersections along NW 57t Avenue, including working in
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partnership with Miami-Dade County, the FDOT and the City of Miami

Gardens. Analyze—the—ecurrent—traffic—concurrency—determination

Objective 2.3: RIGHT-OF-WAY PRESERVATION

Protect and reserve existing and future rights-of-way, for automobile,
truck, transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel needs, to prevent structural
encroachments and ensure adequate ultimate—reoadway widths for

maintenance of adepted—level-of-service—standards infrastructure

identified in this Comprehensive Plan,—consistentwith-this—element,—the
Land Development Code {LDC).

Measurement: Amount of right-of-way, easements and other necessary
rights _acquired for the purpose of mobility infrastructure. Nuwmber—of

Policy 2.3.1: Ensure all new construction and redevelopment projects comply with
required setbacks through diligent zoning and site plan review, subject to
legally-approved variances,—and—regquire—dedication—of—rights-of-way

. h T c | nPO . .

Policy 2.3.2: Require all property owners and/or contractors, the Florida Department of
Transportation, and Miami-Dade County to submit a permit application that
will be reviewed and approved by the Town, prior to commencement of any
work within road rights-of-way.

Policy 2.3.3 All new development, and all redevelopment to an extent that that all site

improvements are required to brought into full compliance according to the

Land Development Code, shall be required to dedicate any right-of-way or

easement necessary to accommodate mobility infrastructure and other

planned right-of-way features (including, but not limited to, sidewalks,

greenways, trails, swales, landscaping, vehicle lanes, medians, street

furniture, bus stop and other transit infrastructure), prior to issuance of a

permit authorizing such work. Mobility infrastructure and planned right-of-

way features shall include any specifically included in the Comprehensive
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Plan, or plans, designs, guidelines or standards adopted pursuant to one or

more of the policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Objective 2.4: ROAD-AND-STREETSCAPE DESIGN-COMPLETE STREETS

Development of a street system designed to fulfill the civic, social and

mobility roles of each street, including providing infrastructure to promote

and encourage all modes of transportation, and reduce reliance on single
occupant vehicles. Maintainand-enhance-the-landscape,—open-space-and
iné . . ¢ thei in_Miami_Lakes,_and_refl | .

Measurement: Modal split of trips in Miami Lakes.

Policy 2.4.1: The Town shall pursue a policy of Complete Streets, including designing new

streets and improvements to existing streets and rights-of-way that fulfill

the civic, social and mobility functions of each street, and accommodate all

modes of transportation (i.e. walking, bicycling, transit, ride-sharing and

private automobile. Prepare—desigh—regutations—for—Town—roadways—and

streets,-consistent-with-the-Community-Desigh-Element-in-this-Planand-the

Policy 2.4.2: The Town shall pursue the development and publication of a Complete

Streets Design Manual, which shall include typical cross-sections, designs

and standards for the different types of streets in Miami Lakes. This

document shall take account of the policies in the Comprehensive Plan, any

neighborhood or other similar planning efforts, the Beautification Master

Plan, the Greenways and Trails Master Plan, existing planned capital

improvements, land use context (both existing and planned) and other such

relevant factors to develop appropriate standards. The Town Code shall be

amended as necessary to implement the Complete Streets Design Manual.

Policy 2.4.3: Desighan-entry-identification-monumentforthe Maintain entry features to
the Town and-place-it at primary roadway entry points into Miami Lakes.
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Policy 2.4.4: Whenever possible, street designs should include a swale/street tree

planting area, planted with appropriate street trees, between the vehicle

lanes and the sidewalk, and where there are more than two total through

lanes, a grass and landscaped median should be included.

Policy 2.4.5: With the exception of limited access expressways, all new street

construction, and improvements and reconstruction of existing streets,

must be designed such that lane widths when finished are no greater than

ten feet.

Policy 2.4.6: The Complete Streets Design Manual pursuant to Policy 2.4.2 shall consider

the Beautification Master Plan and other plans for the aesthetic

enhancement of the Town’s streets and other public and semi-public
spaces.

Policy 2.4.7: New developments or redevelopment in which internal streets are

proposed (whether public or private) shall implement the Town’s complete

street design standards.

Policy 2.4.8: The Town shall utilize crowd-sourcing and other innovative reconnaissance

methods to help identify “incomplete streets” and opportunities to

integrate multi-modal infrastructure on existing streets.

Policy 2.4.9: The Town shall pursue the use of adaptive traffic signal technology at

appropriate corridors and intersections, including NW 154™ Street west of

the Palmetto Expressway. When utilized, adaptive traffic signals shall

consider multimodal mobility, and shall account for the needs of transit

vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists.

Objective 2.5: TRANSIT SERVICE

Double the share of trips in Miami Lakes via transit between 2015 and

2030. Provide_offici bl . . I | Miarmi
Lal I b . £ o . bt onal

Measurement: Ridership of the Miami Lakes Moover bus circulator system.

Measurement: Number of boardings and alightings of Miami-Dade Transit
routes at stops in Miami Lakes.
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Measurement: Changes in the modal split of trips over time in Miami
Lakes, as measured in the decennial Census, the American Community
Survey and other relevant statistics on resident and commuters in Miami
Lakes.

Policy 2.5.1: Maintain and improve the Miami Lakes Moover local bus circulator system
through improvements in routes and scheduling, implementation of GPS
technology and creative marketing techniques to increase ridership.

Policy 2.5.2: Coordinate with the Miami-Dade County Transit Agency and MPO to assess
the feasibility of establishing frequent transit service between the—ew
Medley Metrorail Sstations and other premium transit, and commercial and

industrial areas of Miami Lakes, possibly including the establishment of a
centrally located park-n-ride lot in the Town. If feasible and acceptable to
the Town, continue working with the transit agencies to implement the new
service.

Policy 2.5.3:

€Coordinate with the Miami-Dade County Transit Agency in land use

planning and development review decisions to ensure that adequate transit

service will be provided as development and redevelopment projects build-
out.

Policy 2.5.4: An assessment of transit service impacts and needs will be included in all
development review applications requesting comprehensive plan
amendments, rezonings and site plan approval.

Policy 2.5.5: Consider development of a park-and-ride and one or more intermodal
transportation nodes within the Town.

Policy 2.5.6: hrough—eoordination—with—the—Miami-Dade—County ansit—Ageney;
eEstablish annual quantifiable indicators to measure improvement in overall
mobility in Miami Lakes. Factors to be measured may include modal split,
annual transit trips per capita, automobile occupancy rates, and other
relevant indicators.

Policy 2.5.7: Work with the School Board to improve transportation systems, ineluding

traffic-congestion; including transit, bikeways and sidewalks, within a 2-mile
radius of all schools located in Miami Lakes.

Policy 2.5.8: The Town shall encourage future land uses that promote public
transportation in the Town Center and other commercial/industrial areas.

Page 43 of 164



Page 10

Policy 2.5.9:

Town-—The Town will pursue installation of gueue jumps at key locations in

the Town, in order to enhance transit service by helping to keep buses on

schedule.

Policy 2.5.10: The Town shall work to enhance transit stops within the Town, including the
addition of benches and shelters, based upon the locations with the highest
existing and potential use.

Policy 2.5.11: Through the site plan review process, ensure that the highest densities and
intensities of uses on each site are concentrated so as to encourage use of
transit and other alternative travel modes, such as concentration near major
intersections or commercial areas, and provision of pedestrian connections
between existing and potential concentrations of residents and
employment to transit stops and commercial areas.

Policy 2.5.12: Work with the Miami-Dade Transit Agency to study existing transit routes

within the Town and determine the feasibility of improving service time (i.e.

shorter headways).

Policy 2.5.13: If ridesharing is legalized by Miami-Dade County, explore the feasibility

using ridesharing services as “feeder” systems for transit services in Miami

Lakes, thereby potentially reducing diversion of transit routes from main

routes and increasing frequency.

Policy 2.5.14: If ridesharing is legalized by Miami-Dade County, explore the feasibility of

using subsidized ridesharing as a replacement of the Town’s current on-

demand transportation service, to determine if an equal or greater number

of persons can be served at greater cost efficiency.

Objective 2.6: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION

Maintain and enhance the pedestrian and bicycle system within the Town
to provide easy access to all areas of Miami Lakes for walkers, runners and
bicyclists, in a safe and efficient manner.

Measurement: Amount of grant money received for implementation of
bicycle and pedestrian enhancements.

Measurement: Complete sidewalk network for Town by year 20320.
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Policy 2.6.1: The area designated as Town Center Mixed-Use (TCMU) on the Future Land
Use Map shall be a pedestrian-oriented area. Development regulations shall

be aimed to create a walkable environment, including pedestrian oriented

streetscape, buildings near to the street edge, methods to reduce overall

parking requirements in order to limit aggregate parking supply, and similar

regulatory strategies. Centinde—to—implement—the—Town's—sidewatk

Policy 2.6.2: The Town shall improve pedestrian _connectivity across NW 67"

Avenue/Ludlam Road within the TCMU area by reducing vehicle lane widths
of NW 67" Avenue within the TCMU area to 10 feet (in_order to reduce
pedestrian crossing distances and reduce automobile speeds on NW 67"

Avenue during non-peak traffic times) and by establishing at least two

additional sanctioned pedestrian crossings (besides at Main Street). Aspa+t

Policy 2.6.3: Review the land development code and, if appropriate, identify
amendments to provide enhanced bikeway and sidewalk facilities from
private development projects, and on-site bicycle parking facilities at all
multi-family, commercial and industrial sites which are redeveloped or
newly developed.

Policy 2.6.4: The Land Development Code shall include incentives for providing bicycle

parking on sites directly adjacent to designated off-road greenway and trail
facilties, such as reduced vehiclar parking requirements. Review—existing

Policy 2.6.5: Seek erhaneement grants from all appropriate and threugh-the-MPRO,FDOT
and—other available sources to fund implementation of the bicycle and
pedestrian improvements identified in this Element in-Miami-takes.

Policy 2.6.6: Work with public, private and nonprofit partners the MPO/State Bicycle and
Redestrian—Coordinater to promote public education of the benefits of
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walking and bicycling through distribution of information available-en-line

Policy 2.6.7: Implement the—greenway and trails, bicycle, pedestrian and other
improvements as indicated on Maps TE-7 And TE-8-recommendations-ofthe

Miami-takes-Greenways-and-TrailsMasterPlan.

Policy 2.6.8: All development and substantial redevelopment shall include constructing,

reconstructing or repairing, as necessary, sidewalks on rights-of-way

abutting the development/redevelopment site. If necessary, any required

improvements shall include widening the sidewalk consistent with that

required by this Element for the street in question. If necessary, a right-of-

way or easement dedication shall be required, consistent with Policy 2.3.3.

The Land Development Code shall be amended to implement this policy.

Policy 2.6.9: When supported by appropriate analysis, conditions may be imposed on

applications for conditional uses and variances as mitigation for

transportation impacts, including but not limited to constructing,

reconstructing or repairing sidewalks abutting the site, striping bicycle lanes

abutting the site, installing pedestrian street crossing facilities, installing

street trees, etc., even where the extent of proposed physical

improvements (if any) would not otherwise trigger requirements to bring

site improvements into conformance with the current requirements of the

Land Development Code.

Policy 2.6.10: The Town shall pursue development of a non-motorized mobility corridor

between the western end of the Town and the portion of the City of Hialeah

to the west of 1-75, by means of the existing NW 154" Street right-of-way

bridge over |-75. Such corridor shall remain closed to automobile traffic.

Objective 2.7: INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION

Coordinate the Town’s Transportation Element and Readway Capital
Improvement Program with Miami-Dade County, the Miami-Dade County
School District, MPO, MDX, and FDOT and other appropriate agencies and
organizations to ensure project and improvement consistency with

regional and statewide plans and programs.

Measurement: Annual-number-of-state-or-county-transportation-projects
ithin—MicmiLak . | s . iththeTows’
Transportation-Element——Degree of consistency between the Town’s

Transportation Element and the MPO Long Range Transportation Plan.
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Policy 2.7.1: Transmit the Town’s Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to

all affected agencies Miami—BDade—County—Miami-Dade—County—MPO—and
FBOT-Bistriet- W4 upon plan adoption.

Policy 2.7.2: Review state and county read transportation and mobility improvement

projects within the Town to ensure compatibility with the goals, objectives
and policies of this element.

Policy 2.7.3: Prepare and submit transportation grant proposals to all appropriate and

available sources theMPOand/ferFEBOT for qualified projects in Miami

Lakes when applicable grant programs are available.

Objective 2.8: INFERNAL—CONSISTENCY—WITH—OTHER—PLAN—ELEMENTS CONGESTION
REDUCTION

Take targeted actions to ease traffic congestion and make the most
efficient use of the existing vehicle transportation network. Ceerdinate

Change in peak hour vehicular levels of service (LOS).

Policy 2.8.1: The Town shall prioritize targeted vehicular traffic infrastructure

improvements that can be implemented relatively quickly to reduce

vehicular congestion at trouble spots. Such priority projects include, but are

not necessarily limited to:

a) a “slip ramp” creating a direct connection from northbound NW 77"
Court to the Palmetto Express southbound, adjacent to NW 154" Street
but not mixing with other NW 154" Street traffic;

b) Lengthen the existing right turn lane from northbound NW 77" Court to
eastbound NW 154" Street:
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c) On northbound NW 67" Avenue at NW 167" Street, convert the
existing right turn lane into a northbound through lane, and adding a
new right turn lane (from NW 67" Avenue to NW 167" Street): and,

d) |Install adaptive traffic signals on the NW 154" Street corridor west of

the Palmetto Expressway.

Policy 2.8.2: Fully implement the provisions of the September 2013 Commute Trip

Reduction Plan (CTRP), including its Transportation Demand Management

(TDM) and transit recommendations.

Policy 2.8.3: Limit or eliminate the gating of local streets, thereby increasing
connectivity.
Policy 2.8.4: Use traffic enforcement tools to keep signalized intersections clear during

all phases of the signal.

Policy 2.8.5: Work with the Miami-Dade School Board to adjust school start and dismissal
times to lessen the impact of school traffic on peak hour congestion.

Policy 2.8.6: Work with the Miami-Dade School Board to encourage alternative means of

transportation to school, including awareness of the Moover and other

transit options, and walking and bicycling to school.

Page 48 of 164



Page 15

Add new Table 2-1:

Table 2-1: Planned Mobility Improvement Projects

Existing Potential
Study Project Description Location Street Name From To Cost Estimate Outside Outside Town Cost Quantity
Funding Funding

c
=]
-

Comment

Miami Lakes Greenways
and Trails Master Plan Bike Lane Only NW 158th St NW 158th Street NW 59th Avenue NW 57th Avenue $5,000.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00

2014

o
N
(92}

Miles

Bike Lane plus Sidewalk - Add

Bike lanes (w/o drainage/curb $450,000.00 $225,000.00 $225,000.00
alterations) plus sidewalk to east Miami Lakes

and west sides of road (2 sides) NW 60th Ave NW 60th Avenue Drive NW 138th Street

o
~
~N

Miles

Bike Lane plus Sidewalk - Add
Bike lanes (w/o drainage/curb
alterations) plus sidewalk to

NW 163rd St NW 163rd Street NW 58th Avenue NW 57th Avenue $85,800.00 $45,000.00 $40,800.00

o
N
e}
=
I}
1%]

north side of road (1 side)

Bike Lane plus Sidewalk - Add
Bike lanes (w/o drainage/curb

$125,000.00 $65,000.00 $60,000.00

alterations) plus sidewalk to
north side of road (1 side) NW 59th Ave NW 59th Avenue NW 158th Street NW 167 Street

o
(o]

3 Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement
markings and signing Big Cypress Dr Big Cypress Drive Twin Sabal Drive S. Miami Lakeway $52,000.00 $26,000.00 $26,000.00

o
%]
N

Miles

improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement
Commerce Commerce

markings and signing — - NW 87th Avenue NW 79th Court $11,900.00 | _ $6,000.00 $5,900.00
Way/Oak Lane Way/Oak Lane

[N
[N
o
=
I
[

improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement
NW 146th

markings and signing NW 146th Ter Terrace NW 92nd Avenue | NW 89th Avenue $2,100.00 $1,000.00 $1,100.00

o
N
[
=
I
[

improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing NW 149th Ter
improvements; Add Bike

NW 149th

T NW 92nd Avenue NW 87th Avenue $5,000.00 $2,000.00 $3,000.00 0.49 | Miles
errace

Sharrows
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On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

NW 153rd Ter

NW 153rd
Terrace

NW 92nd Avenue

Page 16

NW 89th Avenue

$2,500.00

$1,500.00

$1,000.00

o

wv

Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

NW 79th Court

NW 79th Court

Oak Lane

NW 154th Street

$3,000.00

$1,500.00

$1,500.00

Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

NW 80th Ave

NW 80th Avenue

NW 77th
Court/Palmetto

Frontage Road

Commerce

Way/Oak Lane

$15,000.00

$7,000.00

$8,000.00

o

9]

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

NW 92nd Ave

NW 92nd Avenue

NW 146th
Terrace

NW 153rd
Terrace

$4,500.00

$2,000.00

$2,500.00

Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements - Pavement

markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows

Twin
Sabal/Sabal/Leani
ng Pine Drive

Twin
Sabal/Sabal/Leani
ng Pine Drive

Big Cypress Drive

Bamboo Street

$6,400.00

$3,000.00

$3,400.00

Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements Plus Sidewalk -

Pavement Markings and signing
improvements; Add Bike

Sharrows plus add sidewalk on
south side

W 142nd Street

NW 142nd Street

NW 60th Avenue

NW 57th Avenue

$98,800.00

$50,000.00

$48,800.00

Miles

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements plus Traffic

Calming - Pavement markings
and signing improvements; Add

Bike Sharrows plus traffic calming
along corridor

NW 146th Street

NW 146th Street

NW 89th Avenue

NW 87th Avenue

$8,000.00

$4,000.00

$4,000.00

o

(5]

On-Street Striping and Sign
Improvements plus Traffic

Calming - Pavement markings
and signing improvements; Add

NW 89th Avenue

NW 89th Avenue

Palmetto

Bike Sharrows plus traffic calming
along corridor

Palmetto

Frontage Road

NW 154th Street

$18,000.00

$9,000.00

$9,000.00

Miles

Add Path (Off-Street - Along
Street)

NW 154th Street

NW 154th Street

NW 89th Avenue

NW 87th Avenue

$62,500.00

$30,000.00

$32,500.00

o

wv

Miles
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Add Path (Off-Street - Along
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NW 162nd Street NW 162nd Street NW 87th Avenue NW 82nd Avenue $125,000.00 $65,000.00 $60,000.00 Miles R
Street)
Add Path (Off-Street - Alon NW 77th NW 77th Miami Lakes
& Avenue/NW Avenue/NW - NW 57th Avenue $320,000.00 $160,000.00 $160,000.00 2.56 | Miles _
Street) Drive
167th Street 167th Street
Add Shared-Use Path (Off-Street Canal/NW 139th Canal/NW 139th .
NW 60th Avenue NW 142nd Street $285,000.00 $145,000.00 $140,000.00 0.57 | Miles R
- Along Canal) Street Street I
Add Shared-Use Path (Off-Street Canal/NW 170th Canal/NW 170th West of NW 89th .
NW 89th Avenue $130,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 0.26 | Miles R
- Along Canal) Street Street Avenue I
Canal/NW 77th Canal/NW 77th
Add Shared-Use Path (Off-Street ana ana X
Alone Canal Court (North of Court (North of NW 154th Street NW 76th Place $365,000.00 $165,000.00 $0.00 0.73 | Miles _
- Along Canal)
NW 154th Street) NW 154th Street)
2014 TAP
Canal/NW 77th Canal/NW 77th Applicati
Add Shared-Use Path (Off-Street ana ana West of NW 89th . |.ca on
Alone Canal Court (South of Court (South of Avenue NW 154th Street $1,060,000.00 $460,000.00 2.12 | Miles Funding -
- Along Canal) T :
NW 154th Street) NW 154th Street) - construction only
FM# 436618-1
Add Shared-Use Path (Off-Street Canal/South of Canal/South of
( / $300,000.00 $150,000.00 $150,000.00 .
- Along Canal) Bamboo Street Bamboo Street Bamboo Street NW 67th Avenue Miles _
Intersection Corner and Sign
Improvements - Corner
improvements including widening o o
- Miami Lakes Miami Lakes
the curb ramp to be the width of 7[) - 7D - NW 89th Avenue NW 57th Avenue $1,025,000.00 $525,000.00 $500,000.00 1 | Each R
rive rive
the path and to I I
add signage to mark off paths as
bike routes
Intersection Corner and Sign
Improvements - Corner
improvements including widening
the curb ramp to be the width of NW 67th Avenue NW 67th Avenue W 84th Street NW 167th Street $375,000.00 $200,000.00 $175,000.00 Each _
the path and to
add signage to mark off paths as
bike routes
Widen Narrow Path to 10 to 12 .
—feet NW 87th Avenue NW 87th Avenue SR 924 NW 154th Street $250,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00 Miles R
Widen Narrow Path to 10 to 12 67th Ave Miami Lakes
S. Miami Lakeway | S.Miami Lakeway - - $250,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00 Miles _
feet (westward) Drive
Miami Lakeway
. North and Miami FDOT grant
Greenway Trail and safe route to L 67th Ave _
Lakeway South S Miami Lakeway - 64th Ave $320,000.00 $120,000.00 8500 | Feet funding FM #
school (eastward) I - | =
(east of NW 67th 425857-2
Avenue)
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Total for Greenways and

Trail - R R - R $5,760,500.00 $1,000,000.00 $2,205,500.00 $2,555,000.00 e
Replacement Bus
3 750,000.00 750,000.00 3 | each
Pro ram - = - - - Ll_ - L‘_ = _
Palmetto Expw Palmetto Expw Funded by
Road Improvements Capacity Enhancements BWy By at Ludlam Road _ _ _ $0.00 N
Interchanges Interchange FDOT
Palmetto Expw Palmetto Expw Funded by
Capacity Enhancements oWy Dy at Red Road _ _ _ $0.00 _
Interchanges Interchange FDOT
FDOT | ts - changes t:
| mf’?rven:?n S ; anll‘js ° N 154th St Funded b
ane configuration, sidewalks . unde
. 8 EWATS, (Vicinity of NW 154th St ] ] tandedoy ] ) $0.00 e
bicycle lanes, pedestrian signal FDOT
Palmetto Expy)
heads, crosswalks
Adjacent to south of NW Funded by
Add second right turn lane Miami Lakes (East NW 67th Avenue 7167th st NW 167th St Miami-Dade _ $0.00 N
Fire Station) - County
Adaptive (smart) traffic signals Varies _ _ _ $360,000.00 _ $360,000.00 12 | each
Narrow NW 67th Avenue travel
lanes/expand medians and add Miami Lakes Miami Lakeway
i - . Town Center NW 67th Avenue K $410,000.00 _ $410,000.00 e
two pedestrians crossings within - - Drive North
Town Center
West of NW 57th
Extend NW 59th Avenue southto | Avenue and north Miami Lakes .
. N . NW 59th Avenue - Biscayne Canal $5,800,000.00 _ $5,800,000.00 N
Miami Lakes Drive of Miami Lakes Drive
Drive
Add underpass of Palmetto
o NW 146th St &
Expressway south of Miami Lakes NW 146th St NW 77th Ct. NW 77th Ave $3,900,000.00 _ $3,900,000.00 .
N Palmetto Exwy
Drive
Adjacent to South of Miami Miami Lak
outh of Miami iami Lakes
_ Extend right turn lane 150 feet Miami Lakes NW 77th Ct. - - $120,000.00 _ $120,000.00 N
- . Lakes Drive Drive
West Fire Station
Under Palmetto
Add underpass of Palmetto Northbound
. Expressway i
Expressway north of Miami Lakes north of Miami Undetermined NW 77th Ct. Palmetto $3,800,000.00 _ $3,800,000.00 .
Drive - . Frontage Rd
Lakes Drive
. . . . Windmill Gate
Add Lane to Windmill Gate Road Windmill Gate 7Rd NW 67th Ave Fox Den Ct. 400,000.00 _ 400,000.00 e

Road & NW 67th
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Ave
Total for Road
- $14,790,000.00 $14,790,000.00
Improvements - h - h h - -
Widen sidewalks from 6' to 8' on 1.02X2=2.04
Sidewalk Improvement both sid NW 82nd Ave NW 82nd Ave NW 154th Street NW 170th St $110,000.00 $110,000.00 —'I _
oth sides miles
Widen sid Iks fi 6'to8'
(CENSICEWaTETTOM S 10600 | N\ 67th Avenue | NW 67th Avenue NW 138th St NW 167th St $100,000.00 $100,000.00 1.8 miles )
west side of street
Widen sidewalks from 6' to 8' on 1.02 miles X2 =
- NW 87th Ave NW 87th Ave NW 154th Street NW 170th St $110,000.00 $110,000.00 - R
both sides of road - 2.04 miles
Widen sid Ik fi 5'to8'
CENSICEWaRTOM > S0 SO0 | N\ 154th st NW 154thSt | NW 89th Avenue | NW 57th Avenue $280,000.00 $280,000.00 3.53 miles )
north side of road
Widen sid Ik fi 5'to8' .63 milesX 2 =
I en.5| ewalkllom- to e on Miami Lakeway N Miami Lakeway N Miami Lakes Dr NW 67th Avenue $100,000.00 $100,000.00 2 miesAs= ) _
both sides 1.26 miles
ADA Sidewalk Master Plan X
Town-wide R R R $2,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 R R
Improvements -
Business Park
e 2013 TAP
East, Business Application
Sidewalk Additions in Business Park West & . . _Ep_.
- Various Various $2,100,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,100,000.00 _ Funding -
Parks Technical .
N construction only
Education Center
. FM# 435509-1
Area Various
Total Sidewalk
e $4,800,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $3,800,000.00
Improvement
Grand Total $26,100,500.00 $2,000,000.00 $2,205,500.00 | $21,895,000.00
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The Capital Improvement Element shall be amended as follows:
% %k ¥
Policy 8.1.7: Assess a pro rata share of the public facility costs necessary to accommodate the

impacts of new development at the adopted levels-of-service through the enforcement of
existing public facility funding mechanisms, and impact fees and a mobility fee. Public facilities

include potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, parks, public schools and
transportation and mobility capital facilities and equipment readways.

* % %k

Policy 8.2.1: Prior to the issuance of new development orders, ensure capital revenues
and/or secured developer commitments are in place to provide all public
facilities that are subject to concurrency at adopted level-of-service

standards.

* % %k

Policy 8.3.1:

Sanitary Sewer, Solid Waste, Drainage and Potable Water: Prior to the issuance of any
development order for new development or redevelopment, sanitary sewer, solid waste,
drainage and potable water facilities needed to support the development at adopted LOS
standards all must meet one of the following timing requirements:

1. The development order includes the condition that at the time of the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent, the necessary facilities and services
are in place and available to serve the new development; or

2. The necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an enforceable development
agreement, pursuant to Section 163.3220, F.S., or an agreement or development order
issued pursuant to Chapter 380, F.S., to be in place and available to serve new
development at the time of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy or its functional
equivalent.

3. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the City will consult with the Miami-Dade
Water and Sewer Department to ensure adequate water supplies will be available to
serve proposed development no later than the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

Parks & Recreation: Prior to the issuance of any development order for new development or
redevelopment, parks and recreation public facilities needed to support the development at
adopted LOS standards must meet one of the following timing requirements:
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1. The necessary facilities and services are in place or under actual construction; or

2. The development order includes the condition that at the time of the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent, the acreage for the necessary
facilities and services to serve the new development is dedicated or acquired by the
local government, or funds in the amount of the developer’s fair share are committed;
and

a. The development order includes the conditions that the necessary facilities and
services needed to serve the new development are scheduled to be in place or
under actual construction not more than one year after issuance of a certificate
of occupancy or its functional equivalent as provided in the adopted 5-year
schedule of capital improvements; or

b. The necessary facilities and services are the subject of a binding executed
agreement which requires the necessary facilities and services to serve the new
development to be in place or under actual construction not more than one
year after issuance of a certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent; or

C. The necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an enforceable
development agreement, pursuant to Section 163.3220, F.S., or an agreement
or development order issued pursuant to Chapter 380, F.S., to be in place or
under actual construction not more than one year after issuance of a certificate
of occupancy or its functional equivalent.

Fransportation Mobility: Mobility impacts of development and redevelopment shall be
mitigated through a mobility fee to adopted and maintained as part of the Land
Development Code. Development and redevelopment shall not be subject to a
transportation concurrency system, except development exercising vested rights granted
prior to adoption of the mobility fee into the Land Development Code. Prierto-the-issuance
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Public School Facilities: Prior to the issuance of any development order for new residential
development or redevelopment, public school facilities needed to support the development
at adopted school LOS standards must meet the following timing requirement:

1. The necessary public school facilities and services are in place or under actual
construction within three years after issuance of final subdivision or site plan approval,
or the functional equivalent.

2. The necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an enforceable development
agreement, directed to projects in the first three years of the Miami-Dade County
Public Schools District Facilities Work Program, and satisfy the demand created by that
development approval. The development’s impact may be mitigated through a
combination of one or more appropriate proportionate share mitigation options
provided in Policy 9.2.4 of the Education Facilities Element, and in accordance with
Section 163.3180 (13)(e)1, F.S.

The Town, in cooperation with Miami-Dade County and the Miami-Dade School Board, shall
coordinate new residential development with future availability of public school facilities
consistent with the adopted LOS standards for public school concurrency, by reviewing
residential development orders for their impact on LOS standards.

The adopted LOS standard for all Miami Lakes public school facilities is 100% utilization of
Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) Capacity (with relocatable classrooms). This LOS
standard shall be applicable in each public school concurrency service (CSA) area, defined as the
public school attendance boundary established by the Miami-Dade County Public Schools.

All public school facilities should continue to maintain or decrease their percent utilization of
FISH capacity (with relocatable classrooms). Public school facilities that achieve 100% utilization
of Permanent FISH capacity (no relocatable classrooms) should no longer utilize relocatable
classrooms except as an operational solution.
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The application of the above requirements must ensure the availability of public facilities and
services needed to support development concurrent with the impacts of such development.

* %k k

Policy 8.3.5: As indicated in the applicable Elements of this Comprehensive Plan, the Town of
Miami Lakes has adopted the following minimum LOS standards:

Miami Lakes Level-of-Service Standards

FACILITIES LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Sanitary Sewer Regional Plants. Regional wastewater treatment plants shall
operate with a physical capacity of no less than the annual
average daily sewage flow.

Effluent. Effluent discharged from wastewater treatment
plants shall meet all federal, state, and county standards.

System. The system shall maintain capacity to collect and
dispose of 102 percent of average daily sewage demand for
the preceding five years.

Maintain  the sanitary sewer standard of 81.9
gallons/capita/day.

Potable Water Regional Treatment. The regional treatment system shall
operate with a rated maximum daily capacity of no less than
2% above the maximum daily flow for the preceding year,
and an average daily capacity of 2% above the average daily
system demand for the preceding 5 years.

Delivery. Water shall be delivered to users at a pressure no
less than 20 pounds per square inch (psi) and no greater than
100 psi. Unless otherwise approved by the Miami-Dade Fire
Department, minimum fire flows based on the land use
served shall be maintained as follows:

Land Use Min. Fire Flow (gpm)
Single Family Residential Estate 500
Single Family and Duplex; Residential 750
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on minimum lots of 7,500 sf

Multi-Family Residential; 1,500
Semi-professional Offices
Hospitals; Schools 2,000

Business and Industry 3,000

Water Quality. Water quality shall meet all federal, state and
county primary standards for potable water.

Countywide Storage. Storage capacity for finished water shall
equal no less than 15% of the countywide average daily
demand.

Maintain the potable water standard of 91
gallons/capita/day.

Solid Waste The County Solid Waste Management System, which includes
County-owned solid waste disposal facilities and those
operated under contract with the County for disposal, shall,
for a minimum of five (5) years, collectively maintain a solid
waste disposal capacity sufficient to accommodate waste
flows committed to the System through long-term interlocal
agreements or contracts with municipalities and private
waste haulers, and anticipated non-committed waste flows at
a minimum standard of 9.9 pounds/capita/day.

Drainage Water Quality Standard. Stormwater facilities shall be
designed to meet the design and performance standards
established in Ch. 62-25, 25.025, F.A.C., with treatment of
first 1" of rainfall runoff to meet water quality standards
required by Ch. 62-302, 862-302.500. F.A.C.

Water Quantity Standard. Where two or more standards
impact a specific development, the most restrictive standard
shall apply.

a. Post-development runoff shall not exceed the pre-
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development runoff rate for a 25-year storm event, up
to and including an event with a 24-hour duration.

b. Treatment of the runoff from the first 1 inch of rainfall
onsite or the first 0.5 inch of runoff, whichever is
greater.

Recreation and Open Space Urban Open Space. 1.75 acres per 1,000 population

Neighborhood and Community Parks. 3.25 acres per 1,000
population.

Public Schools 100% utilization of Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH)
Capacity (With Relocatable Classrooms) in each concurrency
service area (CSA).

MULTIMODAL MOBILITY LEVELS OF SERVICE FOR-STATE-COUNTY-ANDTOWN-ROADS

For purposes of capital improvements planning, the Town hereby adopts the levels of service

standards for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians and transit as enumerated in Policies 2.2.1, 2.2.3,
2.2.4 and 2.2.5 of the Transportation Element.

Within-the Ur! il Ad ' Lof . “;S} ithin-the UIA |;SE“QQ°4 :
“”!}; . I } I | .

ists, el e within 14 rmilechall
Within Urban Devel AL g I LOS D(90% of .
Boundary{UDB) but Outside | peak-hour)lorbetter-exceptState urban-minorarterials
Yrban-tnfill-Area{UHA} {SUMA}-which-may-operateat LOS E(100% of capacity-at
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Exhibit 2

Map Amendments
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6601 Main Street ¢ Miami Lakes, Florida 33014
Office: (305) 364-6100 ¢ Fax: (305) 558-8511
Website: www.miamilakes-fl.gov

Memorandum
Date: August 25, 2015 (Revised September 25, 2015)
From: Brandon R. Schaad, AICP, LEED AP
Director of Planning
To: Alex Rey
Town Manager
Re: Summary of Town of Miami Lakes 2015 Transportation Summit

On July 31, 2015, the Town of Miami Lakes hosted a Transportation Summit bringing together the
relevant stakeholders and transportation professionals from regional agencies, to brainstorm and discuss
ideas to relieve traffic congestion and mobility issues in the Town. The impetus for this event was
direction from the Town Council. Many individuals and organizations participated in the Summit,
including but not limited to District 13 County Commissioner Esteban Bovo, the Mayor and Town
Council members of the Town of Miami Lakes, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the
Miami-Dade Expressway Authority, Miami-Dade County Public Works, Miami-Dade County Transit, the
Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Miami-Dade County Public Schools, South
Florida Commuter Services (SFCS), as well as Town civil/traffic engineering consultants Kimley-Horn
and Associates and Corradino and Associates.

While traffic is a perennial issue in many communities, anecdotal evidence suggests the problem has
worsened significantly in recent months in the Town of Miami Lakes. Furthermore, resident and business
surveys conducted as part of the Town’s adoption of a new Strategic Plan show that is the largest concern
and complaint among residents and businesses, by a wide margin. Recently-gathered traffic counts and
analysis show that the Town experiences major peak hour congestion on Miami Lakes Drive, particulary
west of the Palmetto Expressway, with related severe congestion on NW 77" Court, NW 79" Avenue and
roads that directly connect with these. At the same time, while traffic counts show that NW 67" Avenue is
within an acceptable level of service, it is obvious to regular users that this is not the case (the disconnect
between traffic counts and actual congestion is likely related to its intersection with the Palmetto
Expressway at the northern end of the Town).

While the Town in many ways enjoys the fruits of proactive planning from decades ago, elements of its
basic development pattern contribute to its current transportation problem and make solutions difficult to
find. While the multitude of highways that come together in, and in the vicinity of, Miami Lakes make it
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relatively accessible, it is nevertheless difficult to move through the Town, due to a lack of connectivity
both internally and externally. Although the Town is 3.5 miles from east to west, there are only three
surface streets that transverse the Town from north to south (NW 57" Avenue, NW 67" Avenue and NW
87™ Avenue). There are a few other instances where access in one direction exists, but I-75, the Gratigny
Expressway, the Palmetto Expressway and Opa-Locka Airport all serve as barriers to effective external
connectivity. Internally, the Palmetto Expressway divides the eastern and western halves of the Town,
with the only crossing at Miami Lakes Drive. Further, development on the north and south sides of Miami
Lakes Drive just west of the Palmetto Expressway were poorly coordinated, resulting in misaligned roads
and therefore the existence of five signalized intersections and two unsignalized intersections (seven in
total) in the space of one-half mile (and more acutely, six intersections in the space of approximately one-
quarter mile). Gated and blocked roads in the northwest quadrant of Town shift traffic to other east-west
ways, including Miami Lakes Drive.

In terms of non-automobile mobility, the Town has a generally good network of sidewalks and other
pedestrian facilities (with some weaknesses), but is more or less lacking in bicycle infrastructure. The

Town recently approved the Greenways and Trails Master Plan, seeking to address this issue. Transit
ridership, as evinced by ridership on the Town’s local Moover service, is growing rapidly but is still low.

The Summit included presentations by most of the agencies present, which outlined their own plans that
will affect transportation in the Town, and an opportunity for questions and interaction between agencies,
leading to improved coordination. Significant future improvements included the forthcoming addition of
express lanes on the Palmetto Expressway and I-75, a project that includes proposed intersection
improvements at Miami Lakes Drive and NW 67" Avenue, where there are exit/entrance ramps for the
Palmetto Expressway. In addition, the Miami-Dade Expressway Authority plans to extend the Gratigny
Expressway westward to the Florida Turnpike, a project which would ultimately make an expressway
connection between 1-95 and the Turnpike.

Following presentations and questions, Summit participants were asked to form two groups, one of which

focused on brainstorming solutions for the west side of Miami Lakes, and the other for the east side of
Town. Ideas from these brainstorming sessions are as follows:

East

Transit-only entrances onto expressways from a park and ride lot at Miami Lakes Drive/Palmetto
Expressway

Improve carrying capacity of 57" Avenue, including removal of traffic lights and capacity
expansions, with the goal of shifting traffic from the more constrained NW 67" Avenue
Staggering of school schedules

Palmetto Expressway underpasses at NW 146" Street and/or at the “Big Bend” to improve east-
west connectivity
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e Creation of an exclusive transit lane on NW 67" Avenue, perhaps changing from southbound in
the morning to northbound in the afternoon

e Transit signal priority at intersections

e Queue jumps for transit at intersections

e Extending NW 59" Avenue south to Miami Lakes Drive

e C(Creating a standard of an eight foot sidewalk for all new road construction/refurbishment

e Densification of three locations along Miami Lakes Drive (Town Center, NW 151 Street and
vicinity of NW 79" Ct) with fast bus service between the three.

e Improved signalization/Smart signal technology at Miami Lakes Drive/Palmetto Expressway
e Increase traffic control police officers during peak hours on Miami Lakes Drive.

e Bob Graham Education Center staggered hours/drop off times

e Increased marketing of the Moover

e Educate motorists to use Commerce Way, rather than 77™ Court

Together with the analysis by Town Staff and consultants, as well as recommendations already presented
in the 2013 Commute Trip Reduction Plan (CTRP) and 2014 Greenways and Trails Master Plan and
plans presented at the Summit by the participating agencies, the ideas generated by these breakout
sessions have been synthesized into five Strategies, with a brief explanation/analysis of each.

Strategy #1: Improve Transit and Pedestrian Mobility

Many of the ideas suggested involve improving pedestrian and transit mobility, which can help provide
an alternative to contending with gridlocked traffic (at least for some trips), as well as reduce overall
demand for automobile travel and thereby reduce traffic congestion. Improving pedestrian mobility —
making walking a safe, feasible and attractive option — means not only providing appropriate

infrastructure, but also ensuring that land use policies contribute to the creation of walkable environments.
Transit mobility, meanwhile, depends heavily on not only the quality of transit service and transit
infrastructure (i.e. bus shelters), but also on the level of walkability near the beginning and end of the
transit trip, since nearly all transit users are pedestrians at those points in their trip.

On the infrastructure side, the Town has adopted the Greenways and Trails Master Plan, with a total
estimated cost of about $6 million. Some projects in this planned network are either already constructed
or have funding committed, as shown on the map in Exhibit A (the portion of the NW 170" Street
Greenway between NW 82™ Avenue and NW 77" Court has now been constructed). Additionally, the
recently-adopted Town Center Zoning District Ordinance aims to ensure that Town Center, currently the
most walkable area in Miami Lakes, will maintain and improve its walkability through requiring wider
sidewalks and pedestrian-friendly design of private development projects. One significant barrier to the
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success of Town Center as the Town’s primary walkable center is the County-controlled NW 67" Avenue
that bisects it. This street includes eleven foot wide lanes and, while is does feature relatively good street
tree coverage, it lacks on-street parking or many of the other features that would slow down cars and
thereby make the area safer and more inviting for pedestrians. There is also only one sanctioned crossing
of NW 67" Avenue (at Main Street) for the entirety of the approximately two-thirds of a mile that it runs
through Town Center. The result is that without effective pedestrian integration of the two halves, Town
Center cannot reach its full potential, and is less attractive as a walkable, transit-conducive center. One
discussion at the Summit focused on the potential to connect these two halves, specifically by adding two
pedestrian crossing points and/or reducing lane widths from eleven feet to ten feet, in order both to slow
traffic and to reduce pedestrian crossing widths. Engineers from Miami-Dade County’s Traffic
Engineering Division were of the opinion that doing so would worsen the vehicular level of service on
NW 67" Avenue, though I strongly disagree with this conclusion, for reasons that I will detail elsewhere.

Additionally, the Town Council recently endorsed the highly related concept of Complete Streets,
directing staff to integrate a Complete Streets policy into the upcoming Strategic Plan. While Complete
Streets is a broad concept that can be implemented in a range of different ways, its essential thrust is to
provide infrastructure for not only automobiles, but also for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit users. One
way that a Complete Streets policy begins to come into play is in proposed infrastructure improvements,
which all too often try to add automobile capacity, without taking into account the consequences this can
have on other modes of transportation. This only serves to make those other modes less feasible, increase
auto dependence and contribute to the “need” for still more capacity enhancements — a vicious cycle. It is
essential for the Town to bear the Complete Streets concept in mind as it considers the improvements
proposed to intersections of the Palmetto Expressway with Miami Lakes Drive and NW 67" Avenue by
the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) as part of the Palmetto Express project (currently in the
Project Development and Environment Study phase).

Tactics suggested at the Summit to improve pedestrian mobility, and closely related to Complete Streets,
included ensuring accessibility throughout the Town according to the standards of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), as well as increasing the standard sidewalk widths on arterial and collector
roadways to ten feet. The Town has been awarded a grant for Fiscal Year 2018 that includes $50,000 for
an ADA Accessibility Study. Additionally, the Town is planning to crowd-source data gathering about
“incomplete streets”, such as missing or insufficient pedestrian infrastructure, via its mobile app. Capital
funding will be required for implementation, though some of these improvements may be combined with
the implementation of the Greenways and Trails Master Plan. Other potential sources of
funding/implementation include a Code amendment requiring developers to (for example) build any
missing sections of sidewalk adjacent to the their development, as well as Code changes currently under
study to replace the traffic concurrency system with a new system to require mitigation for transportation
impacts of development/redevelopment.
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One idea conceived at the Summit is to identify future walkable “hubs” along Miami Lakes Drive (from
east to west: the area north of Miami Lakes Drive along NW 151" Street and NW 153" Street; Town
Center; and, on both sides of Miami Lakes Drive between NW 77" Court and NW 82™ Avenue), and re-
imagine the Town’s Moover service to run frequent trips between these areas. Staff believes that these
areas either have (in the case of Town Center) or show significant potential for (in the other two
instances) a high level of walkability. The Comprehensive Plan identifies an approximately 10 acre area
at the northwest corner of NW 87" Avenue and Miami Lakes Drive for commercial development, and this
location might be added to this transit/hub corridor. In this case, though, it would be advisable to
encourage or require a more walkable and transit-friendly style of development in this location than the
current approved site plan shows. The merits of this idea include that making the Moover more frequent
would make it more attractive and presumably increase ridership, that it would provide better connections
to Miami-Dade Transit routes (none of which currently cross the Palmetto Expressway east to west) and
that walkable hubs could significantly reduce car trips by making commuting via transit a more feasible
alternative and make walking feasible for many more trips. Negatives include that the redevelopment
required to make the NW 151 Street area the west of the Palmetto areas walkable are fairly long term,
and that changing the Moover service in this way would no longer directly serve the schools, a large
portion of its current ridership.

There are a number of other ideas regarding transit mobility that are included in other strategies below.
An additional idea from the Summit, though, is to place “queue jumps” for buses at strategic locations. A
queue jump is essentially an extra lane for exclusive use by transit vehicles that allow these vehicles to
pass the queue at an intersection. These queue jumps have proved to be successful in many places by
keeping buses on schedule and making transit a more attractive alternative. However, the method also has
a public perception problem, as drivers see a lane that is often “empty” and that they feel could be used to
move more cars, even in cases where the buses using the lane actually carry more people than an
automobile lane.

Strategy #2: Improve Distribution of Traffic (Spatially and Temporally)
Largely because of the Town’s lack of sufficient external connectivity, those connections that do exist
(and often also feature a freeway interchange) act like a funnel, as traffic from a relatively wide catchment

collects onto them to squeeze through a narrow opening, resulting in acute congestion at these points.
Potential solutions include finding ways to spatially and temporally distribute this traffic in a more
optimal way. For example, NW 67" Avenue handles a large volume of traffic simply “passing through”
the Town. It was suggested that NW 57" Avenue, which is far less of a “character” street and tends to
feature conventional, auto-oriented and unwalkable uses along it, could have infrastructure changes to
handle more traffic at a higher rate of speed, thereby shifting some trips away from NW 67" Avenue.
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These enhancements might include additional lanes and removing traffic lights and/or extended green
lights.

Additionally, as the Miami-Dade Expressway Authority extends the Gratigny Expressway west to the
Florida Turnpike, opportunities may exist to create new interchanges of the Gratigny with NW 67"
Avenue and with NW 87" Avenue, lessening the need to use the Palmetto Expressway and Miami Lakes
Drive.

Regarding timing, this strategy also involves a more optimal distribution of traffic throughout the day,
reducing peak hour congestion. There were several observations during the Transportation Summit that
traffic congestion seems to be much worse when schools are in session, prompting calls to adjust school
hours so as not to coincide with rush hour. School hours are set by the School District, an independent
entity.

Reducing peak hour automobile trips is also the primary focus of the Commute Trip Reduction Plan
(CTRP), a study completed in 2013 based on a commuter survey and extensive analysis that provides a
set of transportation demand management (TDM) recommendations. The recommendations include a
close partnership with South Florida Commuter Services (SFCS) to promote and provide information to
commuters about carpooling/vanpooling options, emergency ride home information for carpoolers/transit
users, commuter tax benefits, transit information, etc.; leading by example to reduce peak hour
commuting by Town employees; identifying and targeting 25 sites that have the highest potential to
reduce commuting trips to work with employers to develop and implement specific plans to reduce peak
hour trips by their employees, to target for multimodal infrastructure improvements and potentially
provide incentives; to adopt a TDM ordinance, which would make implementation of TDM strategies (i.e.
compressed work week or flexible hours) mandatory for employers with over 50 employees; and, changes
to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code that would require features in new developments
to encourage alternative commuting. The ongoing Alternative to Concurrency Study includes analysis of
utilizing the strategies recommended in the CTRP as mitigation for transportation impacts of
development.

Strategy #3: Improve East-West Connectivity

The Town of Miami Lakes is divided approximately in half by the north-south portion of the Palmetto
Expressway. The highway essentially acts like a river in many other cities, where people crossing from
one side to the other must funnel into a limited number of crossings or chokepoints (i.e. bridges or, in this
case, underpasses). Miami Lakes Drive is the only such crossing within the Town, and the only crossing
for a mile in either directions (and those nearest crossings are marginal). Combined with other factors
impacting Miami Lakes Drive west of the Palmetto (see discussion of the “trouble spots” under Strategy
#4 below), this creates — according both to the data and anecdotally — the most severe instance of traffic
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congestion in Miami Lakes. A smaller, but still significant, east-west connectivity issue concerns the
prevalence of blocked and/or gated streets in the northwest portion of the Town, which has the effect of
forcing some east-west traffic in this area onto NW 170" Street and, more prevalently, onto Miami Lakes
Drive.

The forthcoming construction on the Palmetto Expressway as part of the Palmetto Express project
(primary purpose: adding express lanes), presents opportunities, as expressed at the Transportation
Summit, that will likely not come again for several decades: to add one or more additional east-west
crossing points. Two ideas were discussed in this regard:
1. Allow those exiting the northbound Palmetto Expressway at Miami Lakes Drive to access NW
77" Court (on the west side of the Palmetto Expressway) via an underpass of the Palmetto from
the northbound frontage road, thereby bypassing Miami Lakes Drive.

2. Create an underpass of the Palmetto Expressway at NW 146™ Street, which would primarily
allow those workers in Business Park West who either commute from the east side of Miami
Lakes or to points north/east via the Palmetto Expressway, to avoid the Palmetto/Miami Lakes
Drive chokepoint. This improvement, by distributing crossing traffic to two different routes,
would be even more effective if the northbound ramp/Palmetto Frontage Road were
realigned/combined with NW 77" Avenue (which is currently lightly used), thereby reducing the
number of intersections and further reducing friction points on Miami Lakes Drive.

In addition to providing an additional east-west crossing point, either of these ideas might also allow for
less lanes/destruction of green space on Miami Lakes Drive, as currently included in FDOT plans as part
of the Palmetto Express project. If so, this would help to preserve a community character more in keeping
with Miami Lakes, as well as being more friendly to pedestrians and bicyclists, major goals expressed by
the Town.

Another idea expressed is to improve greenway connectivity between the east and west sides of Town,
largely via a street outside the Town’s boundaries, NW 169" Street. The NW 170" Street Greenway is
completed, the NW 77" Court Greenway south of Miami Lakes Drive is funded for Fiscal Year 2018,
and, based upon conversations with FDOT, the portion of the NW 77" Court Greenway north of Miami
Lakes Drive to NW 164" Street is likely to be funded and built on an accelerated basis. The most feasible
way to connect these is via an FPL easement leading from NW 77" Court to NW 169" Street and
connecting NW 169" Street to the NW 170" Street Greenway (a greenway along this easement is
included in Miami-Dade County’s Open Space Master Plan). Assuming this connection is made, it would
be logical to utilize NW 169" Street to connect to NW 67" Avenue just north of the Town’s boundary.
The Town’s Greenways and Trails Master Plan shows an off-road greenway on NW 67" Avenue,
providing access to Miami Lakes Town Center and a funded greenway on Miami Lakeway.
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Strategy #4: Targeted Improvements at Trouble Spots
With one notable exception (redevelopment planning), ideas included in this Strategy seek to provide the
most immediate relief for very specific problems, essentially making small investments or operational

changes to wring the best possible performance from the current system, as opposed to making
fundamental change. These ideas include the increased use of law enforcement personnel to direct traffic
at peak times and improve flow through intersections, adding turn lanes or allowing turns from lanes
where they are not currently allowed (specific suggestions include an additional right turn only lane on
northbound NW 67" Avenue at NW 167" Street and allowing left turns from the right lane on southbound
NW 79" Avenue onto eastbound Miami Lakes Drive, the latter of which is already under study) and
adding adaptive signal technology, which allows traffic signals to adjust signal timing to respond to actual
traffic conditions in real-time.

A more robust, but also more long term, idea is to create a redevelopment plan for the Miami Lakes Drive
corridor from the Palmetto Expressway west to NW 82" Avenue, addressing what has been identified as
the Town’s most severe congestion problem by correcting some of its root problems (in addition to the
lack of other east-west connections, as discussed elsewhere) that have been brought on by past lack of
planning: namely that there are too many intersections in too short a span, and in some cases are not
aligned on the north and south sides of Miami Lakes Drive. This type of redevelopment planning effort
will require significant resources, and implementation would take a number of years and be dependent
upon the private sector, likely with inducement through land use entitlements and/or public infrastructure
improvements to leverage private investment. Along with creating additional east-west connection(s), this
idea creates among the greatest opportunities of any discussed in this memorandum, not only to vastly
improve transportation, but also to create more valuable and economically beneficial land uses, and to
create an aesthetic environment more in keeping with Miami Lakes at the Town’s most important and
visible gateway. In any case, redevelopment of this area will occur at some point, and whether it is done
in a piecemeal fashion or as part of a coordinated plan, with public and private sectors on the same
“page,” depends on whether the Town takes a proactive approach.

Strategy #5: Provide Mobility Alternatives for Intra-Town Trips
Strategy #5 — Provide Mobility Alternatives for Intra-Town Trips — consists of a variety of ideas or ways
to get to and from destinations within the Town by ways other than single-occupant vehicles. Some ideas

include focusing on build-out of the greenways called for in the Greenways and Trails Master Plan,
particularly safe pedestrian and bicycle paths to schools; working with the School District and parents of
schoolchildren to facilitate carpooling for school drop-off and pickup trips; providing shuttle services to
Town events; finding an alternative to the current on-demand bus service, which largely caters to seniors
(likely via car sharing services such as Uber, Lyft, etc., assuming that Miami-Dade County legalizes these
services); and, increasing the hours of operation of the Town Moover, which is currently limited to only
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weekdays between the hours of 6:00 AM — 10:00 AM, and 2:15 PM — 7:00 PM. By expanding the
Moover’s hours, the service may become more attractive and/or feasible for some, thereby increasing its
use.

Conclusion

As noted above, traffic congestion appears to be the most pressing local issue for Miami Lakes residents
and businesses, and there is a widespread perception that the problem is worsening. These concerns and
urgency for action led to the Town’s Transportation Summit. It is important to remember, though, that
neither this problem, nor calls for action, are limited to Miami Lakes, as demonstrated by a recent series
of articles in the Miami Herald describing the situation (e.g. “No Way Out: For drivers caught in gridlock,
little relief down the road,” May 17, 2015; “Business Slowdown: Traffic jams up South Florida’s
economy,” May 17, 2015) and potential out-of-the-box solutions (e.g. “County needs to raise $102
million for rail line west,” July 28, 2015). Based upon suggestions gathered through the Transportation
Summit and the process around it, there does exist potential opportunities to improve the traffic
congestion situation in the short term at the margins — basically, ways to get the best possible performance
from the existing transportation system. To make a more dramatic improvement in mobility, however, the
inescapable reality is that fundamental change in land use and transportation systems are needed, and
these will take longer to accomplish.

Besides the public consciousness and official attention being paid to the issue of transportation, there is
another major reason that the Town is at a moment of opportunity on the issue: the upcoming Palmetto
Express project, currently in the PD&E stage, that will include significant reconstruction of the Palmetto
Expressway to accommodate the addition of express lanes. For example, if the Town were to determine
that establishing an additional east-west crossing point is in its best interest, this may be its last realistic
opportunity to do so for several decades. The project also includes proposed major changes at
intersections where the Expressway has access points — in the Town’s case, at Miami Lakes Drive, NW
67" Avenue and NW 57" Avenue. The ultimate design of these changes will have large impacts on
mobility within the Town, and Town leaders must think carefully about the future in evaluating these
impacts not only on traffic but also on its “complete streets” concept of pedestrian, bicycle and transit
mobility, and its impacts on aesthetics and community character.

The Town, thanks to thoughtful and proactive planning, began as something unique, resisting the bland
uniformity that gripped the development of most South Florida suburbs. Unfortunately, pressure to
reimpose the bland uniformity is constant and pervasive, manifesting in the transportation realm with
calls for more pavement at the expense of green space, road designs that neglect community character and
insistence that faster is better and engineering standards that make it difficult or impossible to create
walkable places and thereby ensure that transit is mostly for those who have no other choice. The cruel
irony of such policies is that, for all the sacrifices they demand of aesthetics and non-auto mobility, they
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consistently fail to achieve their goals, as clearly demonstrated by the traffic crisis that exists throughout
South Florida and in too many places around the country. At the same time, by ensuring that other modes
of transportation are infeasible, dangerous and/or unattractive, these policies force us all to endure the
traffic nightmare they have created, and to contribute to it. To create a better future — to not be satisfied
with slowly morphing more and more into the conventional patterns that pervade in surrounding areas —
the Town must reassert its legacy of proactive planning, demand better and insist on being unique. As the
adage goes, “Have a plan, or be a part of someone else’s.”
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RESOLUTION NGO. 15- 1275 O

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE
TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, APPROVING
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION IN THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES
FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SUMMIT;
DIRECTING THE TOWN MANAGER TO INTEGRATE
THESE RECOMMENDATIONS INTO THE TOWN’S
STRATEGIC PLAN; DIRECTING THE TOWN
MANAGER TO PURSUE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THESE RECOMMENDATIONS AS APPROPRIATE;
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, surveys conducted by the Town as part of its Strategic Planning process
indicate that traffic congestion is considered by both residents and businesses to be the most
important issue that needs to be addressed; and

WHEREAS, both anecdotal evidence and recent news stories indicate that congestion
both in the Town and the larger region have worsened significantly recently; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council directed Town Staff to facilitate a Transportation
Summit to formulate solutions to the Town’s transportation challenges in a comprehensive
manner; and

WHEREAS, the Town held its Transportation Summit on July 31, 2015, including
participation from all relevant transportation agencies; and

WHEREAS, a number of transportation ideas were generated at the Transportation
Summit; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has chosen strategies from among those generated as

part of the Transportation Summit process for implementation to improve transportation in the

Town of Miami Lakes.

Page 82 of 164



Page 2

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE
TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals. The above Recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein by

this reference.

Section 2. Declaration of Policy and Direction to the Town Manager. The Town

Council hereby declares its support for the strategies listed in Section 3, herein, to improve
transportation in the Town of Miami Lakes; hereby directs the Town Manager to integrate these
strategies into the Town’s Strategic Plan; and, hereby directs the Town Manager to pursue these
strategies by appropriate actions including but not limited to: requesting coordination with other
local, regional, state and federal agencies; proposing amendments to the Town Code and/or
Comprehensive Plan; pursuing grants for planning and services and for design/construction of
infrastructure consistent with these strategies; and recommending budget provisions necessary to
implement these strategies.

Section 3. Declaration of Strategies to Pursue. The Town Council hereby declares that

the following strategies should be pursued to improve transportation in the Town of Miami

Lakes:

1. Improve traffic signal priority at intersections utilizing technology or more police;
2. Improve pedestrian connections across NW 67th Avenue within Town Center;

3. Dedicate land from the fire station at 16699 NW 67th Avenue for the construction of an
exclusive right turn lane from northbound NW 67th Avenue to eastbound NW 167th
Street;

4. Improve pedestrian infrastructure to ensure compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for pedestrian facilities throughout the Town;

5. Amend the Town Code to require that new development and redevelopment include
constructing any missing sidewalk sections and/or repairing any damaged sidewalk
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sections immediately adjacent to property on which development or redevelopment is
occurring;

Increase sidewalk widths on arterial and collector streets to eight or ten feet;
Facilitate carpooling of trips for drop-off and pick-up of school children;

Pursue staggering of start and dismissal times of public schools within the Town;
Pursue alternative strategies to the Town’s current on-demand bus service;

Connect the existing and future greenways on NW 170th Street and NW 67th Avenue via
NW 169th Street;

Increase marketing of the Town’s Moover transit service;

Amend the Code to replace the conventional traffic concurrency system with simpler and
more effective requirements to mitigate the transportation impacts of new development
and redevelopment;

. Implement “que jumps” for transit vehicles at intersections;

Pursue land use strategies to create walkable, mixed-use areas in three strategic locations
along Miami Lakes Drive (including 1) Town Center; 2) the area bounded by Miami
Lakeway, Miami Lakes Drive, existing and theoretical NW 153rd Street and NW 57th
Avenue; and 3) the vicinity of Miami Lakes Drive and NW 79th Court) and, when timing
is appropriate, run fast and frequent Moover service between the three. Also consider the
future inclusion of the area at the northwest corer of NW 87th Avenue and NW 154th
Street, depending upon the type and character of development that may ultimately occur
there.

Extend NW 59th Avenue south to Miami Lakes Drive.

In connection with the extension of the Gratigny Expressway west to the Florida
Turnpike, explore the possibility of new interchanges at NW 67th Avenue and NW 87th
Avenue.

Make improvements to NW 57th Avenue to increase capacity and speed, including
possible removal of traffic lights on NW 57th Avenue, in order to make NW 57th Avenue
a more attractive alternative to through traffic than NW 67th Avenue.

Develop a new underpass of the Palmetto Expressway north of Miami Lakes Drive from
the northbound Palmetto Frontage Road to NW 77th Court, allowing motorists exiting
from northbound Palmetto Expressway to bypass Miami Lakes Drive; and,
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19. Develop a new underpass of the Palmetto Expressway connecting NW 146th Street to
NW 77th Avenue.

20. Extend the right turn lane from northbound NW 77" Court to eastbound NW 154" Street
southward to accommodate more vehicle queuing.

21. Create a direct connection from northbound NW 77" Court onto the Palmetto

Expressway ramps at NW 154™ Street without the need to access the eastbound through
lanes of NW 154" Street.

22. Add a traffic light at the intersection of NW 79™ Court and NW 154™ Street.
23. Allow left turns from southbound NW 82" Avenue onto eastbound Oak Lane.

Section 4. Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its

adoption.

(THIS SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK)
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6™ day of October, 2015.

The foregomg resol?/) on was moved for adoption by l p) ' The motion was
seconded by ﬁDlO (-«’d/b MAHd upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:

Mayor Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.

Vice Mayor Manny Cid

Councilmember Tim Daubert

Councilmember Tony Lama
Councilmember Ceasar Mestre
Councilmember Frank Mingo

Councilmember Nelson Rodriguez

Wi~ O] ) /]

i

Michael A. PL; A, jr ',/
MAYOR /

Attest:

M}% M O?VA/A

Gina Inguanzo /
TOWN CLERK

Approved as to form and legal sufficiency:

astesi & Assatiates, P.A.
TOWN ATTORNEY

i Qe
@ Raul Gazisi,Jr. Haydee Sera bog.
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Town of Miami Lakes

Memorandum
To: Planning and Zoning Board
From: Brandon Schaad, Director of Planning
Subject: Sign Code Amendments
Date: April 27, 2016
Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Board review the attached sign code
amendments and provide a recommendation to the Town Council. The Board may
recommend that the Council adopt the ordinance, adopt the ordinance with modifications or
not adopt the amendment. Staff recommends adoption of the ordinance.

Background:

In June 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision that invalidated a municipal sign code
because it violated the First Amendment by distinguishing between signs, and treating them
differently, based on the content of the sign. The decision, called Reed v. Town of Gilbert,
Arizona, is a major and unexpected shift in First Amendment case law that makes parts of
most, or maybe even all, municipal sign codes across the country unconstitutional.

The case involved a church that held its services in different locations every week, and placed
temporary signage to direct people to the services. The Town of Gilbert's sign code required
permits for signs, but had exemptions from this requirement, including exemptions for political
signs, temporary directional signs and ideological signs, and allowed different sizes and
durations of display for each, with temporary directional signs - which is what the church was
displaying each week - receiving the least favorable treatment. The church sued for violation
of their free speech rights, arguing that the distinctions were content-based. The Supreme
Court eventually agreed.

Based on previous cases, when a regulation is based on the content or message of the si%déig7 of 164
subject to a review standard called strict scrutiny. To survive strict scrutiny, a regulation must



serve a compelling governmental interest AND be narrowly tailored to serve that interest.
Rarely does a regulation pass this test.

Before this decision, regulations were generally considered content-neutral so long as they did
not favor or disfavor the message, or discriminate between different viewpoints. This decision
changes that. Now, a regulation is content-based if there are different standards for signs
based on subject matter, or topics discussed. Virtually all sign codes currently do this. For
example, our code allows signs for special events to be up to 40 square feet, whereas political
signs may only be 22 inches by 28 inches, which equates to only about 2 1/2 square feet.
Because this distinction is based on the subject matter of the sign, regardless of the lack of
discrimination between viewpoints, it is not considered content-neutral under the Reed
decision.

Roughly speaking, the situation now could be summarized as if the regulator has to read the
sign to know how to regulate it, the regulation is (with some exceptions) probably not content-
neutral.

While a great deal of uncertainty remains about the practical effects of this decision, it is
important to act, in light of the decision, to preserve the purposes of the sign code.

In response to the Reed decision, our basic approach is to continue to make the same
allowances for signs in terms of number, size, locational requirements, etc., but while no
longer doing so with respect to the subject matter on the sign. For example, the Code currently
allows every homeowner to have one "warning" sign (i.e. "no trespassing" or "bad dog") up to
80 square inches, while allowing another sign with "noncommercial copy" up to 1.5 square
feet. The proposed amendments would continue to allow the same permanent signs in terms of
number and size, the sign would not be limited to those subject matter.

While there are instances of impacts to the regulation of permanent signs, such as the example
above, the most substantial impacts are to the regulation of temporary signs, which are
currently almost completely regulated by references to their subject matter. The attachment
"Temporary Sign Table" compares current provisions in the Sign Code for different types of
temporary signs to what is proposed in this amendment.

In addition to changes necessitated by Reed, the proposed amendments would also bring badly
needed organization and improved clarity to many provisions of the Sign Code, as well as
address several types of signs that are not currently addressed, such as automatic teller
machine (ATM) signs, drive-thru menu board signs and sign walkers (people carrying,
throwing, etc. signs).

The Town Council passed the ordinance on first reading at its April 5, 2016 meeting.

Attachments:

Temporary Sign Table

Reed v. Town of Gilbert (2015)

Ordinance
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ORDINANCE NO. 16-

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES,
FLORIDA, AMENDING THE TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE BY AMENDING ARTICLE
IX, SECTIONS 13-1901 THROUGH 13-1905, ADDING
SECTIONS 13-1906 AND 13-1907; PROVIDING FOR
INCORPORATION OF RECITALS; PROVIDING FOR
REPEAL OF LAWS IN CONFLICT; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR INCLUSION IN
CODE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Objective 1.2 of the Town of Miami Lakes (“Town”) Comprehensive Plan
states that the Town shall maintain an effective and efficient Land Development Code (LDC);
and

WHEREAS, in June 2015, the United States Supreme Court issued a decision in the case
Reed v. Town of Gilbert, which necessitates changes in the Town’s signage regulations to be in
compliance with the decision; and

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Town’s Sign Code in this ordinance are written to
address the Reed decision, as well as to provide better organization and clarity in the Sign Code,
and to address signage types not previously addressed; and

WHEREAS, the Town’s Planning and Zoning Board, as the Local Planning Agency,
will consider the proposed amendments at a duly advertised Public Hearing on April 19, 2016,
and provide a recommendation to the Town Council; and

WHEREAS, after conducting a properly noticed public hearing, hearing public
comments, and considering the recommendations of the Local Planning Agency, Town staff, and
the public, the Town Council wishes to adopt the amendments to the Town LDC attached hereto
as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments are in conformance with all applicable
requirements of the Town’s Code of Ordinances, including the LDC; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments will not be in conflict with the public interest,
and are consistent and in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council hereby finds and declares that adoption of this Ordinance

is necessary, appropriate and advances the public interest.
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Ordinance No. 16-
Page 2 of 49

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE
TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein

by this reference.

Section 2. Adoption of Amendments to Town Code. The Town Council hereby adopts the

amendments to Article IX, of the Town LDC, which are attached hereto as Exhibit A and
incorporated herein.'

Section 3. Repeal of Conflicting Provisions. All provisions of the Code of the Town of

Miami Lakes that are in conflict with this Ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section 4. Severability. The provisions of this Ordinance are declared to be severable

and if any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance shall for any reason be held to be
invalid or unconstitutional, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections,
sentences, clauses, and phrases of this ordinance but they shall remain in effect, it being the
legislative intent that this Ordinance shall stand notwithstanding the invalidity of any part.

Section 5. Inclusion in the Town Code. It is the intention of the Town Council, and it is

hereby ordained, that the provisions of Exhibit A of this Ordinance shall become and be made
part of the Town Code and that if necessary the sections of this Ordinance may be renumbered or
re-lettered to accomplish such intentions; and that the word “Ordinance” shall be changed to
“Article”, “Division” or other appropriate word.

Section 6. Effective date. This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon its

adoption on second reading.

! Additions to the text are shown in underline and deletions from the text are shown in strikethrough.
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Ordinance No. 16-
Page 3 of 49

FIRST READING

The foregoing ordinance was offered by Councilmember who moved

its adoption on first reading. The motion was seconded by Councilmember

and upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:
Mayor Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.
Vice Mayor Tim Daubert

Councilmember Manny Cid
Councilmember Tony Lama
Councilmember Ceasar Mestre
Councilmember Frank Mingo

Councilmember Nelson Rodriguez

Passed and adopted on first reading this 5* day of April, 2016.

THIS SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Ordinance No. 16-
Page 4 of 49

SECOND READING

The foregoing ordinance was offered by Councilmember who moved

its adoption on second reading. The motion was seconded by Councilmember

and upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:
Mayor Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.
Vice Mayor Tim Daubert

Councilmember Manny Cid
Councilmember Tony Lama
Councilmember Ceasar Mestre
Councilmember Frank Mingo

Councilmember Nelson Rodriguez

Passed and adopted on second reading this 3" day of May, 2016.

Michael A. Pizzi, Jr.
MAYOR
Attest:

Gina Inguanzo
TOWN CLERK

Approved as to form and legal sufficiency:

Raul Gastesi, Jr.
Gastesi & Associates, P.A.
TOWN ATTORNEY
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Ordinance No. 16-
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EXHIBIT A
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Ordinance No. 16-
Page 6 of 49

Chapter 13 LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE

ARTICLE Ill. DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL PROCEDURES

Sec. 13-1901. - Scope, purpose, substitution and severability.

(a) Scope. The provisions of this article shall govern the number, size, location, and
character of all signs which may be permitted either-as—a—main-or-accessoery-use
under the terms of this article. No signs shall be permitted on a plot or parcel either
as—a-main-or-acecessory-use except in accordance with the provisions of this article
and all other applicable provisions of this chapter.

(b) Purpose. This article shall be known as the "Town of Miami Lakes Sign Code." The
purpose of this article is to regulate and restrict signs and other advertising devices
within the Town in order to protect and enhance the scenic, historic and aesthetic
qualities of the Town and the safety, convenience and general welfare of its
inhabitants. This article is implemented so as to support and complement land use
objectives as set forth in the Comprehensive DevelopmentMaster Plan.

(c) Substitution of noncommercial speech for commercial speech. Notwithstanding any
provisions of this article to the contrary, to the extent that this article permits a sign
containing commercial copy, it shall permit a noncommercial sign to the same extent.
The noncommercial message may occupy the entire sign area or any portion thereof,
and may substitute for or be combined with the commercial message. The sign
message may be changed from commercial to noncommercial, or from one
noncommercial message to another, as frequently as desired by the sign's owner,
provided that the sign is not prohibited and the sign continues to comply with all
requirements of this article.

(d) Severability.

(1) Generally. If any part, section, subsection, paragraph, subparagraph,
sentence, phrase, clause, term, or word of this article is declared
unconstitutional by the final and valid judgment or decree of any court of
competent jurisdiction, this declaration of unconstitutionality or invalidity shall
not affect any other part, section, subsection, paragraph, subparagraph,
sentence, phrase, clause, term, or word of this article.

(2) Severability where less speech results. This section shall not be interpreted
to limit the effect of Subsection (d)(1) of this section, or any other applicable
severability provisions in this Code of Ordinances or any adopting ordinance.
The Town Council specifically intends that severability shall be applied to
these sign regulations even if the result would be to allow less speech in the
Town, whether by subjecting currently exempt signs to permitting or by some
other means.

(3) Severability of provisions pertaining to prohibited signs. This section shall not
be interpreted to limit the effect of Subsection (d)(1) of this section, or any
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other applicable severability provisions in this Code of Ordinances or any
adopting ordinance. The Town Council specifically intends that severability
shall be applied to Subsection 13-1903(l), pertaining to prohibited signs, so
that each of the prohibited sign types listed in that section shall continue to
be prohibited irrespective of whether another sign prohibition is declared
unconstitutional or invalid.

(4) Severability of prohibition on off-premises signs. This section shall not be
interpreted to limit the effect of Subsection (d)(1) of this section, or any other
applicable severability provisions in this Code of Ordinances or any adopting
ordinance. If any or all of the Sign Code in this article or any other provision
of this Code of Ordinances is declared unconstitutional or invalid by the final
and valid judgment of any court of competent jurisdiction, the Town Council
specifically intends that the declaration shall not affect the prohibition on off-
premises signs in Section 13-1903(1)5.

Sec. 13-1902. - Definitions.

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the meanings ascribed
to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning. Where there
is a question as to the correct classification or definition of a sign, it shall be the prerogative of the
Administrative Official Bireetor to place said sign in the strictest category and/or classification. For
any term used in this Article which is not specifically defined herein, the definitions contained in
Subsection 13-1(a) shall apply.

Awning, canopy, roller curtain or umbrella sign means any sign, stamped, perforated, or
stitched on the surface area of an awning, canopy, roller curtain or umbrella.

Cantilever means that portion of a building, projecting horizontally, whether it be on the same
plane as the roof line or not.

Cantilever sign means any sign which is mounted on a cantilever. No cantilever sign may
extend beyond the cantilever.

Changeable copy sign means a sign or portion of a sign on which copy is changed

periodically.
Detached sign means any sign not attached to a building, but which is affixed and

permanently attached to the ground. Permanently attached as used herein shall mean that the
supporting structure of the sign is attached to the ground by a concrete foundation.

Directional sign means a sign which guides or directs the public and contains no advertising.
The name of the facility (such as store name), which the sign is giving direction to, may be included
when specified conditions in this article are complied with.

Page 95 of 164



Page 8

Ordinance No. 16-
Page 8 of 49

Entrance features means any combination of decorative structures and landscape elements
located at the entrance to a development, which identifies or draws attention to the development
and/or exercises control of ingress and egress to the development. An entrance feature may include,
although not necessarily be limited to, ornamental walls, fences, identifying lettering, logos, works of
art, and other decorative structures, earthworks, water bodies, fountains, trees, plantings, and other
landscape elements, as well as gatehouses, either singly or in any combination thereof.

Flat sign means any sign attached to and erected parallel to the face of, or erected or
painted on the outside wall of any building, and supported throughout its length by such wall or
building.

Marquee means a covered structure projecting from, and supported by the building with
independent roof and drainage provisions, and which is erected over a doorway or entranceway as
protection against the weather.

Marquee sign means any sign attached to or hung from a marquee.

Noncommercial sign means a sign not connected with a commercial enterprise.

Off-premises {commerecial-advertising signs) means any sign which advertises or otherwise
promotes and/or provides the location of a business or institution other than one or more which

is/are located on the same site as the said sign. which-is-used-for-any-purpese-otherthan-that-of

Person includes any individual, corporation, society, association, partnership trust or other

entity.
Point of sale sign. Any sign advertising or designating the use, occupant ef-the-premises, or
merchandise and products sold, on the premises same site as the sign;shall-be-deemed-to-be-a

Portable sign means any sign not attached to or painted on a building and not affixed or
permanently attached to the ground.

Projecting sign means any sign which is an independent structure, which is attached to the
building wall, and which extends at any angle from the face of the wall. Ne-projecting-sign-shall

Public right-of-way means a_strip of land acquired by reservation, dedication, forced
dedication, prescription, or condemnation and intended to be occupied or occupied for public
purposes by a road, crosswalk, railroad, electric transmission lines, oil or gas pipeline, water line,
waterway, sanitary storm sewer, and other similar uses. any-publicroad-and-includes-aprivateroad

Pylon means a vertical extension of a building, constructed integrally and concurrently with
the building, or in connection with a major remodeling or alteration of a building. To classify as a
pylon for sign purposes, the pylon structure must be an integral part of the building structure,

extending to ground level. In-business-and-industrial-districts-only,-the-material- and-construction-may
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ign means a flat sign atta or painted on the face of a pylon. Fhe-outer-edge-of

Sign means any display of characters, letters, logos, illustrations or any ornamentation
designed or used as an advertisement, announcement, or to indicate direction that is on a public
right-of-way or on private property within public view of a public right-of-way or public park. Use of
merchandise, products, vehicles, equipment, inflated balloons, flags, or the like as an attention
attractor or advertising device, with or without a printed or written message or advertisement, shall
be considered a sign. The above definition shall include signs located inside a window but shall not
include the display of merchandise visible through such window.

Sign Walker means a person who wears, holds, or balances a sign in order to convey a
message.

Site means a contiguous area of land which contains, or is proposed to contain, a single,
unified development or use. A site shall be interpreted to include, at a minimum, the whole of a
platted lot or parcel, unless such lot or parcel has specifically been divided into separate
development areas by an approved site plan or other development plan approved by the Town;
however, where an approved site plan or other development plan approved by the Town unites more
than one lot or parcel into a unified development or use, those lots or parcels together shall be
considered one site.

Standing sign. A standing sign shall include any and every sign erected on or affixed to the
land and any and every exterior sign that is not attached to a building.

Temporary sign means any sign to be erected on a temporary basis, such as signs
advertising the sale or rental of the premises on which located; signs advertising a subdivision of
property; signs advertising construction actually being done on the premises on which the sign is
located; signs advertising future construction to be done on the premises on which located, and
special events, such as carnivals, concerts, public meetings, commercial and industrial, or other

promotional events, sporting events, political campaigns or events of a similar nature, as determined
by the Administrative Official Director.

Wall means, for sign purposes, that portion of the building's exterior, horizontal surface on
the same plane, regardless of vertical or horizontal indentations, and including the surface of
parapets and pylons projecting from the building. For sign purposes, there shall be considered to be
only four planes to any building and it shall be the prerogative of the Director to determine which
portion of odd-shaped buildings, such as buildings of hexagon or octagon design, to which flat signs
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may be affixed, with such location to be so determined as to prevent a grouping of signs which can
be viewed from one direction.

Wall sign means any sign attached to and erected parallel to the face of, or erected and
confined within the limits of, the outside wall of any building and supported by such wall or building
and which displays only one advertising surface.

Sec. 13-1903. - General requirements for all signs.
(a) Interpretation. Only those signs that are specially authorized by this Sign Code shall
be permitted. Those that are not listed or authorized shall be deemed prohibited.
(b) Permits required.

(1) Applications and permits. No sign, unless excepted by this article, shall be
erected, constructed, posted, painted, altered, maintained, or relocated,
except as provided in this article and until a permit has been issued by the
Town. Before any permit is issued, an application for such permit shall be
filed together with three-sets—of drawings and/or specifications (ene-to-be
returned-to-the-applicant) as may be necessary to fully advise and acquaint
the issuing department with the location, method of construction, type of
materials, manner of illumination, method of erection, securing or fastening,
number and type of signs applied for, and advertisement to be carried. All
signs which are electrically illuminated by any means shall require a separate
electric permit and inspection.

(2) Consent of property owner. No sign shall be placed on any property unless
the applicant has the written consent of the owner and lessee, if any, of the
property. In any case where a permit is required for placement of the sign,
the property owner must be a signatory of the permit application.

(3) Calculating number of signs. A single double-sided sign containing copy
advertisement on each side shall be counted as one sign. Every other sign,
including those with more than one face, shall be counted as a separate sign
for each face thereof.

(4) Calculating sign size.

a. For a sign, either freestanding or attached, the area shall be
considered to include all lettering, including any ascenders and
descenders, wording, and accompanying designs and symbols,
together with the background, whether open or enclosed, on which
they are displayed, any frame around the sign and any "cutouts" or
extensions, but shall not include any supporting framework and
bracing incidental to the display itself.

b. The Director shall have the discretion of determining the area of any
sign which is irregular in shape, and in such cases will be guided by
calculations as made by a licensed, registered engineer when same
are shown on the drawing.
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(c) Compliance with codes.
(1) All signs shall conform to the requirements of the building, electrical, and

other applicable code requirements,—except-as—may-be-otherwise—provided
herein.

(d) Qualification and cetrtification of erector. Where the erection of any sign requires
compliance with any Florida Building Code requirement, the erector of the sign shall
qualify with the respective examining board.

(e) Fees required. No sign, where a permit is necessary shall be exhibited unless the
required permit fees are paid.

() Time limitation of permits. All signs shall be erected on or before the expiration of
180 days from the date of issuance of the permit. If the sign is not erected within said
180 days, the permit shall become null and void, and a new permit required;
provided, however, that the Administrative Official Bireetor may extend such permit
for a period of 90 days from the date of the expiration of the permit if written
application for such extension is received and-approved by the Administrative Official
Direetor prior to the expiration date of the initial permit and provided that the
proposed sign complies with all requirements in effect at the date of such renewal.

{g)——Reserved.ldentification-of-permit-holder-on-sign-Each-sign-requiring—a-permi

(h) Responsibility for sign. The owner and/or tenant of the premises, and the owner
and/or erector of the sign shall be held responsible for any violation of this article;
provided, however, that when the sign has been erected in accordance with this
article, the sign company shall be relieved of further responsibility after final approval
of the sign.

(i Inspection. No sign, temporary or permanent, where a permit is required, shall be
approved for use, unless the same shall have been inspected by the Department
issuing the permit, and no sign shall be erected or used unless it complies with all the
requirements of this article and applicable Florida Building Code requirements. Fhe
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()

Maintenance of signs.

(1) All signs shall be properly maintained in a safe and legible condition at all
times. In the event that a use having a sign is discontinued for a period of 45
days, all signs and all component parts which identified the use are to be
removed from the site, and the site on which the sign was located left in a
presentable manner. Sign removal shall be the responsibility of the owner of
the property.

(2) Latticework, painting, etc. Where the rear of any sign is visible from a street,
waterway, park or residence, or from another property under different
ownership RU—RO—RM-BU—TC—or1J District, the exposed structural
members of such sign shall be either concealed by painted latticework, slats
or be suitably painted or decorated, and such back screening shall be
designed, painted and maintained to the satisfaction of the Administrative
Official Birector.

(3) Cutting weeds. The owner of each sign not attached to a building shall be
responsible for keeping the weeds cut on his property within a radius of 50
feet from the sign or to the nearest highway or waterway.

(4) Removal of dilapidated signs. The Administrative Official Bireeter may cause
to be removed any sign which shows neglect or becomes dilapidated or
where the area around such sign is not maintained as provided herein after
due notice has been given. The owner of the sign and/or the property shall
be financially responsible for the removal of the sign.

Signs permitted without a sign permit. The following signs may be erected or

constructed without a permit when in accordance with the Florida Building Code and

all other provisions of this article:

(1) Temporary signs net-exceeding-six-square-feet-in—area, and not electrically

illuminated, except where installation of the sign otherwise require a building

permit, or as otherwise specifically provided by this article will-noet-require—a

(2) Traffic signs, provisional warnings and signs indicating bona fide danger are
exempt—from—this—article—Such exempted-signs—shall-not—contain—any
commercial-advertisement:

(3) Awning, canopy, roller curtain, or umbrella siga-er signs. Such signs shall be

limited to eight-inch letters in height or, up—to—twelve-inchletters—in—height
when in lieu of signage attached to a building per 13-1904(3)b-, may be up to

twelve inch letters in height. and-shall-not-exceed-a—total-coverage—of24
square—feet: Any such sign shall belimited—to—the—identification—of-the
oceupant-andlor-use-of the-property not exceed a total coverage of 24 square
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(4) Disabled;-baby-stroller-or-handicapped-parking-signs: Signs required by State
law or County_or Town ordinance for parking spaces reserved for disabled or
handicapped persons, shall-netrequire—a-sigh-permit—and signs required for
parking spaces reserved for persons transporting young children, ard baby
stroller parking signs and similar signs shal-netrequire-a-signpermit. These
signs shall be in addition to the number of signs otherwise allowed by this
article.

(5) Signs not exceeding 1.5 square feet in area such as (but not limited to) those
commonly used to indicate ard-bearing-only property street numbers, post
box numbers; and er name of occupant efpremises.

(6) Flags when installed upon a pole or upon a mounting device attached to a

building, where the pole or mounting device was legally installed, with all

required permits, for the purpose of displaying flags. anrd-insighia—of-any

prometion. Installation of a permanent flagpole or other permanent mounting
device shall require a building permit.

(7) Legal notices, identification, information, or directional signs erected by or on
behalf of governmental bodies.

(8) Integral-decorative—and—architecturalfeatures—of buildings—except-letters;
legos;-trademarks,-meving-parts-or movinglights—Reserved.

(9) Signs within enclosed buildings or structures which are so located that they
are not visible from public or private streets or adjacent properties such as
signs in interior areas of malls, commercial buildings, ballparks, stadiums and
similar structures or uses, providing said signs are erected in such a manner
as not to be hazardous. If illuminated, the necessary electrical permits shall

be obtained.
(10)  Temporary holiday and special event decorations and lighting as otherwise
allowed in this Article previded-said-decorations-and-lighting-are-displayed-ne

(11)  Inthe RU zoning districts, signs that do not require a building permit to install,
do not exceed an area of four square feet and are limited to a height of no
greater than six feet above grade, such as (but not limited to) those
commonly used to indicate "Danger," "No Parking," "Post No Bills," "Bad
Dog," “No Tresspassing,” towing warnings and similar warning signs;

ided hosi I I £45 fect Si hall |
ded inl . it i distri lations.

(12)  Banners and other decorative materials in conjunction with an special event,
provided that the Town has issued a Special Event permit that authorizes the

Page 101 of 164



Page 14

Ordinance No. 16-
Page 14 of 49

banners or other decorative materials eenducted-pursuant-to-a-dedication-or
a—grand—opening—are—permitted—withouta—sigh—permit. Such banners and
decorative materials shall comply with the requirements of Section 13-
1903(p). netbe-more-than40-square-feet(aggregate)

(13)  Signs required by law including signs required for notification or other
purposes by Town ordinance.

(14) ing" signs.

(15)  Window signs, as allowed by Subsection (0) below.

)] Prohibited signs.

(1) No sign shall be so located as to constitute a danger to public safety, as
determined by the Administrative Official. Sighs-which-are-incorperated-within

(2) No sign shall exhibit thereon any lewd or lascivious matter.

(3) No sign shall be attached to trees, utility poles or any other unapproved

supporting structure, as determined by the Administrative Official Birector.

(4) Roof signs are prohibited in all the districts.

(5) Off-premises {(commercialadvertising signs) are prohibited in all districts,
except temporary signs specifically authorized by Subsection (p) of this
Section. A—real-estate—open—house—sign—shall-hot-be—considered—an—off-

(6) No signs shall be erected or painted on fence and wall enclosures in
residential districts. Signs on Ffences and wall enclosures signs shall also be
prohibited in the residential, commercial and industrial districts, unless
approved by the Administrative Official Director as a Temporary sign,
pursuant to Subsection (p) of this Section. Notwithstanding the above,
however, such signs referenced-sentence,-warning-signs-with-the-approval-of
the Director—or—if shall be allowed where the sign is required by Florida
Statutes or determined by the Administrative Official to be necessary for
public safety and the required message cannot reasonably be provided on
any other type of allowed sign shal-be-allowed.

(7) Even if not classified as a sign, blinking or flashing lights, moving or rotating
signs, strobes, light races, etc.;; streamer lights;; pennants;; banners (unless
otherwise approved pursuant to this Article);; streamers; and all fluttering,
spinning or other type of attention attractors or advertising devices are
prohibited, with the exception of items that are part of a holiday decoration
display pursuant to Subsection 13-1903(p). Further,: for-national-flags, as
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otherwise allowed by this Article, shall not be considered to be requlated by

this Subsectlon N7 ﬂags—ef—bena—ﬁde—e%ehan%able—#atemﬂ—and—weﬁa;e

(8) No revolving or rotating sign shall be permitted or erected. No automatic
electric changing (ACS) sign shall be permitted unless erected by or on
behalf of governmental bodies.

(9) Any S|gns which are not bona fide traffic signs, \A.Lh4eh—t:lse—the—wenﬂel—srte|s>—e+C

or which

are copies or imitations of official signs, which use colors or lights in such a

way as to mimic traffic or other official cautionary devices or which otherwise

are likely to confuse members of the public in such a way as to be, in the

judgment of the Administrative Official, a danger to public safety. Red,—green

(10)  Portable and pylon signs, except where unless-otherwise-authorized-by-law;
or approved by the Administrative Official Direetor in accordance with an

approved Special Event permit, pursuant-to-this—article; shall be prohibited,
including those that are tied down with metal straps, chaining, or otherwise
temporarily anchored to an existing structure or other similar method of
anchoring.

(11)  Any sign within the limits of any Town-, State- or County-maintained right-of-
way is prohibited, except that-—Theright-of-way-includesbutis-notlimited-to;

allroadsides,—sidewaltks,—utility—poles,—and—highway—median—strips—Tthe
Director of Public Works may authorize certain ren-commereial signage to be

placed in the Fown right-of-way where necessary for public safety and/or the
proper functioning of the right-of-way.

(12)  Signs painted or affixed in any manner to any vehicle, vessel, trailer or pickup
truck, van or similar transportable device and which is used merely, mainly or
primarily to display a sign to—advertise—a—place—of business—or-activity as
viewed from a public road, shall be prohibited. This shall not be interpreted
to prohibit identification of commercial vehicles provided such vehicles are
operational and engaged in the usual business and regular work of the owner
moved-and-used-daily-for-delivery-or-servicepurposes and are not used, or
intended for use, as portable signs. This sigh prohibition shall also not be
interpreted to apply to buses, taxicabs, and similar common carrier vehicles,

or to incidental messages which are common and customary on personal
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vehicles, such as bumper stickers which-are-licensed-orcertified-by-the Fown

(13)
b-
Signs employing exposed raceways, ballast boxes, or transformers.
c
(14) Signs exhibiting the names, stamps, or decals of the sign manufacturer or
installer.
e

(15) Signs of box or cabinet type employing luminous plastic panels. Note,
however, that certain Ssigns of a box or cabinet type may be approved under
certain _standards, pursuant to Subsection 13-1904(3)d.3(iv). employing

(16) Signs employing luminous or nonluminous vacuum-formed type plastic
letters.
£

(17) Cloth, wood, paper, or cardboard signs, stickers, decals, or temporary

painted signs around or on exterior surfaces (doors and/or glass) ef-the
ermised il blis| _

g
(18) Signs employing the use of any soundmaking or noisemaking devices or
components.
h-

(19) Signs, letters, symbols, or identification of any nature painted directly on
exterior surfaces exterior-to-the-demised-commercial-establishment.

i
attention-to-a-place-of business: Reserved.
=

(21)  Any permanent or temporary advertising device using flags, a hot air balloon
or any aerial device, illuminated or nonilluminated, shall be prohibited, except
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where the Town has issued a Special Event permit that specifically
authorizes use of said materials on a temporary basis, consistent with the
requirements of Subsection 13-1903(p) as-may-be-permitted-in-writing-by-the
Di : ol . I ith thi iclo.

(m) Movement. No sign shall contain any visible moving or movable parts, except suech

exceptfurther that only for changeable copy signs permitted pursuant to Subsection
13-1904(3)d.3(iii), renprofitinstitutions individual letters and/or numerals that make
up the message of sign that are normally and routinely removed and replaced on a
regular basis shall not be considered movable parts. No sign shall be portable except
when used as temporary signs pursuant to this Sign Code.

(n) lllumination. No sign shall be illuminated between-the-hours-of 11:00-p-m-—and-#00

business,—and except as provided in Section 13-1904, and in accordance with the

following provisions:

(1) No sign shall contain any moving, flashing, intermittent, rotating, chasing or
animated lights, except as otherwise specifically provided in this Article for
certain temporary signs such-pertions-of-a-sigh-as-consist selely-ofindicators
of time-and/ortemperature.

(2) No illumination shall be permitted of an intensity that might pose safety
hazards to drivers and pedestrians, or that casts glare onto pedestrians or
any portion of any street that would, in the opinion of the Public Works

Director Fewn-Engineer, constitute a driving hazard.

(0) Window signs. Nenilluminated-sighs-iln the RO, BU, TC or IU Districts, where retail
and/or service retail occur on the ground floor, nonilluminated signs may be
placed on the inside of the glass of a window that is directly adjacent to an area of
pedestrian activity. shall-be-permitted-at-a The maximum area of said window signs
shall be measured in terms of the percent of the surface of each ground floor
window. The maximum area shall be 30 percent of the window for permanent signs,
with an additional 20 percent allowed for temporary signs (total 50 percent) eight
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not require a sign permit, unless a permit is otherwise required by the Building Code
or other regulations.

(p) Temporary signs. Before a temporary sign {(etherthan—a-sign-placed-in—a—window)
shall be put in place, a permit shall be obtained unless specified by Subsection (k) of
this Section. Temporary signs that conform with all regulations of this article shall be
permitted for a maximum of 90 days, unless otherwise specified herein, from the date
of issuance of the permit or another date specified by the permit, Temporary signs for
which no permit is required (per subsection (k) of this section) may remain in place
for no more than 90 days, unless otherwise specified herein. Unless otherwise
specifically provided, all temporary signs shall be of one of the following materials:
metal, plastic, wood, pressed wood, cardboard or paper. Any post used for mounting
of a temporary sign shall be of one of the following materials: metal, plastic, wood or
pressed wood. er-if-no-permit-isrequired-as-outlined-below The following temporary
signs shall be allowed:

(1) Sign in connection with active building permit.
a. In the single-family and two-family residential districts, where there is
a valid, open building permit for construction of a new principal
structure upon an individual lot, one sign shall be allowed subject to
the following restrictions:

i. Area: 22 inches by 28 inches;

ii. Maximum height: six feet above grade;

i Minimum setback from front property line: five feet;

iv. Minimum setback from rear and side property lines: 15 feet,
except where the lot width is insufficient to allow a setback of
15 feet from each side, in which case it shall be centered on
the property between the side lot lines.

V. Time period allowed: The sign allowed herein may remain
only as long as there is an active building permit for vertical
construction activities described above. In determining the
number of temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by
Subsections 13-1903(p)(1)a. and b. shall be exclusive and
shall not be combined.

b. In single-family and two-family residential districts, where there is one
or more valid, open building permits, coordinated development of four
or_more principal structures upon immediately adjacent lots, or for
construction of infrastructure required by a plat approval, one sign
shall be allowed for each street upon which the site fronts, subject to
the following restrictions:
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i. Area: 22 inches by 28 inches, where the sign fronts on a local
street; 40 square feet, where the sign fronts on a collector or
arterial street;

ii. Maximum height: six feet above grade, where the sign fronts
on a local street; 15 feet above grade, where the sign fronts
on a collector or arterial street;

i Minimum setback from front property line: five feet, where the
sign fronts on a local street; 15 feet, where the sign fronts on
a collector or arterial street;

iv. Minimum setback from rear and side property lines: 15 feet.

V. Time period allowed: The sign allowed herein may remain
only as long as there is an active building permit for vertical
construction, or for infrastructure, for the activities described
above.

Vi. Combination with other provisions: In determining the number
of temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by
Subsections 13-1903(p)(1)a. and b. shall be exclusive and
shall not be combined.

C. In districts other than single-family and two-family residential districts,
where there is a valid, open building permit for construction of a new
principal structure or, in non-RU districts, for a renovation affecting 50
percent or more of existing building floor area or 50 percent or more
of non-building site area, one sign shall be allowed, subject to the
following restrictions:

i. Area: 40 square feet;

ii. Maximum height: 15 feet above grade;

i Minimum setback from front property line: 15 feet;

iv. Minimum setback from rear and side property lines: 15 feet.

V. Time period allowed: The sign allowed herein may remain
only as long as there is an active building permit for the
activities described above.

d. In determining the number of temporary signs allowed, allowances
provided by Subsections 13-1903(p)(1). (2) and (3) shall be exclusive
and shall not be combined.

(2) Sign upon approval of final plat. One or more signs shall be allowed for a
period of 90 days following approval of a final plat by the Town Council,
subject to the same restrictions as those in Subsection 13-1903(p)(1).
However, in calculating the number of temporary signs allowed, those
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(3)

allowed by Subsections 13-1901(p)(1), (2) and (3) shall be exclusive, and
shall not be combined.
Sign where property is offered for sale or rent. One sign shall be allowed per

property where the owner of said property has placed the property for sale or
rent on the open market, subject to the following restrictions:

a. Maximum Area:

i. 40 square feet in all BU, TC and IU districts; in RM and RO
districts where five or more properties are offered for sale or
rent, where said properties are part of the same subdivision
plat and the sign is placed fronting a collector or arterial
street; and, in AU or GU districts on properties that are not of
a residential character;

ii. 24 square feet in the RM and RO districts not meeting the
conditions of Subsection 13-1903(p)(3)a.i, above; and,

ii. 22 inches by 28 inches in the RU districts, and in the AU or
GU districts on properties that are of a residential character;

b. Maximum height:

i. 10 feet above grade in all RM, RO, BU, TC and IU districts,
on _undeveloped properties in the RU districts with street
frontage of at least 250 feet and in AU or GU districts on
properties that are not of a residential character;

ii. six feet above grade on properties in the RU districts that are
developed and/or with street frontage of less than 250 feet,
and in AU or GU districts on properties that are of a
residential character;

C. Minimum setback from front property line: 5 feet, provided that this
setback requirement shall not apply if the sign is attached to an
existing building;

d. Minimum setback from rear and side property lines: 15 feet, except

where the lot width is insufficient to allow a setback of 15 feet from
each side, the sign shall be centered on the property between the
side lot lines. Provided, however, that this setback requirement shall
not apply if the sign is attached to an existing building;

e. Time period allowed: The sign allowed herein shall not be maintained

for greater than 90 days, unless an extension is approved by the
Administrative Official. No extension shall be approved by the
Administrative Official unless the applicant for such extension submits
sufficient evidence that the property owner has been actively
attempting to sell or rent the property. Only one such extension may
be granted, and shall be limited to an additional 90 days. Upon the
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(4)

expiration of the time allowed to maintain this sign (including an
extension, if granted), the sign shall be removed and no sign
pursuant to this Subsection 13-1903(p)(3) shall be allowed for 180
days from the time the previous sign was removed.

f. Combination with other provisions: In determining the number of
temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by Subsections 13-
1903(p)(1), (2) and (3) shall be exclusive and shall not be combined.

Special events. Temporary signs are allowed as specified herein for only

where a Special Event Permit has been issued by the Town per Section 13-

1616.5.

a. On any site in the GU, GP, AU, RM, RO, BU, TC and IU Districts that
contains a non-residential use or is vacant, there may be up to two
temporary signs allowed on that site. The total size of such signs
shall not exceed an aggregate of 40 square feet for every 250 feet of
street frontage or portion thereof, and shall be limited to a maximum
height of 10 feet above grade.

b. On any site in an RU District, and on any site in a GU or AU district
that contains a residential use, one temporary sign shall allowed on
the site. Each such sign may be a maximum of 22 inches by 28
inches and a maximum height of four feet above grade.

C. Banners and other decorative materials are permitted without a sign
permit, but any such materials identifiable as a sign shall be included
in the total number allowed per Subsections 13-1903(p)(4) a. and b.,
above, as applicable. Such banners and other decorative materials
shall be set back at least 5 feet from an official right-of-way line and
at least 15 feet from each rear interior side property line, or if the lot
width is insufficient to allow a setback of 15 feet from each side, shall
be centered on the property between the side lot lines. Provided,
however, that these setback requirements shall not apply if the sign is
attached to an existing building. The maximum height of this sign
shall be the same as the maximum building height allowed in the
applicable zoning district.

d. In_zoning districts other than the RU Districts, the Administrative
Official may allow, as part of a Special Event permit, the use of flags,
hot air balloons or other aerial devices, upon a finding that such
devices will not be a nuisance to nearby properties. Additionally,
these devices shall be included in the total nhumber of signs allowed
per a. and b., above.

f. Duration: Temporary signs placed in conjunction with a Special Event
permit issued by the Town shall be placed no sooner than 30 days
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(9)

preceding the event, and shall be removed no later than ten days
following the event.

a. Combination with other provisions: In determining the number of
temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by this Subsection 13-
1903(p)(4) shall be in addition to all other temporary signs allowed.

Additional temporary signs allowed in proximity to election: Additional

(6)

temporary signage shall be allowed beginning 30 days before an official
election involving all or a portion of the geographic area within the municipal
boundaries of Town of Miami Lakes until ten days after said official election,
subject to the following restrictions:

a. Number: The number of signs allowed shall be equal to the number
of offices to be decided, plus the number of issues to be decided, on
the upcoming election ballot that involves all or a portion of the Town
of Miami Lakes. If the number of offices to be decided plus the
number of issues to be decided is not equal throughout the Town, the
highest such number shall apply throughout the Town. This shall not
be construed to mean that subject matter or content is limited, except
as such subject matter or content may otherwise be limited by this

Article.

b. Maximum sign area: Each sign shall be limited to 22 inches by 28
inches.

C. Maximum height: Four feet above grade. Provided, however, that

where due to existing, permanent ebstruetions, a sign must be placed
higher in order to be seen from at least one right-of-way, the sign may
be placed at the minimum height required to be seen from at least
one right-of-way. For purposes of this provision, right-of-way shall
include private streets, and the burden shall be on the property owner
to demonstrate that there is no other reasonable location on the
property where the sign would be visible from a right-of-way at a
maximum height of four feet above grade.
Minimum front and side street setbacks: None.
Minimum rear and interior side setbacks: Five feet.

f. Combination with other provisions: In determining the number of
temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by this Subsection 13-
1903(p)(5) shall be in addition to all other temporary signs allowed.

Repair of permanent sign or opening of new business. In non-RU districts,

there may be one temporary sign maintained on each site for a period not to
exceed 90 days upon application to the Town Building Official showing that
said temporary sign is required as a result of the repair and/or reconstruction
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of the existing permitted sign, or where a new business is opening and no
permanent sign has been installed. Said temporary sign may be no larger
than the permitted sign which is being repaired, or in the case of a new
business the largest permanent sign that would be allowed. In determining
the number of temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by this
Subsection 13-1903(p)(6) shall be in addition to all other temporary signs
allowed.

(7) Temporary holiday or seasonal decorations. Each property may display
temporary holiday or seasonal decorations for no more than 45 consecutive
days, and no more than an aggregate total of 60 days, during each calendar
year. This provision shall not be interpreted to suspend or preempt other
provisions of the Town Code, including but not limited to provisions regarding
nuisances, noise and other matters.

(8) Sign Walkers. Sign walkers shall be allowed as temporary signs, subject to

the following restrictions:

a. Sign walkers shall only be allowed in districts other than the RU
districts.

b. The prohibition of off-premises signs in Subsection 13-1903(1)(5) shall
specifically apply to sign walkers.

C. Sign walkers shall be at least five feet from all property lines and shall
not be allowed on the public right-of-way.

d. Sign walkers must have the written consent of the property owner or
property manager of the site on which the sign walker is operating.

e. Sign walkers shall not be located in parking aisles or stalls, in driving

lanes, on any structure, in any location within 30 feet of another sign
walker, or in any location that would obstruct the path or movement of
vehicles, pedestrians or bicyclists.

f. Sign walkers shall only be present during the hours that at least one
establishment on the property is operating.
a. Sign walker signs shall not exceed eight square feet in area, and
shall not exceed eight feet in height when held or in place.
h. Sign walker signs that include any of the following are prohibited:
i. Any form of illumination, including flashing, blinking or rotating
lights;

ii. Animation on the sign itself; or,
i Spinning, waving, throwing the sign in the air or any other
such erratic movement intended to attract attention.
i. Combination with other provisions: In determining the number of
temporary signs allowed, allowances provided by this Subsection 13-
1903(p)(8) shall be in addition to all other temporary signs allowed.
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signs, together with their structural elements, shall be kept in good working repair
and in a proper state of preservation to the reasonable satisfaction of the
Administrative Official Director.

Sec. 13-1904. — Sign regulations by zoning district. Additionalrequirements—for
signs.

No sign shall be permitted except signs that meet the general requirements of Section 13-1903 and,
where applicable, the following additional requirements:

(1) : ' ; ; ; ; ;

a. Permanent signs. The following permanent signs shall be allowed:

1. Two signs facing the front property line, each limited to one
and one-half square feet, which may be either a standing or
attached sign and which, if standing, shall be set back at least
five feet from all property lines. Signs which, for example,
display the street address number would count as one of the
signs allowed herein.

2. One sign not exceeding 80 square inches. Signs which, for
example, include warnings such as “No Trespassing,”
‘Danger,” “No Parking,” “Post No Bills,” “Bad Dog,” and

similar would count as the sign allowed herein.

b. Temporary signs. Temporary signs shall be allowed as

specified There-may-be-one-temporary-unlighted-sign-on-each-lot-as
pe#mtted—ln Subsection 13-1903(p). Fhis—shal-include,—for—peolitical
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ec. lllumination. No sign shall be illuminated except:
1. By a white, steady, stationary light of reasonable intensity,
shielded and directed solely at the sign; or
2. By interior nonexposed lights of reasonable intensity.

The foregoing is not applicable to temporary holiday decorations or

Town entry features.

fd. Color. No permanent sign shall contain more than two colors;
temporary signs may contain multiple colors. No sign shall contain
red or green lights if such colors would, in the opinion of the Public
Works Director Fown—Engineer, constitute a driving hazard. Both
black and white are considered separately as colors for enumeration
under this section.

e. Non-Residential Uses in RU Districts. Notwithstanding other
provisions in this Section, where a site in an RU District contains an
allowed non-residential use (such as a religious institution, park or
school), but specifically not including a group home, then the
provisions below governing signs in the RM Districts shall apply.

Multi-Density-Residential (RM-13-RM-23-RM-36-RM-50} RM Districts.

a. Permanent signs. The following permanent signs shall be allowed:

1. Two signs, limited to one and one-half square feet, which may
be either a standing or attached sign and which, if standing,
shall be set back at least five feet from all property lines.
Signs which, for example, display the street address number
would count as one of the signs allowed herein.

2. One sign not exceeding 80 square inches. Signs which, for
example, include warnings such as “No Trespassing,”
‘Danger,” “No Parking,” “Post No Bills,” “Bad Dog,” and
similar would count as the sign allowed herein.

4. One sign adjacent to a leasing office, if any, limited to a
maximum of two square feet and not exceeding a height of
eight feet above grade.

5. Additional On-Site Signage. Each site may have two
additional on-site signs for each entry/exit. These signs shall
not be directed toward adjacent streets. For purposes of
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calculating the allowed number of signs per this provision, an
Applicant may elect to use building entries/exits, or vehicular
entries/exits to the site, but not both. These signs shall be no
larger than four square feet, with a maximum height of six feet
above grade. Design and color for this signage must be
consistent with other signage on the site. The Administrative
Official may increase the allowed number of additional on-
site signs through the administrative site plan review process,
upon a finding that the size and/or character of the site
necessitate additional signs. While subject matter or content
is not restricted except as otherwise provided in this Article,
such additional on-site signs might include directional and
wayfinding signs.

6. One standing or attached (wall) sign with a maximum area of
40 square feet; provided, however, that sites with linear street
frontage of 200 feet or more may have one additional
standing sign, also with @ maximum area of 40 square feet,
spaced at least 100 feet from any other standing sign. All
signs must either be fabricated of one-fourth-inch aluminum
plate with appropriate internal structuring to properly support
each sign face, or constructed of concrete. All copy must be
white on a dark background color (Matthew’s Dark Bronze 41-
313 or similar) or the reverse, dark copy on a background
color resembling the building’s color. If attached, the sign
shall not exceed ten percent of the one face of the building to
which it is attached. If a standing sign, it must be set back at
least seven feet from all property lines, and cannot exceed a
height of six feet above grade; or if to be located on a mound,
cannot exceed a height of eight feet above the crown of the
closest adjacent road. Any standing sign must not interfere
with clear sight distance triangle for driveways.

b. Temporary _signs. Temporary signs shall be allowed as
specified in Subsection 13-1903(p).
C. lllumination. No sign shall be illuminated except:
1. By a white, steady, stationary light of reasonable intensity,
shielded and directed solely at the sign; or
2. By interior nonexposed lights of reasonable intensity.

The foregoing is not applicable to temporary holiday decorations or
Town entry features.

d. Color. No permanent sign shall contain _more than two colors;
temporary signs may contain multiple colors. No sign shall contain
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red or green lights if such colors would, in the opinion of the Public
Works Director, constitute a driving hazard. Both black and white are
considered separately as colors for enumeration under this section.

a. Permanent wall-mounted signs. The following permanent wall-
mounted signs shall be allowed:
1. Except as provided for below, each building may have two

wall-mounted signs, one sign affixed to each wall of the
primary structure or structure in which an entrance is located
(accessory buildings shall not include signs). The maximum
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capital letter height for such signs shall be 30 inches
(including any ascenders and descenders). Provided,
however, that each business establishment that is situated on
a site that abuts the Red Road Canal right-of-way (regardless
of the underlying zoning designation and the size of the
occupancy) shall be permitted to have a maximum letter
height of 42 inches for a sign that faces Red Road (NW 57
Avenue). The sign shall be parallel to the wall to which it is
affixed, and shall extend no closer than one foot to the edge
of such wall. Further, the sign shall not project more than 16
inches from the wall to which it is affixed.

- Buildings in the BU or
TC Districts offering ground floor retail space (retail

storefronts) and-in-the-RO,{U-Districts—a-business-consisting
of-more-than-one-building may include individual ground floor

tenant signage in a signage band on the building, marquee or
canopy. In order to include such signage, shall-submit a
comprehensive signage program shall be submitted to the
Administrative Official Bireetor through the administrative site

plan review process for review and approval en-a-building-by-
building-basis. There shall not be more than one such sign
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affixed to the building for each such business establishment.
Maximum capital letter height for each such sign shall be 24
inches. (See Figures 1 and 2 for required dimensions.)

3. Additionally, buildings in the BU Districts offering ground floor
retail space (retail storefronts), and where a colonnade or
arcade is located, individual ground floor tenant signage may
occur_in_hanging signs, placed over each tenant’s building
entry. Such sign shall not to exceed six square feet in size,
with a maximum letter height of six inches. Additionally, such
sign shall be either wood with painted copy, or routed metal
face. Sufficient vertical clearance shall be provided to allow
the passage of pedestrians. There shall not be more than one
such sign affixed to the building for each such tenant, except
that where a tenant is located on a corner, a hanging sign
may be placed above the entrance (if any) on each street. In
order to include such signage, a comprehensive signage
program shall be submitted to the Administrative Official
through the administrative site plan review process for review
and approval. Three dimensional “symbol” signs may only be
allowed through the granting of a variance.

54.

In the RO and IU Districts, or in the case of an office building
in a BU or TC District, if a single building consists of more
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than one business establishment, there shall not be more
than one exterior point of sale sign affixed to the building for
each such business establishment, except as specifically
provided for hereinafter. Maximum capital letter height on any
service retail tenant sign in a multitenanted shopping or office
building shall be 48-inches—{including—any—ascenders—and
feet-and 24 inches for-tenants-occupying-greater-than-5,;000

| L g ters)for_sing! | buildi .
I I 20.000 : hall_be_24_inches. Maxi

ital | height {includi | Ld lers) f

inal buildi ling-20.000 : hall
be_30-inches. Maxi : ‘ :

| 4 ‘ 4 ied_buildi
area—to—which—the—sigh—is—attached- If a business

establishment in the IU District consists of more than one

building, a secondary sign may be affixed to a wall of each
such building. The secondary sign or signs for any business
establishment shall not exceed 50 percent of the maximum
permissible area for a single sign for said business. Each

in the TC District consists of more than one business
establishment, a tenant occupying a corner space with
frontage on two streets may have one exterior peint-of-sale
sign on each fagade, up to a maximum of two signs.

A emaphore an on a¥alWa VaWa = an<s avieanding
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405. In addition to the foregoing sign or signs, one additional sign
i ¢ the busi blis| . buildi
may be affixed to the exterior wall of the building at each
entrance to the building. Such sign directory shall not exceed
an area determined on the basis of one square foot for each
establishment occupying the building.

6. One sign adjacent to a leasing office, if any, limited to a
maximum of two square feet and not exceeding a height of
eight feet above grade.

H7. In addition to the wall signs allowed by the provisions above,
buildings in-theJ,-BU-or RO Distriets abutting thefollowing
Limited-Access-Expressways{(SR State Route 826 and or I-
75} are permitted one wall mounted sign directly facing said
roadway theLimited—-Access—Expressway. Any such signs
shall be limited to a maximum square footage not to exceed
ten percent of the one face of the building to which the sign is
attached, and the total aggregate of all signs on any one face
shall be limited to ten percent of the building face, and shall
be subject to a maximum letter height (including ascenders
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and descenders) of 42 inches for a sign located in the RO

Districts and 54 inches for a sign located in the IU and or BU

Districts. This allowed sign area may be divided between

tenants of the building, but in such case shall be subject to

the following restrictions (in addition to the provisions above):

(i The minimum letter height for all copy shall be 24
inches.

(i) There shall be a minimum of six inches between the
portions of the sign devoted to individual tenants.

(iii) The total aggregate square footage of all signs on any
one face of the building shall not exceed ten percent
of the square footage of that building face.

428. In the TC District, where a building includes active uses, as
defined in this Code, that front directly on a Type 1 Street,
there may be one additional sign in addition to those
otherwise allowed by this chapter. Said sign may be located
anywhere on the building and may face in any direction. Said
sign shall occupy no greater than ten percent of the building
face to which it is attached, and shall be subject to the same
construction, materials, illumination and other restrictions,
except size restrictions, that are otherwise applicable.

€b. Permanent Standing signs.

subject—to—the following—requirements:—The following permanent
standing signs shall be allowed:

1. Signs located in parking lots with over 100 parking spaces.
One such sign shall be allowed per 50 parking spaces, The
maximum area of the sign face shall be eight square feet, and
be located either on a light pole or pole erected solely for the
purpose of holding the sign. The maximum height of the sign
shall be 15 feet above finished grade. While subject matter or
content is not restricted except as otherwise provided in this
Article, such additional on-site signs might include wayfinding
sighs to identify the location of parking areas with a
numbering or letter system or similar.
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2. One standing sign with @ maximum area of 40 square feet;
provided, however, that sites with linear street frontage of 200
feet or more may have one additional standing commercial
advertising sign, also with a maximum area of 40 square feet,
spaced at least 100 feet from any other standing sign. All
signs must be fabricated of one-fourth-inch aluminum plate
with appropriate internal structuring to property support each
sign face or concrete. All copy must be white on a dark
background color (Matthew’s Dark Bronze 41-313 or similar)
or the reverse, dark copy on a background color resembling
the building’s color. The sign must be set back at least seven
feet from all property lines, and cannot exceed a height of six
feet above grade; or if to be located on a mound, cannot
exceed a height of eight feet above the crown of the closest
adjacent road. Any standing sign must not interfere with clear
sight distance triangle for driveways.

3. Menu type signs. One of the standing signs authorized by 2.

above may be a menu type sign, with space divided into up to
four spaces within the sign, or one space for each 10,000
square feet of building floor area, if the result is greater than
four. The copy for such a sign shall include the building’s
postal address number. Copy shall be one of the following: (i)
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cutout metal letters pin-mounted; (ii) routed through face and
internally _illuminated; (iii) letter photographically silk-
screened; or, (iv) applied as white vinyl die-cut or Skotchlite
letters. All such copy is to be photographically or
mechanically reproduced from a standard typeface. No hand
lettering is permitted. The maximum height of letters and
other graphical elements (such as logos) shall be 24 inches.

4. Additional On-Site Signage. Each site may have two
additional on-site signs for each entry/exit. These signs shall
not be directed toward adjacent streets. For purposes of
calculating the allowed number of signs per this provision, an
Applicant may elect to use building entries/exits, or vehicular
entries/exits to the site, but not both. These signs shall be no
larger than four square feet, with a maximum height of six feet
above grade. Design and color for this signage must be
consistent with other signage on the site. The Administrative
Official may increase the allowed number of additional on-
site signs through the administrative site plan review process,
upon a finding that the size and/or character of the site
necessitate additional signs. While subject matter or content
is not restricted except as otherwise provided in this Article,
such additional on-site signs might include directional and
wayfinding signs.

5. Additional standing signs along the Red Road Canal Right-of-
Way in the BU districts.

(a) In the BU Districts, each building of at least 7,500 square
feet that fronts on the Red Road Canal Right-of-Way shall
be permitted one detached standing sign facing or
situated so as to be directed toward motorists on this
roadway. Any such sign shall be on a fully supported
base that is architecturally consistent with the sign its
supports, any other signs on the same parcel and any
buildings on the same parcel.

(b) This standing sign shall be located at least 100 feet from
any other standing sign on the same parcel, and shall be
set back at least seven feet from any Right-of-Way and at
least 15 feet from any other property lines.

(c) The maximum height for this sign shall be 20 feet.

(d) This standing sign shall be limited to a maximum area of
40 square feet for the first 50 feet of initial frontage on the
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Red Road Canal Right-of-Way, plus 0.75 square foot for
each additional foot of frontage to a maximum sign size of
300 square feet.

(e) No sign allowed by this sub-section shall interfere with
clear sight distance triangle for driveways.

6. Additional standing signs along SR 826 in the BU districts. In
addition to any other standing signs allowed by this section,
properties adjacent to the SR 826 right-of-way shall be
eligible for additional standing signs, as provided below,
provided such properties meet all of the following criteria: are
located within a BU District; the property has both frontage
and vehicular access on the SR 826 right-of-way and such
vehicular access directly faces the motorists on the main
travel lanes of this roadway; and, the property is wholly
located within 1,400 linear feet of a crossing of SR 826 with
another roadway (interchange or overpass; distance to be
measured from the center of the interchange or overpass).
Additionally, notwithstanding other provisions to the contrary,
the number of signs allowed under this sub-section shall be
limited to one sign per each 300 feet of linear frontage on the
SR 826 right-of-way (but including a minimum allowed of one
per parcel).

(a) Each parcel where the property meets the above criteria
shall be permitted one detached standing sign facing or
situated so as to be directed toward motorists on SR 826.
This sign is allowed in addition to any other standing
signs allowed by this sub-section. Any such sign shall be
on a fully supported base that is architecturally consistent
with any buildings on the same parcel.

(b) Each building of at least 7,500 square feet located on a
property that meets the above criteria shall be permitted
one detached standing sign facing or situated so as to be
directed toward motorists on this roadway, located on the
same parcel as said building. This sign is allowed in
addition to any other standing signs allowed by this sub-
section. Any such sign shall be on a fully supported base
that is architecturally consistent with any buildings on the
same parcel.

(c) The standing signs allowed by (a) and (b) above shall be
located at least 100 feet from any other standing sign on
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the same parcel, and shall be set back at least seven feet
from any Right-of-Way and at least 15 feet from any other
property line.

(d) The maximum height of a sign as allowed by (a) above
shall be 40 feet.

(e) The maximum height of a sign as allowed by (b) above
shall be 25 feet, except that if any portion of the business
advertised-on site on which the sign is located is within
400 feet of the crossing of SR 826 with another roadway
(interchange or overpass; distance to be measured from
the center of the interchange or overpass), the maximum
height shall be 30 feet.

(f) The standing signs authorized by (a) and (b) above shall
be limited to maximum area of 40 feet for the first 50 feet
of initial frontage on SR 826, plus one square foot for
each additional foot of frontage to a maximum sign size
(area) of 300 square feet. However, the maximum sign
size (area) shall be reduced by ten percent for each five-
foot increment of height, or fractional part thereof, greater
than 25 feet.

7. Additional standing signs along the Red Road Canal right-of-
way and SR 826 in the IU and RO districts.

(a) Each parcel in the IU or RO Districts that fronts on the
Red Road Canal Right-of-Way or SR 826 shall be
permitted one detached standing sign facing or situated
so as to be directed toward motorists on these roadways.
Any such sign shall be on a fully supported base that is
architecturally consistent with the sign it supports, any
other signs on the same parcel and any buildings on the
same parcel.

(b) This standing sign shall be located at least 100 feet from
any other standing sign on the same parcel, and shalol be
set back at least seven feet from any Right-of-Way and at
least 15 feet from any other property lines.

(c) The maximum height for this sign shall be 20 feet for
parcels on the Red Road Canal Right-of-Way, and 25 feet
for parcels on SR 826.

(d) This standing sign shall be limited to a maximum area of
40 square feet for the first 50 feet of initial frontage on the
Red Road Canal Right-of-Way or SR 826, plus 0.75
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square foot for each additional foot of frontage to a
maximum sign size of 300 square feet.

(e) No sign allowed by this sub-section shall interfere with
clear sight distance triangle for driveways.

C. Automatic Teller Machine (ATM) Sign. In addition, a site with an
automatic teller machine (ATM) may include a sign, integrated into
the design of the ATM, whether as part of a building or as part of a
freestanding structure. This sign shall be limited to a maximum of four
square feet, and may not be internally illuminated. The remainder of
the ATM shall be architecturally consistent with structures on the site
and may not function as a sign.

d. Drive-Thru Sign. In addition, a site that includes one or more drive-
thru service lanes approved via a Town-approved site plan (such as,
but not limited to, a fast food restaurant or bank) may have a drive-
thru sign for each such lane. Each such drive-thru sign may be a
maximum of 30 square feet, and may include signage directed only
toward the drive-thru lane which it serves. Provided, however, that
any such drive-thru sign must be set back at least ten feet from all
property lines, and is limited to a maximum height of six feet, six
inches. Installation of a new or replacement drive-thru sign shall
require administrative site plan review and approval.

e. Temporary Signs. Temporary signs shall be allowed as specified in
Subsection 13-1903(p).

df. Standards. The following standards shall apply to signs in the RO, BU
and U Districts.
1. All signage throughout each site shall be the same color and

shall _exhibit a uniform color and design scheme. No
permanent sign shall contain more than two colors. No sign
(including temporary signs) shall contain red or green lights if
such colors would, in the opinion of the Public Works Director,
constitute a driving hazard. Both black and white are
considered separately as colors for enumeration under this
section.

2. Graphical elements (such as, but not limited to, logos) on
both wall signs and standing signs shall comply with all other
applicable requirements, including limitations on letter height,
color and design.

3. Permanent signs shall only be of one of the following types:

(i) Individual letters pin-mounted to a structure (building
in the case of a wall sign; monument or other sign
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structure in the case of a standing sign), except where
otherwise specifically allowed for menu signs;
(ii) Hanging sign, where mounted on a collanade or

marquee, where allowed in Subsection 13-
1904(3)a.3, above.
(iii) Changeable copy signs, as defined in this Sign Code,

shall be permitted in connection with gas stations,
eleemosynary and philanthropic institutions, places of
worship, cinemas and theaters, and for those signs
authorized by Subsection 13-1904(3)a.5, above. A
changeable copy area may be a standalone sign, or a
portion of another sign. However, in no case shall the
changeable copy area exceed 25 square feet.

(iv) Signs of a box or cabinet type employing a plastic or

routed metal face with protruding or cut-out letters
and employing internal illumination (as allowed in
Subjection 13-1904(3)d.4, below) may be approved if
such sign is consistent with the architecture of the
principal structure and other signage on the property,
as determined by the Administrative Official.

No sign in the RO, BU or IU Districts shall be illuminated,

except in compliance with the following:

(i) A sign consisting of individual pin-mounted letters
(whether a wall sign or a standing sign) may be
iluminated either by backlighting by neon, or from a
ground mounted source. If backlighting is used, the
letters shall be a “reverse channel” type, and the light
source shall be hidden from view. If a ground-
mounted source is used, the light fixture(s) shall be
stationary, shall be screened by landscaping, and
shall be shielded such that the light is directed solely
at the sign. The light shall be white and steady. There
shall be no glare or spillage of light onto adjacent
properties or the public right-of-way.

(i) Roof-mounted illumination of a wall sign may be
permitted if approved through the administrative site
plan review process. If approved, the light fixture(s)
shall be stationary, shall be screened by landscaping,
and shall be shielded such that the light is directed
solely at the sign. The light shall be white and steady.
There shall be no glare or spillage of light onto
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adjacent properties or the public right-of-way. The
Administrative Official may impose conditions on the
site plan to ensure that the roof-mounted lighting will
not cause adverse impacts to adjacent properties, or
to the aesthetics or safety of the public right-of-way.

(iii) If a sign is to be internally illuminated, it shall be either
a routed metal face, or a box or cabinet type sign,
subject to the requirements of Subsection 13-
1904(3)d.3.iv, above.

(iv) Changeable copy signs shall be illuminated from a
ground-mounted source. The light fixture(s) shall be
stationary, shall be screened by landscaping, and
shall be shielded such that the light is directed solely
at the sign. The light shall be white and steady. There
shall be no glare or spillage of light onto adjacent
properties or the public right-of-way.
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Sec. 13-1905. Flags and flagpoles.

(a) Flagpoles.

(1) There shall be no more than three flagpoles per nonresidential site, and no
more than one flagpole per residential site.

(2) Maximum height in districts other than RU districts shall be 15 feet for a site
with an existing one story building, plus an additional ten feet of flagpole
height allowed for each additional floor, up to a maximum flagpole height of
50 feet. Flagpoles in RU districts shall not exceed 20 feet.

(3) Flags in RU districts shall be permitted in conjunction with holiday
decorations pursuant to Subsection 13-1903(p)(7).

(4) The flag and flagpole or other permanent mounting shall be maintained in
good repair. Flagpoles with broken halyards shall not be used.

(5) Flagpoles shall not be placed on top of buildings or light poles.

(6) A vertical flagpole must be set back from all property boundaries a distance
that is at least equal to the height of the pole.

(b) Flags.
(1) A maximum of two flags shall be allowed per flagpole.
(2) If a flag is flown in conjunction with the United States flag, the United States

flag shall be equal to or larger than any additional flag.

(3) On United States and Florida holidays, there shall be no maximum flag size
or number or other limitation on manner of display for U.S., State or Town
flags, so long as said flags do not, in the judgment of the Administrative
Official, constitute a danger to public safety.

(4) The maximum dimensions of any flag shall be proportional to the flagpole
height. The hoist side of the flag shall not exceed 25 percent of the vertical
height of the pole. In addition flags are subject to the following dimensional
limitations:

a. Pole height: Up to 20 feet with maximum flag size of 27 total square
feet.
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b. Pole height: 21 to 30 feet with maximum flag size of 50 total square
feet.

C. Pole height: 31 to 40 feet with maximum flag size of 75 total square
feet.

d. Pole height: 41 to 50 feet with maximum flag size of 100 total square
feet.

e. Legal, nonconforming flagpoles greater than 50 feet in height shall be

permitted to have flags which do not exceed a maximum of 250
square feet and shall have a hoist dimension to fly length ratio
between 1:1.25 and 1:1.9 (hoist:fly) or such other size as specifically
indicated on prior permits issued for the particular flag.
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Sec. 13-1906. Entry features.

Entry-features: In the RO, BU and IU Districts, the Administrative Official may approve one entry
feature to a site. An Applicant for an entry feature shall apply through the administrative site plan
review process, including submission of all necessary drawings and other materials necessary to
demonstrate compliance with the standards below, and specifically including a comprehensive
signage program for the entire site. Where approved, an entry feature need not meet setback
requirements otherwise specified in this chapter. In order to approve an entry feature, the
Administrative Official shall make a flndlnq that the proposed entry feature meets aII of the foIIowmq
standards: Si

(ba). An executed covenant, stating that all structures shall be maintained in good
condition and repair and that all landscaping shall likewise be so maintained, shall be
delivered to the Department for review and, upon approval, shall be duly recorded
prior to the issuance of any permits.

(eb). Entrance features shall be placed so as not to encroach upon utility lines or traffic
control devices whether such lines or devices be located overhead or underground;
and where a conflict is indeed encountered, the developer or designated property
owner shall be responsible for the removal or relocation of the said features or a part
thereof.

(dc). Entrance features shall be placed so as not to cause a visual obstruction and thereby
create a traffic hazard, and should the use of illumination be incorporated in said
features, such illumination shall be placed so as to be unobtrusive to moving traffic
lanes or adjacent properties.

(ed). The character and scale of entrance features shall be ef-a designed such that said
features are complementary to the identified development and compatible with the
immediate neighborhood insefar-as-its-overal-impact-is-concerned.

(fe).  All structures within entrance features shall meet all standards of the Florida Building
Code and any other applicable standards, and all water bodies with depths greater
than 18 inches shall meet all applicable standards of this chapter, applicable to
reflecting pools and water features standards.

(gf).  Prior to issuance of Applications—for permits for entrance features shall-be-made-by

thefee—owner—of-the property-in—question—and an _administrative site plan review
application shall be submitted to the Department. Applications shall include an

accurately dimensioned plet-use-site plan identifying all structures and landscaping
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incorporated in said features and identifying all setbacks and elevations of the same.
The approval and notice requirements shall be the same as for other administrative

Sec. 13-19075. - Preexisting, nonconforming signs; administration.
(a) Preexisting nonconforming signs. Preexisting nonconforming signs shall meet the
following provisions:

(1) Signs or sign structures made nonconforming upon passage of this article, or
on passage of any amendment thereto, shall be governed by the following
regulations:

a. A sign existing within the Town, or an area subsequently annexed to
the Town, upon the passage of this article or any amendment hereof
which, because of its height, square foot area, location, or other
characteristic, does not conform to this article is hereby declared to
be a nonconforming sign.

b. A sign prohibited under this article and not attached to a structure
must be removed within 60 days from the effective date of the
ordinance creating the prohibition.

C. A nonconforming sign pursuant to this article must be removed within
five years from the effective date of the ordinance creating the
nonconformity.

d. Failure to so remove a nonconforming or prohibited sign under this
subsection within the time set forth above shall cause the sign to be
declared an illegal sign.

e. The status afforded signs under this subsection shall not be
applicable to any sign for which no permit or sign permit was ever
issued; such signs are deemed noncomplying signs and are subject
to the provisions of this article governing noncomplying signs.

f. If any nonconforming sign is damaged by any cause and the cost of
repairing the sign equals 50 percent or more of the original invoiced
costs of the sign, then its classification as a nonconforming sign
under this subsection shall be automatically revoked and repairs shall
be made so that the sign shall meet the requirements of this article.
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g. A nonconforming sign shall immediately lose its nonconforming status
and shall be immediately brought into compliance (with a new permit)
or removed if the sign is altered in any way in structure or copy
(except for changeable copy signs and normal maintenance) that
tends-to-or-makes-the-signless-in-compliance increases the degree
of nonconformity with the requirements of this article than—it-was
before-the—alteration;, including updating the technology used in the
sign; or if the sign is relocated to a position making—ittess—in
increasing the degree of non-compliance with the requirements of this
article; or if the sign is replaced or abandoned.

(2) Nonconforming sign maintenance and repair. Nothing in this section shall
relieve the owner or user of a nonconforming sign or the owner of the
property on which the nonconforming sign is located, from the provisions of
this article, regarding safety, maintenance or repair of the sign. However, any
repainting, cleaning and other normal maintenance or repair of the sign, sign
structure, or copy that in any way increases the degree of nonconformity
makes—it—more—nonconforming, shall cause the sign to lose its legal
nonconforming status.

(b) Administration.

(1) Enforcement. This article shall be enforced in accordance with Section 8-10

(2) Permit. Except for signs allowed pursuant to compliance with Section 13-
1903(k), no sign shall be erected, altered or enlarged until a permit has been
issued by the Town Building Official. Such permit shall be issued only if the
sigh complies or will comply with all applicable provisions of this article and
any other applicable rules and regulations. A schedule of fees for permits
may be determined from time to time by the Town Council. The-previsions-of
hi . hall | : ittod | dential

: be ol G indow.

(3) Noncomplying. Any sign installed or placed on public property, except in
conformance with the provisions of this article, shall be prohibited and subject
to removal by the Town. In addition to other remedies, the Town shall have
the right to recover from the owner or person responsible for the placement
of the sign the full costs of its removal and disposal.

Secs. 13-19086—13-2000. - Reserved.
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Sign Type

Current

Proposed

Holiday decorations

Duration

e 30 days before and after holiday
e During “recognized holiday periods”

INTERNAL CONFLICT

(undefined)

45 consecutive days, and 60 days total, during
any calendar year

Construction sign

Combined allowances for “construction sign”,
“future construction sign” and “subdivision
sign” into one allowance for “sign in
connection with active building permit”

Number

1

Location

N/A

N/A

Duration

90 days

During the period that there is an active
building permit for vertical construction, and
for 90 days following approval of a final plat
by the Town Council

Area

e RU Districts: 22” X 28”
e Other districts: 40 ft

e Individual single-family/two-family lot: 22”
x 28”

e Coordinated development in single-
family/two-family districts: 22” x 28” on
local street, 40 ft? on arterial/collector

e Other: 40 ft’

Height

10

e Individual single-family/two-family lot: 6’

e Coordinated development in single-
family/two-family districts: 6’ on local
street, 15’ on arterial/collector

e Other: 15’

Setbacks

15 feet from ROW or from property under
different ownership (or centered between

side lot lines)

e Individual single-family/two-family lot: 5’
from ROW, 15’ to rear/interior side

e Coordinated development in single-
family/two-family districts: 5’ from local
street, 15’ from arterial/collector, 15 feet
from rear/interior side
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e Other: 15’ from all property lines

Future construction sign

Number 1
Location N/A
Duration 90 days
Area o RU Districts: 22”7 X 28"
Other districts: 40 ft’
Height
Setbacks 15 feet from ROW or from property under
different ownership
Subdivision Sign
Number 3 Allowances for “future construction sign” and
Location N/A “subdivision sign” combined with
Duration 90 days “construction sign”. See above.
Area 40 ft? per sign; “Subdivisions of 200 feet or
more lineal street frontage the total square
footage for all signs shall not exceed 120
square feet.” (staff speculates that the
intention is to allow one sign per 200’ of
frontage up to 3 signs, but exact intent is
unknown)
Height 15’
Setbacks 15’ from ROW or property under different
ownership
Real estate Changed to “sign where property is offered
for sale or rent” on the open market.
Number 1 1
Location N/A N/A
Duration 90 days 90 days, with one 90 day extension allowed
upon proof of actively attempting to sell or
rent the property. Upon expiration of allowed
time, must wait 180 days to re-post sign.
Area e RU & AU/GU with residential character: 22” e BU, TC, IU and AU/GU not of residential
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X 28"

e RO/RM: 24 ft?

e |U, BU, TC & AU/GU with non-residential
character: 40 ft?

character, and RM/RO with coordinated
multi-lot development: 40 ft?

e RM/RO individual lot: 24 ft*

e RU and AU/GU with residential character:

22" x 28"
Height 10’ e RM, RO, BU, TC, IU, AU/GU not residential
character, undeveloped RU with at least
250 feet of street frontage: 10’
e RU that is developed or with less than 250
feet of street frontage, AU/GU with
residential character: 6’
Setbacks 5’ from ROW (unless attached to existing e Front: 5’, unless attached to existing
building), 15’ from property under different building
ownership (or centered between side lot lines) e Rear/side: 15’, unless attached to existing
building
Special event
Number INTERNAL CONFLICT e RU or AU/GU with residential use
Unlimited off-site signs (note: other provisions orvacant: 1
do not allow off-site signage) and on-site signs e All others: 2
to be limited by zoning district regulations
(unclear how district regulations would limit
this)
Location N/A N/A
Duration INTERNAL CONFLICT 30 days before the special event until 10 days

e 30 days before event and 30 days after
event

e Must be removed 10 days after event

e Non-residential zoning districts where
special event is a dedication or grand
opening: 30 days before event and 7 days
after event

Commercial/industrial zoning districts: 14

days before event and 2 days after event

after the special event

3
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(event limited to 2 days)

Area

INTERNAL CONFLICT

o Off-site signs limited to 22” x 28", on-site
limited by zoning district regulations
(unclear how district regulations would
limit this)

e Specific size limit (22" x 28”) provided for
off-premises special event signs, see below

e Maximum 40 ft* for banners/decorative
materials for dedication/grand opening in
non-residential districts

e Maximum 120 ft* for banners for
commercial/industrial promotional events

e RU or AU/GU with residential use
or vacant: 22” x 28"
e all others: 40 ft?

Height

INTERNAL CONFLICT
e No limit
e 10’ limit for banners/decorative materials
for dedication/grand opening in non-
residential districts
e 10’ limit for banners for
commercial/industrial promotional event

e RU or AU/GU with residential use
or vacant: 4’
e all others: 10’

Setbacks

INTERNAL CONFLICT

e 5 from ROW or property under different
ownership for off-site signs, governed by
zoning district regulations for on-site signs
(unclear how district regulations would
limit this)

e 5’ from ROW and 15’ from interior side lot
lines for banners/decorative materials for
dedication/grand opening in non-
residential districts

e 5’ from ROW and 15’ from property under
different ownership for
commercial/industrial promotional event

e banners/decorative materials: 5’
from ROW, 15’ from other
property lines

e other signs: none

Materials

INTERNAL CONFLICT

e banners and decorative materials allowed

4
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e Exception to allow flags, hot air balloons
and aerial devices for all special events

e Exception to allow banners and decorative
materials (max 40 ft?, see below) for a
dedication or grand opening event in non-
residential districts

e Exception to allow banners (max 120 ft?,
see below) for commercial/industrial
promotional events)

with issuance of special event permit, but
each counts against the total number
allowed

e non-RU districts: flags, hot air balloons
and other aerial devices allowed with
Special Event permit, if there is a finding
that they will not be a nuisance to nearby
properties, and they are included in the
total number of signs allowed

On-Site/Off-Site

INTERNAL CONFLICT

o Off-premises signs prohibited in all districts
(with exception for real estate signs, not
special event signs)

e Specific size limit (22" x 28”) provided for
off-premises special event signs, see below

e No off-premises signs allowed for
commercial/industrial promotional event

o Specific setback (5’) provided for off-
premises special event signs

Off-site signage prohibited

Political / election

“Additional temporary signs allowed in
proximity to election”

Number 1 sign for each candidate or issue on the ballot | 1 sign for each office to be decided, plus one
sign for each issue to be decided (the highest
such number affecting any portion of Miami
Lakes)

Duration Must be removed within 10 days following 30 days before official election until 10 days

election after official election

Area 22”7 x 28" 22”7 x 28"

Height e RU/RM: 2’ 3’ (with exceptions for situations where sign

e Other districts: no limit cannot be viewed from a public right-of-way
at 3’ high)

Setbacks 5’ from ROW & 5’ from property under From ROW: none

different ownership

Rear/interior side property lines: 5’

Repair of permanent sign

“Repair of permanent sign or opening of new
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business”

Number 1 per sign being repaired 1

Location Non-residential zoning districts Non-residential zoning districts

Duration 90 days 90 days

Area Same as permanent sign being repaired For sign repairs, no larger than sign being
repaired; for new businesses, no larger than
the largest permanent sign that would be
allowed

Height Same as permanent sign being repaired For sign repairs, no higher than sign being
repaired; for new businesses, must meet
height requirements for permanent signs

Setbacks Same as permanent sign being repaired For sign repairs, same location as the sign
being repaired; for new businesses, must
meet setbacks required for permanent signs

New business
Number 1
Location Non-residential districts . . . .
- Combined with “repair of permanent sign”.
Duration 90 days
- - See above.

Area 4’ horizontal x 8’ vertical

Height 6’

Setbacks None

Sign walkers

Number No restriction

Location only in non-RU districts, and only the same
site as any establishment to which the sign
pertains

Duration Not Addressed May only c?perate during hours that ?t least
one establishment on the same site is
operating

Area 8 ft’

Height 8’

Setbacks 5’ from all property lines

6
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Other restrictions e No illumination, flashing, blinking or
rotating lights

e No animation of the sign

e No spinning, waving, throwing the sign in
the air or similar movement intended to
attract attention

e May not be in parking aisles or stalls, or
driving lanes

e May not be within 30’ of another sign
walker

e May not be in a location that would
obstruct the path of pedestrians,
bicyclists or vehicles
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PRIOR HISTORY: [***1] ON WRIT OF
CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

Reed v. Town of Gilbert, 707 F.3d 1057, 2013 U.S. App.
LEXIS2715 (9th Cir. Ariz,, 2013)

DISPOSITION: Judgment reversed and case
remanded. 9-0 Decision; 3 concurrences.

CASE SUMMARY:

OVERVIEW: HOLDINGS: [1]-Provisions in a town's
sign code, Gilbert, Ariz., Land Development Code, ch. 1,
8 4.402 (2005), which imposed more stringent
restrictions on signs directing the public to a meeting of a
nonprofit group than it did on signs conveying other
messages, were content-based regulations of speech
because the restrictions in the sign code that applied to

any given sign depended entirely on the communicative
content of the sign; [2]-The provisions could not survive
First Amendment strict scrutiny because the town could
not claim that placing strict limits on temporary
directional signs was necessary to beautify the town
while at the same time alowing unlimited numbers of
other types of signs that created the same problem, and
had not shown that limiting temporary directiona signs
was necessary to eliminate threats to traffic safety, but
that limiting other types of signs was not.

OUTCOME: Judgment reversed and case remanded. 9-0
Decision; 3 concurrences.

L exisNexis(R) Headnotes

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > Scope of Freedom

[HN1] The First Amendment, applicable to the States
through the Fourteenth Amendment, prohibits the
enactment of laws abridging the freedom of speech. U.S.
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Const. amend. |. Under that Clause, a government,
including a municipal government vested with state
authority, has no power to restrict expression because of
its message, its ideas, its subject matter, or its content.
Content-based laws--those that target speech based on its
communicative content--are presumptively
uncongtitutional and may be justified only if the
government proves that they are narrowly tailored to
serve compelling state interests.

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN2] Government regulation of speech is content based
if alaw applies to particular speech because of the topic
discussed or the idea or message expressed. This
commonsense meaning of the phrase "content based"
requires a court to consider whether a regulation of
speech "on its face" draws distinctions based on the
message a speaker conveys. Some facia distinctions
based on a message are obvious, defining regulated
speech by particular subject matter, and others are more
subtle, defining regulated speech by its function or
purpose. Both are distinctions drawn based on the
message a speaker conveys, and, therefore, are subject to
strict scrutiny. Supreme Court precedents have aso
recognized a separate and additional category of laws
that, though facially content neutral, will be considered
content-based regulations of speech: laws that cannot be
justified without reference to the content of the regulated
speech, or that were adopted by the government because
of disagreement with the message the speech conveys.
Those laws, like those that are content based on their
face, must also satisfy strict scrutiny.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview

[HN3] A law that is content based on its face is subject to
strict scrutiny regardless of the government's benign
motive, content-neutral justification, or lack of animus
toward the ideas contained in the regulated speech. lllicit
legidative intent is not the sine qua non of a violation of
the First Amendment, and a party opposing the
government need adduce no evidence of an improper
censorial motive. Although a content-based purpose may
be sufficient in certain circumstances to show that a
regulation is content based, it is not necessary. In other
words, an innocuous justification cannot transform a
facially content-based law into one that is content neutral.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN4] Because strict scrutiny applies either when a law
is content based on its face or when the purpose and
justification for the law are content based, a court must
evaluate each question before it concludes that the law is
content neutral and thus subject to a lower level of
scrutiny.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN5] Innocent motives do not eliminate the danger of
censorship presented by a facialy content-based statute,
as future government officials may one day wield such
statutes to suppress disfavored speech. That is why the
First Amendment expressly targets the operation of the
laws--i.e., the abridgement of speech--rather than merely
the motives of those who enacted them. U.S. Const.
amend. |. The vice of content-based legislation is not that
it is aways used for invidious, thought-control purposes,
but that it lends itself to use for those purposes.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN6] Government discrimination among viewpoints--or
the regulation of speech based on the specific motivating
ideology or the opinion or perspective of the speaker--is a
more blatant and egregious form of content
discrimination. But it is well established that the First
Amendment's  hostility to content-based regulation
extends not only to restrictions on particular viewpoints,
but also to prohibition of public discussion of an entire
topic. Thus, a speech regulation targeted at specific
subject matter is content based even if it does not
discriminate among viewpoints within that subject
matter.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview

[HN7] The fact that a distinction is speaker based does
not automatically render the distinction content neutral.
Because speech restrictions based on the identity of the
speaker are all too often simply a means to control
content, the Supreme Court has insisted that laws
favoring some speakers over others demand strict
scrutiny when the legislature's speaker preference reflects
a content preference. Thus, a law limiting the content of
newspapers, but only newspapers, could not evade strict
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scrutiny simply because it could be characterized as
speaker based. Likewise, a content-based law that
restricted the political speech of all corporations would
not become content neutral just because it singled out
corporations as a class of speakers. Characterizing a
distinction as speaker based is only the beginning--not the
end--of theinquiry.

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN8] A speech regulation is content based if the law
appliesto particular speech because of the topic discussed
or the idea or message expressed. A regulation that
targets a sign because it conveys an idea about a specific
event is no less content based than a regulation that
targets a sign because it conveys some other idea.

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN9] A clear and firm rule governing content neutrality
is an essential means of protecting the freedom of speech,
even if laws that might seem entirely reasonable will
sometimes be struck down because of their content-based
nature.

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN10] Where a law imposes content-based restrictions
on speech, those provisions can stand only if they survive
strict scrutiny, which requires the Government to prove
that the restriction furthers a compelling interest and is
narrowly tailored to achieve that interest.

Congtitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN11] A law cannot be regarded as protecting an
interest of the highest order, and thus as justifying a
restriction on truthful speech, when it leaves appreciable
damage to that supposedly vital interest unprohibited.

Constitutional Law > Bill of Rights > Fundamental
Freedoms > Freedom of Speech > General Overview
[HN12] Not all distinctions are subject to strict scrutiny,
only content-based ones are. Laws that are content
neutral are instead subject to lesser scrutiny.

DECISION:

[**236] Town's outdoor-signs code provisions
treating ideological signs, political signs, and signs
directing public to church or other "qualifying event"
differently from each other held to be content-based
regulations that violated First Amendment.

SUMMARY:

Overview: HOLDINGS: [1]-Provisions in a town's
sign code, Gilbert, Ariz., Land Development Code, ch. 1,
§ 4.402 (2005), which imposed more stringent
restrictions on signs directing the public to a meeting of a
nonprofit group than it did on signs conveying other
messages, were content-based regulations of speech
because the restrictions in the sign code that applied to
any given sign depended entirely on the communicative
content of the sign; [2]-The provisions could not survive
First Amendment strict scrutiny because the town could
not clam that placing strict limits on temporary
directional signs was necessary to beautify the town
while at the same time allowing unlimited numbers of
other types of signs that created the same problem, and
had not shown that limiting temporary directiona signs
was necessary to eliminate threats to traffic safety, but
that limiting other types of signs was not.

Outcome: Judgment reversed and case remanded.
9-0 Decision; 3 concurrences.

LAWYERS EDITION HEADNOTES:
[**237]

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 836.3
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8930 CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW 8935

SPEECH -- STATE RESTRICTION -- CONTENT
Headnote:[1]

The First Amendment, applicable to the states
through the Fourteenth Amendment, prohibits the
enactment of laws abridging the freedom of speech. U.S
Const. Amend. |. Under that clause, a government,
including a municipal government vested with state
authority, has no power to restrict expression because of
its message, its ideas, its subject matter, or its content.
Content-based laws--those that target speech based on its
communicative content--are presumptively
unconstitutional and may be justified only if the
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government proves that they are narrowly tailored to
serve compelling state interests. (Thomas, J., joined by
Roberts, Ch. J, and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and
Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936

SPEECH -- CONTENT-BASED REGULATION --
SCRUTINY

Headnote:[2]

Government regulation of speech is content based if
a law applies to particular speech because of the topic
discussed or the idea or message expressed. This
commonsense meaning of the phrase "content based"
requires a court to consider whether a regulation of
speech "on its face" draws distinctions based on the
message a speaker conveys. Some facia distinctions
based on a message are obvious, defining regulated
speech by particular subject matter, and others are more
subtle, defining regulated speech by its function or
purpose. Both are distinctions drawn based on the
message a speaker conveys, and, therefore, are subject to
strict scrutiny. Supreme Court precedents have aso
recognized a separate and additional category of laws
that, though facially content neutral, will be considered
content-based regulations of speech: laws that cannot be
justified without reference to the content of the regulated
speech, or that were adopted by the government because
of disagreement with the message the speech conveys.
Those laws, like those that are content based on their
face, must also satisfy strict scrutiny. (Thomas, J., joined
by Roberts, Ch. J, and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and
Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936

SPEECH REGULATION -- CONTENT BASIS --
SCRUTINY

Headnote:[3]

A law that is content based on its face is subject to
strict scrutiny regardless of the government's benign
motive, content-neutral justification, or lack of animus
toward the ideas contained in the regulated speech. lllicit
legidative intent is not the sine qua non of a violation of
the First Amendment, and a party opposing the
government need adduce no evidence of an improper

censorial motive. Although a content-based purpose may
be sufficient in certain circumstances to show that a
regulation is content based, it is not necessary. In other
words, an innocuous justification cannot transform a
facially content-based law into one that is content neutral .
(Thomas, J., joined by Roberts, Ch. J, and Scdlia,
Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936

SPEECH REGULATION -- CONTENT BASIS --
SCRUTINY

Headnote:[4]

Because strict scrutiny applies either when a law is
content based on its face or when the purpose and
justification for the law are content based, a court must
evauate each question before it concludes that the law is
content neutral and thus subject to a lower level of
scrutiny. (Thomas, J.,, joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and
Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

[**238]
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW §936

SPEECH REGULATION  --
CONTENT BASIS

MOTIVES -

Headnote:[5]

Innocent motives do not eliminate the danger of
censorship presented by a facialy content-based statute,
as future government officials may one day wield such
statutes to suppress disfavored speech. That is why the
First Amendment expressly targets the operation of the
laws--i.e., the abridgement of speech--rather than merely
the motives of those who enacted them. U.S Const.
Amend. I. The vice of content-based legislation is not
that it is always used for invidious, thought-control
purposes, but that it lends itself to use for those purposes.
(Thomas, J., joined by Roberts, Ch. J, and Scdlia,
Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936

SPEECH REGULATION -- CONTENT BASIS --
VIEWPOINT -- TOPIC

Headnote:[6]
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Government discrimination among viewpoints--or
the regulation of speech based on the specific motivating
ideology or the opinion or perspective of the speaker--isa
more blatant and egregious form of content
discrimination. But it is well established that the First
Amendment's  hostility to content-based regulation
extends not only to restrictions on particular viewpoints,
but aso to prohibition of public discussion of an entire
topic. Thus, a speech regulation targeted at specific
subject matter is content based even if it does not
discriminate among viewpoints within that subject
matter. (Thomas, J., joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and Scalia,
Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW §936
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8951 CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW 8971

SPEAKER -- CONTENT NEUTRALITY --
CORPORATE POLITICAL SPEECH -- NEWSPAPERS

Headnote:[7]

The fact that a distinction is speaker based does not
automatically render the distinction content neutral.
Because speech restrictions based on the identity of the
speaker are al too often simply a means to control
content, the Supreme Court has insisted that laws
favoring some speakers over others demand strict
scrutiny when the legislature's speaker preference reflects
a content preference. Thus, a law limiting the content of
newspapers, but only newspapers, could not evade strict
scrutiny simply because it could be characterized as
speaker based. Likewise, a content-based law that
restricted the political speech of all corporations would
not become content neutral just because it singled out
corporations as a class of speakers. Characterizing a
distinction as speaker based is only the beginning--not the
end--of the inquiry. (Thomas, J.,, joined by Roberts, Ch.
J., and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936
SPEECH REGULATION -- CONTENT BASIS

Headnote:[8]

A speech regulation is content based if the law
appliesto particular speech because of the topic discussed
or the idea or message expressed. A regulation that

targets a sign because it conveys an idea about a specific
event is no less content based than a regulation that
targets a sign because it conveys some other idea
(Thomas, J.,, joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and Scalia,
Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936
SPEECH REGULATION -- CONTENT BASIS
Headnote:[9]

A clear and firm rule governing content neutrality is
an essential means of protecting the freedom of speech,
even if laws that might seem entirely reasonable will
sometimes be struck down because of their content-based
nature. (Thomas, J., joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and Scalia,
Kennedy, Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ.)

[**239]
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW §935

SPEECH RESTRICTIONS -- CONTENT BASIS --
SCRUTINY

Headnote:[10]

Where a law imposes content-based restrictions on
speech, those provisions can stand only if they survive
strict scrutiny, which requires the government to prove
that the restriction furthers a compelling interest and is
narrowly tailored to achieve that interest. (Thomas, J.,
joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and
Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8930
SPEECH RESTRICTION -- DAMAGE

Headnote:[11]

A law cannot be regarded as protecting an interest of
the highest order, and thus as justifying a restriction on
truthful speech, when it leaves appreciable damage to that
supposedly vital interest unprohibited. (Thomas, J.,
joined by Roberts, Ch. J., and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and
Sotomayor, JJ.)

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 8936
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SPEECH --CONTENT-BASED DISTINCTIONS --
SCRUTINY

Headnote:[12]

Not all distinctions are subject to strict scrutiny, only
content-based ones are. Laws that are content neutral are
instead subject to lesser scrutiny. (Thomas, J., joined by
Roberts, Ch. J, and Scalia, Kennedy, Alito, and
Sotomayor, JJ.)

SYLLABUS

[*2221] [**240] Gilbert, Arizona (Town), has a
comprehensive code (Sign Code or Code) that prohibits
the display of outdoor signs without a permit, but
exempts 23 categories of signs, including three relevant
here.  "ldeological  Signs” defined as signs
"communicating a message or ideas" that do not fit in any
other Sign Code category, may be up to 20 sguare feet
and have no placement or time restrictions. "Political
Signs," defined as signs "designed to influence the
outcome of an election," may be up to 32 square feet and
may only be displayed during an election season.
"Temporary Directional Signs," defined as signs directing
the public to a church or other "qualifying event," have
even greater restrictions: No more than four of the signs,
limited to six square feet, may be on a single property at
any time, and signs may be displayed no more than 12
hours before the "qualifying event" and 1 hour after.

Petitioners, Good News Community Church
(Church) and its pastor, Clyde Reed, whose Sunday
church services are held at various temporary locations in
and near the Town, posted signs early each Saturday
bearing the Church [***2] name and the time and
location of the next service and did not remove the signs
until around [*2222] midday Sunday. The Church was
cited for exceeding the time limits for displaying
temporary directiona signs and for failing to include an
event date on the signs. Unable to reach an
accommodation with the Town, petitioners filed suit,
claiming that the Code abridged their freedom of speech.
The District Court denied their motion for a preliminary
injunction, and the Ninth Circuit affirmed, ultimately
concluding that the Code's sign categories were content
neutral, and that the Code satisfied the intermediate
scrutiny accorded to content-neutral regulations of
speech.

Held: The Sign Code's provisions are content-based

regulations of speech that do not survive strict scrutiny.
Pp. - ,192L.Ed. 2d, at 245-251.

(a) Because content-based laws target speech based
on its communicative content, they are presumptively
unconstitutional and may be justified only if the
government proves that they are narrowly tailored to
serve compelling state interests. E.g., R. A. V. v. &. Paul,
505 U. S 377, 395, 112 S. Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305.
Speech regulation is content based if a law applies to
particular speech because of the topic discussed or the
idea or message expressed. E.g., Sorrell v. IMS Health,
Inc.,564U.S.__ , - 131 S Ct. 2653, 2663-2664,
180 L. Ed. 2d 544, 555-556. And courts are required
[***3] to consider whether a regulation of speech "on its
face" draws distinctions based on the message a speaker
conveys. Id., at __, 131 S Ct. 2653, 180 L. Ed. 2d 544.
Whether laws define regulated speech by particular
subject matter or by its function or purpose, they are
subject to strict scrutiny. The same is true for laws that,
though facially content neutral, cannot be " ‘justified
without reference to the content of the regulated speech,’
" or were adopted by the government "because of
disagreement with the message" conveyed. Ward v. Rock
Against Racism, 491 U. S 781, 791, 109 S Ct. 2746, 105
L.Ed.2d661.Pp. - ,192L. Ed. 2d, at 245.

(b) The Sign Code is content based on its face. It
defines the categories of temporary, political, and
ideological signs on the basis of their messages [**241]
and then subjects each category to different restrictions.
The restrictions applied thus depend entirely on the sign's
communicative content. Because the Code, on its face, is
a content-based regulation of speech, there is no need to
consider the government's justifications or purposes for
enacting the Code to determine whether it is subject to
strict scrutiny. P. _, 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 245.

() None of the Ninth Circuit's theories for its
contrary holding is persuasive. Its conclusion that the
Town's regulation was not based on a disagreement with
the message conveyed skips [***4] the crucia first step
in the content-neutrality analysis: determining whether
the law is content neutral onitsface. A law that is content
based on its face is subject to strict scrutiny regardless of
the government's benign motive, content-neutral
justification, or lack of "animus toward the ideas
contained" in the regulated speech. Cincinnati .
Discovery Network, Inc., 507 U. S. 410, 429, 113 S. Ct.
1505, 123 L. Ed. 2d 99. Thus, an innocuous justification
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cannot transform a facially content-based law into one
that is content neutral. A court must evaluate each
guestion--whether a law is content based on its face and
whether the purpose and justification for the law are
content based--before concluding that a law is content
neutral. Ward does not require otherwise, for its
framework applies only to a content-neutral statute.

The Ninth Circuit's conclusion that the Sign Code
does not single out any idea or viewpoint for
discrimination conflates two distinct but related
limitations that the First Amendment places on
government [*2223] regulation of speech. Government
discrimination among viewpoints is a "more blatant" and
"egregious form of content discrimination," Rosenberger
v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S, 819, 829,
115 S Ct. 2510, 132 L. Ed. 2d 700, but "[t]he First
Amendments hostility to content-based regulation [also]
extends . . . to prohibition of public discussion of an
entire topic,” [***5] Consolidated Edison Co. of N. Y. v.
Public Service Comm'n, 447 U. S 530, 537, 100 S Ct.
2326, 65 L. Ed. 2d 319. The Sign Code, a paradigmatic
example of content-based discrimination, singles out
specific subject matter for differential treatment, even if it
does not target viewpoints within that subject matter.

The Ninth Circuit also erred in concluding that the
Sign Code was not content based because it made only
speaker-based and event-based distinctions. The Code's
categories are not speaker-based--the restrictions for
political, ideological, and temporary event signs apply
equally no matter who sponsors them. And even if the
sign categories were speaker based, that would not
automatically render the law content neutral. Rather,
"laws favoring some speakers over others demand strict
scrutiny when the legislature's speaker preference reflects
a content preference.” Turner Broadcasting System, Inc.
v. FCC, 512 U. S 622, 658, 114 S. Ct. 2445, 129 L. Ed.
2d 497. This same anaysis applies to event-based
digtinctions. Pp. -, 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 246-250.

(d) The Sign Code's content-based restrictions do not
survive dtrict scrutiny  because the Town has not
demonstrated that the Code's differentiation between
temporary directional signs and other types of signs
furthers a compelling governmental interest and is
narrowly tailored to that end. [**242] See [***6]
Arizona Free Enterprise Club's Freedom Club PAC v.
Bennett, 564 U. S, , 131 S Ct. 2806, 180 L. Ed.
2d 664. Assuming that the Town has a compelling

interest in preserving its aesthetic appea and traffic
safety, the Code's distinctions are highly underinclusive.
The Town cannot claim that placing strict limits on
temporary directional signs is necessary to beautify the
Town when other types of signs create the same problem.
See Discovery Network, supra, at 425, 113 S Ct. 1505,
123 L. Ed. 2d 99 507 U.S 410, 113 S. Ct. 1505, 123 L.
Ed. 2d 99. Nor has it shown that temporary directional
signs pose a greater threat to public safety than
ideological or palitical signs. Pp. -, 192 L. Ed.
2d, at 250-251.

(e) This decision will not prevent governments from
enacting effective sign laws. The Town has ample
content-neutral options available to resolve problems
with safety and aesthetics, including regulating size,
building materials, lighting, moving parts, and
portability. And the Town may be able to forbid postings
on public property, so long as it does so in an
evenhanded, content-neutral manner. See Members of
City Council of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent,
466 U. S. 789, 817, 104 S Ct. 2118, 80 L. Ed. 2d 772. An
ordinance narrowly tailored to the challenges of
protecting the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and
passengers—- e.g., warning signs marking hazards on
private property or signs directing traffic--might also
survive dtrict scrutiny. Pp. - 192 L. Ed. 2d, at
251.

707 F. 3d 1057, reversed and remanded.

COUNSEL: David A. Cortman argued the cause for
petitioners.

Eric J. Feigin argued the cause for the United States, as
amicus curiae, by specia leave of court.

Philip W. Savrin argued the cause for respondents.

JUDGES: Thomas, J., delivered the [***7] opinion of
the Court, in which Roberts, C. J., and Scalia, Kennedy,
Alito, and Sotomayor, JJ., joined. Alito, J., filed a
concurring opinion, in which Kennedy and Sotomayor,
JJ., joined. Breyer, J,, filed an opinion concurring in the
judgment. Kagan, J., filed an opinion concurring in the
judgment, in which Ginsburg and Breyer, JJ., joined

OPINION BY: Thomas

OPINION
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[*2224] Justice Thomas delivered the opinion of
the Court.

The town of Gilbert, Arizona (or Town), has adopted
a comprehensive code governing the manner in which
people may display outdoor signs. Gilbert, Ariz., Land
Development Code (Sign Code or Code), ch. 1, §4.402
(2005). 1 The Sign Code identifies various categories of
signs based on the type of information they convey, then
subjects each category to different restrictions. One of the
categories is "Temporary Directional Signs Relating to a
Qualifying Event," loosely defined as signs directing the
public to a meeting of a nonprofit group. §4.402(P). The
Code imposes more stringent restrictions on these signs
than it does on signs conveying other messages. We hold
that these provisions are content-based regulations of
speech that cannot survive strict scrutiny.

1 The Town's Sign Code is available online at
http://www.gilbertaz.gov/departments/dev
elopment-service/planning-development/la nd
development-code [***8] (as visited June 16,
2015, and available in Clerk of Court's casefile).

The Sign Code prohibits the display of outdoor signs
anywhere within the Town without a permit, but it then
[**243] exempts 23 categories of signs from that
requirement. These exemptions include everything from
bazaar signs to flying banners. Three categories of
exempt signs are particularly relevant here.

The first is "ldeological Sign[s]." This category
includes any "sign communicating a message or ideas for
noncommercia purposes that is not a Construction Sign,
Directional Sign, Temporary Directiona Sign Relating to
a Qualifying Event, Political Sign, Garage Sale Sign, or a
sign owned or required by a governmental agency." Sign
Code, Glossary of Genera Terms (Glossary), p. 23
(emphasis deleted). Of the three categories discussed
here, the Code treats ideological signs most favorably,
allowing them to be up to 20 square feet in area and to be
placed in al "zoning districts’ without time limits.
84.402(J).

The second category is "Political Sign[s]." This
includes any "temporary sign designed to influence the
outcome of an election called by a public body." Glossary

23. 2 The Code treats these signs less favorably than
ideological signs. [***9] The Code allows the placement
of political signs up to 16 square feet on residential
property and up to 32 sguare feet on nonresidential
property, undeveloped municipal property, and
"rights-of-way." [*2225] 84.402(l). 3 These signs may
be displayed up to 60 days before a primary election and
up to 15 days following a general election. Ibid.

2 A "Temporary Sign" is a "sign not
permanently attached to the ground, a wall or a
building, and not designed or intended for
permanent display." Glossary 25.

3 The Code defines "Right-of-Way" as a "strip
of publicly owned land occupied by or planned
for a street, utilities, landscaping, sidewalks,
trails, and similar facilities." 1d., at 18.

The third category is "Temporary Directional Signs
Relating to a Qualifying Event." This includes any
"Temporary Sign intended to direct pedestrians,
motorists, and other passersby to a 'qualifying event."
Glossary 25 (emphasis deleted). A "qualifying event” is
defined as any "assembly, gathering, activity, or meeting
sponsored, arranged, or promoted by a religious,
charitable, community service, educational, or other
similar non-profit organization." lbid. The Code treats
temporary directional signs even less favorably than
political signs. [***10] 4 Temporary directional signs
may be no larger than six sgquare feet. §4.402(P). They
may be placed on private property or on a public
right-of-way, but no more than four signs may be placed
on a single property at any time. Ibid. And, they may be
displayed no more than 12 hours before the "qualifying
event" and no more than 1 hour afterward. Ibid.

4 The Sign Code has been amended twice during
the pendency of this case. When litigation began
in 2007, the Code defined the signs at issue as
"Religious Assembly Temporary Direction
Signs." App. 75. The Code entirely prohibited
placement of those signs in the public
right-of-way, and it forbade posting them in any
location for more than two hours before the
religious assembly or more than one hour
afterward. 1d., at 75-76. In 2008, the Town
redefined the category as "Temporary Directional
Signs Related to a Qualifying Event," and it
expanded the time limit to 12 hours before and 1
hour after the "qualifying event." Ibid. In 2011,
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the Town amended the Code to authorize
placement of temporary directional signs in the
public right-of-way. 1d., at 89.

Petitioners Good News Community Church (Church)
and its pastor, Clyde Reed, wish to advertise the time and
location of their Sunday [***11] church services. The
Church is a small, cash-strapped entity that owns no
building, so it holds its services at [**244] elementary
schools or other locationsin or near the Town. In order to
inform the public about its services, which are held in a
variety of different locations, the Church began placing
15 to 20 temporary signs around the Town, frequently in
the public right-of-way abutting the street. The signs
typically displayed the Church's name, along with the
time and location of the upcoming service. Church
members would post the signs early in the day on
Saturday and then remove them around midday on
Sunday. The display of these signs requires little money
and manpower, and thus has proved to be an economical
and effective way for the Church to let the community
know where its services are being held each week.

This practice caught the attention of the Town's Sign
Code compliance manager, who twice cited the Church
for violating the Code. The first citation noted that the
Church exceeded the time limits for displaying its
temporary directional signs. The second citation referred
to the same problem, along with the Church's failure to
include the date of the event on the signs. Town [***12]
officials even confiscated one of the Church's signs,
which Reed had to retrieve from the municipal offices.

Reed contacted the Sign Code Compliance
Department in an attempt to reach an accommodation.
His efforts proved unsuccessful. The Town's Code
compliance manager informed the Church that there
[*2226] would be "no leniency under the Code" and
promised to punish any future violations.

Shortly thereafter, petitioners filed a complaint in the
United States District Court for the District of Arizona,
arguing that the Sign Code abridged their freedom of
speech in violation of the First and Fourteenth
Amendments. The District Court denied the petitioners
motion for a preliminary injunction. The Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed, holding that the
Sign Code's provision regulating temporary directional
signs did not regulate speech on the basis of content. 587

F. 3d 966, 979 (2009). It reasoned that, even though an
enforcement officer would have to read the sign to
determine what provisions of the Sign Code applied to it,
the "kind of cursory examination™ that would be
necessary for an officer to classify it as a temporary
directional sign was "not akin to an officer synthesizing
the expressive content of the sign.” 1d., at 978. It then
[***13] remanded for the District Court to determine in
the first instance whether the Sign Code's distinctions
among temporary directional signs, political signs, and
ideological signs nevertheless constituted a content-based
regulation of speech.

On remand, the District Court granted summary
judgment in favor of the Town. The Court of Appeas
again affirmed, holding that the Code's sign categories
were content neutral. The court concluded that "the
digtinctions between Temporary Directional Signs,
Ideological Signs, and Political Signs . . . are based on
objective factors relevant to Gilbert's creation of the
specific exemption from the permit requirement and do
not otherwise consider the substance of the sign.” 707 F.
3d 1057, 1069 (CA9 2013). Relying on this Court's
decision in Hill v. Colorado, 530 U. S 703, 120 S. Ct.
2480, 147 L. Ed. 2d 597 (2000), the Court of Appeas
concluded that the Sign Code is content neutral. 707 F.
3d, at 1071-1072. Asthe court explained, "Gilbert did not
adopt its regulation of speech because [**245] it
disagreed with the message conveyed" and its "interests
in regulat[ing] temporary signs are unrelated to the
content of the sign." Ibid. Accordingly, the court believed
that the Code was "content-neutral as that term [has been]
defined by the Supreme Court." Id., at 1071. In light of
that determination, it applied [***14] a lower level of
scrutiny to the Sign Code and concluded that the law did
not violate the First Amendment. Id., at 1073-1076.

We granted certiorari, 573 U. S ___, 134 S Ct.
2900, 189 L. Ed. 2d 854 (2014), and now reverse.

I
A

[HN1] [**LEdHR1] [1] The First Amendment,
applicable to the States through the Fourteenth
Amendment, prohibits the enactment of laws "abridging
the freedom of speech." U. S Const., Amdt. 1. Under that
Clause, a government, including a municipal government
vested with state authority, "has no power to restrict
expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject
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matter, or its content." Police Dep't of Chicago v. Mosley,
408 U. S. 92, 95, 92 S Ct. 2286, 33 L. Ed. 2d 212 (1972).
Content-based laws--those that target speech based on its
communicative content--are presumptively
uncongtitutional and may be justified only if the
government proves that they are narrowly tailored to
serve compelling state interests. R. A. V. v. &. Paul, 505
U. S 377, 395, 112 S Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305
(1992); Smon & Schuster, Inc. v. Members of N. Y. State
Crime Victims Bd., 502 U. S 105, 115, 118, 112 S Ct.
501, 116 L. Ed. 2d 476 (1991).

[*2227] [HN2] [**LEdHR2] [2] Government
regulation of speech is content based if a law applies to
particular speech because of the topic discussed or the
idea or message expressed. E.g., Sorrell v. IMS Health,
Inc.,564U.S __, - 131 S Ct. 2653, 2663-2664,
180 L. Ed. 2d 544 555-556 (2011) ; Carey v. Brown, 447
U. S 455, 462, 100 S. Ct. 2286, 65 L. Ed. 2d 263 (1980);
Mosley, supra, at 95, 92 S. Ct. 2286, 33 L. Ed. 2d 212.
This commonsense meaning of the phrase "content
based" requires a court to consider whether a regulation
of speech "on its face" draws distinctions based on the
message a speaker conveys. Sorrdll, supra, at |, 131 S
Ct. 2653, 2663, 180 L. Ed. 2d 544 555. Some facial
distinctions based on a message are obvious, defining
regulated speech by particular subject matter, and others
are more subtle, [***15] defining regulated speech by its
function or purpose. Both are distinctions drawn based on
the message a speaker conveys, and, therefore, are
subject to strict scrutiny.

Our precedents have also recognized a separate and
additional category of laws that, though facialy content
neutral, will be considered content-based regulations of
speech: laws that cannot be "justified without reference
to the content of the regulated speech,™ or that were
adopted by the government "because of disagreement
with the message [the speech] conveys," Ward v. Rock
Against Racism, 491 U. S. 781, 791, 109 S. Ct. 2746, 105
L. Ed. 2d 661 (1989). Those laws, like those that are
content based on their face, must aso satisfy strict
scrutiny.

B

The Town's Sign Code is content based on its face. It
defines "Temporary Directiona Signs' on the basis of
whether a sign conveys the message of directing the
public to church or some other "qualifying event.”
Glossary [**246] 25. It defines "Palitical Signs' on the

basis of whether a sign's message is "designed to
influence the outcome of an election.” 1d., at 24. And it
defines "ldeological Signs' on the basis of whether asign
"communicat[es] a message or ideas' that do not fit
within the Code's other categories. 1d., a 23. It then
subjects each of these categories to different restrictions.

The [***16] restrictions in the Sign Code that apply
to any given sign thus depend entirely on the
communicative content of the sign. If a sign informs its
reader of the time and place a book club will discuss John
Locke's Two Treatises of Government, that sign will be
treated differently from a sign expressing the view that
one should vote for one of Locke's followers in an
upcoming election, and both signs will be treated
differently from a sign expressing an ideological view
rooted in Locke's theory of government. More to the
point, the Church's signs inviting people to attend its
worship services are treated differently from signs
conveying other types of ideas. On its face, the Sign Code
is a content-based regulation of speech. We thus have no
need to consider the government's justifications or
purposes for enacting the Code to determine whether it is
subject to strict scrutiny.

C

In reaching the contrary conclusion, the Court of
Appeals offered several theories to explain why the
Town's Sign Code should be deemed content neutral.
Noneis persuasive.

1

The Court of Appeals first determined that the Sign
Code was content neutral because the Town "did not
adopt its regulation of speech [based on] [***17]
disagreelment] with the message conveyed,” and its
justifications for regulating temporary directional signs
were "unrelated to the content of the sign.” 707 F. 3d, at
1071-1072. [*2228] In its brief to this Court, the United
States similarly contends that a sign regulation is content
neutral--even if it expressly draws distinctions based on
the sign's communicative content--if those distinctions
can be "'justified without reference to the content of the
regulated speech." Brief for United States as Amicus
Curiae 20, 24 (quoting Ward, supra, at 791, 109 S Ct.
2746, 105 L. Ed. 2d 661; emphasis del eted).

But this analysis skips the crucial first step in the
content-neutrality analysis: determining whether the law
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is content neutral on its face. [HN3] [**LEdHR3] [3] A
law that is content based on its face is subject to strict
scrutiny regardless of the government's benign motive,
content-neutral justification, or lack of "animus toward
the ideas contained” in the regulated speech. Cincinnati v.
Discovery Network, Inc., 507 U. S 410, 429, 113 S. Ct.
1505, 123 L. Ed. 2d 99 (1993). We have thus made clear
that "'[i]llicit legislative intent is not the sine qua non of a
violation of the First Amendment," and a party opposing
the government "need adduce 'no evidence of an
improper censorial motive." Smon & Schuster, supra, at
117, 112 S Ct. 501, 116 L. Ed. 2d 476. Although "a
content-based purpose may be sufficient in certain
circumstances to show that a regulation [***18] is
content based, it is not necessary." Turner Broadcasting
System, Inc. v. FCC, 512 U. S 622, 642, 114 S. Ct. 2445,
129 L. Ed. 2d 497 (1994). In other words, an innocuous
justification [**247] cannot transform a facially
content-based law into one that is content neutral.

That is why we have repeatedly considered whether
alaw is content neutral on its face before turning to the
law's justification or purpose. See, e.g., Sorrell, supra, at
- ,131 S Ct. 2653, 2663-2664, 180 L. Ed. 2d 544
555-556 (statute was content based "on its face," and
there was also evidence of an impermissible legislative
motive); United Sates v. Eichman, 496 U. S. 310, 315,
110 S Ct. 2404, 110 L. Ed. 2d 287 (1990) ("Although the
[statute] contains no explicit content-based limitation on
the scope of prohibited conduct, it is nevertheless clear
that the Government's asserted interest is related to the
suppression of free expression” (internal quotation marks
omitted)); Members of City Council of Los Angeles v.
Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U. S 789, 804, 104 S Ct.
2118, 80 L. Ed. 2d 772 (1984) ("The text of the ordinance
is neutral," and "there is not even a hint of bias or
censorship in the City's enactment or enforcement of this
ordinance’); Clark v. Community for Creative
Non-Violence, 468 U. S. 288, 293, 104 S. Ct. 3065, 82 L.
Ed. 2d 221 (1984) (requiring that a facially
content-neutral ban on camping must be "justified
without reference to the content of the regulated
speech"); United States v. O'Brien, 391 U. S, 367, 375,
377,88 S. Ct. 1973, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1968) (noting that
the statute "on its face deals with conduct having no
connection with speech,” but examining whether the "the
governmental interest is unrelated to the suppression of
free expression). [***19] [HN4] [**LEdHR4] [4]
Because strict scrutiny applies either when a law is
content based on its face or when the purpose and

justification for the law are content based, a court must
evaluate each question before it concludes that the law is
content neutral and thus subject to a lower level of
scrutiny.

The Court of Appeals and the United States
misunderstand our decision in Ward as suggesting that a
government's purpose is relevant even when a law is
content based on its face. That is incorrect. Ward had
nothing to say about facially content-based restrictions
because it involved a facially content-neutral ban on the
use, in a city-owned music venue, of sound amplification
systems not provided by the city. 491 U. S, at 787, 109
S Ct. 2746, 105 L. Ed. 2d 661, and n. 2. In that context,
we looked to [*2229] governmental mative, including
whether the government had regulated speech "because
of disagreement” with its message, and whether the
regulation was "'justified without reference to the content
of the speech.™ 1d., at 791, 109 S. Ct. 2746, 105 L. Ed. 2d
661. But Ward's framework "applies only if a statute is
content neutral." Hill, 530 U. S, at 766, 120 S Ct. 2480,
147 L. Ed. 2d 597 (Kennedy, J., dissenting). Its rules thus
operate "to protect speech," not "to restrict it." Id., at 765,
120 S Ct. 2480, 147 L. Ed. 2d 597.

The First Amendment requires no less. [HN5]
[**LEdHRS5] [5] Innocent motives do not eliminate the
danger of censorship [***20] presented by a facialy
content-based statute, as future government officials may
one day wield such statutes to suppress disfavored
speech. That is why the First Amendment expressly
targets the operation of the laws--i.e., the "abridg[ement]
of speech"--rather than merely the motives of those who
enacted them. U. S Const., Amdt. 1. "'The vice of
content-based legidlation . . . is not that it is always used
for invidious, thought-control purposes, [**248] but that
it lends itself to use for those purposes.” Hill, supra, at
743, 120 S Ct. 2480, 147 L. Ed. 2d 597 (Scaia, J.,
dissenting).

For instance, in NAACP v. Button, 371 U. S 415, 83
S Ct. 328, 9 L. Ed. 2d 405 (1963), the Court encountered
a State's attempt to use a statute prohibiting "'improper
solicitation™ by attorneys to outlaw litigation-related
speech of the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People. Id., at 438, 83 S. Ct. 328, 9 L. Ed. 2d
405. Although Button predated our more recent
formulations of strict scrutiny, the Court rightly rejected
the State's claim that its interest in the "regulation of
professional conduct” rendered the statute consistent with
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the First Amendment, observing that "it is no answer . . .
to say . . . that the purpose of these regulations was
merely to insure high professional standards and not to
curtail free expression." 1d., at 438-439, 83 S Ct. 328, 9
L. Ed. 2d 405. Likewise, one could easily imagine a Sign
Code compliance manager who [***21] disliked the
Church's substantive teachings deploying the Sign Code
to make it more difficult for the Church to inform the
public of the location of its services. Accordingly, we
have repeatedly "rejected the argument that
'discriminatory . . . treatment is suspect under the First
Amendment only when the legislature intends to suppress
certain ideas." Discovery Network, 507 U. S, at 429, 113
S Ct. 1505, 123 L. Ed. 2d 99. We do so again today.

2

The Court of Appeals next reasoned that the Sign
Code was content neutral because it "does not mention
any idea or viewpoint, let aone single one out for
differentia treatment." 587 F. 3d, at 977. It reasoned that,
for the purpose of the Code provisions, "[i]t makes no
difference which candidate is supported, who sponsors
the event, or what ideological perspective is asserted.”
707 F. 3d, at 1069.

The Town seizes on this reasoning, insisting that
"content based" is a term of art that "should be applied
flexibly" with the goal of protecting "viewpoints and
ideas from government censorship or favoritism." Brief
for Respondents 22. In the Town's view, a sign regulation
that "does not censor or favor particular viewpoints or
ideas' cannot be content based. Ibid. The Sign Code
allegedly passes this test because its treatment of
temporary directional signs does not raise [***22] any
concerns that the government is "“endorsing or
suppressing 'ideas or viewpoints,” id., at 27, and the
provisions for political signs and ideological signs "are
neutral as to particular ideas or viewpoints' within those
categories. Id., at 37.

This analysis conflates two distinct but related
limitations that the First Amendment [*2230] places on
government regulation of speech. [HN6] [**LEdHR6]
[6] Government discrimination among viewpoints--or the
regulation of speech based on "the specific motivating
ideology or the opinion or perspective of the speaker”--is
a "more blatant” and "egregious form of content
discrimination.” Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of
Univ. of Va., 515 U. S 819, 829, 115 S Ct. 2510, 132 L.
Ed. 2d 700 (1995). But it is well established that "[t]he

First Amendment's hostility to content-based regulation
extends not only to restrictions on particular viewpoints,
but also to prohibition of public discussion of an entire
topic." Consolidated Edison Co. v. Public Service
Comm'n, 447 U.S 530, 537, 100 S. Ct. 2326, 65 L. Ed. 2d
319 (1980).

[**249] Thus, a speech regulation targeted at
specific subject matter is content based even if it does not
discriminate among viewpoints within that subject
matter. Ibid. For example, alaw banning the use of sound
trucks for political speech--and only political
speech--would be a content-based regulation, even if it
imposed no limits on the political viewpoints that could
be expressed. [***23] See Discovery Network, supra, at
428, 113 S. Ct. 1505, 123 L. Ed. 2d 99. The Town's Sign
Code likewise singles out specific subject matter for
differential treatment, even if it does not target
viewpoints within that subject matter. Ideological
messages are given more favorable treatment than
messages concerning a political candidate, which are
themselves given more favorable treatment than
messages announcing an assembly of like-minded
individuals. That is a paradigmatic example of
content-based discrimination.

3

Finally, the Court of Appeals characterized the Sign
Code's distinctions as turning on "'the content-neutral
elements of who is speaking through the sign and
whether and when an event is occurring.” 707 F. 3d, at
1069. That analysis is mistaken on both factual and legal
grounds.

To start, the Sign Code's distinctions are not speaker
based. The restrictions for political, ideological, and
temporary event signs apply equally no matter who
sponsors them. If alocal business, for example, sought to
put up signs advertising the Church's meetings, those
signs would be subject to the same limitations as such
signs placed by the Church. And if Reed had decided to
display signs in support of a particular candidate, he
could have made [***24] those signs far larger--and kept
them up for far longer--than signs inviting people to
attend his church services. If the Code's distinctions were
truly speaker based, both types of signs would receive the
same treatment.

In any case, [HN7] [**LEdHR7] [7] the fact that a
distinction is speaker based does not, as the Court of

Page 156 of 164



Page 13

Page 13

135 S. Ct. 2218, *2230; 192 L. Ed. 2d 236, **LEdHR?7,;
2015 U.S. LEX1S 4061, ***24; 83 U.S.L.W. 4444

Appeas seemed to believe, automatically render the
distinction content neutral. Because "[s]peech restrictions
based on the identity of the speaker are all too often
simply a means to control content,” Citizens United v.
Federal Election Comm'n, 558 U. S 310, 340, 130 S Ct.
876, 175 L. Ed. 2d 753 (2010), we have insisted that
"laws favoring some speakers over others demand strict
scrutiny when the legislature's speaker preference reflects
a content preference,” Turner, 512 U. S, at 658, 114 S
Ct. 2445, 129 L. Ed. 2d 497. Thus, a law limiting the
content of newspapers, but only newspapers, could not
evade strict scrutiny simply because it could be
characterized as speaker based. Likewise, a content-based
law that restricted the political speech of all corporations
would not become content neutral just because it singled
out corporations as a class of speakers. See Citizens
United, supra, at 340-341, 130 S. Ct. 876, 175 L. Ed. 2d
753. Characterizing a distinction [*2231] as speaker
based is only the beginning--not the end--of the inquiry.

Nor do the Sign Code's distinctions hinge on
"whether [***25] and when an event is occurring." The
Code does not permit citizens to post signs on any topic
whatsoever within a set period leading up to an election,
for example. Instead, come election time, it requires
Town officials to determine whether a sign is "designed
to influence the outcome of an election” (and [**250]
thus "political") or merely "communicating a message or
ideas for noncommercia purposes’ (and thus
"ideological"). Glossary 24. That obvious content-based
inquiry does not evade strict scrutiny review simply
because an event (i.e., an election) isinvolved.

And, just as with speaker-based laws, the fact that a
distinction is event based does not render it content
neutral. The Court of Appeals cited no precedent from
this Court supporting its novel theory of an exception
from the content-neutrality requirement for event-based
laws. As we have explained, [HN8] [**LEdHRS] [8] a
speech regulation is content based if the law applies to
particular speech because of the topic discussed or the
idea or message expressed. Supra, at __, 192 L. Ed. 2d,
at 245. A regulation that targets a sign because it conveys
an idea about a specific event is no less content based
than a regulation that targets a sign because it conveys
some other idea. Here, the [***26] Code singles out
signs bearing a particular message: the time and location
of a specific event. This type of ordinance may seem like
a perfectly rational way to regulate signs, but [HN9]
[**LEdHR9] [9] aclear and firm rule governing content

neutrality is an essential means of protecting the freedom
of speech, even if laws that might seem “entirely
reasonable” will sometimes be "struck down because of
their content-based nature." City of Ladue v. Gilleo, 512
U. S 43, 60, 114 S Ct. 2038, 129 L. Ed. 2d 36 (1994)
(O'Connor, J., concurring).

[HN10] [**LEdHR10] [10] Because the Town's
Sign Code imposes content-based restrictions on speech,
those provisions can stand only if they survive strict
scrutiny, "‘which requires the Government to prove that
the restriction furthers a compelling interest and is
narrowly tailored to achieve that interest," Arizona Free
Enterprise Club's Freedom Club PAC v. Bennett, 564 U.
S __ ,_ ,131 S Ct 2806, 2817, 180 L. Ed. 2d 664,
675 (2011)) (quoting Citizens United, 558 U. S, at 340,
130 S Ct. 876, 175 L. Ed. 2d 753). Thus, it is the Town's
burden to demonstrate that the Code's differentiation
between temporary directional signs and other types of
signs, such as political signs and ideological signs,
furthers a compelling governmental interest and is
narrowly tailored to that end. Seeibid.

The Town cannot do so. It has offered only two
governmental interests in support of the distinctions the
Sign Code draws. preserving the Town's aesthetic
[***27] appea and traffic safety. Assuming for the sake
of argument that those are compelling governmental
interests, the Code's distinctions faill as hopelessly
underinclusive.

Starting with the preservation of aesthetics,
temporary directional signs are "no greater an eyesore,"
Discovery Network, 507 U. S, at 425, 113 S Ct. 1505,
123 L. Ed. 2d 99, than ideological or political ones. Yet
the Code alows unlimited proliferation of larger
ideological signs while strictly limiting the number, size,
and duration of smaller directiona ones. The Town
cannot claim that placing strict limits on temporary
directional signs is necessary to beautify the Town while
at the same time alowing unlimited numbers of other
types of signsthat create the same problem.

[*2232] The Town similarly has not shown that
limiting temporary directional signs is necessary to
eliminate threats to traffic safety, but that limiting other
types of signs is not. The Town has offered no reason to
believe [**251] that directional signs pose a greater
threat to safety than do ideological or political signs. If

Page 157 of 164



Page 14

Page 14

135 S. Ct. 2218, *2232; 192 L. Ed. 2d 236, **251,
2015 U.S. LEX1S 4061, ***27; 83 U.S.L.W. 4444

anything, a sharply worded ideological sign seems more
likely to distract a driver than a sign directing the public
to a nearby church meeting.

In light of this underinclusiveness, the Town has not
met its [***28] burden to prove that its Sign Code is
narrowly tailored to further a compelling government
interest. Because [HN11] [**LEdHR11] [11] a "'law
cannot be regarded as protecting an interest of the highest
order, and thus as justifying a restriction on truthful
speech, when it leaves appreciable damage to that
supposedly vital interest unprohibited,” Republican Party
of Minn. v. White, 536 U. S. 765, 780, 122 S. Ct. 2528,
153 L. Ed. 2d 694 (2002), the Sign Code fails strict
scrutiny.

v

Our decision today will not prevent governments
from enacting effective sign laws. The Town asserts that
an "'absolutist™ content-neutrality rule would render
"virtually all distinctionsin sign laws . . . subject to strict
scrutiny," Brief for Respondents 34-35, but that is not the
case. [HN12] [**LEdHR12] [12] Not "al distinctions"
are subject to strict scrutiny, only content-based ones are.
Laws that are content neutral are instead subject to lesser
scrutiny. See Clark, 468 U. S, at 295, 104 S. Ct. 3065, 82
L. Ed. 2d 221.

The Town has ample content-neutral options
available to resolve problems with safety and aesthetics.
For example, its current Code regulates many aspects of
signs that have nothing to do with a sign's message: size,
building materials, lighting, moving parts, and
portability. See, e.g., 84.402(R). And on public property,
the Town may go a long way toward entirely forbidding
the posting of signs, [***29] so long as it does so in an
evenhanded, content-neutral manner. See Taxpayers for
Vincent, 466 U. S, at 817, 104 S. Ct. 2118, 80 L. Ed. 2d
772 (upholding content-neutral ban against posting signs
on public property). Indeed, some lower courts have long
held that similar content-based sign laws receive strict
scrutiny, but there is no evidence that towns in those
jurisdictions have suffered catastrophic effects. See, e.g.,
Solantic, LLC v. Neptune Beach, 410 F. 3d 1250,
1264-1269 (CAl11l 2005) (sign categories similar to the
town of Gilbert's were content based and subject to strict
scrutiny); Matthews v. Needham, 764 F. 2d 58, 59-60
(CA1 1985) (law banning political signs but not
commercial signs was content based and subject to strict
scrutiny).

We acknowledge that a city might reasonably view
the general regulation of signs as necessary because signs
"take up space and may obstruct views, distract motorists,
displace alternative uses for land, and pose other
problems that legitimately call for regulation.” City of
Ladue, 512 U. S, at 48, 114 S Ct. 2038, 129 L. Ed. 2d
36. At the same time, the presence of certain signs may
be essential, both for vehicles and pedestrians, to guide
traffic or to identify hazards and ensure safety. A sign
ordinance narrowly tailored to the challenges of
protecting the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and
passengers—-such as warning signs marking hazards on
private property, signs directing traffic, or street [***30]
numbers associated with private houses--well might
survive strict scrutiny. The signs at issue in this case,
including political and ideological signs and signs for
events, are far removed from those purposes. As [**252]
discussed above, they are facially content based and are
neither justified by traditional safety concerns nor
narrowly tailored.

* % %

[*2233] We reverse the judgment of the Court of
Appeals and remand the case for proceedings consistent
with this opinion.

Itisso ordered.
CONCUR BY: Alito; Breyer; Kagan
CONCUR

Justice Alito, with whom Justice Kennedy and
Justice Sotomayor join, concurring.

| join the opinion of the Court but add a few words
of further explanation.

As the Court holds, what we have termed
"content-based" laws must satisfy strict  scrutiny.
Content-based laws merit this protection because they
present, albeit sometimes in a subtler form, the same
dangers as laws that regulate speech based on viewpoint.
Limiting speech based on its "topic" or "subject" favors
those who do not want to disturb the status quo. Such
regulations  may interfere  with democratic
self-government and the search for truth. See
Consolidated Edison Co. v. Public Service Comm'n, 447
U.S 530, 537, 100 S. Ct. 2326, 65 L. Ed. 2d 319 (1980).
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As the Court shows, the regulations [***31] at issue
in this case are replete with content-based distinctions,
and as a result they must satisfy strict scrutiny. This does
not mean, however, that municipalities are powerless to
enact and enforce reasonable sign regulations. | will not
attempt to provide anything like a comprehensive list, but
here are some rules that would not be content based:

Rules regulating the size of signs. These rules may
distinguish among signs based on any content-neutral
criteria, including any relevant criterialisted below.

Rules regulating the locations in which signs may be
placed. These rules may distinguish between
free-standing signs and those attached to buildings.

Rules distinguishing between lighted and unlighted
signs.

Rules distinguishing between signs with fixed
messages and el ectronic signs with messages that change.

Rules that distinguish between the placement of
signs on private and public property.

Rules distinguishing between the placement of signs
on commercia and residential property.

Rules distinguishing between on-premises and
off-premises signs.

Rules restricting the total number of signs allowed
per mile of roadway.

Rules imposing time restrictions on signs advertising
a one-time event. [***32] [**253] Rules of this nature
do not discriminate based on topic or subject and are akin
to rules restricting the times within which oral speech or
music is allowed. *

* Of course, content-neutral restrictions on
speech are not necessarily consistent with the
First Amendment. Time, place, and manner
restrictions "must be narrowly tailored to serve
the government's legitimate, content-neutral
interests." Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.
S. 781, 798, 109 S. Ct. 2746, 105 L. Ed. 2d 661
(1989). But they need not meet the high standard
imposed on viewpoint- and content-based
restrictions.

In addition to regulating signs put up by private

actors, government entities may also erect their own signs
consistent with the principles that alow governmental
speech. See Pleasant Grove City v. Summum, 555 U. S
460, 467-469, 129 S, Ct. 1125, 172 L. Ed. 2d 853 (2009).
They may put up all manner of signs to promote safety,
aswell asdirectiona signs and signs pointing out historic
sites and scenic spots.

Properly understood, today's decision will not
prevent cities from regulating signs in a way that fully
protects public [*2234] safety and serves legitimate
esthetic objectives.

Justice Breyer, concurring in the judgment.

| join Justice Kagan's separate opinion. Like Justice
Kagan | believe that categories alone cannot satisfactorily
resolve the lega problem before us. The First
Amendment requires greater judicial sensitivity both
[***33] to the Amendment's expressive objectives and to
the public's legitimate need for regulation than a simple
recitation of categories, such as "content discrimination”
and "strict scrutiny,” would permit. In my view, the
category "content discrimination” is better considered in
many contexts, including here, as a rule of thumb, rather
than as an automatic "strict scrutiny” trigger, leading to
amost certain legal condemnation.

To use content discrimination to trigger strict
scrutiny sometimes makes perfect sense. There are cases
in which the Court has found content discrimination an
unconstitutional method for suppressing a viewpoint.
E.g., Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va.,,
515 U. S 819, 828-829, 115 S Ct. 2510, 132 L. Ed. 2d
700 (1995); see also Boos v. Barry, 485 U. S 312,
318-319, 108 S. Ct. 1157, 99 L. Ed. 2d 333 (1988)
(plurality opinion) (applying strict scrutiny where the line
between subject matter and viewpoint was not obvious).
And there are cases where the Court has found content
discrimination to reveal that rules governing a traditional
public forum are, in fact, not a neutra way of farly
managing the forum in the interest of all speakers. Police
Dep't of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U.S. 92, 96, 92 S. Ct.
2286, 33 L. Ed. 2d 212 (1972) ("Once a forum is opened
up to assembly or speaking by some groups, government
may not prohibit others from assembling or speaking on
the basis of what they intend to say"). In these types of
cases, strict [***34] scrutiny is often appropriate, and
content discrimination has thus served a useful purpose.

But content discrimination, while helping courts to
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identify uncongtitutional suppression of expression,
cannot and should not always trigger strict scrutiny. To
say that it is not an automatic "strict scrutiny™ trigger is
not to argue against that concept's use. | readily concede,
for example, that content discrimination, as a conceptual
tool, can sometimes reveal weaknesses in the
government's rationale [**254] for a rule that limits
speech. If, for example, a city looks to litter prevention as
the rationale for a prohibition against placing newsracks
dispensing free advertisements on public property, why
does it exempt other newsracks causing similar litter? Cf.
Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, Inc., 507 U. S. 410, 113
S Ct. 1505, 123 L. Ed. 2d 99 (1993). | also concede that,
whenever government disfavors one kind of speech, it
places that speech a a disadvantage, potentially
interfering with the free marketplace of ideas and with an
individual's ability to express thoughts and ideas that can
help that individual determine the kind of society in
which he wishes to live, help shape that society, and help
define his place within it.

Nonetheless, in these latter instances to use the
presence [***35] of content discrimination automatically
to trigger strict scrutiny and thereby cal into play a
strong presumption against constitutionality goes too far.
That is because virtualy all government activities involve
speech, many of which involve the regulation of speech.
Regulatory programs amost always require content
discrimination. And to hold that such content
discrimination triggers strict scrutiny is to write a recipe
for judicial management of ordinary government
regulatory activity.

Consider a few examples of speech regulated by
government that inevitably involve [*2235] content
discrimination, but where a strong presumption against
congtitutionality has no place. Consider governmental
regulation of securities, eg., 15 U. S C. 8§78
(requirements for content that must be included in a
registration statement); of energy conservation
labeling-practices, e.g., 42 U. S C. 86294 (requirements
for content that must be included on labels of certain
consumer electronics); of prescription drugs, e.g., 21 U.
S C. 8353(b)(4)(A) (requiring a prescription drug label to
bear the symbol "Rx only"); of doctor-patient
confidentiality, eg., 38 U. S C. 87332 (requiring
confidentiality of certain medical records, but alowing a
physician to disclose that the patient has [***36] HIV to
the patient's spouse or sexual partner); of income tax
statements, e.g., 26 U. S. C. 86039F (requiring taxpayers

to furnish information about foreign gifts received if the
aggregate amount exceeds $10,000); of commercial
airplane briefings, e.g., 14 CFR 8136.7 (2015) (requiring
pilots to ensure that each passenger has been briefed on
flight procedures, such as seatbelt fastening); of signs at
petting zoos, e.g., N. Y. Gen. Bus. Law Ann. 8399-ff(3)
(West Cum. Supp. 2015) (requiring petting zoos to post a
sign at every exit "'strongly recommend[ing] that persons
wash their hands upon exiting the petting zoo area"); and
SO on.

Nor can the majority avoid the application of strict
scrutiny to all sorts of justifiable governmental
regulations by relying on this Court's many subcategories
and exceptions to the rule. The Court has said, for
example, that we should apply less strict standards to
"commercial speech." Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp.
v. Public Service Comm'n, 447 U.S 557, 562-563, 100 S
Ct. 2343, 65 L. Ed. 2d 341 (1980). But | have great
concern that many justifiable instances  of
"content-based” regulation are noncommercial. And,
worse than that, the Court has applied the heightened
"strict scrutiny" standard even in cases where the less
stringent "commercial speech" standard was [***37]
appropriate. See Sorrell v. IMSHealth Inc., [**255] 564
U.S__,_ ,131S Ct 2653, 2667, 180 L. Ed. 2d 544,
559 (2011) (Breyer, J., dissenting). The Court has also
said that "government speech” escapes First Amendment
strictures. See Rust v. Sullivan, 500 U. S 173, 193-194,
111 S Ct. 1759, 114 L. Ed. 2d 233 (1991). But regulated
speech is typicaly private speech, not government
speech. Further, the Court has said that, "[w]hen the basis
for the content discrimination consists entirely of the very
reason the entire class of speech at issue is proscribable,
no significant danger of idea or viewpoint discrimination
exists." R.A. V. v. &. Paul, 505 U. S 377, 388, 112 S. Ct.
2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305 (1992). But this exception
accounts for only a few of the instances in which content
discrimination is readily justifiable.

| recognize that the Court could escape the problem
by watering down the force of the presumption against
congtitutionality that "strict scrutiny” normally carries
with it. But, in my view, doing so will weaken the First
Amendment's protection in instances where "strict
scrutiny” should apply in full force.

The better approach is to generally treat content
discrimination as a strong reason weighing against the
congtitutionality of a rule where a traditional public

Page 160 of 164



Page 17

Page 17

135 S. Ct. 2218, *2235; 192 L. Ed. 2d 236, **255;
2015 U.S. LEX1S 4061, ***37; 83 U.S.L.W. 4444

forum, or where viewpoint discrimination, is threatened,
but elsewhere treat it as a rule of thumb, finding it a
helpful, but not determinative legal tool, in an appropriate
case, to determine the strength [***38] of ajustification.
| would use content discrimination as a supplement to a
more basic analysis, which, tracking most of our First
Amendment cases, asks whether the regulation at issue
works harm to First Amendment interests that is
disproportionate in light of [*2236] the relevant
regulatory objectives. Answering this question requires
examining the seriousness of the harm to speech, the
importance of the countervailing objectives, the extent to
which the law will achieve those objectives, and whether
there are other, less restrictive ways of doing so. See, e.g.,
United Sates v. Alvarez, 567 US. __ , - 132 S
Ct. 2537, 2541-2544, 183 L. Ed. 2d 574, 584-587 (2012)
(Breyer, J., concurring in judgment); Nixon v. Shrink
Missouri Government PAC, 528 U. S. 377, 400-403, 120
S Ct. 897, 145 L. Ed. 2d 886 (2000) (Breyer, J.,
concurring). Admittedly, this approach does not have the
simplicity of a mechanical use of categories. But it does
permit the government to regulate speech in numerous
instances where the voters have authorized the
government to regulate and where courts should hesitate
to substitute judicial judgment for that of administrators.

Here, regulation of signage along the roadside, for
purposes of safety and beautification is at issue. There is
no traditional public forum nor do | find any general
effort to censor a particular viewpoint. Consequently, the
specific regulation at issue does not warrant "strict
scrutiny." [***39] Nonetheless, for the reasons that
Justice Kagan sets forth, | believe that the Town of
Gilbert's regulatory rules violate the First Amendment. |
conseguently concur in the Court's judgment only.

Justice Kagan, with whom Justice Ginsburg and
Justice Breyer join, concurring in the judgment.

Countless cities and towns across America have
adopted ordinances regulating the posting of signs, while
exempting certain categories of signs based on their
subject matter. For example, some municipalities
generaly [**256] prohibit illuminated signs in
residential neighborhoods, but lift that ban for signs that
identify the address of a home or the name of its owner or
occupant. See, e.g., City of Truth or Consequences, N.
M., Code of Ordinances, ch. 16, Art. XIII, §§11-13-2.3,
11-13-2.9(H)(4) (2014). In other municipalities, safety
signs such as "Blind Pedestrian Crossing”" and "Hidden

Driveway" can be posted without a permit, even as other
permanent signs require one. See, eg., Code of
Athens-Clarke County, Ga., Pt. Ill, §7-4-7(1) (1993).
Elsewhere, historic site markers—-for example, "George
Washington Slept Here"--are also exempt from genera
regulations. See, e.g., Dover, Del., Code of Ordinances,
Pt. 1, App. B, Art. 5, 84.5(F) (2012). And similarly, the
federal Highway Beautification Act limits [***40] signs
along interstate highways unless, for instance, they direct
travelers to "scenic and historical attractions' or advertise
free coffee. See 23 U. S. C. §8131(b), (c)(1), (c)(5).

Given the Court's analysis, many sign ordinances of
that kind are now in jeopardy. See ante, at __ , 192 L.
Ed. 2d, at 250 (acknowledging that "entirely reasonable’
sign laws "will sometimes be struck down" under its
approach (internal quotation marks omitted)). Says the
majority: When laws "single] ] out specific subject
matter," they are "facially content based"; and when they
are facially content based, they are automatically subject
to strict scrutiny. Ante,at _ , - 192 L. Ed. 2d,
at 249, 251-252. And although the mgjority holds out
hope that some sign laws with subject-matter exemptions
"might survive' that stringent review, ante, at __, 192 L.
Ed. 2d, at 251, the likelihood is that most will be struck
down. After dl, it is the "rare case] ] in which a speech
restriction withstands strict scrutiny." Williams-Yulee v.
Florida Bar, 575 U. S, , 135 S Ct. 1656, 1666,
191 L. Ed. 2d 570, 584 (2015). To clear that high bar, the
government must show that a content-based distinction
"is necessary to serve a compelling state interest and is
narrowly drawn to achieve that end." [*2237] Arkansas
Writers' Project, Inc. v. Ragland, 481 U. S 221, 231,
107 S Ct. 1722, 95 L. Ed. 2d 209 (1987). So on the
majority's view, courts would have to determine that a
town has a compelling interest in informing [***41]
passersby where George Washington slept. And likewise,
courts would have to find that a town has no other way to
prevent hidden-driveway mishaps than by specially
treating hidden-driveway signs. (Well-placed speed
bumps? Lower speed limits? Or how about just a ban on
hidden driveways?) The consequence--unless courts
water  down  strict scruting to something
unrecognizable--is that our communities will find
themselves in an unenviable bind: They will have to
either repeal the exemptions that allow for helpful signs
on streets and sidewalks, or else lift their sign restrictions
altogether and resign themselves to the resulting clutter. *

* Even in trying (commendably) to limit today's
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decision, Justice Alito's concurrence highlights its
far-reaching effects. According to Justice Alito,
the majority does not subject to strict scrutiny
regulations of "signs advertisng a one-time
event." Ante, at __ , 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 252 (Alito,
J., concurring). But of course it does. On the
majority's view, alaw with an exception for such
signs "singles out specific subject matter for
differential treatment" and "defin[es] regulated
speech by particular subject matter." Ante, at
_, 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 245, 249 (magjority
opinion). Indeed, the precise reason the majority
[***42] applies strict scrutiny here is that "the
Code singles out signs bearing a particular
message: the time and location of a specific
event." Ante,at _ , 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 250.

Although the majority insists that applying strict
scrutiny to all such [**257] ordinances is "essential” to
protecting First Amendment freedoms, ante, at ___, 192
L. Ed. 2d, at 250, | find it challenging to understand why
that is so. This Court's decisions articulate two important
and related reasons for subjecting content-based speech
regulations to the most exacting standard of review. The
first is "to preserve an uninhibited marketplace of ideasin
which truth will ultimately prevail." McCullen v.
Coakley, 573 U.S __, - 134 S Ct. 2518, 2529,
189 L. Ed. 2d 502, 514 (2014) (internal quotation marks
omitted). The second is to ensure that the government has
not regulated speech "based on hostility--or
favoritism--towards the underlying message expressed.”
R A.V.v. & Paul, 505 U. S 377, 386, 112 S. Ct. 2538,
120 L. Ed. 2d 305 (1992). Yet the subject-matter
exemptions included in many sign ordinances do not
implicate those concerns. Allowing residents, say, to
install a light bulb over "name and address" signs but no
others does not distort the marketplace of ideas. Nor does
that different treatment give rise to an inference of
impermissible government motive.

We apply strict scrutiny to facially content-based
regulations of speech, in keeping [***43] with the
rationales just described, when there is any "redlistic
possibility that official suppression of ideas is afoot.”
Davenport v. Wash. Educ. Assn, 551 U.S 177, 189, 127
S Ct. 2372, 168 L. Ed. 2d 71 (2007) (quoting R. A. V.,
505 U. S, at 390, 112 S Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305).
That is always the case when the regulation facially
differentiates on the basis of viewpoint. See Rosenberger
v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S 819, 829,

115 S Ct. 2510, 132 L. Ed. 2d 700 (1995). It is aso the
case (except in non-public or limited public forums)
when a law restricts "discussion of an entire topic" in
public debate. Consolidated Edison Co. v. Public Service
Comm'n, 447 U.S. 530, 537, 539-540, 100 S. Ct. 2326, 65
L. Ed. 2d 319 (1980) (invalidating a limitation on speech
about nuclear power). We have stated that "[i]f the
marketplace of ideas is to remain free and open,
governments must not be allowed to choose 'which issues
are worth discussing or debating." Id., at 537-538, 100 S.
Ct. 2326, 65 L. Ed. 2d 319 (quoting [*2238] Police Dep't
of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U.S 92, 96, 92 S Ct. 2286, 33
L. Ed. 2d 212 (1972)). And we have recognized that such
subject-matter restrictions, even though viewpoint-neutral
on their face, may "suggest[ ] an attempt to give one side
of a debatable public question an advantage in expressing
its views to the people." First Nat. Bank of Boston v.
Bellotti, 435 U. S. 765, 785, 98 S. Ct. 1407, 55 L. Ed. 2d
707 (1978); accord, ante, at ___, 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 252
(Alito, J., concurring) (limiting al speech on one topic
"favors those who do not want to disturb the status quo™).
Subject-matter regulation, in other words, may have the
intent or effect of favoring some ideas over others. When
that is redlistically possible--when [***44] the restriction
"raises the specter that the Government may effectively
drive certain ideas or viewpoints from the
marketplace"--we insist that the law pass the most
demanding constitutional test. R. A. V., 505 U. S, at 387,
112 S Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305 (quoting Smon &
Schuster, Inc. v. Members of N. Y. [**258] Sate Crime
Victims Bd., 502 U. S 105, 116, 112 S Ct. 501, 116 L.
Ed. 2d 476 (1991)).

But when that is not realistically possible, we may do
well to relax our guard so that "entirely reasonable” laws
imperiled by strict scrutiny can survive. Ante, at _, 192
L. Ed. 2d, at 250. This point is by no means new. Our
concern with content-based regulation arises from the
fear that the government will skew the public's debate of
ideas—-so when "that risk is inconsequential, . . . strict
scrutiny is unwarranted." Davenport, 551 U. S, at 188,
127 S Ct. 2372, 168 L. Ed. 2d 71; see R A. V., 505 U. S,
at 388, 112 S Ct. 2538, 120L. Ed. 2d 305 (approving
certain content-based distinctions when there is "no
significant danger of idea or viewpoint discrimination™).
To do its intended work, of course, the category of
content-based regulation triggering strict scrutiny must
sweep more broadly than the actual harm; that category
exists to create a buffer zone guaranteeing that the
government cannot favor or disfavor certain viewpoints.
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But that buffer zone need not extend forever. We can
administer our content-regulation doctrine with a dose of
common sense, so as to leave standing laws that in no
way implicate its intended [***45] function.

And indeed we have done just that: Our cases have
been far less rigid than the majority admits in applying
strict scrutiny to facialy content-based laws--including in
cases just like this one. See Davenport, 551 U. S, at 188,
127 S Ct. 2372, 168 L. Ed. 2d 71 (noting that "we have
identified numerous situations in which [the] risk"
attached to content-based laws is "attenuated'). In
Members of City Council of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for
Vincent, 466 U. S. 789, 104 S. Ct. 2118, 80 L. Ed. 2d 772
(1984), the Court declined to apply strict scrutiny to a
municipal ordinance that exempted address numbers and
markers commemorating "historical, cultural, or artistic
event[s]" from a generally applicable limit on sidewalk
signs. Id., at 792, n. 1, 104 S. Ct. 2118, 80 L. Ed. 2d 772
(listing exemptions); seeid., at 804-810, 104 S Ct. 2118,
80 L. Ed. 2d 772 (upholding ordinance under
intermediate scrutiny). After al, we explained, the law's
enactment and enforcement revealed "not even a hint of
bias or censorship.” Id., at 804, 104 S. Ct. 2118, 80 L. Ed.
2d 772; see aso Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475
U. S 41, 48, 106 S Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed. 2d 29 (1986)
(applying intermediate scrutiny to a zoning law that
facially distinguished among movie theaters based on
content because it was "designed to prevent crime,
protect the city's retail trade, [and] maintain property
values . . ., not to suppress the expression of unpopular
views'). And another decision involving a similar law
provides an aternative model. In City of Ladue v. Gilleo,
512 U. S 43, 114 S Ct. 2038, 129 L. Ed. 2d 36 (1994),
the Court assumed arguendo that a sign ordinance's
exceptions for address [*2239] signs, [***46] safety
signs, and for-sale signs in residential areas did not
trigger strict scrutiny. Seeid., at 46-47, 114 S. Ct. 2038,
129 L. Ed. 2d 36, and n. 6 (listing exemptions); id., at 53,
114 S Ct. 2038, 129 L. Ed. 2d 36 (noting this
assumption). We did not need to, and so did not, decide
the level-of-scrutiny question because the law's breadth
made it unconstitutional under any standard.

The majority could easily have taken Ladue's tack
here. The Town of Gilbert's defense of its sign
ordinance--most notably, the law's distinctions between
directional signs and others--does not pass strict scrutiny,
[**259] or intermediate scrutiny, or even the laugh test.
Seeante,at -, 192 L. Ed. 2d, at 250 (discussing

those distinctions). The Town, for example, provides no
reason at al for prohibiting more than four directional
signs on a property while placing no limits on the number
of other types of signs. See Gilbert, Ariz.,, Land
Development Code, ch. |, 884.402(J), (P)(2) (2014).
Similarly, the Town offers no coherent justification for
restricting the size of directional signs to 6 square feet
while alowing other signs to reach 20 square feet. See
884.402(J), (P)(1). The best the Town could come up
with at oral argument was that directional signs "need to
be smaller because they need to guide travelers along a
route." Tr. of Oral Arg. 40. [***47] Why exactly a
smaller sign better helps travelers get to where they are
going is left a mystery. The absence of any sensible basis
for these and other distinctions dooms the Town's
ordinance under even the intermediate scrutiny that the
Court typically appliesto "time, place, or manner" speech
regulations. Accordingly, there is no need to decide in
this case whether strict scrutiny applies to every sign
ordinance in every town across this country containing a
subject-matter exemption.

| suspect this Court and others will regret the
majority's insistence today on answering that question in
the affirmative. As the years go by, courts will discover
that thousands of towns have such ordinances, many of
them "entirely reasonable.” Ante,at  , 192 L. Ed. 2d, at
250. And as the challenges to them mount, courts will
have to invalidate one after the other. (This Court may
soon find itself a veritable Supreme Board of Sign
Review.) And courts will strike down those
democratically enacted local laws even though no
one--certainly not the majority--has ever explained why
the vindication of First Amendment values requires that
result. Because | see no reason why such an easy case
calls for us to cast a constitutional pall on reasonable
[***48] regulations quite unlike the law before us, |
concur only in the judgment.
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