Town of Miami Lakes
Planning and Zoning Board
Meeting
April 19, 2011

TOWN OF MIAMI LAKES, FLORIDA
AGENDA
PLANNING & ZONING BOARD MEETING
April 19, 2011
6:30 PM
Royal Oaks Park Community Center
16500 NW 87 Avenue
Miami Lakes, Florida 33018

1.

Call to Order

2.

Roll Call

3.

Pledge of Allegiance/Moment of Silence

4.

Approval of Minutes

5.

Old Business

6.

Business Requiring Board Action
QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARINGS – Please be advised that the
following items on the Board’s agenda are quasi-judicial in nature. An
opportunity for persons to speak on each item will be made available after
the applicant and staff have made their presentations on each item. All
testimony, including public testimony and evidence, will be made under oath
or affirmation. Additionally, each person who gives testimony may be
subject to cross-examination. If you do not wish to be either cross-examined
or sworn, your testimony will be given its due weight. The general public will
not be permitted to cross-examine witnesses, but the public may request
the Board to ask questions of staff or witnesses on their behalf. Persons
representing organizations must present evidence of their authority to speak
for the organization. Any person presenting documents to the Board should
provide the Town Clerk with a minimum of 10 copies. Further details of the
quasi-judicial procedure may be obtained from the Clerk.
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(1) Hearing Number: PZHA-11-03
Applicant: Oliva Holdings
Folio: 32-2024-015-0130
Location: 6051 NW 153 Street
Miami Lakes, Fl 33014
(2) Hearing Number: PZHA-10-09
Applicant: Julio Mercado
Folio: 32-2021-018-0120
Location: 14808 NW 88 Court
Miami Lakes, Fl 33018
7.

Director’s Report

8.

Future Meetings
th
May 17, 2011, Planning & Zoning Board Meeting, 16500 NW 87 Avenue 6:30 PM
June 21, 2011, Planning & Zoning Board Meeting, 16500 NW 87th Avenue, 6:30 PM

9.

Adjournment

This meeting is open to the public. A copy of this Agenda and the backup therefore, has been posted on the
Town of Miami Lakes Website at www.miamilakes-fl.gov and is available at Town Hall, 15150 NW 79th
Court, Miami Lakes, FL. In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, all persons who
are disabled and who need special accommodations to participate in this meeting because of that disability
should contact Town Hall at 305-364-6100 two days prior to the meeting.
Anyone wishing to appeal any decision made by the Miami Lakes Planning and Zoning Board with respect
to any matter considered at this meeting or hearing will need a record of the proceedings and for such
purpose, may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made which record includes the
testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.
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2. A Variance from Section 33-274(2) to allow proposed parking spaces to be setback four (4)
feet where the Town LDC requires a setback of five (5) feet – variance of one (1) foot.
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BACKGROUND
ZONING:
IU-C
FUTURE LAND USE: MEDIUM-HIGH Density Residential
SURROUNDING PROPERTY:

North:
East:
South:
West:

FUTURE LAND USE
Industrial and Office
Industrial and Office
Industrial and Office
Medium-High Density Residential

ZONING CLASSIFICATION
IU-C
IU-C
IU-C
IU-C

LOCATION MAP
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL & STAFF ANALYSIS
Background of subject property
As part of the resurfacing and drainage improvements to Miami Lakeway North and NW 153
Street, the Town needed to run a new outfall pipe to the Biscayne Canal, which is generally
located behind (to the north) the industrial zoned lands on the north side of NW 153 Street. The
Applicant has worked with the Town regarding the placement of the new drainage facilities and
has agreed to have a 10-foot wide easement placed inside the Applicant’s east property line in
exchange for some improvements to the existing parking lot.
Currently, the parking lot is single-loaded with approximately 18 parking spaces. The parking
spaces are setback approximately 12 feet from the front property line (25 feet is required) and
the handicapped accessible parking space does not meet the minimum ADA requirements (see
Exhibit 1 for pictures and survey of property).
The proposed improvements to the Applicant’s property include (see Exhibit 2 for a site plan of
the proposed improvements and sketch of the proposed drainage facilities):
1. removing the currently non-conforming parking spaces near the front property line;
2. creating two (2) handicapped accessible parking spaces that meet ADA standards;
3. removing the fence that extends across the front of the parking lot;
4. adding approximately fourteen (14) feet of pavement to the east side of the parking lot
which allows the addition of a row of parking, bringing the total parking spaces up from
18 spaces to 29 spaces, an increase of 11 spaces;
5. shifting the driveway to the parking lot east by approximately 22 feet in order to lineup
with the new parking lot configuration.
The cost of the improvements to the Applicant’s property is approximately $30,000.
Analysis of variance requests
Staff opines that all of the requested variances fail to meet the “undue hardship criteria”
contained in Division 3.5(f)(1) of the LDC, which is discussed in detail in the “variance criteria”
section of the staff report. However, the LDC allows the Planning and Zoning Board to consider
variance requests pursuant to the “Practical Difficulty” criteria contained in Division 3.5(f)(2) if
the variance fails to meet the undue hardship criteria.
If the Board decides that some or all of the variance requests rise to the level of consideration
under the practical difficulty criteria, staff would recommend supporting the requests for variance
#1 and #2. A detailed analysis of staff’s position on each variance request as it relates to the
practical difficulty criteria is contained in the “variance criteria” section of the staff report.
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VARIANCE CRITERIA
Pursuant to Division 3.5(f)(1) of the LDC, in order to authorize any variance from the
requirements of the LDC on the basis of undue hardship, the Planning & Zoning Board shall find
that all of the following criteria are met:
UNDUE HARDSHIP VARIANCE CRITERIA
a. Variance Consistent with Authorized Powers. That the variance is in fact a variance
as set forth in the Land Development Code and within the province of the Town
Council; and
Analysis: Granting of the variances would be within the province of the Planning and Zoning
Board if it is determined that the variances meet the criteria set forth in the LDC. This
criteria is met.
b. Existence of Special Conditions or Circumstances. That special conditions and
circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, or building involved
and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, or buildings in the same
zoning district; and
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
buildings involved. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
industrial subdivision. This criteria is not met.
c.

Conditions Not Created by Applicant. That the special conditions and circumstances
do not result from the actions of the Applicant; and
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
buildings involved. This criteria is not met.

d. Special Privileges Not Conferred. That granting the variance requested will not
confer on the Applicant any special privilege that is denied by this Land Development
Code to other similarly situated lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning
district; and
Analysis: Other properties on similarly situated lands are generally developed pursuant to
the Town’s Code and granting the requested variances will grant special privileges which
other properties would not have. This criteria is not met.
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e. Hardship Conditions Exist. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Land
Development Code would deprive the Applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other
properties in the same zoning district under the terms of the Land Development Code
and would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the Applicant; and
Analysis: Other properties on similarly situated lands are generally developed pursuant to
the Town’s Code so the literal interpretation of the LDC would not deprive the Applicant of
rights commonly enjoyed by other properties nor would it cause an undue hardship on the
Applicant. This criteria is not met.
f.

Only the Minimum Variance Granted. That the variance granted is the minimum
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or
structure; and
Analysis: The parking lot has been designed to bring non-compliant portions of the existing
lot into compliance and increase the functionality of the parking lot. The width between the
building and the east property line is fixed and therefore the redesign of the parking lot is
limited by the physical constraints of the space. Therefore, this request can be considered
the minimum variance needed. This criteria is met.

g. Not Injurious to Public Welfare or Intent of the Town’s LDC. That the grant of the
variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the
Comprehensive Plan and this Land Development Code and that such variance will
not be injurious to the area involved or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
Analysis: The proposed improvements to the property will eliminate the existing nonconformities (front setback and ADA compliance) and facilitate the placement of new public
drainage facilities on the property in a utility easement, which is a significant public benefit.
Moving the parking spaces in the front setback away from the right-of-way and bringing the
site into compliance with ADA standards outweigh the deficiencies of the requested
variances. Staff notes that the parking lot is a low-volume parking lot, used only by the
employees and occasional visitors to the business (i.e. it is not a busy retail shopping center
parking lot with high turnover). This criteria is met.

Division 3.5(f)(2) allows the Board to consider a petition for a variance that has failed to meet
the undue hardship criteria under the practical difficulty criteria contained below. Any approval
or approval with modifications and/or conditions, of a variance based on practical difficulty shall
require a supermajority vote of the members of the Town Council or designated Town board
present at the meeting. All of the factors should be considered and given their due weight,
however, no single factor is dispositive.
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PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY VARIANCE CRITERIA
a. The Town has received written support of the specifically identified variance
requests from adjoining property owners;
Analysis: The Town has not received written support from any adjoining property owners.
This criteria is not met.
b. The variance would be compatible with development patterns in the Town;
Analysis: The proposed improvements to the property will eliminate the existing nonconformities (front setback and ADA compliance) which are “larger” non-conformities
compared to the requested variances, e.g. the parking spaces in the front encroach
approximately 13 feet into the setback whereas the requested variances are only for parking
spaces that are 2 feet shorter than required and an encroachment of one-foot into the side
setback. This criteria is met.
c.

The essential character of the neighborhood would be preserved;
Analysis: Bringing the parking lot into conformance with the front yard setback and ADA
standards will improve the character of the industrial subdivision by moving parking spaces
away from the public right-of-way. Also, improving drainage will enhance the neighborhood.
This criteria is met.

d. The variance can be approved without causing substantial detriment to adjoining
properties;
Analysis: If the variances are approved, there will still be 4 feet of landscaped buffer
between the Applicant’s property and the property adjacent to the parking lot (to the east),
which is enough for a hedge. Also, the landscaping on the adjoining property will not be
affected. The removal of the parking spaces in the front setback will create additional green
space in the front of the property, which will improve the view from abutting properties. This
criteria is met.
e. The variance will do substantial justice to the property owner as well as to other
property owners justifying a relaxation of this Land Development Code to provide
substantial relief;
Analysis: The proposed improvements to the property will eliminate the existing nonconformities (front setback and ADA compliance) and facilitate the placement of new public
drainage facilities on the property in a utility easement, which is a significant public benefit.
Moving the parking spaces in the front setback away from the right-of-way and bringing the
site into compliance with ADA standards outweigh the deficiencies of the requested
variances. Staff notes that the parking lot is a low-volume parking lot, used only by the
employees and occasional visitors to the business (i.e. it is not a busy retail shopping center
parking lot with high turnover).. This criteria is met.
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f.

The plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances of the property and/or
applicant which would render conformity with the strict requirements of the Land
Development Code unnecessarily burdensome;
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
subdivision. This criteria is not met.

g. The special conditions and circumstances which exist are the result of actions
beyond the control of the applicant.
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
subdivision. This criteria is not met.

BUILDING AND CODE COMPLIANCE SUMMARY
There are two (2) open permits, B2002-0350 (Awning) and B2003-0137 (replace window and
door). There are no open code enforcement cases.

RECOMMENDATION
Variance #1 – Approve on the basis of practical difficulty. The parking lot is only for the use of
the employees and visitors of the Applicant’s industrial building. Therefore, due to the low
turnover and volume of traffic in the parking lot, shorter parking stalls are not anticipated to have
a negative impact on the functionality of the parking lot. Staff submits that the benefits of the
proposed improvements (compliance with front setback and ADA requirements and dedicated
utility easement for drainage facilities) outweigh the deficiencies of the shorter parking stalls.
Variance #2 – Approve on the basis of practical difficulty. If this variance is approved, there will
still be enough space for a standard hedge to be planted as a buffer between the Applicant’s
parking lot and the property to the east. Staff submits that the benefits of the proposed
improvements (compliance with front setback and ADA requirements and dedicated utility
easement for drainage facilities) outweigh the deficiencies of the encroachment into the side
yard setback.
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CONDITIONS
In the event that the Board approves any of the variance requests, staff recommends that any
development order be subject to the following conditions:
1.

The Applicant shall obtain a building permit, for all request(s) approved herein, within
one (1) year of the date of this approval. If a building permit is not obtained or an
extension granted within the prescribed time limit then, this approval shall become null
and void and all non-compliant structures and/or improvements shall be demolished.

2.

The hours of construction and associated construction noise shall comply with the Town
of Miami Lakes Noise Ordinance No. 04-50.

3.

The remainder of the proposed development must comply with the Town LDC
regulations in effect at the time of the Building Permit and prior zoning variances and
approvals.
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3. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow an existing walkway in the south-side yard to be
ten (10) feet wide where the LDC allows a maximum width of three (3) feet – a variance of
seven (7) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(2) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS – Required Side Yards:
… Three (3) feet wide walkways, steps or entrance stoops shall be permitted
within the required side yards…
4. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the south-side yard to encroach two
(2) feet into the required two (2) foot side setback – a variance of two (2) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(2) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS – Required Side Yards:
…walkways, steps or entrance stoops shall be permitted within the required
side yards, setback a minimum of two (2) feet from the side interior property
line.
5. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow an existing walkway in the north-side yard to be
seven and thirty-four hundredths (7.34) feet wide where the LDC allows a maximum width of
three (3) feet – a variance of four and thirty-four hundredths (4.34) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(2) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS – Required Side Yards:
… Three (3) feet wide walkways, steps or entrance stoops shall be permitted
within the required side yards…
6. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the north-side yard to encroach two
(2) feet into the required two (2) foot side setback – variance of two (2) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(2) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS – Required Side Yards:
…walkways, steps or entrance stoops shall be permitted within the required
side yards, setback a minimum of two (2) feet from the side interior property
line.
7. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(3) to allow an existing patio in the rear yard to be setback
two (2) feet from the north-side interior side property line where the Town LDC requires a
setback of four (4) feet from the interior side property line – a variance of two (2) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(3) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS – Required Rear Yard:
At grade decks or walkways constructed of wood, concrete, brick pavers set in
sand or of similar impervious materials shall be setback a minimum of 5’ from
the rear and interior side property lines.
8. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(4) to allow a total impervious area of 82.6% in the front yard
where the Town LDC restricts the maximum total impervious area in the required front yard
to sixty (60) percent – a variance of 22.6% (approximately 271 square feet).
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(4) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS: The maximum
impervious area permitted for driveways, walkways, porches, decks, etc.
(including brick pavers set in sand) in the required front and side yards facing
a street shall be 60% for each yard.
PZHA 10-09
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9. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(5) to allow a total impervious area of 78.1% percent of all
the required yards on a lot where the Town LDC restricts the maximum total impervious area
in all the required yards on a lot to fifty (50) percent – a variance of 28.1% (approximately
857 square feet).
LDC DIVISION 5.7(a)(5) – DECKS AND WALKWAYS: In no instance shall the
total impervious areas (including brick pavers set in sand) of all the required
yards on a lot or parcel exceed 50%.
10. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(2) to allow an existing driveway to have an approach width
of twenty-one (21) feet where the Town LDC allows a maximum driveway approach width of
twenty (20) feet – a variance of one (1) foot.
LDC DIVISION 5.8(a)(2) – DRIVEWAYS AND PARKING SPACES. Singlefamily and Two-family residences: The maximum driveway approach width
shall be 20 feet.
11. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(3) to allow an existing driveway to be setback three (3) feet
from the south-side property line where the Town LDC requires a setback of four (4) feet
from the side yard – a variance of one (1) foot.
LDC DIVISION 5.8(a)(3) – DRIVEWAYS AND PARKING SPACES. Singlefamily and Two-family residences: For zero lot line developments the
driveways and parking spaces shall be setback back a minimum of zero (0’)
feet from the zero lot line side and a minimum of four (4) feet from the
opposite side property line.
12. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(3) to allow an existing driveway to be setback zero (0) feet
from the north-side property line where the Town LDC requires a setback of four (4) feet
from the side yard – a variance of four (4) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.8(a)(3) – DRIVEWAYS AND PARKING SPACES. Singlefamily and Two-family residences: For zero lot line developments the
driveways and parking spaces shall be setback back a minimum of zero (0’)
feet from the zero lot line side and a minimum of four (4) feet from the
opposite side property line.
13. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(5) to allow an existing driveway that is parallel to the front
property line to be setback three (3) feet from the front property line where the Town LDC
requires a setback of five (5) feet – a variance of two (2) feet.
LDC DIVISION 5.8(a)(5) – DRIVEWAYS AND PARKING SPACES. Singlefamily and Two-family residences: Driveways and parking spaces parallel to a
front property line or side property line facing a street shall be set back five (5)
feet from the front or side street property line.
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14. A Variance from Division 7.1(a) to allow zero (0) trees in lieu of the required three (3) yard
trees and fifteen (15) shrubs in lieu of the required thirty (30) shrubs per lot – a variance of
three (3) trees and fifteen (15) shrubs.
LDC DIVISION 7.1(a) – LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS. Trees - Each lot
shall have a minimum of three yard trees not including those planted in swale
areas. They shall be native (native plant species) trees with either a minimum
diameter at breast height of 1 1/2 inches or a minimum height of 8 feet
measured at time of planting. Two native palms of 10 foot overall height or of a
minimum diameter at breast height of 3 inches at time of planting may be
substituted for one of the three shade trees. One tree or two native palms shall
be in the front yard.
Shrubs - Each lot shall have, within the landscaped areas thereof, no less than
ten (10) shrubs of a minimum of 18 inches in height when measured
immediately after planting, per required lot tree.
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BACKGROUND
ZONING:
RU-1Z
FUTURE LAND USE: Low Density Residential
SURROUNDING PROPERTY:

North:
East:
South:
West:

FUTURE LAND USE
Low Density Residential
Low Density Residential
Low Density Residential
Low Density Residential

ZONING CLASSIFICATION
RU-1Z
RU-1Z
RU-1Z
RU-1Z

LOCATION MAP
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL & STAFF ANALYSIS
Background of subject property
Shed
According to Town and County records, the Applicant did not apply or receive a permit for the
shed. The shed is 6-feet, 8-inches tall, which is 8 inches taller than what is allowed by the LDC.
The shed complies with other regulations of the LDC such as setbacks and size. A variance is
required to legalize the shed or the Applicant must remove the shed.
Pavers
According to Town and County records, the Applicant did not apply or receive permits for any of
the paving that has been done on the site. The pavers were not placed in compliance with the
LDC with regard to setbacks, maximum width and overall pervious area. Further, the Applicant
has paved over a portion of the 4-foot drainage easement on the south side of the subject
property.
Driveway
The Applicant has a semi-circle driveway design. The LDC specifies that semi-circle driveways
are required to have a minimum setback of five (5) feet from the front property line. The
Applicant only has three (3) feet. Also, the driveway on the north side of the property extends
all the way to the property line. The LDC requires a 4-foot setback. The driveway on the south
side of the property is only setback three (3) feet and four (4) feet is required and the width of
the driveway approach is 21 feet and the maximum
width allowed by the LDC is 20 feet. Controlling the
width and setbacks of driveways is key to
controlling
the
character
and
quality
of
neighborhoods. Non-conforming driveways that
expand across the entire length of the front property
line contribute to an erosion of the visual quality and
character of the public right-of-way by limiting the
amount of landscaping that is able to be provided in
the front yard, adjacent to the right-of-way. Without
the proper amount of landscaping in the front yard
(due to expansive driveways and other paving) the
definition and separation of the roadway from the
private property fades and the overall aesthetic
environment is deteriorated. Figure 2 illustrates this
point – the photo on top is taken on NW 88 Court
(the Applicant’s home is the first home on the right)
along a stretch of road that contains homes that
mostly do not comply with the LDC standards for
driveways and landscaping. The photo on the
bottom is taken on NW 88 Avenue, which is one
block to the east of the Applicant’s property, along a
stretch of road that contains homes that mostly
comply with the LDC standards for driveways and
landscaping.
Staff submits that the difference
between the two photos is substantial.
PZHA 10-09
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Landscaping
The landscaping requirements in place at the time the Genesis Estates subdivision was
developed required three (3) trees per residential lot, of which one of the three trees had to be a
native species. In the current Town LDC, three (3) lot trees are required. All of the required
trees on a lot shall be a native species and two (2) native species palms can be substituted for
one of the required lot trees. Staff also notes that the “typical lots” part of the site plan for the
subdivision also showed that three trees were to be provided on each lot (see Figure 3). The
amount of pavers on the Applicant’s lot
restricts the ability to meet the
landscaping standards. The Applicant
currently has zero (0) trees and 15
shrubs, all located within the front yard.

Figure 2

Analysis of variance requests
Staff opines that all of the requested variances fail to meet the “undue hardship criteria”
contained in Division 3.5(f)(1) of the LDC, which is discussed in detail in the “variance criteria”
section of the staff report. However, the LDC allows the Planning and Zoning Board to consider
variance requests pursuant to the “Practical Difficulty” criteria contained in Division 3.5(f)(2) if
the variance fails to meet the undue hardship criteria.
If the Board decides that some or all of the variance requests rise to the level of consideration
under the practical difficulty criteria, staff would recommend supporting the request for variance
#1 but does not recommend supporting requested variances #2 through #14. A detailed
analysis of staff’s position on each variance request as it relates to the practical difficulty criteria
is contained in the “variance criteria” section of the staff report.
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VARIANCE CRITERIA
Pursuant to Division 3.5(f)(1) of the LDC, in order to authorize any variance from the
requirements of the LDC on the basis of undue hardship, the Planning & Zoning Board shall find
that all of the following criteria are met:
UNDUE HARDSHIP VARIANCE CRITERIA
a. Variance Consistent with Authorized Powers. That the variance is in fact a variance
as set forth in the Land Development Code and within the province of the Town
Council; and
Analysis: Granting of the variances (except variance #4, which would allow paving to be
located within a platted drainage easement) would be within the province of the Planning
and Zoning Board if it is determined that the variances meet the criteria set forth in the LDC.
This criteria is met.
b. Existence of Special Conditions or Circumstances. That special conditions and
circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, or building involved
and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, or buildings in the same
zoning district; and
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
subdivision. This criteria is not met.
c.

Conditions Not Created by Applicant. That the special conditions and circumstances
do not result from the actions of the Applicant; and
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. This criteria is not met.

d. Special Privileges Not Conferred. That granting the variance requested will not
confer on the Applicant any special privilege that is denied by this Land Development
Code to other similarly situated lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning
district; and
Analysis: Although many properties in the area have non-conforming paved areas and
driveways, staff notes that a similar number of properties on similarly situated lands are
generally developed pursuant to the Town’s Code and granting the requested variances will
grant special privileges which other properties would not have. This criteria is not met.
e. Hardship Conditions Exist. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Land
Development Code would deprive the Applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other
properties in the same zoning district under the terms of the Land Development Code
and would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the Applicant; and
Analysis: Variance #1 – Staff notes that many other homes have sheds and that some of
PZHA 10-09
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those sheds exceed the 6-foot maximum height. The Applicant’s shed is only slightly taller
than the permitted height (8 inches taller) and generally is not visible from the street, which
is the intent of the restrictions on the height of sheds. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – There are numerous homes developed under the same zoning district that
have walkways in the front yard that project more than five (5) feet into the front yard.
However, the Applicant has paved the lot in such a manner that the front yard walkways
meld and merge into the driveway such that almost the entire length of the front property
line is paved (over 80% of the front yard is paved). Staff submits that to comply with the 5foot maximum projection would not be an unnecessary hardship on the Applicant. This
criteria is not met.
Variances #3 – #7 – There are numerous homes developed under the same zoning
restrictions that have walkways in the side yard that exceed the maximum width and
encroach into the setbacks and that have patios in the rear yard that encroach into the
setbacks. However, controlling the width and setbacks of walkways and patios is integral to
controlling the overall amount of impervious areas on a particular site and thus, controlling
stormwater management on a particular site. Staff submits that the Applicant has not
shown a hardship with regard to this variance. This criteria is not met.
Variances #8 – #9 – There are numerous homes developed under the same zoning district
that have more pervious areas in the required yards than the permitted maximum.
However, controlling the overall amount of impervious areas on a particular site is central to
controlling stormwater runoff for each site and thus, for entire neighborhoods and the entire
Town. This criteria is not met.
Variances #10 – #13 – There are numerous homes developed under the same zoning
district that have driveways that do not meet the minimum standards regarding approach
width and setbacks. However, controlling the width and setbacks of driveways contributes
to controlling the overall amount of impervious area on a particular site, which is central to
controlling stormwater runoff for each site and for entire neighborhoods. Further, nonconforming driveways that expand across the entire length of the front property line
contribute to an erosion of the visual quality and character of the public right-of-way by
limiting the amount of landscaping that is able to be provided in the front yard, adjacent to
the right-of-way. This criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – There are other homes developed under the same zoning restrictions that
do not meet the Town’s minimum standards for landscaping. However, providing the
minimum required landscaping is crucial to the overall goal of the Town’s LDC and
Comprehensive Plan, which is to preserve and enhance the quality of life in the Town. This
criteria is not met.
f.

Only the Minimum Variance Granted. That the variance granted is the minimum
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or
structure; and
Analysis: Variance #1 – The shed is only 8 inches taller than the maximum height defined
in the LDC and is generally not visible from the street. Therefore, this request can be
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considered the minimum variance needed. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – The walkway in the front yard extends all the way to the front property line,
which is the maximum variance. Therefore, by definition, the request cannot be considered
the minimum variance needed. This criteria is not met.
Variances #3 – #7 – The Applicant has paved almost the entire portion of his side yards,
including over a drainage easement. Therefore, the requests cannot be considered the
minimum variance needed to make a reasonable use of the land. This criteria is not met.
Variances #8 – #9 – The Applicant has not attempted to reduce the amount of pervious
area as part of the variance application process and has paved almost all of the areas that
could possibly be paved. Therefore, the request cannot be considered the minimum
variance needed. This criteria is not met.
Variances #10 – #13 – The Applicant has paved almost the entire portion of his front yard
that could be used for a driveway. Therefore, the request cannot be considered the
minimum variance needed. This criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – By definition, providing zero trees cannot be considered the minimum
variance. Also, if the Applicant had a lot that complied with other portions of the LDC
(overall amount of pervious areas, setbacks of paved areas, etc.), the proper amount of
shrubs could be provided. This criteria is not met.
g. Not Injurious to Public Welfare or Intent of the Town’s LDC. That the grant of the
variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the
Comprehensive Plan and this Land Development Code and that such variance will
not be injurious to the area involved or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
Analysis: Variance #1 – Since the shed is generally not visible from the street, granting the
variance would not be considered injurious to the area. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – The extension of the front yard walkways all the way to the front property line
contributes to the deterioration of the visual quality and character of the public right-of-way,
which impacts the aesthetic character of the entire neighborhood. This criteria is not met.
Variances #3 – #7 – Controlling the width and setbacks of walkways is integral to
controlling the overall amount of impervious area and functionality of on-site drainage on a
particular site. This criteria is not met.
Variances #8 – #9 – The amount of impervious areas in all of the required yards is directly
tied to other regulations in the LDC such as widths of walkways and setbacks for patios.
Since the variances requested for the width of the side-yard walkway and the setback
encroachment for the rear-yard patio have been determined not to be in accordance with
the general intent of the LDC, the variance for the amount of pervious areas in all of the
required yards is not in accordance with the general intent of the LDC. This criteria is not
met.

PZHA 10-09
Page 10 of 18
Page 45

Staff Report and Analysis PZHA-10-09
April 19, 2011
Page 11 of 18

Variances #10 – #13 – The extension of the driveways all the way to the side property lines
contributes to the deterioration of the visual quality and character of the public right-of-way,
which impacts the aesthetic character of the entire neighborhood. This criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – Not providing the minimum amount of landscaping is in conflict with the
general intent of the LDC. This criteria is not met.

Summary of Undue Hardship Criteria (all criteria must be met for consideration)
Variance #1 – 4 criteria met, 3 criteria not met
Variance #2 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #3 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #4 – 0 criteria met, 7 criteria not met
Variance #5 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #6 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #7 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #8 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #9 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #10 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #11 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #12 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #13 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #14 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met

Division 3.5(f)(2) allows the Board to consider a petition for a variance that has failed to meet
the undue hardship criteria under the practical difficulty criteria contained below. Any approval
or approval with modifications and/or conditions, of a variance based on practical difficulty shall
require a supermajority vote of the members of the Town Council or designated Town board
present at the meeting. All of the factors should be considered and given their due weight,
however, no single factor is dispositive.

PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY VARIANCE CRITERIA
a. The Town has received written support of the specifically identified variance
requests from adjoining property owners;
Analysis: The Town has not received written support from any adjoining property owners.
This criteria is not met.
b. The variance would be compatible with development patterns in the Town;
Analysis: Variance #1 – Staff notes that many other homes have sheds and that some of
those sheds exceed the 6-foot maximum height. The Applicant’s shed is only slightly taller
than the permitted height (8 inches taller) and generally is not visible from the street, which
is the intent of the restrictions on the height of sheds. Granting the variance would be
considered to be compatible with development patterns in the Town. This criteria is met.
PZHA 10-09
Page 11 of 18
Page 46

Staff Report and Analysis PZHA-10-09
April 19, 2011
Page 12 of 18

Variance #2 – There are numerous homes in the district that have walkways in the front
yard that project more than five (5) feet into the front yard. This criteria is met.
Variance #3 – #7 – There are numerous homes that have walkways in the side yard that
exceed the maximum width and encroach into the required setbacks. This criteria is met.
Variance #8 and #9 – There are numerous homes in the district that have more pervious
areas in the required yards than the permitted maximum. This criteria is met.
Variance #10 – #13 – There are numerous homes in the district that have driveways that do
not meet the maximum width and setback regulations. This criteria is met.
Variance #14 – There are many other homes in the RU-1Z district that do not meet the
Town’s minimum standards for landscaping. This criteria is met.
c.

The essential character of the neighborhood would be preserved;
Analysis: Variance #1 – The Applicant’s shed is only slightly taller than the permitted height
(8 inches taller) and generally is not visible from the street, which is the intent of the
restrictions on the height of sheds. Granting the variance would be considered in-line with
the character of the neighborhood. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – There are numerous homes in the district that have walkways in the front
yard that project more than five (5) feet into the front yard. However, the extension of the
front yard walkways all the way to the front property line contributes to the deterioration of
the visual quality and character of the public right-of-way, which impacts the aesthetic
character of the entire neighborhood. Staff notes that there is room for potential
compromises regarding the amount of paving, i.e. the Applicant could significantly improve
the situation regarding the excessive paving on the property and still not meet the full
requirements of the LDC. This criteria is not met.
Variance #3 – #7 – This group of variance requests relate to improvements made in the
side and rear yards, which are not readily or visually apparent from the public right-of-way
and therefore don’t appear, at first brush, to alter the character of the neighborhood.
However, staff submits that these variance requests compromise the function of the site
with regard to its ability to handle stormwater runoff onsite and therefore the impact of the
improvements substantially alters the character of the neighborhood by pushing the impacts
of the improvements (more runoff) onto neighboring properties and rights-of-way. Staff
notes that there is room for potential compromises regarding the amount of paving, i.e. even
without bringing the property into full compliance with the LDC, the Applicant could
significantly improve the situation regarding the excessive paving on the property. This
criteria is not met.
Variance #8 and #9 – All properties are required to comply with the LDC. If all properties
were allowed to exceed the maximum impervious area, drainage across the neighborhood
and the entire Town would be compromised. This criteria is not met.
Variance #10 – #13 – There are numerous homes in the district that have driveways that do
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not meet the setback and width regulations. However, The extension of driveways all the
way to the side property lines contributes to the deterioration of the visual quality and
character of the public right-of-way, which impacts the aesthetic character of the entire
neighborhood. Staff notes that there is room for potential compromises regarding the
amount of paving, i.e. the even without bring the property into full compliance with the LDC,
the Applicant could significantly improve the situation regarding the excessive paving on the
property. This criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – There are other homes in the RU-1Z district that do not meet the Town’s
minimum standards for landscaping. However, the Applicant’s site is completely devoid of
trees and the amount of paved areas limits the amount of shrubs that can be planted. This
criteria is not met.
d. The variance can be approved without causing substantial detriment to adjoining
properties;
Analysis: Variance #1 – The Applicant’s shed is only slightly taller than the permitted height
(8 inches taller) and generally is not visible from the street, which is the intent of the
restrictions on the height of sheds. Granting the variance would not cause a detriment to
the adjoining properties. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – The extension of the front yard walkways all the way to the front property line
pushes stormwater runoff onto adjoining properties. This criteria is not met.
Variance #3 – #7 – While there may not appear to be any physical detriments to adjoining
properties on a normal day-to-day basis, the increase in impervious areas would cause a
detriment to adjoining properties by increasing the runoff of stormwater onto those
properties. Staff notes that when evaluated on a site by site basis, it can be easy to
overlook the impact of increased stormwater runoff. But when analyzed from a
neighborhood perspective, there becomes a “tipping point” where if enough properties
increase their impervious areas beyond the limits provided in the LDC, neighborhood
flooding becomes problematic. This criteria is not met.
Variance #8 and #9 – Controlling the overall amount of impervious areas on a particular
site is central to controlling stormwater runoff for each site and thus, for entire
neighborhoods and the entire Town. This criteria is not met.
Variance #10 – #13 – The extension of driveways all the way to the side property lines
pushes stormwater runoff onto adjoining properties. This criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – The Applicant’s site does not have any trees. Trees in the front yard
contribute to the overall aesthetic character and quality of the neighborhood. This criteria is
not met.
e. The variance will do substantial justice to the property owner as well as to other
property owners justifying a relaxation of this Land Development Code to provide
substantial relief;
Analysis: Variance #1 – The shed is generally not visible from the street and meets all of
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the other regulations of the LDC. This criteria is met.
Variance #2 – The requested variance would provide substantial relief to the Applicant
because he uses almost all of the paving in the front yard to park vehicles on. However, the
variance also contributes to the overall amount of impervious area on the site, which
creates drainage problems. This criteria is not met.
Variance #3 – #7 – Staff submits that the LDC is not a burdensome code of regulations and
in fact provides reasonable and rational restrictions on the use of land by individuals to
protect the public health and welfare. Controlling the width and encroachment of patios and
walkways into required setbacks is integral to controlling the overall amount of impervious
areas on a particular site. Furthermore, the Applicant installed the pavers without receiving
a permit from the Town. Had a permit been obtained, some of the pavers could have been
installed in accordance with the LDC. In addition, even if variance request #4 were to be
denied, the applicant would still be able to have a 5.66’ foot walkway on the south side of
the property using the existing paving adjacent to the house in addition to the permitted 3
feet in the south side yard. Therefore, a relaxation of the LDC is not needed to provide
substantial relief for this variance request. This criteria is not met.
Variance #8 and #9 – The amount of impervious areas in all of the required yards is directly
tied to variance requests #3 – #8 and #11 – #14. Since these variances are not needed to
provide relief from the LDC, the variance for the amount of pervious areas in all of the
required yards is not needed to provide relief from the LDC. This criteria is not met.
Variance #10 – #13 – Staff submits that the LDC is not a burdensome code of regulations
and in fact provides reasonable and rational restrictions on the use of land by individuals to
protect the public health and welfare. Controlling the width and encroachment of patios and
walkways into required setbacks is integral to controlling the overall amount of impervious
areas on a particular site. The criteria is not met.
Variance #14 – Providing the minimum required landscaping is crucial to the overall goal of
the Town’s LDC and Comprehensive Plan, which is to preserve and enhance the quality of
life in the Town. This criteria is not met.
f.

The plight of the applicant is due to unique circumstances of the property and/or
applicant which would render conformity with the strict requirements of the Land
Development Code unnecessarily burdensome;
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
subdivision. This criteria is not met.

g. The special conditions and circumstances which exist are the result of actions
beyond the control of the applicant.
Analysis: There are no special conditions or circumstances unique to the property or
variance requests. The property is situated in a similar situation to all properties within the
subdivision. This criteria is not met.
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Summary of Practical Difficulty Criteria
Variance #1 – 4 criteria met, 3 criteria not met
Variance #2 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #3 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #4 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #5 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #6 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #7 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #8 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #9 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #10 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #11 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #12 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #13 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met
Variance #14 – 1 criteria met, 6 criteria not met

BUILDING AND CODE COMPLIANCE SUMMARY
There are no open or expired permits. There are two open code enforcement cases. Case
C2004-0060 is for work without a permit (gutters, gate, fence addition, concrete slab) and case
C2004-1433 is for installing a roof that does not meet the setback requirements. Case C20040060 has $19,181.50 in total fines due to the Town and case C2004-1433 has $7,770.52 in total
fines due to the Town. The Town has liens on the property for both fines.

RECOMMENDATION
Variance #1 – Approve on the basis of practical difficulty. The shed is only eight (8) inches
taller than the maximum height for sheds. Also, the shed is generally not visible from the street,
which is the intent of the LDC regulations.
Variance #2 – Deny. The extension of the front yard walkways all the way to the front property
line contributes to the deterioration of the visual quality and character of the public right-of-way,
which impacts the aesthetic character of the entire neighborhood. It also contributes to
drainage problems for the site. The walkways can be modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2
(green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow represents areas that are
currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #3 – Deny. The regulation of the width of walkways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. A portion of this
walkway (the southern 4-feet) is within a platted drainage easement, which must be removed.
The Applicant has almost 3 feet of walkway on the south side of the house that is not within the
required side yard. This 3 feet combined with the 3-foot wide walkway allowed by the LDC
would allow the Applicant to have an almost 6-foot walkway, which is a reasonable use of the
land. The walkways can be modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas
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that are currently pervious and yellow represents areas that are currently paved but if removed,
would make the site comply).
Variance #4 – Deny. There is a 4-foot platted drainage easement on the south side of the
property line. Therefore, the 2-foot minimum setback required by the LDC must be adhered to
as well as an additional 2 feet of setback so that the side yard walkway does not encroach at all
into the drainage easement. The walkways can be modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2
(green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow represents areas that are
currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #5 – Deny. The regulation of the width of walkways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The walkways can be
modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious
and yellow represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site
comply).
Variance #6 – Deny. The regulation of the setback of walkways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The walkways can be
modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious
and yellow represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site
comply).
Variance #7 – Deny. The regulation of the setback of patios is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The patio can be
modified to comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious
and yellow represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site
comply).
Variance #8 – If the Board denies the approval of variances #4, #11, #12, #13 and #14 as
recommended by staff, the need for this variance would be eliminated. The percentage of
impervious area in the front yard would drop to 60%. If the above listed variances are approved
or approved with modifications, this variance may still be needed, subject to recalculation by
staff.
Variance #9 – If the Board denies the approval of variances #4, #5, #6, #7, #8, #11, #12, #13
and #14 as recommended by staff, the need for this variance would be eliminated. The
percentage of impervious area in all of the required yards would drop to 47.5%. If the above
listed variances are approved or approved with modifications, this variance may still be needed,
subject to recalculation by staff.
Variance #10 – Deny. The regulation of the width of driveways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The width (and
setbacks) of driveways also affects the visual character and quality of the public right-of-way
(see Figure 2), which affects every house located on the street. The driveway can be modified
to comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow
represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #11 – Deny. The regulation of the setbacks of driveways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The setback (and
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width) of driveways also affects the visual character and quality of the public right-of-way (see
Figure 2), which affects every house located on the street. The driveway can be modified to
comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow
represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #12 – Deny. The regulation of the setbacks of driveways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The setback (and
width) of driveways also affects the visual character and quality of the public right-of-way (see
Figure 2), which affects every house located on the street. The driveway can be modified to
comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow
represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #13 – Deny. The regulation of the setbacks of driveways is part of a set of regulations
aimed at limiting the total amount of impervious areas on residential lots. The setback (and
width) of driveways also affects the visual character and quality of the public right-of-way (see
Figure 2), which affects every house located on the street. The driveway can be modified to
comply as shown in Exhibit 2 (green represents areas that are currently pervious and yellow
represents areas that are currently paved but if removed, would make the site comply).
Variance #14 – Deny. The intent of the LDC landscaping regulations is ensure that each
residential lot has at least two (2) shade trees while giving the homeowner the option of having
two (2) palms in lieu of the third shade tree, as well as ensuring that adequate shrubs are
provided around the lot, which contributes to the overall aesthetic of the neighborhood. The
Applicant has zero trees and a deficient amount of shrubs due to the large percentage of the lot
that is currently paved. Staff recommends that the Applicant be required to meet the
landscaping regulations by either planting three (3) native species shade trees (not palms) or
two (2) native species shade trees and two (2) native species palm trees and at least fifteen (15)
shrubs. Staff submits that if the Applicant brings the lot into conformance with the LDC
regarding the pervious areas, walkways, and driveways, there will be sufficient room to plant the
needed landscaping to bring the property up to the minimum landscaping standards.
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CONDITIONS
In the event that the Board approves any of the variance requests, staff recommends that any
development order be subject to the following conditions:
1. The Applicant shall obtain a building permit, for all request(s) approved herein, within
one (1) year of the date of this approval. If a building permit is not obtained or an
extension granted within the prescribed time limit then, this approval shall become null
and void and all non-compliant structures and/or improvements shall be demolished.
2. The Applicant shall obtain all required demolition permits and remove all paving not
approved through this request, within six (6) months of this approval. The demolition
shall be completed prior to the issuance of any building permits for portions of this
approval that are approved.
3. The Applicant shall install all required landscaping, as may be modified by this
development order, within one (1) year of the date of this approval. If the required
landscaping is not installed within the prescribed time limit then, this approval shall
become null and void.
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not setback 4’ from side
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(#2) Front walkway projects
too far into front yard
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`
My Home
Miami-Dade County, Florida

Property Information Map
Summary Details:
Folio No.:
Property:
Mailing
Address:

32-2021-018-0120
14808 NW 88 CT
JULIO A MERCADO
14808 NW 88 CT MIAMI
LAKES FL
33018-

Property Information:
0101 ZERO LOT LINE
RESIDENTIAL
0001 RESIDENTIALCLUC:
SINGLE FAMILY
Beds/Baths:
4/2
Floors:
1
Living Units:
1
Adj Sq Footage: 2,607
Lot Size:
5,859 SQ FT
Year Built:
1995
GENESIS ESTATES
REPLAT PB 147-14 T18972 LOT 6A BLK 3
Legal
LOT SIZE 5859 SQ FT
Description:
FAU 30-2021-011-0160 0360 F/A/U 30-2021-0180120
Primary Zone:

Assessment Information:
Year:

Aerial Photography - 2009

0

109 ft

2009

$51,309 $73,298
$175,033 $226,881
$226,342 $300,179
$226,342 $226,417

Exemption Information:

This map was created on 12/29/2010 10:54:30 AM for reference purposes only.
Web Site © 2002 Miami-Dade County. All rights reserved.

2010

Land Value:
Building Value:
Market Value:
Assessed Value:

Year:
Homestead:
2nd Homestead:

2010

2009

$25,000
YES

$25,000
YES

Taxable Value Information:
Year:

2010

2009

Applied
Applied
Exemption/ Exemption/
Taxing Authority:
Taxable
Taxable
Value:
Value:
$50,000/
$50,000/
Regional:
$176,342
$176,417
$50,000/
$50,000/
County:
$176,342
$176,417
$50,000/
$50,000/
City:
$176,342
$176,417
$25,000/
$25,000/
School Board:
$201,342
$201,417

Sale Information:
Sale Date:
5/2000
Sale Amount:
$0
Sale O/R:
Sales
Sales which are
Qualification
disqualified as a result of
Description:
examination of the deed
View Additional Sales
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Town of Miami Lakes
Notice of Public Zoning Hearing
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Town of Miami Lakes Planning and Zoning Board will hold
a public hearing on Tuesday, April 19, 2011 at 6:30 PM at the Royal Oaks Park Community
Center, 16500 NW 87 Avenue, Miami Lakes, FL 33018 to consider the following requests for
the subject locations:
HEARING NUMBER:
APPLICANT:
FOLIO:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOCATION:
ZONING DISTRICT:

PZHA-10-09
Julio Mercado
32-2021-018-0120
Lot 6A, Block 3, of Genesis Estates Replat, according to
the Plat Thereof as Recorded in Plat Book 147, Page 14 of
the Public Records of Miami-Dade County, Florida.
14808 NW 88 Court
Miami Lakes, FL 33018
RU-1Z

In accordance with the Town of Miami Lakes Land Development Code (the “Town LDC”), Julio
Mercado (the “Applicant”) is requesting the following Variances from the Town LDC:
1. A Variance from Division 5.3(a)(2) to allow an accessory storage shed to exceed the
maximum height.
2. A Variance from Division 5.6(a)(3) to allow an attached canopy to be constructed of building
materials other than what is permitted by the Town LDC.
3. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(1) to allow an at-grade deck to project more than the five (5)
feet maximum projection allowed into the required front yard.
4. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the south-side yard to exceed the
maximum width of three (3) feet.
5. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the south-side yard to encroach into
the required two (2) foot side setback.
6. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the north-side yard to exceed the
maximum width of three (3) feet.
7. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(2) to allow a walkway in the north-side yard to encroach into
the required two (2) foot side setback.
8. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(3) to allow a patio in the rear yard to extend into the required
side setback on the north-side.
9. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(4) to allow a maximum total impervious area in the front yard
to exceed sixty (60) percent.
10. A Variance from Division 5.7(a)(5) to allow a maximum total impervious area in all the
required yards to exceed fifty (50) percent.
11. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(2) to allow a driveway to exceed the maximum approach
width of twenty (20) feet.
12. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(3) to allow a driveway to encroach into the required side
setback of four (4) feet in the south-side yard.
13. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(3) to allow a driveway to encroach into the required side
setback of four (4) feet in the north-side yard.
14. A Variance from Division 5.8(a)(5) to allow a driveway that is parallel to the front property line
to encroach into the required front setback of five (5) feet.
15. A Variance from Division 7.1(a) to allow less landscaping than required.
All persons interested may appear in person, by attorney or agent, or by letter, and express
objection or approval. All documentation pertaining to the item(s) is on file in the Office of the
Town Clerk located at 15150 NW 79 Court, Miami Lakes, FL 33016.
In accordance with the provisions of F.S. Section 286.0105, should any person seek to appeal
any decision made by the Town of Miami Lakes Planning and Zoning Board with respect to any
matter considered at this meeting, such person will need to ensure that a verbatim record of the
proceedings is made; which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal
is to be based.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, persons needing special
accommodations to participate in the proceedings should call Town Hall at (305) 364-6100 no
later than two (2) days before the proceedings for assistance.
Very truly yours,

Marjorie Tejeda
Town Clerk
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April 9, 2011

Ms. Antonella Fernandez
Planning & Zoning Code Compliance
Town of Miami Lakes
Planning & Zoning Department
15150 NW 79th Court
Miami Lakes FL 33016
Dear Ms. Fernandez:
This is to notify your office that today, Saturday April 9th, 2011 the following
notices of public hearing were mailed out:
HEARING NUMBER: PZHA-10-09
APPLICANT: Julio Mercado
FOLIO: 32-2021-018-0120

Total number of pieces: 156
Sincerely,
The Zoning Specialists Group, Inc.
Omara R. Lopez,
President
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April 8, 2011
Town of Miami Lakes
Planning & Zoning Department
15150 NW 79th Court
Miami Lakes FL 33016
RE: Property Owners List within 500 feet of:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Lot 6A, Block 3, of “GENESIS ESTATES REPLAT”, according to the
Plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 147, at Page 14 of the Public Records
of Miami-Dade County Florida.
FOLIO NO. : 32-2021-018-0120
LOCATION: 14808 NW 88 Court, Miami Lakes FL 33018
APPLICANT: JULIO MERCADO
ORDER NO.: 110404
____________________________________________________________
This is to certify that the attached ownership list, map and mailing matrix is a complete and accurate
representation of the real estate property and property owners within 500 feet of the subject property listed
above. This reflects the most current records on the file in Miami-Dade County Property Appraiser’s Office.

Sincerely,
THE ZONING SPECIALISTS GROUP, INC.

Jose F. Lopez, P.S.M.
For the Firm

Total number of property owners without repetition: 156
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Patricia Nunez & Victor
Hugo Cortez Landazuri
8744 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1312

Mayra Chirino & H Antonio
8746 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1312

Carlos M Rodriguez & W Caridad
8754 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1312

Ofelia R Fundora
8756 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1312

Luis Torrens & W Xiomara
16450 NE 35th Ave
North Miami Beach, FL 33160-4111

Eduardo Cruz & Hony Serra
8804 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Rene F Rodriguez & W Victoria &
Alexis A Rodriguez
8806 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Mireya B Suazo & Sofia J B Suazo
8814 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Raul Delanuez & W Rafaela
8816 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Jose A Triana & W Caridad
8824 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Jose P Iglesias & W Miraida
8826 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Juan Velazquez & W Antonia
8834 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Marco A Redondo &W Maria Redondo
8836 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Isabel Torres
8844 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Luz Orta
8846 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Aliette C Rodriguez
8854 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1313

Jose Ramos & W Dulce M
8837 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Juan Cervantes & W Elsie
1333 Maple Ave
Berwyn, IL 60402-1250

Walter F Cabrejos & W Fany
4759 Palm Ave
Hialeah, FL 33012-4037

Jeanette T Hernandez
Waldo Hernandez Jtrs
8825 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Jesus A Olive & W H Deborah
8817 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Santiago Gonzalez & W Ana De Moya
8815 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Ferenc J Schafer & W Maura
8807 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Imelda Gomez
8805 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1315

Robert A Fout & W Maria T
8765 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1383

Town Of Miami Lakes
6853 Main St
Hialeah, FL 33014-2048

Carman Betancourt (Est Of)
2305 Timber Grove Dr
Valrico, FL 33596-7216

Pastor D Aguiar Trs
Mirella C Aguiar Trs
8900 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7318

Rene Rodriguez & W Mary B
8910 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7318

Ramon A Piloto & W Dilaida
8920 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7318

Page 112

Wondera Eason
8925 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7317

Diego I Martinez & W Clara
8915 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7317

Viola Altamiranda
8905 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7317

Evaristo Amaran
8902 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7312

Anthony Vaquer &
W Jacqueline S Vaquer
8912 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7312

Carlos Naranjo & W Maria
8922 NW 148th St
Hialeah, FL 33018-7312

Jose F Valderrama
8923 NW 147th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7305

Fermin Rodriguez & W Rosa Rodriguez
8913 NW 147th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7305

Silvia S Iglesias
8903 NW 147th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7305

Edelberto Suarez & W Dorotea
8900 NW 147th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7300

Florida Conference Association & Of
Seventh Day Adventists
655 N Wymore Rd
Winter Park, FL 32789-2867

Flavio Diaz De Villegas & W Melba
8907 NW 146th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-7311

Heriberto J Herrera & W Maria I
7495 W 14th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33014-3405

Raul Acosta
8850 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Pioneer Invest Enterp Inc Trs
PO Box 278286
Hollywood, FL 33027-8286

Genaro Prieto & W Lourdes
8842 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Orlando Mancina & W Maricely
8840 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Fausto Mendez
8834 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Carlos Fernandez & W Michelle
8832 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Elizabeth Martinez & Joseph Padron &
Margarita Jimenez
8830 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Oscar Gil & W Nancy J
8824 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Rafael Cepero & W Lourdes
8822 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Lazaro Sanchez & W Leticia
8820 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Nery A Perez Carlos A Garcia
8814 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp
5000 Plano Pkwy
Carrollton, TX 75010-4900

Carlos Gonzalez
8810 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7371

Alejandro Cordova & W Guadalupe
8762 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7372

Adriana Bermudez
14811 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8012

Maria Cielo Rios
14761 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8011

Ruth Rodriguez & H Luis
14731 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8011
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Lliliam J Quintana & H Francisco
14730 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8010

Nancy Santiesteban
14760 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8010

Alberto Lleonart & W Mirta
14810 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8009

Gelacio Gutierrez & W Doris
14809 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8008

Jorge L Trujillo Trs
Alexander J Trujillo
14759 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8007

Rafael Pimentel & W Gracie
14729 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8007

George Gutierrez &
W Daisy Gutierrez
14728 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8006

Sergio F San Pedro
14758 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8006

Julio A Mercado
14808 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8005

Juan Gonzalez & W Idalmes
14807 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8004

Maria C Fernandez
14757 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8003

Neyda Mojena & Carlos Cuervo
14727 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8003

Luis R Rodriguez & W Leonidas
14726 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8002

Diana Herrera
14756 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8002

Beatriz Djebelli Perez
14806 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8001

Rafael Sanchez & W Martha
14805 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8000

Blas R Valle & W Elvira G
14755 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-1399

Doris Funez
14725 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-1399

Eduardo Nunez & W Diulaisis
8756 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7372

Enrique Leal & W Leonor Cruz
8750 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7372

Yamir Leal & W Dania
8744 NW 147th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-7372

Saul Medina & W Belkis
14786 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1398

Luis I Vega & W Yolanda
14794 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1398

Ibrahim Remedios
14804 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1397

Octavio N Torres & W Ana
14814 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1397

Leonardo Gonzalez & W Elba
14822 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1397

Elizabeth Ortiz & Edward J Davies
& W Bertha L
14830 NW 87th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-1397

Eduardo Diaz Beatrice Diaz
16543 NW 82nd Ave
Hialeah, FL 33016-3487

Sergio De La Fe & W Maria
14819 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8000

Roberto Rodriguez
14811 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8000
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Luisa A Rojas
14812 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8001

Armando T Suros & W Dahiana
14820 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8001

Xu Cui Wu
14828 NW 88th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8001

Rolando Barrero Interest Inc
PO Box 440584
Miami, FL 33144-0584

Jose M Rodriguez &
W Jackeline Varela
14821 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8004

Olga L Salazar
14813 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8004

Wilson R Avellan & W Georgina
14814 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8005

Raul Valle & W Ileana H
14822 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8005

Eladio M Hernandez
14830 NW 88th Ct
Hialeah, FL 33018-8005

Olga Bichara & Olga M Zuniga
14831 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8008

Manuel Pensado & W Caridad
14823 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8008

Armando A Hernandez & W Elsa C
14815 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8008

Antonio Diaz &
W Martha & Elizabeth Diaz
14816 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8009

Rosa Ruiz
14824 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8009

Fernando Santa Cruz Pacheco &
Mayelin Santa Cruz
14832 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8009

Mayra Barrial & H Jorge Barrial
14833 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8012

Shawn C Topps & W Cheryl M
14825 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8012

Esteban G Salas & W Corina
14817 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8012

King Po Li & W Soe Yin
8757 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8013

Jorge Leal & W Dignora
8765 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8013

Jose Gonzalez & W Teresa
8773 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8013

Felix Menendez & Amparo Menendez
8781 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8013

Angel Ruiz & W Rosa C
8801 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Abdel Karin Othman &
W Alba Cristina Vargas
8809 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Silvia Andrea Martinez
8817 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Roberto Gonzalez & W Milagros Le
Rem Roberto Gonzalez Rev Tr Etal
8825 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Jose Roberto Martinez Silvia Andrea
Martinez
8833 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Arnold Rockford
8004 NW 154th St # 372
Hialeah, FL 33016-5814

Alfredo L Llanes & W Dulce M Leon
8849 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Wigberto Labrador
8857 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014
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Olga Bichara & Olga M Zuniga
8865 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Miriam Bichara & Carlos Yanes
8873 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Roberto R Rodriguez
8881 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Hernan Orozco & W Auristela
8889 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

IVan M Gutierrez & W IVon
8897 NW 148th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-8014

Rene Fernandez
14618 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8051

Josefa Alfonso & Vilma Lara & H Luis
14612 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8051

Felipe P Arrastia & W Amparo
14637 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8053

Esther Ballikurva Sachinder Muthyala
14655 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8053

Ronald Marrero
14673 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8053

Frances R Latorre & Margaret Z Guerra
14691 NW 89th Ave
Hialeah, FL 33018-8053

Remberto A Martinez & W Xiomara
8861 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Nisset Rodriguez
8855 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Mirtha Chavez & H Jose Fernandez
8849 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Sonia P Molinary
8843 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Rogelio Perdomo & Ramon Dominguez
8837 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Chi Way Su & W Jin Yun Gan De Su
8831 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Hilda Serpa & Alberto Ferrer & W Josefa
8825 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Mario Collazo & W Anais
8819 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Jouber Oliveras
8813 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Martha Lopez
8807 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Antonio Sarduy & W Ladys Sarduy
8801 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8057

Juan Clausell & W Emma
PO Box 161116
Hialeah, FL 33016-0019

Jeanilier Lorenzo & H Lidice Martin
8769 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8056

Julio C Torres & W Damaris E
8761 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8056

Eugenio Vasquez & W Fe Magaly & Erick
Macineira & W Yanet Vazquez
8755 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8056

Leonel San Martin & W Milena
14611 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8052

Johnny Pellot & W Rosa I
14617 NW 88th Pl
Hialeah, FL 33018-8052

Biyueh Hsien Chou
8830 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055

Jose A Soto & W Ana M
8824 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055
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Isabel Guzman
Carlos F Lopez & Fernando C
8818 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055

Brian D Paez & W Raquel
8812 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055

Jose A Calles & W Beatriz D Diaz
8806 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055

Oscar Sr & Elvira Hernandez &
Oscar Jr & Mayra Hernandez
8830 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8055

Carlos A Angulo &W Leticia Lopez
8772 NW 146th Ln
Hialeah, FL 33018-8054

Gricel Valdes
8900 NW 149th Ter
Hialeah, FL 33018-1349

Total Number of Labels
without repetition: 156
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