CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Memorandum
Memorandum No: 25-001
TO: Honorable Chair and Board of Commissioners
FROM: Rickelle Williams, Executive Director Kw

DATE: May 22, 2025

SUBJECT: Central City Redevelopment Area Rezoning Project Progress Report
No. 4

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an update of the Central City Rezoning
Project: Phase Il mixed-use zoning district project and Phase Ill Land Use Plan
Amendment.

Brief History
During the November 4, 2014, joint meeting between City Commission and the Central

City Redevelopment Advisory Board (CCRAB), the CCRAB expressed a strong desire to
initiate zoning changes within the Central City Redevelopment Area. The intent of
exploring zoning changes was to expand opportunities for new development and
redevelopment within the area with an emphasis on commercial corridors. The advisory
board felt this would have the most immediate impact and the potential to increase Tax
Increment Financing (TIF), which is essential to supporting broader community
reinvestment.

In 2018, the Central City rezoning project formally launched with a series of public
charettes aimed at educating the community of mixed-use zoning concepts, gathering
input, and developing proposed zoning boundaries and regulations. Over the course of
the project, the work was managed by two different consulting firms. However, due to a
combination of evolving community feedback, internal coordination challenges, extended
review timelines, and the need for additional meetings to address community-driven
revisions, the project extended beyond its original scope and timeline. To address these
ongoing challenges and maintain momentum, the project was restructured into three
phases:
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e Phase | — Rezoning of the Northwest Quadrant from RDs-15 to RM-15 | Completed
e Phase Il - Mixed-use Zoning District Project Underway

¢ Phase lll — Land Use Plan Amendment Underway

The phased approach provides a structured framework for achieving long-term
redevelopment goals while remaining responsive to stakeholder input and navigating
complex regulatory considerations. City staff assumed direct responsibility for managing
the project in the first quarter of 2024, with work continuing toward full implementation.

Phase Il Overview

The mixed-use zoning district has been shaped through more than seven (7) years of
engagement with residents, property owners, businesses, and the CCRAB. Throughout
this process, a variety of options were explored, and perspectives often differed, reflecting
the complexity of community priorities. While not all participants agreed on a single path
forward, the ongoing collaboration led to a proposal that thoughtfully balances multiple
interests and alighs with the goals of the Central City Redevelopment Area Plan.
Attachments 1 and 2 document the public engagement process and the evolution of the
proposed mixed-use zoning district map.

On February 5, 2025, the CCRAB received a summary of its prior recommendations and
reviewed parking options presented by staff. The advisory board unanimously supported
the proposed parking regulations and voted 8-2 in favor of advancing the mixed-use
district proposal through the approval process. Approved minutes from the January 13
and February 5, 2025 CCRAB meetings are included as Attachments 3 and 4. The
following table summarizes the proposed zoning districts:

Area Proposed Zoning Districts

Sunrise Boulevard Central City Corridor Mixed-Use (CC-MU)
NE 4" Avenue Central City General Mixed-Use (CC-GMU)
NE 13 Street and FEC Railway | Central Neighborhood Mixed-Use (CC-NMU)

Next Steps
The proposed mixed-use zoning district code ordinance amendment is being drafted and

will require review by the City Attorney’s Office. Once drafted, the proposed amendment
will be reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Board (PZB). The City Commission will
review the PZB’s recommendation when making a decision to adopt the amendment.

In anticipation of the PZB meeting, staff will lead an outreach effort to inform the
community and stakeholders of the amendment and upcoming meetings with PZB and
the City Commission. Outreach will include notifying residents who signed up for email
notification, mail notices required by the Unified Land Development Regulations (ULDR)
prior to the public participation meeting and posting PZB meeting notice signs in the
affected area. Additionally, City Commission public hearings will be advertised through
required newspaper notice and agenda publication. These upcoming meetings will offer
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valuable opportunities for continued public engagement, ensuring that all voices are
heard as the proposal moves forward.

Planning for the Future

Phase Il of the Central City Rezoning Project will require a Future Land Use Plan
amendment to help guide future development. This phase includes engaging a qualified
firm to provide consulting services to prepare applications for a Future Land Use Plan
Amendment and a Future Land Use Map Amendment. The original solicitation for
consulting services was published as a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) on January 28,
2025. However, it was later withdrawn on February 26, 2025, after it was determined that
the qualifications required in the RFQ exceeded what is needed and potentially limiting
otherwise qualified firms from responding. The project scope is now being re-evaluated
collaboratively by the Procurement Services Division, the Urban Design and Planning
Division, and the Community Redevelopment Agency. Efforts are underway to finalize the
revised solicitation, and we anticipate it will be issued before the end of May.

If you have any questions, please contact Clarence Woods, CRA Manager, Community
Redevelopment Agency, at cwoods@fortlauderdale.gov or (954) 828-4519.

Attachments:
1. Public Engagement History
2. Proposed Mixed-Use District Map Evolution
3. January 13, 2025 CCRAB Approved Minutes
4. February 5, 2025 CCRAB Approved Minutes

c: D’'Wayne M. Spence, Interim City Attorney
David R. Soloman, City Clerk
Patrick Reilly, City Auditor
City Manager’s Office
Department Directors
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CENTRAL CITY REZONING PROJECT PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT HISTORY

MEETING TYPE

DESCRIPTION
MELLGREN PLANNING GROUP - INTEGRATING INPUT INTO A PROPOSAL

] Friday, April 13, 2018|Community Engagement {Orientation with Community Leadership - Stakeholders Meeting 9
9 Thursday, May 31, 2018|Community Engagement [Workshop 1 - Identify Issues & Preferences 123
3 May to June 22, 2028/ Community Engagement |ONLINE SURVEY: Neighbor (120}, Realtor, Developer, Banker (29), Business Owner (18) 167
4 Monday, June 18, 2018|Community Engagement |POP-UP SESSION: Commissioner Pre-agenda Meeting 8
G Tuesday, June 26, 2018|Community Engagement |Round Table Meeting - Developers, Bankers and Realtors 24
E Wednesday, July 11, 2018|Community Engagement |Community Workshop 2 - Testing, Exploring Opportunities 84
|_7| Wednesday, September 26, 2018| CCRAB Special Proposed Mixed Use Zoning Presentation 81
| 8 Wednesday, November 7, 2018| CCRAB Regular Proposed Mixed Use Zoning Presentation |l 56

9 Wednesday, February 6, 2019|CCRAB Regular Proposed Mixed Use Zoning Presentation 1 32
0] Tuesday, June 25, 2019|CCRAB Special Proposed Permitted Uses Presentation and Discussion 27

CORRADINO GROUP - REVISITING AND PROGRESSING PROPOSAL FORWARD
11 Wednesday, February 3, 2021)/CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project Refresher - Current Status and Next Steps 29
E Wednesday, March 3, 2021|CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project Update 21
3 Tuesday, April 6, 2021|City Conference Discussion on NWQ per CCRAB request and direction to seek cost estimates for LUPA. 5
] Wednesday, Aprl 7, 2021|CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project - Staff Update on Communication to City Commission and directive to get cost estimate for NWQ 2
and LUPA.
iE Friday, April 16, 2021|CCRAB Specicl Rezoning Project - Path Forward & Addressing Gap Issues 52
E Wednesday, August 3, 2022|CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project Refresher - Status Update 17
17 Wednesday, August 24, 2022|CCRAB Special Final Rezoning Code Proposal (RM-15, TE, CC-MXD) 33
E Thursday, September 15, 2022|CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project-Staff Update to the Board on MRINA PPTand NWQ, RM-15 proposal. u
20 Wednesday, September 28, 2022|Community Engagement |August 24th Rezoning Presentation fo MRINA - canceled due to sform 0
E Monday, October 10, 2022|CCRAB Special Rezoning Project Update - NW Quadrant Proposal and Recommendation 20
2 Tuesday, October 11, 2022|Community Engagement |Public Participation Meeting - NW Quadrant Proposal RDs-15 to RM-15 14
73 Wednesday, October 26, 2022|Community Engagement |August 24th Rezoning Status Update at MRTNA - rescheduled from September 28 9
Z Monday, November 14, 2022|Community Engagement |August 24th Rezoning Status Update af SMRCA p)
25 Wednesday, November 16, 2022(Planning Zoning Board  [Proposed Rezoning of the Northwest Quadrant UDPZ22017 30
z Wednesday, November 30, 2022|Community Engagement |Commissioner Meeting with MRTNA President 10
| 2/ Tuesday, January 17, 2023|Community Engagement [Neighborhood Meeting for Central City Rezoning of NWQ 18
28| Wednesday, January 18, 2023|Planning & Zoning Board  [Proposed Rezoning of the Northwest Quadrant UDPZ22017 30
B Monday, February 27, 2023|Community Engagement [Proposed Rezoning of Northwest Quadrant to Central City Aliance 10
E Tuesday, February 28, 2023|Community Engagement [Rezoning Status Update at South Middle River Civic Association 3
? Wednesday, March 1, 2023|Community Engagement |Public Participation Meeting - NW Quadrant Proposal 29
3] Wednesday, March 8, 2023|Community Engagement |NWQ proposal Presentation South Middle River Civic Association 3
33 Wednesday, March 15, 2023|Planning & Zoning Board  |Proposed Rezoning of the Northwest Quadrant UDPZ22017 44
34 Tuesday, May 16, 2023|City Commission Regular  [City Commission 1st Reading of Northwest Quadrant Proposal 5
K Tuesday, June 6, 2023|City Commission Regular  [City Commission 2nd Reading of Northwest Quadrant Proposal 5
E Wednesday, September 6, 2023|CCRAB Regular Central City Rezoning Phase 11 Status Update Presentation 3
E Wednesday, September 27, 2023|Community Engagement [Rezoning Team meeting with Stakeholders 8
38 Monday, October 9, 2023| CCRAB Regular Meeting [MRTNA Information Presentation - Rezoning proposal 3
STAFF - REFINING THE MIXED-USE PROPOSAL AMID SHIFTING PERSPECTIVES
| 39) Wednesday, March 6, 2024|/CCRAB Regular Central City Rezoning Project Update & Discussion 20
40 Wednesday, May 1, 2024|CCRAB Regular Phase [l CC-MU Rezoning Permited Uses Part 1 28
4] Thursday, May 2, 2024{Community Engagement |Rezoning Meeting with Commercial Property Stakeholders 30
1) Monday, May 13, 2024{Community Engagement |Phase Il Meeting Series - Central City Alliance 20
43 Wednesday, May 22, 2024|Community Engagement |Phase || Meeting Series - Middle River Terrace Neighborhood Association 26
44 Wednesday, June 5, 2024/ CCRAB Regular Phase Il CC-MU Rezoning Permitted Uses Part 2 18
45 Wednesday, June 19, 2024|Community Engagement [Phase Il Meeting Series - Pointsettia Heights Civic Association 25
E Thursday, June 20, 2024|Community Engagement [Phase Il Meeting Series - Lake Ridge Civic Association 37
| 47] Tuesday, June 25, 2024|Community Engagement |Phase I Meeting Series - South Middle River Civic Association 2
48 Thursday, August 1, 2024|Community Engagement |Phase II Meeting Series - Lauderdale Manors HOA 16
E Wednesday, December 4, 2024|CCRAB Regular Informative Presentation - Rezoning Update Recommendation Options 3
5 Monday, January 13, 2025|CCRAB Rescheduled Rezoning .Projecf Phase |1 Presentations: 1) Decemember 4th Effort Recap 2) 13 Street Property Owners Group .
Presentation
5] Wednesday, February 5, 2025/CCRAB Regular Rezoning Project Phase II Presentations: 1) Jan 13 Motion Recap, 2) Rezoning Parking Options 2
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS| 1462
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2025 FINAL PROPOSED MIXED-USE DISTRICTS
(Cc-CMU, CC-GMU, CC-NMU)

e February 5, 2025 CCRAB Rezoning Discussion — Recaping January decisions, select
parking options, and next steps.

e January 13, 2025 CCRAB Review and Selection of Recommendation Options
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e January 13, 2025 CCRAB - 13 Street Commercial Property Owners Group Presentation

2024 REVISED PROPOSAL - CENTRAL CITY MIXED-USE
(CC-MU) DISTRICT

e December 4, 2024 CCRAB Informative: Discussion of Recommendation Options
e August 1, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series - Lauderdale Manors HOA

e June 25, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series - South Middle River Civic Association

e June 20, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series - Lake Ridge Civic Association

e June 19, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series - Pointsettia Heights Civic Association

e June 5, 2024 CCRAB CC-MU Proposed Permitted Uses Presentation Part Il

e May 22, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series — Middle River Terrace Neighborhood

e May 13, 2024 Phase Il Meeting Series — Central City Alliance

e May1, 2024 CCRAB CC-MU Proposed Permitted Uses Presentation

e March 6, 2024 CCRAB Rezoning Proposal Update
A phase Il rezoning update presentation was made to the Central City Redevelopment Advisory Board (CCRAB). The
presentation included a modified zoning proposal from the 2023 CC- MU proposal, of which the following zoning districts
were removed from consideration:

1. RMM-25 -south of NE 13t Street
2. RMM-25 -south of NW 11%" Street
3. RD-15-south of NW 11t Street

e ZONING DISTRICTS EXCLUDED FROM THE REVISED PROPOSAL

Motion: To move the plan forward as presented for the areas south of 11* Street to Sunrise Blvd., with heights of 105 feet, 125
feet, up to 150 feet; along the NE 4™ Avenue corridor, the maximum height would be 80 feet; along NE 13" Street the maximum
height would be 55 feet and also the areas along the east side, such as along the FEC railroad; and for the CRA to allocate funds
for the Land Use Amendment. In a roll call vote motion passed 5-2 with Ms. Robinson and Mr. Smith opposed.
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2023 CC-MUD PROPOSED REZONING

e On October 9, 2023 CCRAB - MRTNA Informative Presentation

e September 6,2023 CCRAB Rezoning Phase Il Status Update

2022 CC-MXD & CC-MUD PROPOSED REZONING MAP

® October 10, 2022 CCRAB Residential Single Family/Medium Density District (RDs-15) to Residential
Multifamily Low Rise/medium Density District (RM-15) Discussion and Recommendation.

Motion made by Mr. Greenbaum, seconded by Mr. Catalano to approve the changes to the Northwest quadrant, based on
proposal. In a voice vote, motion passed unanimously. (7-0)
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e August 24, 2022 CCRAB Presentation of the Final Zoning Code Proposal
= Motion made by Mr. Greenbaum, seconded by Mr. Hoffman, to recommend approval of the plan as presented, as shown
on the Central City Mixed Use” alternative map and to pursue the Future Land Use Amendment as soon as existing
contract was up wit hthis consultant. In a roll call vote, motion passed 6-0.

e August 3, 2022 CCRAB Central City Rezoning Update
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2021 REFRESHER AND DISCUSSIONS

e April 16,2021 CCRAB - Rezoning Project Presentation: Path Forward, Addressing Gap Issues.

e March 3, 2021 Rezoning Project Update

Communication to City Commission: Chair Castillo-Olivera advised that the concern was about the situation on NW 8th
Avenue. Nothing has been done to improve the area, which is believed to be blighted and trouble to surrounding
communities. The area is nine square blocks that are part of the CRA bordered on the north by NW 16th Street, south by NW
13th Street, east by NW 7th Avenue, and west by Powerline Road or NW 9th Avenue. The area described needs more zoning
than RD15 and the Board would like a reconsideration of the zoning to be upgraded so there could be more density and the
possibility of attracting commercial development. There was a consensus by the Board to approve language discussed
regarding the Communication, which was to revisit the circumstances on the block north of NW 13th Street, east of
Powerline Road, south of NW 7th Avenue, west of NW 7th Avenue, and south of NW 16th Street.
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e February 3, 2021 CCRAB - Rezoning Project Presentation — Refresher, Current Status and Next

Steps.

2018-2019 SYNTHESISING ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK

e June 25, 2019 CCRAB - Proposed Zoning Map & Proposed Permitted Uses Presentation and
Discussion (RD-15, CCC, TE, N-MXD)

e February 6, 2019 CCRAB Proposed Mixed-use Zoning Districts (TE, CCC, N-MXD) - Revised

Presentation
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e November 7, 2018 CCRAB Proposed Mixed-use Zoning - Revised Presentation

e September 26, 2018 CCRAB Proposed Mixed-use Zoning Presentation
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APPROVED MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE
CENTRAL CITY REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD
MONDAY, JANUARY 13, 2025 - 6:00 PM
700 NW 19 AVENUE
FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33311

Cumulative Attendance
September 2024-August 2025
Board Members Present/Absent Present Absent

Kimber White, Chair P 5 0
Antoinette Wright, Vice Chair P 4 1
Edward Catalano P 5 0
Linda Fleischman P 5 0
Justin Greenbaum P 4 1
Troy Liggett P 5 0
Thomas Mabey P 5 0
Jason Ross P 3 1
Carlton Smith A 1 4
Nikola Stan P 5 0
Bobby Tinoco P 5 0

Mr. Greenbaum arrived at 6:14 p.m.
Ms. Fleischman arrived at 6:33 p.m.
Mr. Jason Ross arrived at 6:46 p.m.

Staff:

Anthony Fajardo, Assistant City Manager

Laura Reece, Acting Asst City Manager

Ella Parker, Urban Design and Planning Manager

Karlanne Devonish, Principal Planner Il, Development Services
Cija Omengebar, CRA Planner/Liaison

Lorraine Tappen, Principal Urban Planner

Clarence Woods, CRA Manager

Tania Bailey-Watson, CRA Senior Administrative Assistant

Others:
Jason Crush, Crush Law
Courtney Crush, Crush Law
Members of the community that opted to speak™:

Julian Castro

Jacob Resnick

John Hayden

Jacob Schickler

Arthur Marcus

Dr. Paul Rikeit

Lorraine Saunders

Olga Zamora
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Central City CRA Advisory Board 2
January 13, 2025

Tomislav Lukic

Susanna Coleman

Dr. Jeff Musgrove

Ali Vazquez

Ross Parker

Clint Allen

Robert Mazzola

Brian Smith

Mel Lenet
K. Cruitt, Recording Secretary, Prototype Inc.
*A full list of community members that were present is part of the public record

Communication to the City Commission:

None.

Pledge of Allegiance
Board members recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

Call to Order & Determination of Quorum
The meeting was called to order at 6:08 p.m. Roll was called, and it was noted that a quorum
was present.

Approval of Minutes — December 4, 2024 Regular Meeting
Motion by Mr. Stan, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to approve December 4, 2024 Regular Meeting
minutes as amended. In a roll vote, the motion passed unanimously.

Chair Opening Remarks

Chair White thanked the community members present for taking the time to attend the meeting.
He noted that members of the Board and City Staff had put in a lot of hard work to develop the
proposed rezoning. The intent of the meeting was to hear from the community, commercial
property owners and Staff, with a goal of coming to a consensus on a way to make Central City
a place where everyone would enjoy ‘Work, Live, Play,” and a quality of life that takes care of
everyone.

Rezoning Project Phase II:

1) December 4t Effort Recap

Karlanne Devonish, Principal Urban Planner, gave a presentation to update those present on
the rezoning options, a copy of which is part of the public record. Her presentation included
slides with high-level pros and cons of each option.

At the March 6, 2024 CCRAB meeting, Staff proposed Option A as one zoning district with height
restrictions to a maximum of 105 feet by right, 125 feet with affordable housing, and 150 feet
with Planning and Zoning Board approval. Option A faced opposition and resulted in Option B.

Option B would split Central City into three zoning districts with maximum allowed height by
location: Corridor-Mixed Use (CC-CMU) - Sunrise Boulevard / 105-250 feet as outlined in Option
A; General Mixed Use (CC-GMU) - NE 4 Avenue / 80 feet; and Neighborhood Mixed Use (CC-
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NMU) - NE 13 Street / 55 feet. Ms. Devonish highlighted that two revised maps for Option B
were developed for review and discussion by the Board. She explained that two revised maps
were developed after a question regarding zoning boundaries for the district fronting Sunrise
Boulevard was brought forward at the December 4 meeting and she needed clarification after
reviewing the March 6 meeting minutes; both were presented because she needed clarification.
The revised maps were labeled Option B-Option 1 and Option B-Option 2. The former was drawn
up to 11 Street and NE 5 Terrace on the West. The latter would extend all the way to the FEC
tracks.

Option C was noted to have been applied in the Uptown area. This option establishes zoning
districts based on location, land use patterns, design characteristics, redevelopment potential
and mobility needs; Staff would be able to alleviate the time and cost burden when the property
owner is ready to develop.

Option D is the ULDR Prior Zoning Regulations Provision through the use of provisions of the
zoning regulations in effect at the time the development application was submitted; Section 47-
26A.1 could apply with a request for the application of prior zoning regulations and would require
higher-level approvals.

Ms. Devonish also reviewed the details of proposed changes to existing CC-MU regulations and
dimensional requirements. Existing policies related to density, and the Live Local Act were
presented.

2) Presentation

Courtney Crush, Attorney, Crush Law presented proposed rezoning revisions on behalf of
their clients, the 13" Street Commercial Property Owners Group, a copy of which is part of
the public record. Ms. Crush stated that her understanding is there is a strong desire by both
the neighborhoods and property owners along 13 Street to introduce mixed use to create
more pedestrian-friendly active retail, and additional neighbors to support the commercial
corridor. Ms. Crush stated that her clients had hired an architect who reviewed the proposals
that had just been presented. She then presented their proposed changes to the regulations
and dimensional requirements and indicated they had been developed with a collaborative
approach in mind. The details of their proposed changes were summarized in two slides
using a grid format for easy comparison to the existing and proposed CC-MU rezoning.
Proposed regulation changes included form-based density, lower height, parking, and
incentives; dimensional changes were proposed for setbacks, tower stepback and building
tower floor plate size.

3) Public Comments
Following is a summary of comments made by members of the community.

e Julian Castro, 530 NE 13 Court. Mr. Castro purchased his property in 2001 in anticipation
of what was to come on 13 Street; he looks forward to seeing it developed and populated.
His house backs up to the property shown in the slide by Ms. Crush. He stated that 55
feet is more acceptable than 105 feet. While he understands the commercial owners do
not feel that it is viable, he is concerned that the sun would be completely blocked with
the exception of May through July, and that height would not fit the character of the
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neighborhood. He stated the developers could find a way to make the numbers work if
they wanted to.

e Jacob Resnick, 1405 N Dixie Highway. Mr. Resnick agreed with the previous speaker,
and stated that large 105-foot high buildings would strain the utilities such as the
stormwater systems. He acknowledged that some development is great but did not feel
that Option A works for the residents.

e John Hayden, 539 NE 13 Court. Mr. Hayden stated that he had watched Wilton Manors
flounder with zoning and failed growth, that this community needs to build. He added that
comparing 13" and the stretch of 4" Avenue to Sunrise & Broward was incorrect. He
acknowledged that they need more foot traffic, not motor traffic, especially between 3:00
p.m. and 6:00 p.m.; he added that ingress and egress need to be considered as it will be
extremely limited.

e Jacob Schickler, 713 NE 17 Court. Mr. Schickler had just recently moved to the area and
suggested that adding high rises would feel like downtown and completely change the
walkability of the area. He cited concerns with cast shadows; increased traffic when the
current flow is already very heavy; impact on the sewer system; flooding, and classroom
sizes in schools. He stated he is for development, but it needs to be intentional and
sustainable, taking into account the local business that are there. He also stated that he
is “definitely opposed.”

e Arthur Marcus, 1800 North Andrews. Mr. Marcus stated that zoning was never meant
to be a one size that fits all philosophy, and in this case, it does not fit. He stated that
he thought Option B provides different solutions for the neighborhoods, and inquired
whether the Board had voted on the options presented yet.

Chair White clarified that the Board voted on the proposal in March, but there appeared
to be a misunderstanding that the commercial business owners had agreed with the
proposal; the Board is reconsidering that vote and other proposals as well.

Mr. Liggett stated that the Board had adopted Option B in a 5/2 vote in March; there
were many public meetings since 2018, and business owners had every opportunity to
participate.

Vice Chair Wright invited those present to review the history of past meetings which
they can find in the public record. She affirmed that at the meeting in March, the Chair
at that time indicated that the business owners signed letters conveying agreement
with the rezoning, but some notice requirements were not followed. She stated that the
Board made a decision based on the information available at that time, and highlighted
the intent was to have a fair and equitable discussion. Additionally, Ms. Wright
explained that the reason for the meeting was the Board had to wait for the commercial
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business owners to respond because their position had been misrepresented; this
meeting was the first time that they had come forward in almost a year.

Chair White reiterated that the goal was for the Board to discuss, and make decisions,
so they can move forward with a proposal.

e Dr. Paul Rikeit, 713 NE 17 Court. Dr. Rikeit stated that he moved to Middle River
Terrace last Summer and was shocked to hear about Option A as it does not align with
what was discussed at his neighborhood association meetings. He set up a petition to
stop Option A and ensure that their desire for neighborhood-friendly rezoning solutions
could be heard, a copy is part of the public record. He added that during the previous 3
weeks, just under 200 votes had been collected; 181 were digital votes. He and his
partner decided to move into the area because of the tranquility and walkability of the
neighborhood; he loves his jogging route and being able to see downtown Fort
Lauderdale close by; he is concerned about traffic and asked that the Board listed to
the residents, look at transition zones and how many are speaking in favor of Option A
since they have nearly 200 speaking against it.

e Lorraine Saunders, 1735 NW 7 Avenue. Ms. Saunders stated that she had been living
in South Middle River since 1993, and it had been a dream to make 13 Street as
walkable as Las Olas is for locals, but it never happened. She added that it feels
hopeless because of all of the constraints that did not allow variances. While she is
opposed to Option A, she wants to see something happen, and likes several things in
the other plans. She stated that nothing has changed in so long, and wants to see
people come together to make something happen.

e Olga Zamora, 1115 NW 3 Avenue. Ms. Zamora stated that she is in support of the
recommendation by City Staff. She observed that CRAs in Pompano Beach, Delray
Beach, Miami, and Northwest Progresso Village are trying to move away from slum and
blight, and would like to see those changes in her neighborhood, respectful of transitional
zoning, homesteaded property owners and businesses. She asked that the rezoning be
done so that it creates excitement on ‘NE 13" as well as on her side of the side of South
Middle River because she did not wish to feel ‘forgotten’.

o Tomislav Lukic, 1109 NE 3 Avenue. Mr. Lukic stated that under the proposed changes,
the plot across the street from him would be entirely rebuilt. He estimated that a 150-
foot building with the sun at a 40 degree angle could cast a 170-feet long on 3
Avenue; at 80-feet, that shadow would be 95-feet long and ‘condemn’ him to live in the
dark in the mornings because he lives in a townhouse and a street that is not that wide.
He shared that construction of a house by his neighbor over a period of 6 months
caused his house to shake and it would be exacerbated with an 80-foot building so he
requested that the Board consider a limit of 50 feet under Plan B for 13t

e Susanna Coleman, 1313 NE 5 Terrace. Ms. Coleman stated that she lives behind the
location of the proposed building. She purchase a small 1929 Key West-style bungalow
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in 2003 and saw the neighborhood came a long way. She is excited and open to
development but Option A is not desired for reasons others had previously stated. Msl|
Coleman also pressed concerns with traffic as it is already very difficult to access her
property from 13 Street, and with increased flooding. She stated that she and her
neighbors are open to Option B as the best fit for them.

e Dr. Jeff Musgrove, 534 NE 13 Court. Mr. Musgrove also lives behind the proposed
building; he encouraged the Board to think about the transition, not only from a
commercial perspective, but also from a community and psychological perspective
because it would change their lives in many ways. He had already had to deal with noise
pollution and had installed buffers in his windows, so he felt residents need to be
protected. Mr. Musgrove felt that development is important, that psychological welfare
and health are also important, so he is not in favor of Option A.

e Ali Vazquez,1622 NE 8 Avenue. Ms. Vasquez referenced the statement made earlier by
Chair White that the current Board was willing to reconsider a decision made on March
6, 2024. She stated that it had been discussed by the community since 2018, opinions
were taken in public charets, and people explained that they did not want to be ‘boxed
in’ by the shadow of high rises. She felt that the shadow cast by building would be
detrimental to her neighborhood. Ms. Vasquez understood the desire to have a business
area on 13 Street, but stated that it did not require 15 floors of mixed use and affordable
housing. She asked that the Board honor the decisions made, and go with Option B as
Option A would repeal the rights of property owners to speak out against projects that
could adversely affect their properties.

e Ross Parker, 920 NE 13 Street. Mr. Parker introduced himself as the founder of Call of
Africa’s Native Visions Galleries. He invested in his building in 1997, took on drug dealers
and pimps with other owners to greatly improve the street, and invested a lot of money
in it. He stated that he is looking to invest about $1.5 million in his building to put in a
gallery, and can put it elsewhere. He also cited the investment that other businesses
made on the street and inquired how much residents are investing. Mr. Parker asked for
consideration of the effort invested to turn the street around, and stated that they need
the density for the businesses to succeed.

e Clint Allen, 1617 N Dixie Highway. Mr. Allen owns a single family home and is also
concerned about the increase in density; he understood that some is needed to sustain
the businesses but did not think there was enough consideration of the capacity for the
resulting increased traffic. He said he agreed with what Ms. Crush said about medium
height buildings, but that her proposal of 1.2 cars per unit will generate parking on
residential streets. He also did not think that $10,000 per unit to ‘get out’ of affordable
housing would stop people from developing large buildings. He asked that the practical
reality be considered because the residents have to live there.

e Robert Mazzola, 1525 NE 5 Avenue. Mr. Mazzola stated that they bought his home when
it was a transitional neighborhood in 2016; that they invest, are tax payers and voters.
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He added that his business failed on 13 Street because of code limitations. While the
Board and Zoning have been talking about it for years, they still want Option B.

e Brian Smith, 1013 NE 13 St. Mr. Smith stated that he represents multiple commercial
property owners on 13 Street. He referenced the comments regarding shadow cast, and
stormwater challenges, then reminded everyone that current zoning is 150 ft by right and
it was that way when they purchased their properties. He felt that a reduction to 90 feet
as a middle ground is a gift. Regarding storm water concerns, he stated that new
buildings would not create more rain or have an impact on stormwater. He added that
the area has been starved of redevelopment. Additionally, he assured the Board that
they have four to five separate folios and six addresses and stated that those property
owners never received notice about the proposed zoning change.

e Mel Lenet, 920 NE 13 Street. Mr. Lenet stated that he works with Ross Parker, and had
heard a lot of perspective from each side and affirmed that the current zoning is 150 feet.
He has worked on that street since 2009 in a small business, and referenced the
comment about small businesses that have come and gone; he highlighted that without
foot traffic, those amenities would not survive so more density is needed. Mr. Lenet felt
that the middle ground is the way to go and the 90 feet proposal is the most viable
solution to allow the amenities that everyone wants.

Additional feedback from the public was submitted electronically and may be found in the
public record.

Board Discussion and Recommendation

Chair White advised Mr. Liggett that the City Attorney had informed him, through City
Staff, that there is a possibility that Mr. Ligget would be in violation of the Code of Ethics
and Code of Conduct if he chose to participate in discussions because of some proposals
that had been made. Mr. White clarified that it was his duty to inform Mr. Ligget, and was
not making an accusation. Ms. Laura Reece, Acting City Manager, reminded Mr. Liggett of
a previous conversation, and stated that information on his involvement outside of the
Board meeting had been brought to the attention of the City Attorney. She indicated that,
as was shared one-on-one with him prior to the meeting, that her office was directed to
advise Mr. Liggett that he could be in violation of the Code of Ethics if he participated. Ms.
Reece cited this section of the Code of Conduct: “... the Members should refrain from
participating in any proceeding in which their impartiality could be reasonably questioned.”

Ms. Reece clarified for Mr. Catalano that Staff is not in a position to weigh in on different
scenarios concerning the Code of Ethics.

Mr. Liggett explained to those present that he is the president of the Middle River Terrace
Neighborhood Association (MRTNA) as well as a member of this Board; he understood
that members filed a complaint with the City indicating that he was not impartial. Mr.
Liggett advised that he handed out a neighborhood flyer by going door-to-door to
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encourage attendance at this meeting so neighbors could express their opinion; he did not
believe he violated the Code of Conduct. He stated that his Commissioner encouraged
him to continue trying to find a consensus, and referenced the six amendments that he
distributed at the last meeting. Mr. Ligget also stated that he would participate in the
meeting, and continue to move forward with rezoning.

Mr. Greenbaum stated that he was surprised that Mr. Liggett did not think his actions could
be in violation of the Code; Mr. Liggett stated that the Board of Directors had signed off on
it, and he was one of the persons handing it out.

Chair White disclosed that the office of the Vice Mayor also expressed concern to him, and
recommended that the Board select Option B. He stated that it is his job to ensure that
Members are unbiased and he would not compromise the integrity of this Board. Chair
White added that he too had an issue with the actions that Mr. Liggett had taken and his
discussion with the Vice Mayor was different than what had been represented; he hoped
they could move forward in a positive manner.

Vice Chair Wright acknowledged that Mr. Liggett is the President of MRTNA. She noted
that while several CCRAB members also serve on the South Middle River Terrace Board,
they did not send a letter or expose their position on the rezoning, so she agreed with Mr.
Greenbaum; in that it goes against what they should be doing and it is their duty to be fair
and would make their decisions accordingly.

Mr. Catalano stated that he also serves as President of SMRCA and sent out an
announcement about this meeting to encourage residents to come out and have their
voices heard so they could be considered in the decisions that would be made.

Mr. Stan did not see anything wrong with the letter or the involvement by Mr. Liggett in
distributing it; he said it engaged the community and was responsible for the turnout. In his
opinion, it is the duty of the Board to inform, engage and come up with a consensus.

Mr. Liggett felt there was an objection to the substance of the flyer. He indicated that this
Board voted for Option B in March, and it is the responsibility of Boards to support what
was voted for. He stated that his petition supported the current position of this Board,
explained what happened, what the Board adopted, and asked people to come and
defend that.

Vice Chair Wright stated that the Board can update a recommendation to the CRA; she
clarified that the Board is not the CRA, and they can change a recommendation if and
when new information becomes available. Ms. Wright also stated that they had been
notified by threat of a lawsuit that there was misrepresentation of information by someone
on the Board; this caused them to question and go back to validate the information on
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which that decision was made. She indicated that this was an opportunity to hear from
both the commercial owners and residents.

Chair White reminded those present that this is an advisory board to the CRA, and
everything would then go to Planning and Zoning and before the City Commission; they
are here to work together. He added that if the Board does nothing tonight, property
owners could move forward with Live Local, and no one could do anything about that.
Chair White reiterated that they want a “Live, Work, Play” community and to agree on how
to move forward. He added that the CRA missed three booms, so they need to move
forward in a positive way; if not with A or B, it could be a combination.

Mr. Catalano asked what mid-rise would be in terms of feet.

Ms. Crush clarified that a mid-rise would be between 75-feet and 80-feet under the Florida
Building Code. She explained that they modeled eight stories with an active roof, but it
could be slightly higher from a Zoning perspective because they use newly-established
grade for site plan height purposes. Mr. Fajardo, Assistant City Manager, believed that Ms.
Crush was correct.

Vice Chair Wright requested clarification on the height variance of 10-feet based on the
answer to the prior question, as opposed to the 90-feet mentioned in the Crush proposal.
Ms. Crush explained that the Florida Building code measures the top floor of a building
whereas the City measures height to the main roof slab; this accounted for the additional
10-feet. Further, if you activate an un-enclosed roof space, you need a perimeter wall or
glass railing and must at minimum calculate the additional 42 inches from the main roof
slab.

Ms. Devonish clarified that Ms. Crush is asking for the same as the 80 feet that is required
for mid-rise on NE 4" Avenue.

Mr. Stan referenced a slide in the presentation made by Ms. Crush that outlined the NE 13
Street commercial property owners; he said it suggested they represent nearly half of
those businesses on the Northeast side east of NE 4" Avenue and inquired whether they
had reached out to the other business owners to solicit their opinions before developing
the proposal. Ms. Crush stated that Mr. Jason Crush had done so and had a sign-in sheet
for meetings that were held. She noted that those businesses did not reach out afterwards
to state their position, so she was being careful not to speak for them as it was not
solidified. Mr. Stan stated that he was trying to avoid another group of business owners
coming back with a different opinion. Ms. Crush clarified that all of the business owners
they represent had approved of the proposal presented.

Ms. Fleishman was under the impression that developers would take responsibility for
improving the infrastructure. Ms. Crush stated that for any new proposed site plans, City of
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Fort Lauderdale and Broward County regulations require a capacity analysis for water and
sewer to determine whether an upgrade is needed prior to approval being given for
Certificate of Occupancy. Ms. Crush also explained that both the City and County requires
that 100% of stormwater be retained within the boundaries of a property, and clarified that
regulations determine infrastructure improvement by anticipated capacity, not height.

Ms. Devonish clarified that while the criteria for approval to go from 125-feet to 150-feet in
Option B had not yet been fully developed by the Planning and Zoning Board, components
would include a neighborhood compatibility test. Mr. Fajardo added that under the current
zoning, there are developments that have to go to the Planning and Zoning Board,
typically for conditional use approvals as applicable or mixed use; there are also permitted
by right uses that can go up to 150-feet with Staff-level approval. Mr. Fajardo also clarified
that Live Local is a State Statute that requires administrative approval, so it would not go
before Planning and Zoning. He noted that other than density or height, zoning regulations
would still apply for items such as parking.

Chair White explained affordable housing and highlighted that it would create density
without any type of business or quality of life. He added that there are a lot of caveats and
the Board is trying to ensure the entire neighborhood is protected, and coming together as
a group.

Vice Chair Wright asked what City Staff would recommend considering the Crush proposal
of 90-feet and concerns of the community on parking and encroachment. Ms. Devonish
stated something similar to what is allowed in other zoning districts with similar density and
intensity; the first 2,500 exemption and 60% of the parking standard was applicable for
commercial use. For residential, she believed it was the same standard or similar in
Northwest RAC. Mr. Fajardo clarified that for mixed use areas, what was proposed is the
parking standard; if the CCRAB wanted to use the parking standard for residential as
opposed to a mixed use, they could look at the Central Beach Activity Center; he outlined
how Code is typically applied by type of use because they do not want parking bleeding
into residential areas.

Mr. Greenbaum inquired whether a Live Local Act project would have to comply with a

reduced parking requirement because he did not want to risk reducing it just to see one
not have to conform. Mr. Fajardo reiterated that the zoning ordinance for parking would
typically apply, but it may be possible to craft it in a way that it would not; he needed to

verify that with the City Attorney and would advise.

Vice Chair Wright recalled there had been many comments regarding shadows; she
requested clarification on how the foliage and tree canopy would be protected. Mr. Fajardo
indicated that they had just updated the landscaping ordinance to incentivize preservation,
and they rely on landscape architects to determine what vegetation is appropriate; the
Code does not include much language on vegetation or shadow.
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Mr. Liggett observed that the slide with the blue and red bands above the building in the
Crush presentation did not appear to be to scale. Mr. Crush acknowledged that while the
height of the building was to scale at 90-feet, the bands were not.

Vice Chair Wright observed that the commercial business owners proposed a 16,000
maximum gross square footage for both residential and non-residential floor plate size, as
opposed to 10,000 for residential and 16,000 for non-residential as currently proposed by
the City. As a point of reference, Ms. Crush clarified that two towers are being proposed at
12,500 square feet with appropriate separation; she did not see the need to distinguish
between commercial and residential use as a hotel looks similar to a residential building
from the exterior. Mr. Fajardo stated that from a planning perspective, slender buildings
are preferred as they allow more light and air to the ground, further separation, and other
design benefits; he explained that Staff proposed different floor plate sizes to be consistent
with the format used in the downtown area.

With regards to residential parking, Ms. Crush stated more evaluation should be done
specifically with respect to studios to avoid spillover, so she withdrew the suggestion of 1.2
vehicles per unit.

Vice Chair Wright requested context from Staff regarding the potential impact of density on
schools as it had been mentioned during the public comments; she understood that many
schools are under populated. Mr. Fajardo stated that while he did not have a specific
update from the School Board, an analysis would be done to determine adequacy
requirements as a requirement of the ULDR.

Vice Chair Wright noted that the community had spoken loudly on traffic concerns and she
too had a concern, so the asked whether Staff had recommendations to address traffic
smoothing. Mr. Fajardo reminded the Board of their option to send a Communication to the
Commission regarding overall traffic patterns; he stated that traffic is one of the many
elements evaluated as part of their adequacy requirements to approve a development.

Mr. Stan acknowledged that the commercial property owners expressed concern about
losing their rights so he was considering Option D as proposed by the City. It was clarified
by Mr. Fajardo and Ms. Devonish that Section 47-26A.1 under Option D would not have to
be “baked in”; those owners would be able to apply for approval by the City Commission.
Mr. Fajardo added that it is not commonly used. Ms. Devonish clarified that owners would
be limited to one regulation under Section 47-26A.1; multiple applications of prior
regulations are not permitted.

Chair White acknowledged that residents are looking for lower height, and suggested that
they consider coming to consensus on uniformity considering it will take the next three to
five years to happen.
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Motion by Vice Chair Wright, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to proceed by evaluating the

most recent recommendations on a line-by-line basis using the Plan B, Option 2 map on
page 6 of the Central City Updated Recommendations document as presented by Staff.
The motion passed with 9 votes in favor; Ms. Fleischman had stepped away temporarily.

Mr. Liggett distributed three proposed changes to the boundaries of Option B for review by
the Board and to City Staff for their reference in the ensuing discussion.

Motion by Mr. Liggett, seconded by Mr. Stan, to change the area between NE 7 Avenue,
the railroad track and contiguous line of the current Commercial Business zone to CC-
GMU at 80-feet instead of CC-NMU as marked in the map that he distributed. In a roll
vote, the motion failed 6/4.

Vice Chair Wright stated that she felt this was a good discussion that should be revisited
after the Board has gone through additional requirements.

Motion by Mr. Greenbaum, seconded by Mr. Ross, that the area designated as CC-NMU
on the Option B revised map be reclassified as CC-CMU in the area denoted with a purple
triangle border South of NE 13 Street on the proposal distributed by Mr. Liggett. In a roll
vote, the motion passed unanimously.

It was difficult for those that did not receive a copy of the handouts distributed to follow the
discussion. As suggested by Mr. Fajardo, and agreed by the Board, Staff will present a
revised comprehensive layout of what was being approved at the next meeting so that
their understanding of zoning decisions being made can be clarified.

Motion by Mr. Liggett, seconded by Mr. Stan, to amend zoning at the intersection of NE
13t Street and NE 4" Avenue in Option B so that the two lots to the North of NE 13 Street
are zoned CC-NMU to match the rest of Option B along NE 13 Street. In a roll vote, the
motion failed 2/8.

Mr. Liggett referenced a ‘bump out’ on the West side of NE 4" Avenue and North of NE
11t Street in the CC-GMU area on page 6 of the CCRAB deck, and moved to change the
zoning to CC-NMU at 55 feet. Mr. Fajardo cautioned that could be considered “spot
zoning: and recommended that Staff be allowed to come back with requirements to better
address the transition to residential in that area as part of the regulations rather than
creating a specific parcel that is zoned. Mr. Liggett agreed and withdrew his motion.

As a point of reference for the ensuing discussion on height, Vice Chair Wright referenced
Option B heights and details on Page 3 of the CCRAB deck, and the map on Page 6
(Option B/Option 2), as the map on Page was incorrect as agreed earlier.

Discussion ensued on proposed height allowances in the CC-CMU zone. Vice Chair
Wright, seconded by Mr. Mabey, moved to maintain the height restrictions as proposed by
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the City for CC-CMU, however, Mr. Ligget challenged the need for a motion and Chair
White felt it was important to establish that there is agreement. Ms. Wright and Mr. Mabey
agreed to withdraw their motion.

There was discussion on heights in the proposed CC-GMU district; Ms. Devonish
understood that the commercial property owners were comfortable with 80 feet along NE 4
Avenue, and wanted to amend the CC-NMU along NE 13 Street to a height of 90 feet.
This was confirmed by Mr. Crush. Chair White and Ms. Devonish then affirmed that height
on NE 4 Avenue would stay at 80 feet.

Discussion regarding amending heights in the CC-NMU on NE 13 Street to 90 feet as
requested by the commercial property owners ensued; an associated motion by Vice Chair
Wright, seconded by Mr. Ross, was later amended after the following points were debated.

Mr. Stan expressed concern due to the width of 13 Street; he stated the rules that apply to
NE 4 Avenue should not apply to 13 Street because it is not as wide. Ms. Devonish added
from a sidebar, that 80 feet would be amenable on NE 13 Street. Chair White asked Mr.
Fajardo to weigh in on moving height from NMU to GMU at 80 feet due to concerns with
height and density. Mr. Fajardo stated that typically, in constrained locations such as that
area, the short depth especially on the north side, was not something to be too concerned
about. Chair White deferred to Mr. Crush for input on behalf of his clients.

Jason Crush/Crush Law felt they would be able to make it work at 80 feet. He added that
the consistency with NE 4 Avenue and NE 13 Street would give others desired
predictability in the neighborhood. Mr. Crush explained that they had put in for 90 feet to
allow flexibility for active roof tops, but they could lose that or pursue through P&Z instead.

Chair White stated that he agreed with Mr. Stan, and asked whether Mr. Crush had a
concern with impact from 80 feet on NE 4 Avenue versus a condensed portion of that
height with setback and restrictions on NE 13 Street. Mr. Crush referred to the rendering in
their presentation, and stated that it represents the largest possible project on the largest
strip of land, so there would be much smaller projects with roads in between because most
of the properties are less than 250 feet long from street to street. He added that would be
the maximum possible unless someone did Live Local, which would go “straight up” with
no podium height restriction, step back, or building steps and he know that people were
looking at that. Mr. Crush stated that there would not be a wall of buildings as there is no
ability to combine all those properties; most would have a 200-foot long podium with a
14,000 sq ft floor plate on top.

Mr. Stan inquired about the recommended tower step back towards NE 13 Street from 12
feet down to zero feet in the proposal. Mr. Crush stated that instead of putting less step
back on the residential side, they wanted to move towards NE 13 Street which is 70 feet
wide, as compared to 50 feet in Flagler Village. It would facilitate a consistent facade on
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NE 13 Street instead of a tower step which would generate requests for deviation. He
noted that they did not ask for a reduced step back on the residential side; there would be
a 30 foot tower separation; and they do not have a building designed. Mr. Stan stated it
would create a “box” effect and a reduction of heights is better. Vice Chair Wright asked if
there was a lower height that was acceptable.

Mr. Mabey asked whether the rendering would be the tallest on the street. Mr. Crush
explained the rendering was a model utilizing the largest stretch of land, with the maximum
height and width allowed today, adding he does not foresee one of those being built.

Mr. Liggett stated that 80 feet by right was approved on NE 13 Street, the entire
neighborhood would be against the plan; he offered a friendly amendment that they keep it
at 55 feet but allow them to go to 80 feet under the same standards that they allow 105
feet to go to 150 feet because there are places on the North side of NE 13 Street that
should have the opportunity to go to Planning and Zoning for conditional plans. He asked
that Staff work on that concept. Vice Chair Wright acknowledged what Mr. Liggett was
trying to do, however, she felt a more amenable solution would be more productive in the
long term and reduce the risk of Live Local projects. Mr. Ross stated he agreed with Ms.
Wright that a compromise was needed with the current property owners so they have the
ability to develop, without “ham-stringing” them so they sell to developers that will build
undesirable towers as tall as they can.

Mr. Greenbaum asked whether the motion was to change the zoning to GMU; Ms. Wright
clarified that it was to adjust the height in NMU on NE 13 Street. Mr. Greenbaum stated he
would like to see the limit of 80 feet. Vice Chair Wright amended her motion as follows:

Motion by Vice Chair Wright, seconded by Mr. Greenbaum, to update the height
requirement for CC-NMU along NE 13 Street from 55-feet to 80-feet as discussed with the
commercial business owners, with a limitation that it can go no higher. In a roll vote, the
motion passed 8/2.

Prior to voting, Mr. Liggett stated that this proposal was not close to a compromise; it was
going from a neighborhood-friendly plan to a 100% business developer plan and would
cause problems at the Planning and Zoning step. Chair White reiterated that agreement
on a compromise was needed. Mr. Stan reminded the advisory board of the public
testimonies and the need for impartiality when voting. Ms. Wright disagreed with Mr.
Liggett, stating that the current allowed height is 150-ft. so it was not a 100% business
focus as they are losing nearly half of their height albeit with restrictions. She reiterated
that a balance was needed.

Chair White stated that he agreed 100% with Vice Chair Wright and stated that this was
not about taking rights away, but protecting the rights of everyone and finding a
compromise.
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VL.

Vice Chair Wright reviewed the proposed dimensional requirements from the presenter’s
deck and confirmed with other Members of the Board that there were no changes to lot
sizes, lot width for FAR, building streetwall length, setbacks, podium minimum and
maximum; she then opened discussion on tower stepback.

Motion by Vice Chair Wright, seconded by Mr. Ross, to maintain the tower stepback as
proposed by Staff in Option B. In a roll vote, the motion passed 9/1.

With regards to maximum gross square footage of a building tower floor plate size, it was
noted that while the commercial business owners requested no separation between
residential and non-residential towers, no changes were made to the section of Option B in
the proposal from Staff.

Chair White requested clarification on zoning in RMM-25; he was trying to protect that
area as well. Ms. Devonish clarified that RMM-25 is located just East of NE 4 Avenue and
NE 13 Street and is a multi-family zoning district with uses from single family to multi-
family with a 25 unit per acre density cap. A mixed use development would be a
conditional use in that area and require approval by the Planning and Zoning Board. She
clarified that it would not be subject to development of a Live Local project.

Vice Chair Wright raised the issue of parking and stated that she did not think they should
deviate from the Staff recommendation. Mr. Fajardo stated that Staff needed to evaluate
that further so they can present a proposal for further consideration at the next meeting.

Mr. Liggett passed out a parking-related ‘exhibit’ which was from a meeting with a Central
City Alliance group of businesses in October.

Motion by Mr. Ligget, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to eliminate the proposed parking
reductions by Staff based on the testimony heard, and revert to the general parking ratios
that apply to developments throughout the City. In a roll vote, motion failed 3/7.

During discussion, Mr. Fajardo clarified this motion would not preclude an individual from
submitting for a parking reduction through a standard process; it would require Planning
and Zoning approval. Chair White stated that while he understands the parking issues, it
would be unfair not to take a recommendation from City Staff without further consideration
of the information they offered to present at the next meeting.

Communication to City Commission

Mr. Liggett wished to communicate that this Board does not recommend that the City
Commission consider the Corradino Group because of their lack of incorporating neighborhood
concerns in the proposal. Chair asked for clarification from Staff before discussion moved
forward as he did not think this Board had authority to make recommendations on procurement
of services. Ms. Reece advised that the Board can recommend anything to the City Commission,
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VII.

and Staff would have to look at the procurement rules and advise the City Commission of that
at the time they consider the recommendation.

Mr. Ligget reiterated his intent by moving to request that the City consider other consultants for
the land use proposal, other than the Corradino Group, due to their lack of incorporating
neighborhood concerns and communicating with the neighborhood on their recommendation for
rezoning. Mr. Fajardo advised it would happen by default through the RFP process, so
respondents would be ranked according to the procurement process. Mr. Liggett asked why the
wait to hire the Corradino Group. Mr. Fajardo stated Staff wanted that consultant to be
considered because there are not a lot of options to choose from for a project of that scope.

Chair asked if there was a second. Mr. Catalano seconded the request.

Vice Chair Wright said she is a procurement professional; she stressed that government RFP
are well regulated and documented, and have to follow the basis of law of fairness. She added
she has no problem with a communication but wants to have further discussion and asked it can
be moved to next month.

Mr. Liggett withdrew the motion and agreed to have further discussion next month. No action
was taken.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:02 p.m.

[Minutes prepared by K. Cruitt, Prototype, Inc.]
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Community Redevelopment Agency
Development Services Department
December 4, 2024

Re-Presentation: January 13, 2025
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Option A

Proposed one zoning district
with height range:

105 feet max height by right

125 feet with affordable
housing

150 feet - Planning and
Zoning Board Approval

Intent: Promote a mix of

uses; adopt form-based

de_s,lgn standards to he_lp | PIOS

guide the form of buildings;

improve Connectivity and » Consistency and uniformity with future built form - Some opposition from property
pedestrian experience. - Easier to understand for residents and staff oIl

* Consistent with vision for the area
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Pros

Consistency and uniformity with future
built form

Easier to understand for residents and
staff

Consistent with vision for the area

Option B

Area split into three zoning districts based
on height:

Central City Corridor Mixed Use (CC CMU)
* Sunrise Boulevard
* 105 feet by right
* 125 feet with affordable housing

* 150 feet with Planning and Zoning Board
approval

Central City General Mixed Use (CC GMU)
* NE 4t Avenue
» 80 feetin height

Central City Neighborhood Mix Use (CC NMU)
* NE 13t Street

- 55feetin height
Cons

Variation in building height and overall built form

Possibly more challenging to develop based on the maximum
height.

Opposed by multiple property owners
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Option B Revised Maps
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Option B Revised Maps
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Option B Revised Maps
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Option C

* Uptown Master Plan established vision,
goals, and framework of steps to
implement redevelopment in the area. Pros

* Alleviates cost and time

« The Master Plan divides the area into five for property owners to
zoning districts based on location, land rezone properties
use patterns, design characteristics, . . .
redevelopment potential, and mobility * Provides consistency with
needs the adopted master plan

+ Expedites process

Ccons
City Commission directed staff to provide

an incentive, which is City staff rezoning * Clty staff resources

properties at property owner's request. The .
rezoning must match the zoning districts to * No cost recovery by City

which the property is located. for processing rezoning

* The zoning character areas were
established with regulatory structure and
redevelopment.

To date, five properties have been
rezoned by the City by the request of
property owners.
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Option D

Pros

Central Beach Regional Activity . Provides flexibllity/options

based on conflicts with

Center existing code

Development applications received and pending review by the City or requirements such as lot
approved by the City on or before May 17, 2022, may be approved, amended constraints

and modified through the use of provisions of the zoning regulations in effect at

the time the development application was submitted.

* Creates inconsistency in

Section. 47-26A.1. - Request for the bt form

. - . . . Dilutes the vision of the
application of prior zoning regulation area
If a new project as defined herein, is not permitted based on an amendment to Process is lengthy and
a zoning regulation in effect on or after September 4, 1996 (hereinafter referred requires City Commission
to as the "adoption date") approval may be granted for application of the approval
zoning regulation in effect immmediately prior to the amendment in order to
permit a new project in accordance with the provisions of this section.
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Karlanne Devonish
954-828-6162 | Kdevonish@fortlauderdale.gov
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Mixed Use
Density

Height

Design

Parking

Incentives

Deviations

PROPOSED CHANGES

EXISTING REGULATIONS
CB, B-1,B-2, B-3 Zoning Districts

Requires conditional use approval

50 units/acre

(flex units)

150 feet

No design requirements

Parking based on uses in 47-20.

None

None

PROPOSED REGULATIONS
CC-MU Zoning District

Mixed use development permitted by right.

60 units/acre

105 feet, up to 125 feet with Planning and Zoning Board
approval

Formed based requirements (maximum podium height,
tower stepback, tower separation, etc. )

Exempt first 2,500 Square feet along NE 4t Avenue and
NE 13t Street

Increase densities/intensities/ height with criteria
Provision of affordable housing with a Median Family
Income (MFI) of 60%-80% from 125 feet to 150 feet
with Planning and Zoning Board.

Provision of Public Open Space, Community Facility or

Public Art
Quantify Space or value of public open space,
community facility, public plaza, public art Amenities

Planning and Zoning Board approval for height
increase, tower stepback, tower separation, floorplate,
maximum street wall, build-to-line.

10
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PROPOSED DIMENSIONAL REQUIREMENTS

*Height 105 feet up to 125 feet with PZB approval
Minimum Lot Size None

Minimum Lot Width

Maximum FAR

Maximum Building Streetwall Length 300 feet

Setbacks Primary Street: 0 feet

Secondary Street: 5 feet

When abutting residential: 15 feet

Podium Minimum 25 feet (2 stories)
Podium Maximum 55 feet (5 stories)
**Tower Stepback Primary and Secondary Street: 12 feet

When abutting Residential: 15 feet

Tower Separation 30 Feet minimum on subject property if adjacent to abutting lot
under separate ownership

Maximum Gross Square Footage of Building Tower Floor  Residential: 10,000 Non-residential: 16,000

Plate Size

Minimum Residential Unit Size 400 square feet.

Note: A side yard is not required unless abutting residential property.

*Height may be increased up to 150 feet subject to providing Affordable Housing with MFI at 60%-80% with public open
space, community facility, or public art

** Deviations may be requested based on meeting criteria and Planning and Zoning Board Approval
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Existing Policies to Access Residential Units

Broward

County Land
Use Plan Bonus

Density
Program

Location

Properties with
Commercial future
land use fronting on
a Sunrise Boulevard
and NE 4th Avenue

Requirement

Bonus units to Affordable unit formula(s):

o Moderate income: six (6) bonus units for every (1) one moderate
income unit.

o Low income: nine (9) bonus units for every (1) one low -income
unit.

o Very-low income: nineteen (19) bonus units for every (1) one very-
low-income unit.

» Site Plan Level lll (Planning and Zoning Board)

+ 30-year Deed Restriction

+ OR Payment In-Lieu of Fees to Broward County

NE/NW 13th Street

NE 4th Avenue

lNW oth Avenue

Commercial
\ | Commercia 12

/N

WSurnrise-Boutevard
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Existing Policies to Access Residential Units

Residential Density Permitted by Right by Future Land Use Bonus Units
* Medium (15) Residential — Up 15 dwelling units per acre * Can double density with provision of 50%
* Medium High (25) Residential — Up to 25 dwelling units per affordable units at 120% MFI

acre * Site Plan Level Il (Development Review

Committee with City Commission Call Up

NE/NW 13th Street

Medium (15)

Residential Medium High (25)

Residential

NW 9th Avenue
NE 4th Avenue

Medium High (25)
Residential

W. Sunrise Boulevard 13
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Existing Policies to Access Residential Units

Live Local Act Properties with CB, *  40% of units must be workforce income (120%) units

(State Law) B-1, B-2, B-3 and * No density cap
Proposed CC-MU * Permitted to build to highest allowed height within one mile or a minimum
Zoning Designations of three stories

* Site Plan Level | (Administrative Review Committee)

CB

B-3

NW 9th Avenue
NE 4th Avenue

B-2

®
=

. 14
W. Sunrise Boulevard
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Karlanne Devonish
954-828-6162 | Kdevonish@fortlauderdale.gov
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Mixed Use

Density
Height

Design

Parking

Incentives

Deviations

PROPOSED CHANGES

EXISTING REGULATIONS

CB, B-1,B-2, B-3 Zoning Districts

Requires conditional use approval

50 units/acre (flex units)
150 feet

No design requirements

Parking based on uses in 47-20.

None

None

PROPOSED REGULATIONS
CC-MU Zoning District

Mixed use development permitted by
right.

60 units/acre

105 feet, up to 125 feet with Planning and
Zoning Board approval

Formed based requirements (maximum
podium height, tower stepback, tower
separation, etc. )

Exempt first 2,500 Square feet along NE 4t
Avenue and NE 13t Street

Increase densities/intensities/ height with criteria
Provision of affordable housing with a Median
Family Income (MFl) of 60%-80% from 125 feet to
150 feet with Planning and Zoning Board. Provision
of Public Open Space, Community Facility or Public
Art Quantify Space or value of public open space,
community facility, public plaza, public art
Amenities

Planning and Zoning Board approval for height
increase, tower stepback, tower separation,
floorplate, maximum street wall, build-to-line.

13th Street Owner’s Proposal

Mixed use development permitted by right.

Form based

90 feet up to 125 feet with increase approved by
Planning and Zoning Board.

Formed based requirements (maximum podium
height, tower stepback, tower separation, etc. )

Exempt first 2,500 Square feet along NE 4t
Avenue and NE 13t Street with 60% of
commercial parking chart above 2.500 SF &
1.2 /du for residential units.

Increase densities/intensities/ height with criteria Provision
of affordable housing with a Median Family Income (MFI)
of 60%-80% from 125 feet to 150 feet with Planning and
Zoning Board. Provision of Public Open Space, Community
Facility or Public Art Quantify Space or value of public
open space, community facility, public plaza, public art
Amenities

Planning and Zoning Board approval for height increase,
tower stepback, tower separation, floorplate, maximum
street wall, build-to-line.
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PROPOSED DIMENSIONAL REQUIREMENTS
CC-MU Dimensional Table

*Height 105 feet up to 125 feet with PZB approval
Minimum Lot Size None None
Minimum Lot Width

Maximum FAR

Maximum Building Streetwall Length 300 feet*** 300 feet ***
Setbacks Primary Street: 0 feet Primary Street: 0 feet
Secondary Street: 5 feet Secondary Street: 5 feet
When abutting residential: 15 feet When abutting residential: 15 feet
Podium Minimum 25 feet (2 stories) 25 feet (2 stories)
Podium Maximum 55 feet (5 stories) 55 feet (5 stories)
**Tower Stepback Primary and Secondary Street: 12 feet Primary 0 feet and Secondary Street: 12 feet-

When abutting Residential: 15 feet based on road width,

When abutting Residential: 15 feet

Tower Separation 30 Feet minimum on subject property if adjacent to 309 Feet minimum on subject property if adjacent
abutting lot under separate ownership to abutting lot under separate ownership

Maximum Gross Square Footage of Building Tower Residential: 10,000 Non-residential: 16,000 Residential: & Non-residential: 16,000

Floor Plate Size

Minimum Residential Unit Size 400 square feet. 400 square feet.

Note: A side yard is not required unless abutting residential property.

*Height may be increased up to 150 feet subject to providing Affordable Housing with MFI at 60%-80% with public open space, community facility, or public art
** Deviations may be requested based on meeting criteria and Planning and Zoning Board Approval

*** additional length per City convention with breaks in fagcade.
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APPROVED MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE
CENTRAL CITY REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2025 — 6:00 PM
101 NE 3 AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM
FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33301

Cumulative Attendance
September 2024-August 2025
Board Members Present/Absent Present Absent

Kimber White, Chair P 6 0
Antoinette Wright, Vice Chair A 4 2
Edward Catalano P 6 0
Linda Fleischman P 6 0
Justin Greenbaum P 5 1
Troy Liggett P 6 0
Thomas Mabey P 6 0
Thomas Manos P 1 0
Jason Ross P 4 1
Nikola Stan P 6 0
Bobby Tinoco P 6 0

Ms. Fleischman arrived at 6:12 p.m.
Mr. Jason Ross arrived at 6:44 p.m.

Staff:

Laura Reece, Acting Asst City Manager

Glenn Marcos, Chief Procurement Officer/Assistant Finance Director

Karlanne Devonish, Principal Urban Planner , Development Services Department (DSD)
Clarence Woods, CRA Manager

Vanessa Martin, CRA Business Manager

Benjamin Restrepo, City Engineer, DSD

Cija Omengebar, CRA Planner/Liaison

Tania Bailey-Watson, CRA Senior Administrative Assistant

Others:

Jason Crush, Crush Law

Bubba Kassal

Randall Klett

Christina Robinson

John VanVlack

K. Cruitt, Recording Secretary, Prototype Inc.

Communication to the City Commission:
None.

. Pledge of Allegiance
Board members recited the Pledge of Allegiance.
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Call to Order & Determination of Quorum
The meeting was called to order at 6:03 p.m. Roll was called, and it was noted that a quorum
was present.

Chair White welcomed Mr. Thomas Manos, the newest member of the Board.

Motion by Mr. Catalano, seconded by Mr. Tinoco, to allow Vice Chair Wright to participate in the
meeting virtually. The motion passed unanimously in a voice vote.

Chair Opening Remarks

Chair White proposed adjusting the agenda to move presentations by Mr. Glenn Marcos and
Ms. Vanessa Martin to the beginning of the meeting; those items were planned under the "Old
Business Update" of the agenda in response to previous requests for clarification on
procurement and rollover funds.

Motion by Mr. Catalano, seconded by Mr. Tinoco, to adjust the agenda. In a voice vote, the
motion passed unanimously.

Old Business Update

1) Procurement
It was explained that Mr. Liggett questioned the procurement process in relation to the Corradino
Group. Mr. Liggett expressed his dissatisfaction with their perceived lack of communication with
the community and opined that they would be a poor choice for the development of the land use
; he stated that neighborhood concerns were not incorporated, and he did not care about the
procurement process.

Mr. Glenn Marcos, Chief Procurement Officer, provided a detailed overview of the procurement
process. He highlighted the development process for Requests for Qualifications (RFQs); the
handling of proposals by the Evaluation Committee (EC); use of weighted criteria in evaluations;
shortlisting and scoring processes; and the role of public meetings. Mr. Marcos explained the
definitions of "responsive" and "responsible" firms in the solicitation process, and that the EC
would only submit qualifying firms for consideration by the City Commission. He stressed that
any contact with firms going through the competitive process is strictly discouraged, and not
within the purview of this Board. Mr. Marcos stated that discussion should take place on the dais
before the Commission; he clarified that the public hearings are not public meetings, so public
participation is not permitted.

Mr. Liggett asked how residents could voice their concerns about past performance to the
Evaluation Committee. Mr. Marcos explained the need for transparency; and that some parts of
the meeting are closed in compliance with State requirements to ensure fair competition and
integrity of the process. He reiterated that resident input would be appropriate at the City
Commission meeting. Laura Reece, Acting Assistant City Manager, acknowledged the concerns
regarding public engagement. She clarified that Staff reviewed the contract and found that the
Corradino Group complied with requirements; they were not found to be in default of a prior
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contract. Ms. Reece highlighted the opportunity to draft a contract that defines the desired
participation.

Mr. Liggett cited an incident where the Corradino Group was invited to an Association meeting
but was unprepared and never returned prior to the proposal being released. Chair White agreed
that communication should come from this Board to highlight the need for better community
participation. Mr. Marcos appreciated the insight on expectations, and said they should be
incorporated in the scope of work solicitation. Ms. Omengebar clarified that the Corradino Group
was hired to take the proposal created by the last consultant through the approval process; they
were not expected to redo the project. She added that the scope did not include an expectation
for community outreach and presentations to be done. Ms. Omengebar also stated that the same
presentation made at the CCRAB was shared with each neighborhood.

Mr. Manos recommended that the Board communicate the desired criteria they wished to see
included in the new RFP. Mr. Catalano noted past presentations were consistently scheduled at
the last minute, and that should be avoided. Mr. Woods advised that the solicitation had gone
out the week prior, and the concerns expressed by Mr. Liggett were addressed; the posting
would run until March. It was clarified that public meeting requirements for this solicitation were
above the minimum mandated by the City. Mr. Marcos stated that he would share the link to the
solicitation through Ms. Omengebar, and reiterated that the appropriate place for the public to
testify would be in front of the Commission.

2) Rollover Funds
Vanessa Martin, CRA Business Manager stated that approximately $1.9 million remained from
fiscal year 2024. She and Mr. Woods proposed adding $700,000 towards Incentives, $1.1
million to CIP, and $100,000 to Operations. Board input was requested so that she could do
the budget amendment. Mr. Woods explained two current requests for funds would deplete the
allocation and reduce their ability to support a third project. Discussion ensued regarding the
remaining balance in the incentive budget for fiscal year 2025, accounting for Call of Africa
which is scheduled for February 18, 2025.

Mr. Liggett inquired about the $100,000 allocation for Operations. Ms. Omengebar reminded
Members that they are waiting for the rollover to fund trees for the median; she provided
examples of other operational expenses, which included County application fees, and
advertising. Ms. Martin added that salaries and other administrative costs had to be funded.

Ms. Martin clarified that $200,000 was allocated for a sculpture, which was a previously allocated
CIP item. Discussion ensued on the total available funds including rollovers and CIP funds; it
was estimated to be around $4.5 million. Chair White requested a comprehensive overview of
all available funds from previous years to be able to see the big picture.
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Motion by Mr. Liggett, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to ask for a big picture analysis of the finances
and consider the appropriation for the rollover funds at the March meeting. In a voice vote, the
motion passed unanimously.

V. Rezoning Project Phase ll:
1) January 13, 2025 Motion Recap
Karlanne Devonish, Principal Urban Planner, reviewed the motions approved on January 13,
2025 to ensure that Staff captured all of the recommendations made by the Board prior to moving
forward. A copy of her presentation and those motions are part of the public record. Benjamin
Restrepo, Engineer, DSD was also present. Ms. Devonish provided a recap of the motions that
had been approved; highlights included:

» Adjustment of CC-CMU zoning district boundaries as documented in the revised map on
Page 3 of her presentation. Ms. Devonish was given verbal confirmation that the map
reflected exactly what was voted on. She then pointed out that some properties will have
split zoning which could be challenging for the affected properties.

= Anincrease in the CC-NMU zoning district height from 55 feet to 80 feet; it was noted that
height would be limited and restricted to 80 feet.

» The proposed dimensional requirements table was presented. Ms. Devonish highlighted
that the building streetwall length for the CC-CMU district was amended to 150 feet to be
consistent with the other zoning districts as had been discussed; she received a verbal
acknowledgement of that change.

2) Rezoning Parking Options
Ms. Devonish reviewed existing parking regulations in the Unified Land Development
Regulation (ULDR) prior to presenting modifications being proposed by Staff: reducing the
parking requirement by 2,500 square feet for any property; parking to 60% of the standard
requirement for legal non-conforming uses; and residential parking at 1.50 spaces per
dwelling unit. Proposed parking mitigation options were also presented as detailed on Page
9 of 14 in her PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Greenbaum requested an example of a non-conforming use. Ms. Devonish referenced
the reduction to 60% for commercial uses; Mr. Restrepo clarified that all the exemptions
referenced by Ms. Devonish were for non-residential uses; an exemption would apply for the
first 2,500 square feet of a proposed use or an existing building. It was clarified by Ms.
Devonish that “legal non-conforming” referred to structures not meeting the dimensional
requirements of the new zoning district, as opposed to the uses. During the discussion that
followed, Mr. Restrepo clarified that parking would be reduced to 60% of the standard
requirement for existing buildings; this is a 40% reduction after the first 2,500 square feet.

Mr. Greenbaum asked if properties that are now considered legal non-conforming uses were
likely to become permitted uses once the rezoning and amendments are done. Ms. Devonish
said that it depends on the proposed uses for the zoning districts.
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Members raised concerns with the impact on traffic and availability of parking. Ms. Devonish
indicated that the proposed changes should be viewed, not with existing conditions, but with
the future mixed use developments and increased local density. Mr. Restrepo clarified that
those reductions were applied in the Southern half of Flagler Village. Chair White affirmed
that he never had an issue finding a parking space in that area which is busy. Mr. Restrepo
clarified that the northern half of Flagler Village has a lower residential parking requirement
and that the 2,500 square foot exemption was based on the average size needed for the use
to be successful.

Mr. Restrepo also clarified that the one space per unit applicable to an affordable housing
project would primarily be vertically integrated into the allowed heights. He explained that
currently, a proposed one bedroom dwelling unit is allowed 1.75 parking spaces; a two
bedroom unit is 2. spaces; and a three bedroom is 2.2 parking spaces. They proposed
reducing that to 1.50 parking spaces per dwelling unit, regardless of whether it will be a one,
two or three bedroom unit. Mr. Manos highlighted that the 2,500 square foot reduction for
non-residential uses encourages retail and commercial, and is “pro-development”; he
cautioned that if they make development harder, it will be limited.

Ms. Devonish noted that with reduced heights, the same parking standards cannot be
required because it is necessary to have the space; a compromise is needed when seeking
development density, and parking.

Mr. Liggett proposed the idea of linking parking incentives to the payment of parking impact
fees. Ms. Devonish and Mr. Restrepo explained the limitations on the use of parking impact
fees; they must be used for parking-related improvements. Mr. Restrepo then explained that
traffic studies would be done, and payment in lieu of funds would be used in the general area
so mitigation was likely to extend beyond the boundaries of the CRA. Alternative forms of
transportation that would likely come with development were also discussed by Members
and Staff.

Mr. Mabey requested more information on properties that would fall under two zoning
districts. Ms. Devonish acknowledged the problem exists currently, and they had hoped to
eliminate that issue. Those owners could apply for rezoning once an alternative use was
chosen.

Mr. Manos proposed moving the "red line” all the way to NE 13th Street as there was no
residential surrounding any of those properties. Mr. Restrepo stated that it would not be
desirable to have a wall on NE 13 Street much higher on the South side than on the North
side. Chair White reminded the Board they agreed to stagger height back, and up, to be more
aesthetically pleasing and as a compromise.

Discussion on mitigating the split zoning resumed with both Mr. Mabey and Mr. Stan
expressing concern for affected properties. Ms. Devonish clarified that zones are not
typically defined by parcel, but by street; owners could split or join properties over time. With
regards to height concerns, she added that from a pedestrian level, it would be mitigated with
55-foot podiums and step backs.
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Mr. Jason Crush highlighted the difference between taxing lines and platted property lines
and suggested that Staff review the plat lines; Ms. Devonish agreed to would look into that.
Mr. Crush added that from a developer standpoint, he felt that the plan gave the desired
consistency along NE 13 Street, and density in what is now B-3, provided they contemplate
step backs for abutting properties in the same district. He suggested the plan could be
tweaked if they look at land uses; Ms. Devonish stated she would have to double check.

Mr. Crush offered that the 2,500 square foot parking exemption is used throughout the City,
and when doing a mixed use project, it is beneficial for commercial uses; he found that in his
experience, the 60% suggested was a good idea for non-conforming uses.

Ms. Olga Zamora observed that a lot of the discussion was focused on the Eastern section
of the CRA, and inquired about parking requirements for the area west of Andrews Avenue.
Ms. Devonish advised it would be the same; she confirmed that from a design standpoint,
parking garages would be veiled and more trees as well as lighting are planned for the area
West of Andrews Avenue. Chair White reminded everyone that these recommendations are
subject to Planning and Zoning review, public comments, and Commission approval; they
could be tweaked.

Motion by Mr. Manos, seconded by Mr. Greenbaum, to adopt the City Staff
recommendations for parking regulations. In a roll vote, the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Liggett requested that transition zones be discussed further at the next meeting; Ms.
Devonish stated that they were already “baked in” as indicated on the dimensional table.

Discussion ensued on design guidelines for factors such as light pollution; it was agreed that
Ms. Devonish would share design criteria with the Board once the rezoning was moved
forward.

Mr. Liggett recalled discussion in March where Staff was to have the ordinance ready by
June and expressed a desire to see the ordinance before it was finalized. Mr. Woods
reiterated that Ms. Devonish would provide the design document and there was nothing
further that they could provide. Chair White requested that the Board immediately move
forward by confirming the decisions made on both zoning and parking, and that design be
addressed in the coming months.

Motion by Mr. Greenbaum, seconded by Mr. Ross, to move forward the zoning plan which
was approved last month, and the parking as approved tonight, to the CRA board. In a roll
vote, the motion passed 8/2.

In the discussion that ensued, Mr. Liggett expressed concern that the public did not have an
opportunity to speak about the decisions being made; Mr. Greenbaum observed that the
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majority that attended the last meeting did appear to not understand there is already an area
that can go to 150 feet in height.

Chair White stated that this Board had to make decisions for the future of the entire
community, and members should not be discussing opinions with the public. He felt this
Board had been “undermined to make decisions”; Members should not move the decisions
forward if they are not in favor. He added that while there are 13,350 residents in the CCRA;
less than 1% showed up at the last meeting and they appeared to be mis-informed; his
research revealed that many were not owners. Chair White stated that he heard opinions
from both sides; compromises had been made, and they cannot afford to “miss the boat” a
fourth time.

Communication to City Commission
None.

Old Business Update

Ms. Omengebar referred the Board to Page 6 of the back-up; she highlighted that Items 11 and
12, the Land Use Plan Amendment and Capital Improvement Master Plan, were published the
week prior and will close in March.

Mr. Liggett inquired about the status of Iltem 6, the street lights on NE 4 Avenue. Ms. Omengebar
advised that after funding was approved, the project manager was required to follow the
procurement process because the scope of the project exceeded $80,000; the bid closed on
January 21, 2025 and they are negotiating with contractors. Ms. Reece clarified that the length
of time the process could take would depend on litigation of the contract.

Mr. Liggett asked when Item 9 would be completed; he understood there was no need for a
design phase. Ms. Omengebar provided background information on that section of the sidewalk
on NE 4 Avenue between NE 11 Street & NE 12 Street, and explained why she is waiting for a
response from Public Works. Ms. Reece stated that Staff would provide an update at the next
meeting; she would review funding with Ms. Omengebar, and she believed the rollover was
delayed.

Ms. Omengebar stated she would follow up on the removal of the structure on NE 13 Street. Mr.
Stan requested that she inquire whether the process of securing proposals and other due
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diligence tasks could begin prior to removal; Chair White agreed that would avoid having an
empty space for an extended period.

New Business Suggestions
Following group input on future topics, Ms. Omengebar recapped the following subjects for the
next meeting:

» Budget prioritization.

» Expanding the landscape and fagade program.

= Marketing of CRA funding availability.

= Code of Conduct.

Approval of Minutes — January 13, 2025 Regular Rescheduled Meeting
Motion by Mr. Tinoco, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to approve the January 13, 2025 Regular
Rescheduled Meeting minutes as presented. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Liggett requested that the three amendments that he passed out, and were unanimously
passed in the September meeting, be uploaded along with those minutes. Ms. Omengebar noted
his request and was to follow up.

Motion by Mr. Liggett, seconded by Mr. Catalano, to post all meeting videos online from March
2024 and forward in the future. In a voice vote, the motion passed with nine in favor; Mr. Manos
abstained.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.

[Minutes prepared by K. Cruitt, Prototype, Inc.]
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Revised Map
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January 13, 2025 Meeting

Motion by Mr. Greenbaum, seconded by Mr. Ross, that the area designated as CC-NMU on the Option B
revised map be reclassified as CC-CMU in the area denoted with a purple triangle border South of 13 Street
on the proposal distributed by Mr. Liggett. In a roll vote, the motion passed unanimously

Motion
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Proposed Zoning Issue:
Split Zoning
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January 13, 2025 Meeting

. Motion by Vice Chair Wright, seconded by Mr. Greenbaum, to update the
Motion  height requirement for CC-NMU along 13 Street from 55-feet to 80-feet as

discussed with the commercial business owners, with a limitation that it can
go no higher. In a roll vote, the motion passed 8/2.
. .
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Motion by Vice Chair Wright, seconded by Mr. Ross, to maintain the tower stepback as

Motion proposed by Staff in Option B. In a roll vote, the motion passed 9/1
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Parking

« Existing Unified Land Development Regulations
(ULDR) :
o Credit for any portion of on-street parking that
abuts the development site/property
= ULDR Section 47-20.3.F

o Parking requirements for residential related to
affordable housing is 1/ dwelling unit
= ULDR 47/-20.3.A

o Parking reduction is a Site Plan Level | Review
= ULDR Section 47-20.3.A.4

« Reduce the parking requirement by 2,500 square feet
for any property (legal non-conforming, legally

conforming, new construction).

« Reduce the parking to 60% of the standard
requirement for legal non-conforming uses.

« Residential Parking 1.50/dwelling unit
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Parking Mitigation Options

The number of parking spaces for residential uses and mixed use developments may be reduced and shall demonstrate
compliance with the following criteria:
« Adequacy requirements, as provided in Section 47-25.2; and

The use, site, structure or any combination of same, evidences characteristics which support a determination that the need for
parking for the development is less than that required by the ULDR for similar uses; and

An increase of twenty five percent (25%) bicycle parking and storage from the required bicycle parking and storage in Section
47-37B.6.H; or

Restrictions will be placed on the use of the property or actions will be taken such as providing company vans for carpooling of
employees and patrons, or consistent use of mass transit will reduce the need for required parking and there are sufficient
safeguards to ensure the restriction, action, or both, will take place; or

Three of the following parking mitigation measures are being provided as part of the development permit application:

o Cross pedestrian and vehicular access between adjacent properties; or

o Provide pedestrian midblock crossings on local streets with location determined during the site plan review process; or
Bicycle storage facilities include locker rooms, shower rooms, repair station, bike washing stations; or
Payment in lieu of providing the parking stall at established amount per stall with payment made at time of building permit
submittal for the development; or
Payment of an annual fee to cover the cost of a local micro transit circulator.
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Modification of Building
Length or Width

The modification of building length or width
results in a development that better harmonizes
with buildings located on neighboring properties
through incorporation of elements that divide the
building facade planes, and create a visual play
of light and shadow. Long, uninterrupted
horizontal elements are discouraged. Building
articulation shall be accomplished with facade
projections and recesses as well as design
elements such as changes in building materials
and distinctive window and balcony patterns that
correspond to a change in building plane,
including changes in roofline by alternating
arapet heights
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Modification Tower Stepback

Modification of Tower Stepback. The
stepback requirement may be modified
if the applicant demonstrates that
compliance with the stepback
requirement of is not feasible due to
site constraints, such as a small or
irregularly shaped lot, and that the
proposed development plan
demonstrates the following:

Vertical articulation is used to moderate
the scale and bulk uildings
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Modification Tower Separation

Modification of Tower Separation. The
tower separation requirement may be
reduced to a minimum of twenty (20)
feet subject to the following:
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Modification of Floorplate Size

The building shall incorporate creative design
features such as sculpting, variation in tower
shape, orientation and architectural expression,
and should avoid boxy, dominant massing so the
towers remain slender in appearance to offset
the floorplate size modification
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THANK YOU

Karlanne Devonish

QO 954-828-6162

@ kdevonish@fortlauderdale.gov
www.fortlauderdale.gov

g 700 NW 19th Avenue
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