
The following Initial Recommendation report (Exhibit 1) is provided to the Board of County 
Commissioners regarding January 2022 Cycle Application No. CDMP20220005 to amend the 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). 

_________________________ 
Jimmy Morales 
Chief Operations Officer 

Date: 
Supplement 

Agenda Item No. 4(A) To: 

From: Daniella Levine Cava 
Mayor 

Subject: Supplemental Information on January 2022 Cycle Application No. CDMP20220005 
to Amend the Comprehensive Development Master Plan 

September 20, 2023

Honorable Chairman Oliver G. Gilbert, III 
and Members, Board of County Commissioners 

MDC001



January 2022 Cycle CDMP20220005
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APPLICATION SUMMARY

Applicant/Representative: Lennar Homes, LLC (a.k.a. Lime Grove) / Hugo P.
Arza, Esq., and Amanda M. Naldjieff, Esq., Holland
& Knight LLP

Location: Generally located between SW 336 Street and SW
344 Street and between SW 197 Avenue and SW
192 Avenue

Total Acreage: ±116.85 gross acres / ±113.85 net acres

Current Land Use Plan Map Designation: “Estate Density Residential with One Density
Increase (DI-1)” and “Low Density Residential with
DI-1”

Requested Amendment to the CDMP: 1. Release existing CDMP Declaration of
Restrictions on the site.

2. Add the proffered, Amended, and restated
Declaration of Restrictions in the Restrictions
Table in Appendix A of the CDMP Land Use
Element, if accepted by the Board of County
Commissioners.

Amendment Type: Standard

Existing Zoning District/Site Condition: AU (Agricultural District) and EU-M (Estate
modified)/ undeveloped

RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff: DENY, DO NOT TRANSMIT (June 2022)

Redland Community Council (CC14) NO QUORUM (June 7, 2022)

Planning Advisory Board (PAB) Acting as
the Local Planning Agency:

DENY AND DO NOT TRANSMIT, AS PER STAFF
RECOMMENDATION (July 11, 2022)

Transmittal Action of Board of County
Commissioners TO BE DETERMINED (July 20, 2022)

Final Action of Board of County Commissioners: TO BE DETERMINED (September 22, 2022)

Application No. CDMP20220005
Lennar Homes, LLC

Commission District 9 Community Council 14
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Staff recommends to DENY, DO NOT TRANSMIT the proposed Comprehensive Development 
Master Plan (CDMP) amendment seeking to release and replace the existing Declaration of 
Restrictions in the Restrictions Table in Appendix A of the CDMP Land Use Element, based on 
the following principal reasons. 

Principal Reasons for Recommendation: 

1. The Application seeks to release an existing CDMP Declaration of Restrictions (covenant)
and replace it with an amended and restated covenant that would eliminate the workforce
housing requirement for a ±116.85-acre site, contrary to and inconsistent with CDMP
Housing Element Objective HO-6, Policies: HO-3A and HO-3F, and Land Use Element
Policy LU-1K. These CDMP provisions require the County to maintain, enhance, and
promote incentives and opportunities to increase affordable and workforce housing options
available to very low, low, and moderate-income households.

The existing CDMP covenant was accepted in March 2007 (hereafter the 2007 Covenant) 
by the Board of County Commissioners (the Board) upon approval of the April 2006 Cycle 
CDMP amendment Application No. 14. The 2007 Covenant is recorded on Book 25853, 
Pages 4394 through 4417 of the Miami-Dade County Official Records (CFN2007R0802049) 
(see Appendix D: Existing CDMP Declaration of Restrictions). The adopted April 2006 
Application No. 14 redesignated a ±116.85-acre application site from “Estate Density 
Residential” (1 to 2.5 Dwelling units per gross acre [DU/Ac]) to “Estate Density Residential 
with One Density Increase (DI-1)” on ±76.4 acres west of SW 194 Avenue and “Low Density 
Residential with One Density Increase (DI-1)” on ±40.45 acres east of SW 194 Avenue. The 
2007 Covenant limited development on the site to 940 residential units with a commitment to 
the provision of workforce housing units on site, among other commitments. Specifically, the 
workforce housing condition calls for 20% of the 940 residential units allowed on the site to 
be set aside for workforce housing (approximately 188 units). It defines workforce housing 
as housing affordable to those with incomes ranging between 65% to 140% of the median 
family income for Miami-Dade County, as published annually by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. The covenant also requires the workforce housing units 
to remain affordable for twenty years and provides the County with the right of first refusal 
for any workforce housing unit if a qualified purchaser cannot be located within 210 days. If 
the County does not exercise the right of first refusal within 30 days of the notification that a 
qualified purchaser cannot be located, the workforce housing units may be sold at market 
rate.  While all other conditions in the 2007 Covenant are restated in a new proffered 
covenant, the proposed CDMP amendment seeks to eliminate the workforce housing set-
aside requirement in its entirety. This proposed deletion of the workforce housing 
requirement from the 2007 Covenant is contrary to the above referenced CDMP objective 
and policies. 

2 The proposed deletion of the workforce housing requirement is in direct conflict with the 
County’s objective of providing more affordable and workforce housing units throughout 
Miami-Dade County. It is important to note that the workforce housing requirement in the 
2007 Covenant was added as an inducement for the Board’s approval of the April 2006 
Cycle Application No. 14 at a time when the Miami-Dade County was facing a shortage of 
workforce housing similar to what we are witnessing today.  It is also worth noting that 
several CDMP amendment and Zoning applications during this period proffered similar 
workforce housing commitments in anticipation of and in response to the adoption the 
County’s Workforce Housing Development Program, a voluntary participation program. The 
program was initially adopted in January 2007 (Ordinance 07-05), two months prior to the 
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Board’s approval of the April 2006 Cycle Application No. 14 with acceptance of the 2007 
Covenant, and subsequently readopted in May 2008 (Ordinance No. 08-51).  

 
Today, Miami-Dade County is in the midst of another housing affordability crisis, as 
recognized by the Board including through the recent Tenant’s Bill of Rights (Ordinance 22-
47 adopted May 2, 2022) and by the County Mayor through the “Building Blocks for Housing 
Affordability” Program, among other efforts. Given the housing affordability crisis in Miami-
Dade County and the various Board and Mayoral initiatives to address housing affordability, 
the request to remove the workforce housing requirement in the 2007 Covenant should not 
be approved as it is contrary to the County’s efforts to increase the supply of affordable and 
workforce housing.   

 
3. The application states that elimination of the 2007 Covenant’s workforce housing 

requirement would help to address the growing housing affordability issues in the application 
area without demonstrating with data and analysis how this could be accomplished. Further, 
the application asserts that the workforce housing requirement in the 2007 Covenant should 
be released due to an abundance of workforce housing units available in the application 
area and that enforcing the workforce housing requirement would result in higher costs of 
market rate housing. It must be noted that 86% percent and 91% of households in the 
County and the application market area, respectively, earn incomes less than or equal to 
140% of Area Median Income. This is in contrast with 13.6% of households countywide and 
8.7% percent of households within the application market area having incomes greater than 
140% of AMI. Furthermore, 14% of the population in the application Market area earn 
incomes between 80% and 120% of AMI (see Household Incomes in Miami-Dade County 
and the Application’s Market Area (2022) analysis on page 10). Deletion of the workforce 
housing requirement to allow all residential units within the proposed development to be 
market rate units would remove 20% of the total residential units (up to 188 units) from 
being made affordable to workforce households, and in effect, would make all the units 
unaffordable to most households within the County (86%) and the application market area 
(91%).   

It is worth noting the 2007 Covenant provides that if the applicant is unable to identify 
qualified buyers for the workforce housing units within 210 days, then the County has the 
right of first refusal. Should the County not exercise its right of first refusal to purchase the 
workforce housing units, then the owner may sell the workforce housing units at market rate. 
(See Appendix A: Amendment Application and Appendix D: Existing CDMP Declaration of 
Restrictions). 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Page No. 3

MDC004



Page No. 4

MDC005



 

Page No. 5

MDC006



 

Page No. 6

MDC007



 

Page No. 7

MDC008



STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
Background 

 
The ±116.85 gross-acre application site was the subject of standard Application No. 14 filed in 
the April 2006 Cycle of Applications to amend the Comprehensive Development Master Plan 
(CDMP). The applicant requested the redesignation of the site from “Estate Density Residential” 
(1 to 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre [DU/Ac]) to “Low-Medium Density Residential” (6 to 13 
DU/Ac). The application, as originally filed, had issues of compatibility with the adjacent uses 
and was projected to generate impacts that would cause several County services and facilities 
to operate in violation of their adopted Level of Services (LOS) standards. As a result, Staff, the 
affected Community Council 14, and the Planning Advisory Board (PAB) recommended denial 
of the application. Consequently, the Applicant proffered a Declaration of Restrictions to limit 
development on the site to maximum of 940 residential units while committing up to 20% of the 
units as workforce housing units and committing to mitigating the impacts of the application. On 
March 28, 2007, pursuant to Ordinance No. 07-52, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) 
adopted Application 14 with changes and with acceptance of the proffered Declaration of 
Restrictions (2007 Covenant). The changes to the application were to redesignate the portion of 
the property west of SW 194 Avenue to “Estate Density Residential with One Density Increase” 
(DI-1) and the portion of the site east of SW 194 Avenue to “Low Density Residential with One 
Density Increase” (DI-1). The 2007 Covenant limited the site to a maximum of 940 residential 
units with up to 20% of the units to be set aside for workforce housing units, among other 
commitments addressing, roadway and transit improvements, and water conservation and 
treatment capacity under Existing Declaration of Restrictions below. 
 
It should be noted that the maximum potential development that could be built on the application 
site is restricted to 940 residential units by the 2007 Covenant and as mentioned above, this 
maximum potential development is not affected by the proposed covenant modification. 
Therefore, the application will not change the projected impacts to County services and 
infrastructure beyond that already approved for the subject property.  
 
Location 
The application site is generally located between SW 192 and SW 197 Avenues and between 
SW 336 and SW 344 Streets in unincorporated Miami-Dade County. The site is also adjacent to 
but within the Urban Development Boundary as depicted on the easternmost boundary of the 
site borders the City of Florida City. (See “Aerial Photo” on page 4). 
 
Existing Land Use 
The application site is primarily vacant-fallow agricultural land (see “Aerial Photo” on page 4 and 
“Existing Land Use” on page 6)  
 
Land Use Plan Map Designation 
The application site is designated “Estate Density Residential with One Density Increase” (DI-1; 
2.5 to 6 dwelling units per gross acre) and “Low Density Residential with One Density Increase” 
(DI-1; 6 to 13 dwelling units per gross acre) on the CDMP Adopted 2030 and 2040 Land Use 
Plan (LUP) map. The CDMP Land Use Element text related to “Density Increase with Urban 
Design” (CDMP page I-32) provides that properties with the One Density Increase (DI-1) overlay 
designation may be developed at one density category higher than the underlying land use 
designation if the development incorporates sound urban design principles adopted by County 
ordinance, or the Urban Design Manual approved through Resolution R-1360-98. Alternatively, 
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the sound urban principles may be addressed in a binding instrument approved by action of the 
Board of County Commissioners, such a declaration of restrictions proffered by the applicant. If 
urban design principles are not incorporated, the site can only be developed at the density of 
the underlying CDMP land use designation of “Estate Density Residential” at a density ranging 
from 1 to 2.5 units per gross acre and “Low Density Residential” at a density ranging from 2.5 to 
6 units per gross acre. 
 
Existing Declaration of Restrictions 
As noted previously, as part of the approval process for Application 14 of the April 2006 Cycle, 
the Board of County Commissioners accepted the applicant’s proffered 2007 Covenant, which 
binds development on the site to the provision of workforce housing units, discussed below, and 
commitments to; 1) improving SW 344 Street and limiting development to 255 residential units 
until the improvement is constructed; 2) the accommodation on site of transit improvements in 
coordination with the County; 3) the incorporation of water conservation measures into 
development of the site; 4) limitation of development to 299 units until the site is connected a 
water distribution network having adequate treatment capacity (see Existing CDMP Declaration 
of Restrictions in Appendix D) 

Except for the workforce housing condition, which the applicant seeks to eliminate, all the above 
noted commitments in the 2007 Covenant remain the same. The 2007 Covenant calls for 20% 
of the residential dwelling units to be set aside as Workforce Housing Units (WHU) if zoning 
approval is obtained on at least 90% of the maximum density of the property, noting that in no 
event shall the WHU set-aside be less than 10%. The 2007 Covenant defines workforce 
housing as residential units made available for sale or rent to persons with median family 
income ranging between 65% to 140% of the median family income in Miami-Dade County, as 
published annually by the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development. (It should be 
noted that the County’s Workforce Housing Development Program currently defines workforce 
housing as housing affordable to households with incomes ranging from 60% to 140% of the 
Area Median Income (AMI) for the County.) The covenant further commits to provide 25% of the 
residential units set aside for workforce housing to persons with median family income of 65% to 
105% of the median family income. In addition, the 2007 Covenant calls for a declaration of 
restrictions to be submitted requiring the workforce housing units to remain affordable for a 
period of 20 years. Finally, the covenant grants the County the right of first refusal (first in line to 
buy the units) to purchase any WHU if a Qualified Purchaser cannot be located within 210 days 
from the date the WHU is offered for sale. In such cases, the covenant requires the County to 
exercise the right of first refusal within 30 days of the notification that a Qualified Purchaser 
cannot be located. In that event, the WHU may be sold at market rate should the County opt to 
not purchase the units. 

Zoning 
The application site is zoned AU (Agricultural District) on the south of SW 340 Street, including a 
portion of the site approximately 334 feet west of SW 194 Avenue.  The rest of the site is zoned EU-
M (Estate modified) (see “Zoning Map” on page 5). 
 
Needs Assessment 

The applicant presents two basic justifications for why the covenant for this development should 
be revised to eliminate the requirement to provide the 20% workforce housing set-aside 
commitment. The workforce housing provision would require up to 188 units of the total 940-unit 
residential development to be made affordable to workforce housing households earning 
between 65% and 140% of the area median family income, as determined by Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development (HUD), of which, up to 47 units would be affordable to 
households earning between 65% and 105% of HUD area median family income (HAMFI). The 
first justification is that the county is in dire need of additional single-family type housing and this 
amendment would, if approved, help address this need, and the second is that this amendment 
will address the “housing crisis” in Miami-Dade County. The first justification is irrelevant since 
this application, would not in any way change the number of housing units on the project site. 
The maximum number of units in the new proffered covenant remains unchanged from the 
original at a total of 940 units. Therefore, this assessment will not address that issue.  

The second case deals with what the applicant refers to as Miami-Dade County’s “housing 
crisis.” The applicant refers only to the existence of an affordable housing crisis without ever 
defining specifically what that crisis is. This will be explored further here. The following analysis 
will cover the county as well as the market area defined by the applicant of minor statistical 
areas (MSAs) 7.3, 7.5 and 7.6. 

Household Incomes in Miami-Dade County and the Application’s Market Area (2022) 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has a complex methodology for estimating 
the HUD area median family income (HAMFI) for an area, in this case, Miami-Dade County. The 
2022 HAMFI for Miami-Dade County is $68,300.  This number is derived from the median family 
income from the American Community Survey 2019 1-year Estimate for Miami-Dade County, 
the most recently available data. This value was then adjusted for inflation to calculate the 2022 
HAMFI. The HAMFI is then statistically adjusted for both family size and the ratio of housing 
costs in the county to national and state costs to get the final income limits. Table Needs 
Assessment (NA)-1 shows the limits for a family of four by various income categories.  

  

Income Limit Category Family of 4

Very Low (50%) 
Income Limit ($) $48,750

Low (80%) Income 
Limit ($) $78,000

(100%) Income Limit 
($) $97,500

Moderate (120%) 
Income Limit ($) $117,000

Moderate (140%) 
Income Limit ($) $136,500

Table NA-1: 2022 Miami-Dade County 
HAMFI Income Limits
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The limits shown here apply equally countywide and in the market area of this application. Table 
NA-2 shows the breakdown of families in Miami-Dade County that fall within the income limit 
categories.  This data also comes from the American Community Survey 2019 1-year estimates.  

 

 
Countywide almost 69% of households fall into the low or very-low-income category, with 
household incomes less than or equal to $78,000.  Just 13.6% of households earned more 
than 140% of HAMFI, or more than $136,500.  In the application market area low or very-low-
income families accounted for about 74% of all households and only close to 9% had incomes 
greater than 140% of HAMFI. Therefore, the first conclusion that can be drawn from the data 
is that there is a need for affordable housing in the county, and even more so in the 
designated market area, for workforce and low-income households.  Eighty-six percent and 
91% of households in the county and the market area, respectively, have incomes less than or 
equal to 140% of HAMFI which is $136,500.  

The question remains, is there a crisis of affordability in the county and in the market area, 
and if so, which income limit category households are affected? Data from HUD, 2014-2018 
Consolidated Plan/CHAS, identifies the extent to which households were cost burdened by 
income levels. A household is cost-burdened if they are spending more than 30% of their 
income on housing costs, and severely cost-burdened if they are spending more than 50% on 
housing costs. Table NA-3 shows the rates of cost burden by income category.  
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The data does illustrate a housing-affordability crisis, but not for market-rate housing as the 
applicant is suggesting.  The CHAS data does not perfectly match the workforce housing 
threshold of 140% of HAMFI. However, for households in the market area with incomes 
greater than 120% of HAMFI ($117,000), only 3.3% were cost burdened and less than 1% 
were severely cost burdened. At the other extreme, 82% of households with incomes less 
than 50% of HAMFI (very-low income, $47,750) were cost burdened, and 58% of households 
with incomes between 50% and 80% of HAMFI (low-income, $78,000) were cost burdened. 
Twenty-two percent of moderate-income households (80% to 120% of HAMFI) were cost 
burdened.  

The condition in the existing covenant that the applicant would like to eliminate commits to 
providing workforce housing for those with incomes between 65% up to 140% of HAMFI, with 
25% of these units affordable to households in the range of 65% to 105% of HAMFI. Again, 
using the CHAS data which does not represent precisely those thresholds (but the 60% to 
140%), staff looked at the aggregate data for all households that are in the low- or moderate-
income categories of 50% to 120% of HAMFI (between $47,750 and $117,000). The HUD 
data shows that in the applicant’s market area, 42% of households are cost burdened, and 8% 
of households are spending more than 50% of their incomes on housing costs. Countywide, 
49% of low- and moderate-income households are cost burdened and 12% spend more than 
50% of their incomes on housing costs. The data illustrates a great disparity between upper-
income households with 3.3% cost burdened compared to 42% of low- and moderate-income 
households. 

Table NA-3 includes both renter and owner-households. The current application appears to be 
for the development of ownership units.  Therefore, Table NA-4 below presents the same 
CHAS data for ownership households. The situation is only modestly better.  
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For households in the market area with incomes greater than 120% of HAMFI ($117,000), 
only 3.7% were cost burdened and 1% were severely cost burdened. At the other extreme, 
65% of households with incomes less than 50% of HAMFI (very-low income, $47,750) were 
cost burdened, and 45% of households with incomes between 50% and 80% of HAMFI (low-
income, $78,000) were cost burdened. Twenty-eight percent of moderate-income households 
(80% to 120% of HAMFI) were cost burdened.  

Looking at the data for all households that are in the low- or moderate-income categories 
(between $47,750 and $117,000), the HUD data shows that in the applicant’s market area 
over 36% of households are cost burdened, and over 10% of households are spending more 
than 50% of their incomes on housing costs. Countywide, 41% of low- and moderate-income 
households are cost burdened and 12% spend more than 50% of their incomes on housing 
costs. The data illustrates the same conclusion, there is a great disparity in the market area 
between upper-income households with 3.7% cost burdened compared to 36% of low- and 
moderate-income households. 

Finally, the number of housing units is directly compared to the number of households in each 
income category to identify any shortfall or surplus of units. This data is illustrated in Table 
NA-5.  
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This table was created using inflation-adjusted property sales records obtained from the 
Property Appraiser for the period 2011 to 2021. The resulting sales and estimated rents were 
then evaluated for affordability to each of the income categories presented above. As noted 
previously, the breakdown for County-defined workforce housing (60% to 140% of AMI) by 
census tracts is not available. Also using CHAS data, the existing stock of affordable housing 
was evaluated to determine the share of affordable units that are not occupied by households 
with higher than the qualifying income. The shares of units affordable and available to each 
income category was then applied to the total available capacity of residential units by MSA to 
estimate the capacity of affordable and available housing. This estimate should be considered 
a best-case estimate since over the last several decades home prices and rents have 
consistently grown faster than household incomes, while this methodology assumes that in the 
near future incomes, home sales prices and rents will all grow at the same rates. Finally, the 
estimated capacity of affordable housing units was compared to the number of cost-burdened 
households (those paying 30% or more for housing costs) to estimate the surplus/deficit of 
units in each income range.  

The table shows that in the combined MSAs, 7.3, 7.5 and 7.6 there is a deficit of 1,214 units 
affordable and available to households at 50% or less of HAMFI. Housing for this income range 
is generally not offered by private developers Low-income cost-burdened households face a 
small surplus of 163 affordable and available units. Moderate-income cost-burdened 
households face a small surplus of 148 affordable and available units. It is housing in these 
ranges that the applicant wants to eliminate from the existing covenant in favor of upper-
income households for whom, in the market area, there is currently a surplus of over 6,900 
affordable and available units. This is primarily because there are only 125 cost burdened 
households in this upper-income range. Therefore, preserving some of these much-needed 
units as affordable into the future through the existing covenant, particularly those affordable in 
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the 65% to 105% range, could be of immense value to households inside this market area as 
well as those from other areas of the county where there are also significant, and often even 
greater shortfalls of affordable and available units. 

Staff recognizes that the data used in the above analysis is dated. It comes from pre-pandemic 
Census Bureau surveys.  So how did the economic consequences of the pandemic impact the 
various groups. The applicant claims that “nearly everyone is affected.”  That statement 
appears to be a misrepresentation of the economic data. Much has been studied and written 
about concerning the heavier costs borne by lower-income workers during the pandemic. A 
Pew Research Survey, found at https://www.pewresearch.org/social-
trends/2020/09/24/economic-fallout-from-covid-19-continues-to-hit-lower-income-americans-
the-hardest/, and taken during the height of the pandemic, documented the impacts to lower-
income individuals were much worse than middle and upper-income individuals. For example, 
the survey reports that among lower income adults, 46% had trouble paying their bills and 32% 
found it hard to pay their rent or mortgage.  Fewer than 20% of middle-income adults faced this 
problem. Young adults and lower-income adults were more likely to be laid off during the 
pandemic and were far less likely to have returned to the same job than middle- and upper-
income adults. Lower-wage industries such as tourism and accommodation and foodservices 
were the most impacted by the shutdowns related to the pandemic. It is safe to say that lower-
income individuals and households, those already struggling before the pandemic, were the 
most negatively impacted by the pandemic exacerbating the housing crisis faced primarily by 
them and heightening the disparity seen in the above data between low- and moderate-income 
households and upper-income households.   

In summary, in their application to eliminate the set aside of 188 units of workforce housing, the 
applicant states: 

The objective of the set-aside [in the previous covenant] is to assist only 
those people who qualify for workforce housing, but the reality is that in 
light of the current pandemic, increased unemployment rates, and 
affordability concerns, nearly everyone is affected and is burdened 
(whether or not they happen to fall within AMI limits). 

There is little doubt that while everyone is being affected by rising home prices in Miami-Dade 
County, for some it is a challenge or an inconvenience, while for many it is a crisis. The crisis 
that exists is not for those households that can afford market-rate housing. The CHAS data 
indicates that among all low- and moderate-income households in the applicant’s market area, 
42% are cost burdened. In comparison, just 3.3% of households earning more than 120% of 
HAMFI are cost burdened. This is a 1,173% difference. Forty-two percent of households are 
faced daily by the need to choose between housing and other necessities. That is the meaning 
of being cost burdened. That is the reason why honoring the existing covenants requiring 
workforce housing set-asides is important.  
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Consistency Review with CDMP Goals, Objectives, Policies, Concepts and Guidelines 
 
The proposed application would impede the following goals, objectives, policies, concepts and 
guidelines of the CDMP: 

 
LU-1K. Miami-Dade County will maintain and enhance the housing assistance and housing 

programs addressed in the Housing Element as a means to improve conditions of 
extremely low, very low, low and moderate income residents. This includes the 
provision of affordable workforce housing.  

 
HO-3A. Provide additional administrative and, where applicable, fiscal incentives for new 

developments to ensure the inclusion of a wide spectrum of housing options, 
particularly for extremely low, very low, low, and moderate-income households, 
including workforce housing. 

HO-3F. Develop a strategy and implement measures to promote and strengthen the 
inclusionary zoning program which involves private sector developments in the 
provision of workforce housing. Builders and developers who participate in this 
program will be entitled to exceed CDMP density ranges and certain other land use 
provisions according to provisions set forth in the Land Use Element. 

 
Objective HO-6  

 
Increase affordable housing opportunities for extremely low, very low, low, moderate-
income households, including workforce housing options, within reasonable proximity 
to places of employment, mass transit and necessary public services in existing 
urbanized areas. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Amendment Application * 
 

* For Exhibit G and I in the Application, refer to Appendices D and E at pages 63 and 89 
correspondently  
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APPENDIX C 
 

Release of CDMP Existing Declaration of Restrictions Subject to Modification 
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APPENDIX D 
  

Existing CDMP Declaration of Restrictions  
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APPENDIX E 
 

Applicant’s Proffered Draft Amended and Restated Declaration of Restrictions 
(February 10, 2022) 

  

Page No. 105

MDC106



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 
 
 

  

Page No. 106

MDC107



Page No. 107

MDC108



Page No. 108

MDC109



Page No. 109

MDC110



Page No. 110

MDC111



Page No. 111

MDC112



Page No. 112

MDC113



Page No. 113

MDC114



Page No. 114

MDC115



Page No. 115

MDC116



Page No. 116

MDC117



Page No. 117

MDC118



Page No. 118

MDC119



APPENDIX F 
Redline – Existing CDMP Declaration of Restrictions with Proffered Changes for 

Restated Declaration of Restrictions (February 10, 2022) 
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