SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT - URBAN DESIGN & PLANNING
CITY COMMISSION (CC} - GENERAL APPLICATION

Rev: 1 | Revislon Date: 2/24/2017 | Print Date: 2/24/2017
1.D. Number: PREID - AR

CITY COMMISSION (CC)
General Application

Cover: Deadline, Notes, and Fees
Page 1: Applicant Information Sheet, Required Documentation & Mail Notice Requirements
Page 2: Sign Notification Requirements & Affidavit

DEADLINE: City Commission submiital deadlines are set by the City Clerk and vary by type of application.
Contact project planner to determine deadiine prior to submittal of complete application.

EEES: All applications for development permits are established by the City Commission, as set forth by
resolution and amended from time to time, In addition to the application fee, any additional costs incurred by
the City including revisw by a consultant on behalf of the City, or special advertising costs shall ba paid by the
applicant. Any additional costs, which are unknown at the time of application, but are later incurred by the City,
shall be paid by the applicant prior fo the issuance of a development permit,

Dlnnovatlve Development (ID) $ 2,640.00
[ site Plan Level v $  950.00

[ site Pian Lovel Il in DRAC/SRAC-SA  § 1,920.00
{Downtown Regional Activily Center / South Regional Activity Center-South Andrews)

ﬂ Plat / Plat Note Amendment $  540.00 (includes $90 Final-DRC Fee)
D Easement Vacation $  560.00 (includes 590 Final-DRC Fea)
ﬂ ROW Vacation $ 830.00 (includes $100 Final-DRC Fes)
_D Rezoning $  910.00 (inctudes $110 FinakDRC Fee)

(in additlon to above slte plan fee)
E Appeal and/or DeNovo Hearing $ 1,180.00
E_ Site Plan Deferral $ 490.00
E City Commission Request fot Review $ 800.00
D City Commission General Review $ 89.00 / Hr.*
*The above fea is calculated at a rate of $89.00 per hour. Generally thes applications take

no more than 3 hours total to review ($267.00). however any additional time required
by staff will be charged prior lo the City Commission meeting.

Page 1 of 1 Approval by: Ella Parker, Urban Design & Planning Manager =g Url ‘1
Uncontrolied In hard copy unless otherwise marked ‘M ﬁ @@
WE BUILD COMMUNITY

Updated: 32012016 CC_Generatapp
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Page 1: City Commission Submittal Requirements

INSTRUCTIONS: The i d pursuant to the City's Unified Land Development Regulations (ULDR) The
application must be filled out accura!ely and comple(ely Please print or type and answer all questions. Indicate N/A if does not apply

NOTE Tb bs ﬁllcd oul by Department

“iRezoning from Indusirial fo B-2

The following number of Plans:
O One (1) original signed-off set, signed and sealed at 24" x 36
O Two (2) copy sets at 11" x 17"
O One (1) electronic version* of complete application and plans in PDF format to include only the following:

Cover page

Survey

Site plan with data table

Ground floor plan

Parking garage plan

Typlcal floor plan for mutlti-leve! structure
Roof plan

Building elevations

Landscape plan

Project renderings i.e. context plan, street-level perspectives, oblique perspectives, shadow study, etc.
Irmportant details i.e. wall, fence, lighting, etc.

goodooooocOoo

“All electronic fites provided should include the name followed by case number “Cover Page Case no.pdf

MAIL NOTIFICATION

Mall notice Is required for City Commission hearing of a Rezoning of Less than Ten Acres and of an Appeal of ROW Vacalion, Notice
shall be in the form provided by the Department and mailed on the date the application is pted by the Dep . The names

and add of h iations shall be those on file with the City Clerk. Rezoning of Less Than Ten Acres hearing nolice
must be mailed within 30 days of the hearing and Appeal of ROW Vacation hearing notice within 10 days of hearing.

= REQUIREMENT: Mail nolice of devel | shall be provided to real property owners within 300 feet of applicant's
property, as listed in the most recent ad valnram lax records of Bruward County

« TAX MAP: Applicant shall provide a tax map of all property within the required notification radius, with each property clearly
shown and delineated. Each property within the notice area must be numbered (by Folio ID} on the map 1o cross-reference
with property owners notice list.

« PROPERTY QWNERS NOTICE Lls Applicant shall provide a property owners notice list with the names, property control
numbers (Folio ID) and ror all prop y owners wnlhln the required notification radius The list shall also
include ali h s associati d i and ies noticed, as indicated on tha tax
roll.

* ENVELOPES: The applicant shall provide business size (#10) envelopes with first class postage aftached (stamps only,
metered mail will not be accepted). Envelopes must be addressed to all property owners within the required notificaton

radius. and mailing addresses must be typad or labeled; no hand ad will be pted  Indicate the following as
the retun address on all envelopes; City of Fort Lauderdale. Urban Design & Planning, 700 NW 19" Avenue, Fort Lauderdale,
FL 33311,

* DISTRIBUTION: The City of Fort Lauderdale, Urban Design & Planning Division wil mail all notices prior to the pubic hearing
meeting date, as outlined in Section 47-27.

Updaied 2052015 CC_Generalapp
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Page 2: Sign Notification Requirements and Affidavit

SIGN NOTICE

Applicant must POST SIGNS for all City Commission hearings of development applications according to Sec. 47-27.4.

*  Slgn Nofice shall be given by the applicant by posting a sign provided by the City stating the time, date and place of the Public
Hearing on such matter on the property which is the subject of an application for a development permit, |f more than one (1) public
hearing is held on a matter, the date, time and place shall be stated on the sign or changed as applicable.

*  The sign shall be posted at ieast fifteen (15) days prior to the date of the public hearing

*  The sign shall be visible from adjacent rights-of-way, inctuding wat 3, but pting allays.

*  Ifthe subject property is on more than one (1) right-of-way, as dascribed above, a sign shall be posted facing each right-of-way

® If the applicant is not the owner of the property that is subject of the application, the applicant shall post the sign on or as near to
the subject property as possible subject 1o the permission of the owner of the property where the sign is located or, in a location in
the nght-of-way it approved by the City

¢ Devalopment applications for more than one (1) contiguous development site shall be required to have sign natice by posting ona
(1) sign in each geographic direction, (north, south, east and wast) on the public right-of-way at the perimeter of the area under

consideration,
e If the sign is d yed or d from the property, the i is ibla for ining another sign from the City and
posting the sign on the property.

*  The sign shall remain on tha property until final dispesition of the application, Thig shall include any deferal, rehearing, appeal,
request lor review or hearings by another body  The sign information shall be changed as above to reflect any new dates.

*  The applicant shall, five (5) days prior to the public hearing, execute and submit to the deparment an affidavit of proof of posting of
the public notice sign according to this section. If the applicant fails to submit the affidavit the public hearing will be postponed until
the next hearing after the affidavit has been supplied.

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING SIGNS

STATE OF FLORIDA - AVPULN\W— Wwilh p\ﬂﬂ\HDQ \AH/\QNJ f,l*\/ dQJ(EYLM\NQJ

BROWARD COUNTY
e HQMUN% DKTE.
CITY COMMISSION CASE NO.
APPLICANT.
PROPERTY:,

PUBLIC HEARING DATE

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared who upon being duly swomn and
cautioned, under oath deposes and says:

1. Affiant is the Applicant in the above cited City of Fort La Board or G isslon Case.

2. The AfianUApplicant has posted or has caused to be posted on the Property the signage provided by the City of Fort
Lauderdale, which such signage notifies the public of the time, date and place of the Public Hearing an the application for relief
befora the Board or Commission.

3. That the sign(s) referenced In Paragraph two {2) above was posted on the Property in such manner as to be visible from
adjacent streats and waterways and was posted at least fifteen (15) days prior to the date of the Public Hearing cited above
and has remained continuously posted until the date of execution and filing of this Affidavit. Said sign(s) shall be visible from
and within twenty (20) feet of streets and waterways, and shall be securely fastened 1o a stake, fence, or building.

4. Affiant acknowledges that the sign must remain posted on the property until the final disposition of the case before tha Board
or Commisslon. Should the application ba continued, defarred or re-heard, the slgn shall be amended to reflect the
new dates.

5. Affiant acknowledges that this Affidavit must be executed and filed with the City's Urban Design & Planning five (5) calendar
days prior io the date of Public Hearing and if the Affidavit is not submitted, the Public Hearing on this case shall be cancelled.

6. Affiant is familiar with the nature of an oath or affirmation and is familiar with the laws of perjury in the State of Florida and the
penaltias therefore.

Affiant

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me in the Courity and State above aforesaid this day of 20

{SEAL)

NOTARY PUBLIC
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

NOTE: | understand that it my sign is not returned within the prescribed time limit as noted in Sec. 47.27 3.i of the City of Fort

Lauderdale ULDR, | will forfeit my sign deposit. (Inltiad here)
Initizls of applicant (or representative) recelving sign as per 47-27.2(3)(A-J)

Updated: 320215 CC_Gensrathop
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' I D U N AY Gary Dunay Ele Zachariades
- 1 Bonnie Miskel Matthew H. Scott
M I S K E L Scott Backman Christina Bilenki
i BACKMAN Hope Calkoun Lauren G. Odom
=L T | LLP Owayne Dickerson Zach Davis-Walker

August 8, 2019

City of Fort Lauderdale

City Clerk’s Office

Attn: David Soloman

100 N. Andrews Avenue, 7" Floor
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301

RE: Appeal of Planning & Zoning Board Denial of Rezoning Application Case # 219002 on July 17,
2019.

Dear Mr. Soloman,

This letter is being submitted pursuant to Section 47.26.8.1. of the City’s ULDRs appealing the July 17,
2019 decision of the Planning and Zoning Board denying Case Number 219002 which is a request for
rezoning of the +/- 0.39 acre property located at 816 NW 6t Avenue, which is generally located on the
east side of NW 6" Avenue, east of NW 6% Avenue, between NW 8% Street and NW S Street {“Property”)
in the City of Fort Lauderdale (“City”). The Property has a future land use designation of Northwest
Regional Activity Center and is currently zoned General Industrial {I). Brody Family Investments, LLC
(“Petitioner”) submitted application number 219002 to rezone the Property to the General Business (B-2)
zoning district (“Rezoning”). The Rezoning would then allow Petitioner to utilize the property for a greater
range of commercial uses that support the underlying Northwest Regional Activity Center Land Use.
Petitioner submitted required application materials and justification statements demonstrating that the
Rezoning complies with the review criteria listed in the City’s Unified Land Development Regulations
{“ULDRs”), City staff reviewed the application and found the Rezoning to be consistent with the City's
ULDRs and complies with the rezoning review criteria and City's Comprehensive Plan.

On July 17, 2019, the City’s Planning & Zoning Board held a public hearing and reviewed the Rezoning
application. Although Petitioner provided competent substantial evidence that the Rezoning met the
criteria for such applications under Section 47.24.4D of the City's ULDRs, the Rezoning was denied by the
City’s Planning & Zoning Board. Petitioner is now respectfully appealing the decision of the City’s Planning
& Zoning Board as there was a departure from the essential requirements of law in the proceedings by
the board and as competent substantial evidence does not exist to support the decision.

Section 47-24.4.D of the City’s ULDRs states that rezoning applications shall be reviewed in accordance
with the following criteria: (1) the zoning district proposed is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive
Plan; (2) the changes anticipated by the proposed rezoning will not adversely impact the character of
development in or near the area under construction; and (3) the character of the area proposed is suitable

145.E. 41h Street, Suite 36, Boca Raton, FL 33432 | Tel: (S61] 405-3300 | Fax: (561) 409-2341 | www dmbblaw.com
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for the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district and is compatible with surrounding districts and
uses.

The Staff Report for the Rezoning specifically and expressly states that the Rezoning Application meets all
the criteria for the Rezoning. At the July 17, 2019 Planning & Zoning Board hearing on the Rezoning
Application, City staff also testified that the Rezoning application met all of the criteria for rezoning. Both
Petitioner and City staff presented evidence and materials demonstrating that the Rezoning complies with
the above noted criteria. No competent substantial evidence was presented to the Planning & Zoning
Board to demonstrate the Rezoning did not comply with these criteria. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
members of the Planning & Zoning Board made statements that they would not support the rezoning
because it would be considered spot zoning, as the parcels immediately adjacent to the Property
maintained the I-1, industrial zoning designation, despite parcels one block to the east and to the north
with related business district zoning designations. The Assistant City Attorney present at the meeting also
made statements that she believed the rezoning request amounted to spot zoning or raised spot zoning
concerns. Comments were also made by board members that the City should pursue a rezoning of the
entire area in order to bring the area into conformity with the underlying land use and change the desired
zoning designation to the area, rather than approving Petitioner’s individual pursuit of such a zoning
change. As such, there was no basis for denial of the application according to the Code criteria. Instead,
the basis for denial was generalized concerns about spot zoning and the Board’s preference for the issue
to be addressed with a mare comprehensive, city-initiated rezoning of the area.

While there was no evidence to support the denial of the rezoning request, Petitioner provided the
following evidence to demonstrate compliance with each of the rezoning criteria:

(1) The zoning district proposed is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plon.

Petitioner submitted a justification statement for the Rezoning application that discussed the Northwest
Regional Activity Center (“NWRAC") future land use designation that applies to the Property per the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. A copy of that justification statement is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”. Petitioner
noted that the under the City's Comprehensive Plan, the NWRAC provides “the ultimate flexibility” for
redevelopment activities and its goal is to provide commercial developments that are compatible with
residential areas. As the Property is currently zoned for high intensity industrial uses that are incompatible
with residential land uses, the current zoning designation conflicts with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and the future land use designation. In contrast, the proposed B-2 zoning designation is a significant
downzoning that certainly allows for a wider range of community business type uses that are more
compatible with the surrounding residential areas.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan further states that development and redevelopment within the NWRAC
shall be consistent with the Northwest Progresso/Flagler Heights Community Redevelopment Plan
(“Redevelopment Plan”), The Redevelopment Plan further identifies the intent of this area is to preserve
and protect abutting neighborhood areas from incompatible commercial development, to enhance the
quality of life in the residential neighborhoods and to provide employment and job opportunities as well
as essential neighborhood services to the surrounding neighborhood areas. Again, the current industrial
zoning designation on the Praperty is inconsistent with these goals and objectives. Rather, the proposed
B-2 zoning designation is more suitable for the Property as it would allow for a diverse range of community
business uses that will conform with the goal of providing neighborhood services and removing the
incompatible uses that adversely effect the quality of life for the surrounding residential communities.

CAM # 19-0851
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Finally, another goal of the Redevelopment Plan, which is taken directly from the City’s Comprehensive
Plan, is to evaluate industrial land uses in the NWRAC to determine where possible zoning changes are
needed to assure compatibility with surrounding residential nmeighborhoods, As such, the City's
Comprehensive Plan and the Redevelopment Plan both contemplate rezoning of the Property from the
industrial land use designation to a commercial zoning designation that is more suitable for the area. As
the Property is located approximately three hundred thirty (330) feet from a residentially-zoned area, it
is the perfect example of an area where a zoning change is needed to ensure compatibility with the
surrounding area.

The City also entered a staff report prepared by planning experts into the record which supported
Petitioner’s position that the Rezoning met the required criteria in the ULDRs, A copy of that staff report
is attached hereto as Exhibit “B”. In the staff report, staff noted that, per the City’s Comprehensive Plan,
the intent of the NWRAC is to contain a mixture of small to medium scale businesses, cultural and
residential uses through the redevelopment and rehabilitation of existing buildings. Staff noted the
Rezoning is alsa supported by Objective 1.7 which aims to support development and redevelopment
activities within the Redevelopment Plan area. The staff report further notes that the Rezoning is
cansistent with Objective 1.10 which encourages redevelopment and expansion of employment
opportunities within the NWRAC and Policy 1.7.5, which calls for the evaluation of industrial land uses in
the NWRAC to determine where possible zoning changes are needed to assure compatibility with the
surrounding neighborhood. The staff report also notes that the Rezoning of the Property supports
community revitalization by introducing uses, including retail sales, commercial offices, and restaurants,
that are consistent with the Redevelopment Plan and that the Rezoning support the redevelopment of an
undervalued industrial area of the City that has the potential to serve as a major source of investment and
employment for the surrounding community.

(2) The changes anticipated by the proposed rezoning will not adversely impact the character of
development in or near the areq under construction.

Petitioner presented evidence that the proposed Rezoning would not adversely impact the character of
development in the area as the Rezoning is a downzoning to a less intense zoning district that is more
compatible with the character of development within the area, including business districts one block to
the north and east and residentially zoned districts only one and a half blocks to the east. Further,
development to the east is intended for construction of more multi-family uses that are in need of the
less intense and more community-oriented businesses that would be permitted under the B-2 zoning
designation. Again, the existing industrial zoning adversely impacts the character of development in or
near the area and is therefore not suitable for the Property.

City staff further presented evidence that the Rezoning will be consistent with the pattern of development
emerging within the NWRAC, offering an opportunity to establish new community businesses that aid in
the economic vitality of the City and nearby neighborhoods. City staff noted that the location of the
Property aligns with the intent of the B-2 zone, which is to locate this district on sites concentrated on or
around major trafficways per ULDR Section 47-6.2, as the Property is located on NW 6" Avenue, which
connects to Sunrise Boulevard and Sistrunk Boulevard. Staff noted that as redevelopment continues, NW
6" Avenue will accommodate a mixture of commercial uses that will provide local commerce and
employment opportunities, as contemplated by the City’s Comprehensive Plan, City staff also concurred
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that the uses permitted under the B-2 zoning designation are less intense than the existing industrial
zoning district, promoting uses that are more consistent with and supporting of nearby residential areas.
Staff also noted the compatibility in development standards between the proposed B-2 district and
existing industrial district which will allows for building size compatibility and will help transition the area
to a mixed-use corridor.

Once again, the City's Planning & Zoning Board did not hear or review any evidence to contest the
evidence from Petitioner and/or staff that the Rezoning complies with this criterion. Rather, the Board
heard baseless opposition from a neighbor and generalized concerns about spot zoning, which are legally
insufficient to support denial.

{3) The character of the area proposed is suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district
and is compatible with surrounding districts and uses.

Petitioner presented evidence that the B-2 zoning district is compatible with surrounding zoning districts
and uses. More specifically, Petitioner demonstrated that the surrounding zoning districts include a
business district one block east, followed by a multi-family residential zoning district approximately three
hundred thirty (330) feet east of the Property. Petitioner presented evidence that the uses permitted in
the B-2 zoning district are more restrictive, when considering intensity of the use, than the uses permitted
under the current industrial zoning and that due to the location of the Property, on the edge of the
industrial district and in such close proximity to residential uses, the existing zoning is less compatible with
the surrounding districts than that of the proposed B-2 zoning designation.

City staff provided additional evidence in support of this criterion. Staff demonstrated that based upon
Table 1: Dimensional Requirements for the existing and proposed zaning designations, both districts are
similar to one another when considering development standards and will allow for a seamless transition
between the industrial uses immediately surrounding the Property and the proposed commercial uses.
Staff noted that, if adopted, the B-2 zoning designation is not anticipated to have an adverse impact on
the surrounding district and uses.

The City's Planning & Zoning Board did not hear or review any evidence to contest the evidence from
Petitioner and/or staff that the character of the area is not suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed
zoning district or that the character of the area is incompatible with surrounding districts and uses. During
discussion, the City’s Planning & Zoning Board noted they considered this to be spot zoning, despite
evidence demonstrating compatibility and future redevelopment plans for the area. Petitioner presented
evidence through applicable case law that held such zoning changes are not considered spot zoning when
it is consistent with the purposes of the comprehensive plan. More specifically, Petitioner cited Town of
Juno Beach v. Mcleod, No. 4D002-624 (4th DCA 2002), which held that zoning requests should be
evaluated within the context of the municipality’s comprehensive plan and that zoning changes should be
scrutinized to ensure strict compliance with the comprehensive plan. Further, in a similar instance, the
court in S.W. Ranches Homeowners Association v. Broward County 502. So2d 931, 935 (Fla. 4th DCA 1987)
held that a similar zoning change did not constitute spot zoning where it was consistent with the purposes
of the comprehensive plan. As such, Petitioner presented competent substantial evidence that the
Rezoning met this criterion, but also that per applicable caselaw, the Rezoning did not constitute spot
zoning. Again, the board noted that the City should initiate a rezoning for the area to amend the entire
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region to a commercial business district, but did not present evidence that the proposed Rezoning did not
comply with this criterion.

As previously noted, rezoning applications shall be reviewed in accordance with the three (3) criteria
noted in Section 47.24.4.D of the ULDR. Where competent substantial evidence has been provided to
demonstrate compliance with those three (3) criteria and in absence of competent substantial evidence
that the request fails to meet those criteria, a rezoning application must be approved. During the public
hearing before the Planning & Zoning Board for the Rezoning, Petitioner and City staff both presented
evidence, supparted by the application materials, that the Rezoning met the standards in Section
47.24.4.D. As such, Petitioner respectfully requests that this appeal be granted as competent substantial
evidence does not exist to support the decision of the Planning & Zoning Board. Further, by making
decisions based on factors not included within the criteria listed in Section 47.24.4.D, there was a
departure from the essential requirements of law in the proceedings. Based on the foregoing, Petitioner
respectfully requests that at the next available regularly scheduled meeting for the City Commission to
accept this request for an appeal of the Planning & Zoning Board’s denial of the Rezoning, and at this same
meeting, conduct a de novo hearing and approve the Rezoning.

Sincerely,

V)

Matthew Scott, Esq.
Dunay, Miskel & Backman, LLP
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LOCHRIE
CHAKAS..

1401 EaST BROWARD BOULEVARD, SUITE 303
FORT LAUDERDALE, FLOR!DA 33301

EMAIL: ASCHEIN@LOCHRIELAW.COM

DIRECT LINE: $54.617.8919

MAIN PHONE: 954.779.1119

Fax: 954.779.1117

Owner: Brody Family Investments LLC
Site Address: 816 NW 6" Avenue (“Property”)
Request: Rezoning from Industrial to B-2

Author: Andrew Schein, Esq.

May 10, 2019

Rezoning Narrative

City of Fort Lauderdale ULDR Section 47-24.4.D.

1.

The zoning district proposed is consistent with the city's comprehensive plan.

RESPONSE: The Property’s future land use designation under the City’s
comprehensive plan is Northwest Regional Activity Center (“NWRAC?”), Under the
comprehensive plan, the NWRAC provides “the ultimate fexibility” for
redevelopment activities and for preserving single-family residential neighborhoods
within the area. One of the stated goals in the comprehensive plan for the NWRAC
is to provide commercial developments that are compatible with residential areas.

The Property is currently zoned “industrial”. While industrial uses are permitted in
the NWRAC, the current zoning designation of the Property does not match the
comprehensive plan’s goal of providing uses that are compatible with residential
areas. The B-2 zoning designation, which is a significant “downzoning” from the
existing zoning, allows for more uses that are compatible with the surrounding
residential areas and explicitly does not allow for “heavier” uses that are not
consistent with the surrounding residential areas.

Additionally, the City’s comprehensive plan states that development and
redevelopment within the NWRAC shall be consistent with the Northwest
Progresso/Flagler Heights Community Redevelopment Plan (“Redevelopment
Plan”). The Property is located within the “Northwest District” of the
Redevelopment Plan. The Redevelopment Plan states:

“Overall, this Redevelopment Plan will generally, but not solely, assist
in serving the needs of low and moderate-income neighborhoods by
fostering development regulations designed to preserve and protect
abutting neighborhood areas from incompatible commercial
development. Additionally, it will help focus and direct basic physical
improvement programs to the NPF CRA in order to enhance the
quality of life in the residential neighborhoods, and improve the
overall environment necessary to retain and attract sound business
and commercial development that provide employment and job
opportunities as well as essential neighborhood services to the

surrounding neighborhood areas.” (emphasis added)
Page | of 2
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By rezoning the Property from industrial to B-2, the Property will be restricted
from certain heavier land uses (manufacturing, warehousing, etc.) that are
incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood areas. Instead of industrial uses,
the B-2 zoning designation would promote the stated goals of the Redevelopment
Plan by enhancing the quality of life in the surrounding residential neighborhoods
and would allow for different uses that are more in conformity with the goal of
providing essential neighborhood services (such as restaurants, bakeries, general
retail, etc.) that are currently restricted by the zoning (but permitted under the land
use).

Another goal in the Redevelopment Plan, which is taken directly from the
comprehensive plan, is to “evaluate industrial land uses in the Northwest RAC to
determine where possible zoning changes are needed to assure compatibility with
surrounding residential neighborhoods.” The Property is located approximately 330
fect away from a residentially-zoned area, and the Applicant believes that the
proposed downzoning of the Property to B-2 is the perfect example of an area that a
zoning change is needed to assure compatibility with the surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

The Applicant believes that this proposed rezoning is not only compatible with the
comprehensive plan and the Redevelopment Plan, but is essential to further the
stated goals and objectives of both plans.

. The changes anticipated by the proposed rezoning will not adversely impact the character
of development in or near the area under consideration.

RESPONSE: The proposed rezoning will not adversely impact the character of
development in or near the area under consideration. The proposed rezoning is a
downzoning to a less intense zoning district and will therefore be more compatible
with the character of development near the area, specifically the residentially zoned
areas to the east of the Property. The area, with more multifamily residential uses
coming to fruition to the east of the Property, is in need of less intense and more
neighborhood-friendly uses that are allowed in the B-2 zoning district but are not
allowed in the industrial zoning district.

. The character of the area proposed is suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed
zoning district and is compatible with surrounding districts and uses.

RESPONSE: As stated above, the Property is approximately 330 feet from
multifamily residential zoning to the east. The uses permitted in the B-2 zoning
district are more restrictive, from an intensity standpoint, than the uses permitted
under the current industrial zoning. Located on the edge of the industrial district
near residential uses, the Property’s current zoning is less compatible with
surrounding districts and uses than the proposed zoning.

Page 2 of 2
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EXHIBIT B
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REQUEST FOR REZONING

Industrial to B-2

816 NW 6™ Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33311

SHEET INDEX

1 — Cover Page

2 — Survey

3 —Plat

4 — Plat (continued)

5 — Aerial, Land Use and Zoning



CAM # 19-0851
Exhibit 2
Page 14 of 19

)
|
FEECT 13 ROLONPINM '8 BLINS (TWOW BNive RNVIMIVE C85E TROGTY 1u0d INN3AY B9 MH 919 W w m -
20 'SHAAIALNS TVIZMIN0D YIIVIE ‘m Z WO OR @1 35vd T #008 1¥id M o f A SE——| ] e
! » OSSTHI0Yd o )
mmmm ¥92.34308 FUE - gl »
23 ceoffiony st vE EE Ze 5107 HERI mmm_ Bl
e A el ns 31 aw s | 8 || 134 I 24 2l

: TR Ty T E AN p? m » . el e B w . I mmu
S R R E T ) mmw
_ ......./..m“..qs... 3ic m, W g mm m mm mmwm mm .wm i o m.m“.% B r : m“m
S BEIR LT IR
AR G R
RS 2 g Bl gy ] BEL
: ! i mﬂm 1] ik wmmmmwmmw i m Il mMm.mMmm;m m
S 1L KN HHEE T ft RN
L mﬁwmﬁmwmymmrmwwwwwﬁmm : @mmwwagﬁg
mamww;w%%%wwmhﬁxgﬁ%muwwrw,ﬁ%;ﬁx
O O ) ... e
o I ENT R e

FORT LAUDERDALE

. g
i | .m
1 . : 8 me
_ g _ w"
. ]
i 3 5 ¥
e D S
% mmm 30 "y
,.m m g WUQ
! ~ A

i . Py

1 A A

“r .\\(-n\“\./?\\% il SRS

| \ Q@&Sﬁﬁ\s s

J) 00°STE M _¥0.80.80 N “rmummsem i e [
el oy
\ samame ovoe ;
T T T maw s AN T T

vy 3 ey

BTV R N T

mmmﬁ@m%%%

: M%LFEE % W@

R D B

ao R o
i | m.m ! ] mW m.mmm. m.am 2y sik m.mmw.um
i mwmnm ¢ f i Ak m mmm =4l mmmm mw,w Gt ,mmm. m“m.mw
i ] LR el
mmmmmmw mmmmm mmwmmm m i M mMmmmmm wummm mmmmm mwmm memmm i mmm w.mmm
95 B g dgk Gt A RSt

TR %ﬁ%&%ﬁwﬁfﬁma

ALTAVACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY OF: 81 6 | N W. 6th AVENUE,




. ')
Mg MIBIUEE
. u“mn- X 115
LTI
i R ki I3
‘-"
ittt
st
3
A $reynd
A 3¢
Hay .
%\%Q\i
. oaglisy
R R
IR
T
L] q 3
5 &{E L
 RERLER
§i -:2 \§§ N "
SIEVgRY i Nk T
13 § v 3 AN uEaea A RLENERRA AT SRR e
Al RS " Ty LT ST m L L
k AR
T )
TR FRTTEER:
o A Rk :
1
; E -_ B
R § E : & 8 ::‘;:
g T T
KM ST Re ok
o ul o A 7
-i.‘] X T
= N 193 Y Inulmﬂ;n
‘Ti EEEELLRERE .
i}
. 1N K
il aauit Tewiui |
E;é 1':1:.:: dehele's
( E' : .A'\l h! o ’
L) 2
bk
s o |
1 p > .
ML RrE Hae 2 5 :::":‘1:..
N R }!..
Tl R S R
N AFAALARNAN Equeanii LT '
bk EERESEERYN T T o i
%
T -
| = " L
o & 2
” ' pesramy u qErTre
s v L rcpesrery - ~ | e o
ﬂ— " - Mer: 1y
E o . !
2. ARt G e g TR
. * 7? '“..m."“ !uum]-:lu n Ik |Hmnmijnii||u:m
e [ U] 1SR IR ]
- . F LTI ETLTITIEITTO NRPTE e L.
- v [ - b
L4 . '] L]
» N . 3 + ¥
4 ! ; ..,
. . . . Y E T g
. < . : ixe Wy

CAM # 19-0851
Exhibit 2
Page 15 of 19



pags

Semiinte -

-

& et

. .. .
L

O,

ﬁd.

InY"

uhyl

L

FOAERRE
iekitie

. &
)

Frs
i 8

o P

.,
LY
LR K £

w1m s

FLORIDA .

COUNT Y.

4

DRDA,

R

M

CAM # 19-0851

Exhibit 2

Page 16 of 19



= e |
- | = —— i
Aerial | (o S |
— e 11 - el : i3 'Ih T |

i | s R

Future Land Use
1__"_"_-_'_. Y

M B A

£ ‘F _
_.--,::a.:‘]:‘q'..ﬂ

NW &th Ave

?..
¥

s N

- §

~
My o Ave

WA AR Ay

s Bl & i

1 e Tk

CAM # 19-0851
Exhibit 2
Page 17 of 19



CAM # 19-0851
Exhibit 2
Page 18 of 19




CAM # 19-0851
Exhibit 2
Page 19 of 19






