DRAFT AGENDA

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2025
Miami-Dade TPO Offices
150 West Flagler Street, Suite 1900
Miami, FL 33130

Following the conclusion of the 10:00 AM Executive Meeting
Time Approximate: 10:30 AM

VIRTUAL / PHYSICAL MEETING

Join Zoom Meeting
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/88431012110?pwd=p4JZ6p0MNZ2aK4mufiGmJwM4p9dB91.1

Meeting ID: 884 3101 2110
Passcode: 975723

Find your local number: https://usO6web.zoom.us/u/kbBvAWAotC

I Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call
Welcome by Aileen Bouclé, AICP, Executive Director, Miami-Dade TPO

Il. Presentations

Daniel Iglesias, P.E., District Secretary, FDOT District Six (Time Approximate 11:00 A.M.)

1. Action ltems

A. Minutes
August 27, 2025 Executive Committee Meeting

B. Financial Report

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org; sfadmin@sfrpc.com



http://www.sfregionalcouncil.org/
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/88431012110?pwd=p4JZ6p0MNZ2aK4mufjGmJwM4p9dB91.1
https://us06web.zoom.us/u/kbBvAWAotC

C. Consent: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Reviews

Proposed
e Broward County 25-01ESR
e Monroe County 25-04ACSC
e Monroe County 25-05ACSC
e City of Florida City 25-01ESR
e City of Fort Lauderdale 25-02ESR
e City of Hallandale Beach 25-01ER
e City of Lauderdale Lakes 25-01ER
e City of Sunny Isles Beach 25-02ESR

Public Hearing

Adopted
e Monroe County 25-03ACSC
e City of South Miami 24-02ESR
e City of Sunny Isles Beach 25-01ESR

Public Hearing

Regional Issues: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Review — None
General Counsel Annual Review

Executive Director Annual Review

FY 2025-26 Proposed Operating Budget

SFRPC Resolution # 25-03 Funding for SFRTA

T oOmmoD

Public Comments

V.

VL.

Program Reports and Activities

A. SFRPC Revolving Loan Funds Status Report
B. SFRPC CARES Act RLF Status Report
C. Legal Counsel Update on SB 180, Chapter 2025-190 (Time Approximate: 11:25 A.M.)

Discussion Items

Executive Director’s Report
Legal Counsel Report
Council Members Report
Ex-Officio Report

o0 w»

Announcements and Attachments

A. Attendance Form
B. Upcoming Meetings
1) Monday, October 20, 2025, 10:30 am (SFRPC)
2) Monday, November 17, 2025. 10:30 am (Location TBD)



3) December, Winter Recess, No Meeting unless called by the Chair
4) Monday, January 26, 2026, 10:30 am (SFRPC)

VIL. Adjournment

Pursuant to Chapter 286.0105, Florida Statutes, if a person decides to appeal any decision made by the Council with
respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he 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 based.

Pursuant to the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act, any person requiring special accommodations to
participate in this hearing is asked to advise the Agency at least 5 days before the hearing by contacting the South
Florida Regional Planning Council at one of the following: (1) One Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida
33020; (2) Phone 954-924-3653; (3) Fax 954-924-3654; or (4) sfadmin@sfrpc.com. If you are hearing or speech
impaired, please contact the Agency using the Florida Relay Service, 1 (800) 955-8771 (TTY/VCO), 1 (800) 955-8770
(Voice), 1 (800) 955-8773 (Spanish).

Agenda packets for upcoming Council meetings will be available at the Council’s website,
https://sfregionalcouncil.org/meeting-materials/ ten days prior to the meeting.

If you would like to be added to the e-mail list to receive the link to the agenda, please e-mail the
Council at sfadmin@sfrpc.com.



mailto:sfadmin@sfrpc.com
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September 22, 2025

Daniel Iglesias, P.E.

District Secretary, District Six

Florida Department of
Transportation

Phone 954-924-3653
Fax 954-924-3654

1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020 sfcn.imin@sfrpc..com
www.sfregionalcouncil.org

South Florida Regional Planning Council



DANIEL IGLESIAS, P.E.

District Secretary, District Six
Florida Department of Transportation

Secretary Iglesias was born and raised in Miami, Florida

and received his Bachelor of Science degree in

Architectural Engineering from the University of Miami.

He worked in the private sector for 7 years where his

responsibilities included various roadway improvement
projects for the City of Hialeah and Miami-Dade County, and water and sewer and
pump station design and various land development projects.

Mr. Iglesias decided to focus on roadway design and started his career with FDOT District
Six in 2007 as a Roadway Designer/Project Engineer in the Internal Design section. In
February of 2009, he was promoted and became a Project Manager in Internal Design.
Under his leadership, the Design team successfully produced dozens of projects, most
notably the widening of the Eastbound |-75 to Southbound Palmetto Expressway ramp
and the Alton Road reconstruction from 5th Street to Michigan Avenue in Miami-Dade
County. After serving as the head of the Internal Design section for 4 years, he became
the District Design Engineer in 2016, leading the Design office in producing several key
projects including the 1-395 Signature Bridge project, the completion of the Krome
Avenue Widening program, and the design of the Golden Glades Interchange
reconstruction project- the largest conventional Design-Bid-Build project in Florida’s
history. In 2020, Mr. Iglesias was promoted to the Director of Transportation
Development, where he oversaw the development of a $3.2 B District Work Program. In
2025, Mr. Iglesias was appointed the District Six Secretary, leading FDOT's district in
Miami-Dade and Monroe counties. In 2011, he was recognized as the Leader of the Year
for the District and is a FELI and AASHTO Leadership Institute graduate.

Secretary Iglesias is married to his wife Nikki and has two children.

Phone 954-924-3653
South Florida Regional Planning Council Fax 954-924-3654

1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020 sfodmin@sfrpc..com
www.sfregionalcouncil.org



MINUTES OF THE
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE
SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
August 27, 2025

The Executive Committee Members of the South Florida Regional Planning Council met virtually and in
person on this date at the South Florida Regional Planning Council, 1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250,
Hollywood, FL 33020. Chair Lincoln welcomed everyone, both in person and virtually, and called the
meeting to order at 10:31 a.m. She asked Councilmember Goldberg to lead the Pledge of Allegiance. The
meeting’s recording can be accessed here:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VmwQXTJgOvc&feature=youtu.be

I. Pledge of Allegiance and Roll Call

Chair Michelle Lincoln (VP)
Councilmember Frank Caplan
Councilmember René Garcia (VP)
Councilmember Steve Geller
Councilmember Cary Goldberg
Councilmember Denise Horland

A = Absent
D = Designee
* = Excused Absence

VP = Virtually Present

SFRPC Executive Director Isabel Cosio Carballo and Legal Counsel Sam Goren were present.

The following Ex-Officio Members were virtually present:

Sirena Davila, representing the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Armando Vilaboy, representing the South Florida Water Management District

The following Ex-Officio Member was absent:
Dat Huynh, representing the Florida Department of Transportation, District 6

Il. Presentation
Legal Counsel Update on SB 180, Chapter 2025-190: (Time Approximate: 11:30)

The presentation has been postponed to the September 22, 2025, Council Meeting.

lll. Action Items

A. Minutes of the Previous Meeting
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Chair Lincoln motioned to approve the Meeting Minutes for the July 21, 2025, Meeting. Councilmember
Geller moved the motion, Councilmember Caplan seconded the motion, which was adopted by unanimous
vote.

B. Financial Report

The Director of Finance and IT, Leo Braslavsky Soldi, presented the Financial Report in detail.

Chair Lincoln motioned to approve the Financial Report. Councilmember Geller moved the motion,
Councilmember Horland seconded the motion, which was adopted by unanimous vote.

C. Consent: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Reviews

Legal Counsel, Sam Goren, read the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Reviews, Proposed.

Proposed

e Islamorada, Village of Islands 25-03ACSC
e Islamorada, Village of Islands 25-04ACSC
e City of Lauderhill 25-01ESR

e City of Miami Beach 25-02ESR

e City of Miami Beach 25-03ESR

e City of South Miami 25-01ER

Public Hearing
Chair Lincoln opened the Public Hearing and asked if there were any comments or questions.

Public Comments
There were no comments or questions from the public in person or virtually.

Chair Lincoln motioned to approve the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Councilmember
Horland moved the motion, Councilmember Goldberg seconded the motion, which was adopted by
unanimous vote.

Legal Counsel, Sam Goren, read the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Reviews Adopted.

Adopted

e Miami-Dade County 25-02ESR
e Miami-Dade County 25-04ESR
e Monroe County 25-02ACSC

e City of Miami 25-01ESR

e C(City of Parkland 25-01ESR
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Public Hearing
Chair Lincoln opened the Public Hearing and asked if there were any comments or questions.

Public Comments
There were no comments or questions from the public in person or virtually.

Chair Lincoln motioned to approve the Adopted Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Councilmember Geller
moved the motion, Councilmember Garcia seconded the motion, which was adopted by unanimous vote.

D. Regional Issues: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Review
Miami-Dade County 25-03ESR

Legal Counsel, Sam Goren, read the Regional Issues: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Reviews for Miami-
Dade 25-03ESR.

Ms. Cosio Carballo discussed the Miami-Dade 25-03ESR amendment that was submitted on behalf of Kelly
Tractors for a development project. Council staff Christina Miskis explained the Council’s responsibilities
regarding amendment reviews. She summarized the amendment, citing the SFRPC concerns for
consistency with the SRPP. Council review of amendments to local government comprehensive plans is
limited to 1) adverse effects on regional resources and facilities identified in the Strategic Regional Policy
Plan for South Florida (SRPP) and 2) extra-jurisdictional impacts that would be inconsistent with the
comprehensive plan of any affected local government within the Region.

Based on comments from the Florida Department of Transportation and lack of comment from the South
Florida Water Management District, with no comments received from any other commenting agency or
outside organization, Council staff’s recommends that the Council find the proposed plan amendment as
not causing adverse impact to state or regional resources/facilities and without extra-jurisdictional
impacts that would be inconsistent with the comprehensive plan of any affected local government within
the Region. Discussion ensued on the lack of comments from other agencies, wetlands, and regional
impacts.

Following Council staff’s introduction of the item, there was a presentation by Alessandria San Roman,
from Holland & Knight LLC, on behalf of the applicant, Kelly Tractors. The site is a 246-acre parcel that is
partly outside the Urban Development Boundary. The applicant’s request is to amend the land use
designation to allow the creation of “MIA Equipment and Supportive Services Area.” Ms. San Roman
discussed points such as economic development benefits, the regional significance of wetlands, and
environmental impacts. Transportation impacts were discussed for NW 137th Ave & State Road 836
access. There was a discussion of commitments from the applicant for the preservation and expansion of
on-site wetlands.

Public Comment was provided by Ms. Laura Reynolds from the Hold the Line Coalition. Ms. Reynolds
expressed opposition, citing wetlands protection, and suggested a map amendment rather than a text
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amendment. Councilmember Geller asked Legal Counsel Sam Goren to clarify the extent of the Council’s
jurisdiction. Mr. Goren recognized the Council’s limited jurisdiction under Ch. 163.3184, F.S., for regional
resources and extra-jurisdictional impacts only. Councilmember Garcia provided comments on the vote
at the Miami-Dade County Commission meeting. Councilmember Caplan discussed the wetlands and
asked the applicant to clarify. Councilmember Horland expressed her concern over the lack of agency
comments.

Chair Lincoln motioned to approve the Miami-Dade County 25-03ESR. Councilmember Geller moved the
motion, Councilmember Garcia seconded the motion, to recommend approval with inclusion of Council
staff recommendations, amended to emphasize wetland preservation and restoration as feasible. The
motion was carried by a roll call vote.

SFRPC Recommendation Miami-Dade County 25-03ESR (CDMP 20230013) — Final Adopted

Based on comments from the Florida Department of Transportation and lack of comment from the South
Florida Water Management District, with no comments received from any other commenting agency or
outside organization, find the proposed plan amendment as not causing adverse impact to state or
regional resources/facilities and without extra-jurisdictional impacts that would be inconsistent with the
comprehensive plan of any affected local government within the Region.

Find the Amendment generally consistent and approve this report for transmittal to Miami-Dade County
and the State Land Planning Agency with the following Council Recommendations:

e To ensure that existing industrial land within the UDB is utilized to its highest and best use, and
to minimize future development pressure outside of the UDB, the Council recommends aligning
initiatives such as private/public partnerships for land assembly and brownfield redevelopment
with broader economic development strategies. This approach will help balance economic growth
with community and environmental priorities.

e To mitigate potential runoff, water quality, and freshwater recharge impacts, staff recommends
that the Applicant consider sufficiently buffering the property from the C-4 Inflow canal on the
western border, preserve existing intact wetlands, and restore wetlands as feasible. The Applicant
and County should continue to work together to address and minimize potential adverse impacts
to Wetlands of Regional Significance identified by Miami-Dade County.

e The Applicant should also ensure that there are no adverse impacts to the habitat of federal or
state-designated endangered and threatened species. It is notable and commendable that an
island hammock is identified for conservation with the support of the Miccosukee Tribe.

e The Applicant should work with Miami-Dade County to address impacts to NW/SW 137 Avenue
to ensure that necessary infrastructure is either available or provided.

e The Applicant should ensure that potential connections to regional transit are maximized to the
extent possible, as recommended by Miami-Dade Transportation and Public Works
(MDTPW). The Applicant should coordinate with Miami-Dade County to complete nearby bicycle
and pedestrian infrastructure, including crosswalks.
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E. General Counsel Annual Review

The Agenda Item has been postponed to the September 22, 2025, Council Meeting.

F. Executive Director Annual Review

The Agenda Item has been postponed to the September 22, 2025, Council Meeting.

IV. Program Reports and Activities

A. Council Member Request — County Ad Valorem Analysis

Mrs. Cosio Carballo asked Deputy Director Randy Deshazo to briefly respond to the request of
Councilmember Geller regarding the County Ad Valorem Analysis. Councilmember Geller advised that he
had serious questions, and Mrs. Cosio Carballo suggested that Councilmember Geller and Mr. Deshazo
have an offline conversation and postpone a staff presentation to the September council meeting due to
lack of time today. Councilmember Geller stated the report was similar to the Tallahassee Democrat, in
which property taxes are 32% of all county revenue. Councilmember Geller discussed the report using
the general revenue, which makes up 85% of property taxes, and the 32% can be misleading because it
includes 55.7% for first responders. Ms. Cosio Carballo stated that Council staff will continue its work on
the request.

B. SFRPC Regional Conference — “The Business Case for Transit-Oriented Development with

Affordable and Workforce Housing”

Mrs. Cosio Carballo asked Ms. Eralda Agolli of Council staff to provide an update on the upcoming SFRPC
regional conference, scheduled for September 11. 2025, at the Broward Center for the Performing Arts.
As of August 27, 2025, 172 people registered for the event. Ms. Agolli discussed Council staff sending out
more marketing emails for the event and asked if the Councilmembers could also share the conference
information through their email and social media channels.

V. Discussion Iltems

A. Executive Director’s Report

Chair Lincoln tabled the Executive Director’s Report for the next Council meeting.

B. Legal Counsel Report

Chair Lincoln tabled the Legal Counsel’s Report for the next Council meeting due to time constraints.
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C. Council Members Report
None.

D. Ex-Officio Report
None.

VI. Announcements and Attachments

A. Attendance Form

B. Upcoming Meetings
1) Thursday, September 11, 2025, 8:30 am (SFRPC Regional Conference, Broward Center for

the Performing Arts)

2) Monday, September 22, 2025, 10:30 am (TBD)
3) Monday, October 20, 2025, 10:30 am (SFRPC)
4) Monday, November 17, 2025. 10:30 am (Marathon TBD)
5) December, Winter Recess, No Meeting unless called by the Chair

VIIl. Adjournment
Chair Lincoln adjourned the meeting at 11:35 a.m.

This signature is to attest that the undersigned is the Secretary of the SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL
PLANNING COUNCIL and that the information provided herein is the true and correct minutes for August
27, 2025, of the SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL adopted on the 22™ day of September
2025.

Frank Caplan, Secretary Date
Councilmember, Village of Key Biscayne



MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #l111.B

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: FINANCIAL REPORT

Attached is a Financial Report comparing the months of June through August 2025 for your review and

approval.

Recommendation

Approve the Financial Report.

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020

954.924-3653 Phone, 954.924-3654 FAX

www.sfregionalcouncil.org



SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

COMPARATIVE BALANCE SHEET

August 31, 2025
(unaudited)
Increase
June July August (Decrease)
General Fund
Assets:
Cash GF 1,350,475 1,296,689 1,350,248 53,559
SBA - Investment Account 523,914 525,899 527,883 1,985
Accounts Receivable 7,509 6,337 5,750 (586)
Due From Other Funds 39,258 37,705 30,563 (7,142)
Prepaid Expenses 15,477 15,477 15,477 -
Total Assets 1,936,634 1,882,106 1,929,922] 47,815
Liabilities and Fund Balance:
Liabilities 19,547 27,139 17,104 (10,035)
Fund Balance 1,917,087 1,854,967 1,912,817 57,850
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 1,936,634 1,882,106 1,929,922 47,815
Federal, State & Local
Assets:
Accounts Receivable 166,577 205,564 172,470 (33,094)
Total Assets 166,577 205,564 172,470 (33,094)
Liabilities and Fund Balance:
Liabilities 162 8,629 (521) (9,150)
Fund Balance 166,415 196,935 172,991 (23,944)
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 166,577 205,564 172,470 (33,094)
Revolving Loan Funds
Assets:
Cash RLF 3,990,091 4,041,443 3,745,611 (295,832)
Accounts Receivable 9,026,776 9,206,443 9,504,879 298,436
Allowance for Loan Losses (1,262,624)  (1,262,624)  (1,262,624) -
Total Assets 11,754,243 11,985,261 11,987,865 2,604
Liabilities and Fund Balance:
Liabilities 38 388 92 (297)
Due To Other Funds 39,258 37,705 29,287 (8,418)
Fund Balance 11,714,947 11,947,168 11,958,487 11,319
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 11,754,243 11,985,261 11,987,865 2,604
Southeast Florida Regional Prosperity Institute
Assets:
Cash 58,994 59,129 63,774 4,645
Receivables - 7,000 3,500 (3,500)
Total Assets 58,994 66,129 67,274 1,145
Liabilities and Fund Balance:
Liabilities - - - -
Fund Balance 58,994 66,129 67,274 1,145
Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 58,994 66,129 67,274 1,145
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SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

August 31, 2025
(unaudited)
Fiscal to % Annual % of Remaining
Description June July August Date Realized Budget Budget Budget
REVENUE REPORT
Membership Dues $ - $ - $ - $ 1,226,527 100% |$ 1,226,527 35% $ 1,226,527
Interest & Other Income 5,875 5,817 5,664 72,837  104% 70,000 2% (2,837)
Federal Funded Projects 48,877 104,929 171,855 980,454  107% 917,703  27% (62,751)
State Funded Projects 40,500 87,098 - 208,114 91% 229,566 7% 21,452
Local Funded Projects 40,569 343 41,705 468,068  110% 425918  12% (42,150)
Trust Funds 58,394 269,807 41,064 804,023  136% 591,884  17% (212,139)
TOTAL Revenues 194,215 467,994 260,288 3,760,024  109% 3,461,598  100% (298,426)
EXPENSE REPORT
Operating Expenses
Staff Compensation $ 139606 $ 138915 $ 137,572 $ 1,727,482 88% $ 1,965238 57% % 237,756
Occupancy 9,021 9,021 9,021 102,876 87% 118,450 3% 15,574
Utilities Electric/Sanitation 628 632 713 5,847 94% 6,200 0% 353
Janitorial Services 1,409 802 185 8,750 97% 9,000 0% 250
Repairs & Maintenance - - - - 0% 6,200 0% 6,200
Storage 518 518 518 5,394 72% 7,500 0% 2,106
Office Automation 2,894 4,245 3,101 49,298 72% 68,000 2% 18,702
Adpvertising, Notices, Supplies, Postage & PR 2,974 9,487 5,867 72,016 89% 80,531 2% 8,515
Travel 10 774 (47) 8,198 82% 10,000 0% 1,802
Professional Development 121 - - 2,313 14% 16,000 0% 13,687
Insurance 11,525 - - 39,475 72% 54,900 2% 15,425
Miscellaneous Expenses 205 - - 205 20% 1,000 0% 795
Legal Services (1) 2,338 3,314 2,933 52,618 80% 66,050 2% 13,432
Financial Services 157 147 146 13,295 21% 62,500 2% 49,205
Professional Consultants 4,015 - - 11,296 75% 15,000 0% 3,704
Capital Expenditures - - - - 0% 15,000 0% 15,000
Subtotal Operating Expenses 175,420 167,855 160,009 2,099,064 84% 2,501,569  72% 402,505
Pass Through Expenses: 65,132 88,454 40,112 742,954 92% 805,929 23% 62,975
TOTAL Expenses 240,553 256,309 200,120 2,842,018  86% 3,307,498  95% 465,480
OTHER REVENUES (Expenses)
Bad Debt- RLF Programs - - - 25,000
Excess (deficit) Revenues
over Expenditures $ (46,338) $ 211,685 $ 60,167 $ 918,006 $ 154,100 i%
(1) Additional legal YTD expenses included in "pass-through Expenses" $ 92,870
Note: Percentage of Fiscal Year lapsed 91.67%
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MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #llI.C

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (LGCP) PROPOSED AND ADOPTED
AMENDMENT CONSENT AGENDA

Pursuant to the 1974 Interlocal Agreement creating the South Florida Regional Planning Council (Council),
the Council is directed by its member counties to “assure the orderly, economic, and balanced growth and
development of the Region, consistent with the protection of natural resources and environment of the
Region and to protect the health, safety, welfare, and quality of life of the residents of the Region.”

In fulfilment of the Interlocal Agreement directive and its duties under State law, the Council reviews
local government Comprehensive Plan amendments for consistency with the Strategic Regional Policy
Plan for South Florida (SRPP). Pursuant to Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes as presently in effect, Council
review of comprehensive plan amendments is limited to 1) adverse effects on regional resources and
facilities identified in the SRPP and 2) extra-jurisdictional impacts that would be inconsistent with the
comprehensive plan of any affected local government within the Region. The Council’s review of
amendments is conducted in two stages: (1) proposed or transmittal and (2) adoption. Council staff
reviews the contents of the amendment package once the Department of Economic Opportunity certifies
its completeness.

A written report of the Council’s evaluation pursuant to Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, is to be
provided to the local government and the State Land Planning Agency within 30 calendar days of receipt

of the amendment.

Recommendation

Find the proposed and adopted plan amendments from the local governments listed as not causing
adverse impact to state or regional resources/facilities and without extra-jurisdictional impacts that would
be inconsistent with the comprehensive plan of any affected local government within the Region.

Approve this report for transmittal to the local governments, with a copy to the State Land Planning

Agency.
R

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

e Broward County 25-01ESR
Proposes an amendment to the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Map of the Broward County Land
Use Plan Natural Resource Map Series to remove a portion of Site Number 97; approximately 3.5
acres; generally located east of Northeast 7 Avenue, and south of Eller Drive, in the City of Dania
Beach.

e Monroe County 25-04ACSC
Proposes an amendment to the County’s Year 2030 Comprehensive Plan Policy 1302.1.4 and Policy
1302.1.5 to amend the requirement(s) for a community meeting, as requested by the BOCC at its
February 19, 2025, Regular Public Meeting. The amendment increases public notice requirements
from 10 to 15 days and removes time restrictions on scheduling public meetings.

e Monroe County 25-05ACSC
Proposes an amendment to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Policies 101.19.2 and Figure 2.5 and
Table 2.7 of the Livable Communikeys Master Plan for Big Pine Key and No Name Key to include Grimal
Grove, a tropical fruit grove established in the 1950s located at 258 Cunningham Lane, Big Pine Key,
described as lots 5, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, and 16 of Block 1 of Pine Hammock. The proposed text
amendment would recognize Grimal Grove as an institutional use in operation for more than 20 years
at the time of the Livable Communikeys Master Plan.

e City of Fort Lauderdale 25-02ESR

Proposes an amendment to the City’s Future Land Use Map changing the future land use of a 17-acre
portion of the Broward Health Medical Center site from Community Facility to South Regional Center
in conjunction with an amendment to the Future Land Use Element to increase the community
facilities uses in the South Regional Activity Center future land use designation from 1,000,000 sq. ft.
to 3,221,560 sq. ft. The change would also allow Broward Health properties to diversify uses to include
hospital, medical, educational, commercial, and residential uses and support a future transit-oriented
community.

e City of Florida City 25-01ESR
Proposes a text amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) Future
Land Use Element (FLUE) to permit wetland mitigation bank use in the Agriculture Land Use Category.

e (City of Hallandale Beach 25-01ER

Proposes Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) based text amendments to the City’s Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use, Transportation, Housing, Aquifer Recharge, Coastal Management,
Conservation, Recreation and Open Space, Capital Improvements, Public School Facilities, Consistency
with State Comprehensive Plan, and Private Property Rights Elements. Included updated level of
service (LOS) data and maps, policies to support post-disaster recovery, reinforce environmental
protection, and revise concurrency management, and updated population projections, among other
changes. Specific new policies and amended language of note are as follows:

e Future Land Use Element: Added new land uses and future land use policies to support
intergovernmental coordination, renewable energy, affordable housing, and infrastructure
planning.

e Transportation Element: Introduced a new policy supporting alternative mobility funding
systems and regional coordination.

e Housing Element: Added a policy to promote accessory dwelling units as an affordable
housing strategy.

e Aquifer Recharge Element: Introduced a policy supporting environmental protection and
advanced wastewater treatment.



e (Coastal Management Element: Added a policy to support post-disaster recovery and
interagency coordination.

e Conservation Element: Added a policy to reinforce environmental protection through agency
collaboration.

e Public School Facilities Element: Revised concurrency management policies, updated maps,
and introduced new impact fee-related policies in coordination with the school district.

City of Lauderdale Lakes 25-01ER

Proposes Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) based text amendments to the City’s Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use, Transportation, Housing, Infrastructure, Conservation, Recreation and Open
Space, Intergovernmental Coordination, Economic Development, Public School Facilities, Capital
Improvements, and Property Rights Elements to reflect changes in statutory requirements and local
conditions. It is noted that the Florida Department of Transportation, District Four (FDOT D4),
provided technical assistance comments consistent with Section 163.3168(3), Florida Statutes, based
on their review, for consideration by the City. The technical assistance comments have been noted to
“not form the basis of a challenge, but help strengthen the local government’s comprehensive plan
to foster a vibrant, healthy community and are designed to ensure consistency with the Community
Planning Act in Chapter 163, Part Il, F.S.” The technical assistance comments relate to Transportation
Element Policy 2.1.5.2, Transportation Element Policy 2.1.5.3, Transportation Element Policy 2.1.6.7,
Data Inventory & Analysis Table 3.1, and Data Inventory & Analysis Table 3.3. The City of Lauderdale
Lakes should consider addressing the technical assistance comments provided by FDOT D4 prior to
adoption.

City of Sunny Isles Beach 25-02ESR

Proposes text amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan necessary to clarify maximum
development allowances (density and floor area ratio) within the established land use categories.
Establishes 0.6 FAR for low-density residential, 0.8 for low-medium residential, 1.0 FAR for medium
residential, and 2.0 for medium-high residential. Modifies guidelines for the Transfer of Development
Rights (TDR) and adjusts “Population Estimates and Projection” estimates for 2025-2045.



ADOPTED AMENDMENTS

e Monroe County 25-03ACSC
Adopts amendments to the County’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element to modify the
requirements related to the County’s remaining Early Evacuation Unit Building Permit Allocations by
removing the existing 1-for-1 takings and Bert Harris Act Liability Reduction Exchange Requirement,
as well as clarifying Comprehensive Plan Policies 101.2.2,101.2.4,101.3.1, 101.3.2, 101.3.4, 101.3.10,
101.3.11,101.3.12, and 601.1.8.

e City of South Miami 24-02ESR

Amends the City’s Comprehensive Plan: Policy 1.1.1 of the Future Land Use Element of the City of
South Miami Comprehensive Plan to establish a maximum density of 200 dwelling units per acre in
the “Transit Supportive Development District”; Amends the Future Land Use Map to change the
Future Land Use Designation of parcels currently designated “Mixed-Use Commercial Residential”,
“Residential/Limited Commercial”, “Business Office”, “Parks and Open Space”, “Multi-Family
Residential”, “Townhouse Residential”, “Single-Family Residential”, “Hospital”, and “Public
Institutional” to “Transit-Supportive Development District”. Modifies applicable development
regulations implementing the Future Land Use Element Policy 1.1.1 amendment and supporting the
Future Land Use Plan with detailed land development regulations that implement the transit-
supportive development policies, as well as to support orderly and compatible development. Amends
proposed changes to the City’s Zoning Map with the intention of implementing the FLUM
amendment.

e City of Sunny Isles Beach 25-01ESR
Adopts an amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan Infrastructure and Capital Improvements
Elements, to clarify Level of Service Standards for potable water and sanitary sewer.

*Property Rights Amendment

** Staff Note: Due to the different time requirements for Agencies’ responses, some comments may not
have been received. Of the Agencies that have submitted comments, those comments do not reflect
potential adverse regional or extra-jurisdictional impacts.

No concerns or technical assistance comments reflecting potential adverse regional or extra-jurisdictional
impacts were received from local governments or partner agencies.



MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #lII.E

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025
TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS
FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: GENERAL COUNSEL ANNUAL REVIEW / CONTRACT

The SFRPC employs General Counsel in accordance with the terms and agreement of the annual
Independent Contractor Professional Services Employment Contract between the Council and General
Counsel. The Executive Committee, with the delegated function, performs an annual evaluation and
review of Legal Counsel.

The annual review of Legal Counsel is undertaken prior to renewal of the annual contract and held prior
to the September Council Meeting. This year, the review will be held during the Executive Committee
meeting scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on September 22, 2025. The Evaluation Form and Legal Counsel’s
Independent Contractor Professional Services Employment Contract are provided herewith for your
review and information. The Professional Services Employment Contract with General Counsel
terminates on September 30, 2026.

All Council Members are welcome to attend the Executive Committee meeting.

Recommendation
e Assess the General Counsel's Performance
e Approve Legal Counsel’s Professional Services Employment Contract

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org
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I1.

SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL (“Council”)

GENERAL COUNSEL PERFORMANCE REVIEW
RATING SHEET

Rate each item from 1 (low) to 5 (high) based on your opinion of the Council’s General
Counsel’s performance. Mark N/A if you do not have enough information to rate.

LEGAL CONSULTATION

A.

Has legal advice provided by the General Counsel proven to be accurate and technically
correct?

Does the General Counsel provide his best and honest recommendations given all
existing legal issues andramifications?

Does the General Counsel possess and provide an efficient and effective knowledge
of the state law, the rules, policies and procedures of the Council?

Does the General Counsel possess and provide an efficient and effective knowledge of
other government regulations and case law regarding the Council and issues facing the
Council?

Does advice provided by the General Counsel regularly take into account and
balance the overall goals and objectives of the Council?

Does the General Counsel regularly provide the scope of legal expertise necessary
to meet the Council’s needs on issues that arise, either from himself, within his
firm or other available resources?

Does the General Counsel proactively identify potential issues when he is aware
of them to avoid problems from occurring?

Are alternatives and innovative solutions provided rather than just raising
problems?

Is the General Counsel able to maintain the Council and staffs confidence while
informing them of the different legal risks that proposed actions might generate?

LEGAL REPRESENTATION

A. Does the General Counsel aggressively represent the interests of the Council as

directed by the Council Members?



II.

IV.

B. Is the General Counsel’s approach effective in achieving the best possible legal
outcomes for the Council’s interests given the issues that arise?

C. Does the General Counsel represent the Council in a professional and ethical
manner?

D. Is the General Counsel impartial and objective in his duties and responsibilities?

E.  Are the General Counsel’s estimates of legal impacts reasonably accurate on a
regular basis?

STAFF WORK

A. Does the General Counsel prepare contracts and other legal work accurately and
consistent with the direction and objectives communicated by the Council
Members, Executive Director and/or staff?

B. Does the General Counsel maintain good working relationships and serve as an
effective member of the management team?

C. Does the General Counsel accurately identify and address all legal issues within
documents and items that he reviews?

D.  Are staff and the Council Members advised of key changes in governmental and
administrative law as it pertains to the Council’s activities?

E. Does the General Counsel display a positive attitude in carrying out his
responsibilities and responding to requests?

F.  Has the General Counsel been successful in accomplishing objectives previously

established?

COST/FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY ANDCONTROL

A.

B.

Are regular legal activities achieved within budgetary goals and limits?

Has the General Counsel been effective in minimizing legal costs by limiting
tasks to those regarding legal issues and utilizing Council’s in-house staff when
possible to perform administrative and other functions?

Are standard forms developed and used where possible to minimize preparation
of legal documentation?

Are legal tasks performed with appropriate authorization according to established
procedures and contract requirements?
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E. Do invoices accurately identify tasks and expenses in sufficient detail to provide
accountability and costcontrol?

F.  Does the General Counsel display the ability and knowledge to research issues in
a minimum amount of time?

G. Have legal costs been effectively managed and controlled given the issues,
assignments and requests made to the General Counsel?

RESPONSIVENESS/TIMELINESS OF ACTIONS

A.  Arerequested legal work and assignments completed in a timely manner within
established time frames?

B. Isthe General Counsel accessible when needed to respond to requests for legal
information and assistance?

C. Are legal review and requests for information completed in time to avoid delays
to Council projects, programs and other tasks?

D. Does the General Counsel follow-up effectively to requests that are made?

E.  Does the General Counsel accurately interpret and clarify Council Members and
Executive Director direction?

COMMUNICATIONS

A. Does the General Counsel communicate effectively with the Council Members,
staff and the community?

B.  Arc answers provided in a timely and in an understandable manner?
C. Aretimelines for follow-up to requests clearly communicated?

D.  Does the General Counsel maintain confidentiality with regard to all matters
discussed with the Council Members and/or Executive Director and staftf?

E. Does the General Counsel effectively report to the Council Members and/or
Executive Director communications by project attorneys of a substantive nature
regarding significant or sensitive matters?



General Comments and Rating Regarding General Counsel's Performance:

Future Goals, Objectives and Areas for Improvement:




MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #lII.F

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ANNUAL REVIEW

Section 1.9.3 of the agreement between the Council and the Executive Director states that the Governing
Body of the Council, or an Executive Committee with the delegated function, shall perform an annual
evaluation and review of the Executive Director. This year, the Annual Review will be held at an Executive
Committee meeting at 10:00 a.m. September 22, 2025, prior to the Council Meeting. The Evaluation Form
and Second Amended and Restated Employment Agreement approved last year are provided herewith
for your review and information only and subject to amendment with respect to any Cost of Living and/or
Salary Increase for FY 25-26 as the Council deems appropriate, given the current financial challenges facing
the counties.

This Employment Agreement terminates on the 30" of September, 2027 (FRS DROP Date), subject to

annual review and approval by the Executive Committee and Council at its September 22" Board Meeting.
All Council Members are welcome to attend the Executive Committee meeting.

Recommendation

e Assess the Executive Director’s Performance
e Recommend renewal of the Executive Director’s contract for 2025-2026

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org
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South Florida Regional Planning Council
Executive Director Annual Performance Review

Executive Director: Isabel Cosio Carballo, MPA

Evaluation Period: October 1, 2024 — August 27, 2025

Evaluation Date: September 22, 2025

Ratings on Job Performance

5 = Exceeds Job Requirements

4 = Above Average Performance

3 = Satisfactory Performance

2 = Needs to Take Action to Improve

1 = Performance Does not Meet Job Requirements

Executive Director 5 4

Represents the Council in a positive, professional manner

Accurately represents the goals and policies of the Council

w

Maintains a positive image and relationships with local, state,
and federal agencies

Promotes the Council and its services

Makes clear and concise recommendations to the Council

Deals honestly and fairly with all parties

Exercises sound judgment in business transactions

Is respected by peers and leaders in the region

O| © N o un A

Is knowledgeable about regional issues

Provides good overall leadership for the Council

Additional Comments:

Signature

Date



MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #II.G

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: FY 2025-26 PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET

Please find herewith the proposed Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2025-26 for your review and approval.
The Council’s revenue budget for Fiscal Year 2025-26 amounts to $3,989.169, up from $3,461,598 in the
previous year. The reduction of $527,571 is mainly explained by the expanded state-funded projects, the
FDEP Regional Resilience Award, and growth in Trust Funds.

The Council’s expense budget for Fiscal Year 2025-26 amounts to $3,989,169 as compared to $3,461,598
in the previous year. Again, the increase of $527,571 is primarily associated with expenses directly related

to these expanded program activities.

Recommendation

Approve the Fiscal Year 2025-26 Operating Budget.

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954.924-3653 Phone, 954.924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org
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South Florida Regional Planning Council
Budget for 2026
FY2526

FY 2025-26
REVENUES PROPOSED

BUDGET
GENERAL FUND $1,296,527| $ 1,430,630.00
Membership Dues S 1,226,527 1,360,630
Interest & Other Income 70,000 70,000
Local Funded Projects 425,918 395,258
Miami Dade TPO 50,000 50,000
SFRTA - Land Use Transportation 100,000 100,000
FDOT District 6 Prof Services 88,158 88,158
Southeast Florida Community Development Fund, Inc. 67,910 92,000
Economic Forecasting Partnership 63,400 63,400
Southeast Florida Regional Prosperity Institute 1,700 1,700
Dania Beach Vulnerability Assessment 54,750 -
TOTAL GENERAL & LOCAL FUNDS 1,722,445 1,825,888
SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
Federal Funded Projects 916,806 667,617
EDA/EDD CEDS 70,000 70,000
DHS/UASI Analysts 242,000 242,000
DHS/UASI CSA 272,617 272,617
FDEM/HMEP - Planning, Oct-Sept 50,530 20,750
FDEM/HMEP - Training, Oct-Sept 119,992 62,250
DOD/Resiliency Planning 50,000 -
DOE- Clean Cities 111,667 -
State Funded Projects 230,463 387,650
FDEM/LEPC 90,000 90,000
FDEP Regional Resilience 139,566 296,750
FDEM/Monroe Has 897 900
Trust Funds 591,884 1,108,014
EDA-Consolidated RLF 160,664 165,564
EDA-RLF CARES Act 229,701 232,536
BROWNFIELDS RLF 63,374 61,200
EPA BROWNFIELDS HOMESTEAD 68,209 -
EPA BROWNFIELDS RLF Il 69,936 48,714
EPA Brownfields MIA 600,000
TOTAL SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 1,739,153 2,163,281

TOTAL Revenues $ 3,461,598 | $ 3,989,169




South Florida Regional Planning Council

Budget for 2026
FY2526

FY 2025-26

EXPENDITURES PROPOSED
BUDGET

Capital Expenditures:

Equipment S 15,000 | $ 15,000
Leasehold Improvement- Soft costs - 10,000
Leasehold Improvement- Hard costs (net of landlord credit) - -
Subtotal 15,000 25,000
Core Operating Expenses (Allocated):
Salary 1,173,270 1,161,116
Leave 280,750 292,130
Fringe Benefits 511,218 580,026
Janitorial Services 9,000 10,000
Legal Services 66,050 65,000
Financial Services 62,500 50,000
Professional Consultants 15,000 17,000
Travel 10,000 12,000
Miscellaneous Expenses 1,000 1,000
Printing, Advertising, Notices 48,597 45,000
Supplies 21,520 30,000
Professional Development 16,000 16,000
Occupancy 118,450 122,004
Utilities Electric/Sanitation 6,200 7,000
Repairs & Maintenance 6,200 7,000
Council Reserve Fund 154,100 22,194
Storage 7,500 7,500
Office Automation 68,000 70,000
Communication, Postage 10,414 10,414
Insurance 54,900 55,000
Subtotal 2,640,669 2,580,383

Pass-through Expenses

Legal Services 80,268 36,490
Financial Services 3,038 2,751
Professional Consultants 237,958 824,101
PBSO Analyst Salary & Fringe 467,834 467,834
Travel 7,254 36,389
Miscellaneous Expenses - -
Printing, Advertising, Notices 2,460 888
Supplies 624 479
Professional Development 652 600
Office Automation 3,469 3,507
Communication, Postage 1,072 1,147
Insurance 1,300 9,600
Reimbursement from Borrower - -
Subtotal 805,929 1,383,786
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,461,598 3,989,169
Bad Debt 25,000

Increase in Fund Balance Reserve S - S 0




MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #ll1.H

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025
TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS
FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: SFRPC RESOLUTION #25-03 FUNDING FOR SFRTA

Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach counties currently provide operation and maintenance
funding in the combined amount of $11.7 million for Tri-Trail. On June 30, 2025, Governor
Desantis signed into law HB 7031, approving a $1.3 billion tax package that includes significant
changes impacting state and local funding for transit that revises the distribution from
documentary stamp tax revenues to eliminate the Florida Rail Enterprise programs. This funding
reduction will have a significant financial impact on the SFRTA’s operations and threaten the long-
term stability and continuity of the SFRTA.

SFRPC Resolution # 25-03 urges the Florida Legislature to take appropriate action to restore
funding eliminated in the 2025 Legislative Session to ensure the continuity of Tri- Rail operations
and echoes similar resolutions adopted on September 3, 2025 by Miami-Dade County, and on
September 16, 2025 by Broward and Palm Beach counties.

Recommendation: Adopt SFRPC Resolution # 25-03

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org
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RESOLUTION #25-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL REPRESENTING
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS OF MONROE, MIAMI-DADE, AND BROWARD COUNTIES,
FLORIDA; URGING THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE
FLORIDA RAIL ENTERPRISE PROGRAM TO FUND THE SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY’S TRI-RAIL OPERATIONS TO MAINTAIN TRI-RAIL’S LEVEL
OF SERVICE; URGING THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (FDOT) TO
INCLUDE SUCH FUNDING, AS MAY BE NECESSARY, IN THE APPROPRIATE CURRENT AND
FUTURE FDOT FIVE-YEAR WORK PROGRAMS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the South Florida Regional Planning Council’s three-county region is comprised of
Monroe, Miami-Dade, and Broward counties, 70 municipalities contained therein, with an estimated 4.9
million residents; and

WHEREAS, the Council is a multi-purpose regional governmental entity with policy responsibilities
which include the areas of affordable housing, economic development, emergency preparedness, military
installation readiness, data research and analysis, intergovernmental coordination and collaboration, and
regional transportation; and

WHEREAS, a safe, efficient, and connected public transportation system is a cornerstone of a
successful metropolitan region, supporting economic growth and job creation, enhanced mobility, the
creation of affordable and workforce housing, and increased opportunities and quality of life for residents;
and

WHEREAS, the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach MSA with an estimated population of 6.2
million in 2023 has made progress toward becoming a competitive global metropolitan area, with planned
investments in regional mobility playing a key role in achieving that progress; and

WHEREAS, the Southeast Florida region continues to grow in population, increasing the need for
improved passenger rail transit options; and

WHEREAS, on June 30, 2025, Governor DeSantis signed HB 7031 into law (Chapter 2025-208),
approving a $1.3 billion tax package that includes significant changes impacting state and local funding for
transit; and



WHEREAS, HB 7031 includes a provision that revises the distribution from documentary
stamp tax revenues to eliminate the Florida Rail Enterprise Program; and

WHEREAS, the elimination of the funding distribution for the Florida Rail Enterprise Program has
a significant negative financial impact on the operation of the South Florida Regional Transportation
Authority (“SFRTA”) commuter rail service known as Tri-Rail; and

WHEREAS, Tri-Rail operates along 72 miles of the South Florida Rail Corridor (“SFRC”) and
eight miles of the Florida East Coast Railway (“FECR”) in Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach
counties; and

WHEREAS, the SFRTA plays a critical role in serving the public by providing a safe, affordable, and
accessible regional transportation option that thousands of residents, workers, and visitors rely on
each day to commute across Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach counties; and

WHEREAS, the SFRTA has reported that Tri-Rail achieved an all-time ridership record in Fiscal Year
2024-2025, carrying over 4.5 million passengers, demonstrating strong demand and the critical role
of commuter rail in South Florida’s transportation network; and

WHEREAS, despite record ridership, the SFRTA faces significant financial challenges resulting from
recent reductions in state operational funding, which threatens the long-term stability and continuity of
its Tri-Rail service; and

WHEREAS, these changes create funding uncertainties for the SFRTA and may affect its ability to
engage in long-term planning and make contractual commitments necessary to support reliable
commuter rail service; and

WHEREAS, the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach MSA has the Nation’s # 6 highest rate of
traffic congestion with congested driving time in South Florida representing 1.8 times the National Average
increasing travel time and expense, stress, time away from families and communities, and increased
likelihood of traffic accidents for motorists; and

WHEREAS, traffic congestion and extended commute times are compounded by a critical shortage
of attainable, affordable and workforce housing near employment centers; and

WHEREAS, the recent study “The Business Case for Affordable and Workforce Housing” undertaken
by the South Florida Regional Planning Council in its role as the Economic Development District for South
Florida, as designated by the U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration in 1996,
found in an economic impact analysis of increased labor access in the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm
Beach MSA that every 1% increase in jobs within a commutable distance of Southeast Florida employment
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opportunities represents an average of $1.7 billion dollars added annually in personal income over the
period of 2025 to 2029; and

WHEREAS, since 2019 the 20 — 34 year-old resident population has declined 5.3%; a decrease of
approximately 62,500 residents, and the 45 — 59 year-old resident population has declined by 3.5%; a
decrease of approximately 45,700 residents, representing a loss of critical workforce in the Miami-Fort
Lauderdale-West Palm Beach MSA; and

WHEREAS, the potential inability of SFRTA to engage in long-term planning and make contractual
commitments threatens the availability and reliability of a vital regional transportation system, and
may force thousands of commuters to shift to personal vehicles which could significantly increase traffic
congestion on Interstate 95 (I-95) and the Florida Turnpike exacerbating commute delays; and

WHEREAS, the reduction in state funding may also create challenges in identifying a sustainable
long-term funding solution that meets the financial and operational needs of the SFRTA’s regional rail
network; and

WHEREAS, changes to state funding structures may also have secondary impacts on related transit
initiatives where coordination is required around shared assets such as rolling stock, infrastructure, and
service planning; and

WHEREAS, without sustained and predictable investment it will become more difficult for the
SFRTA to maintain current service levels, pursue future improvements, and/or meet certain federal
program requirements, which may negatively impact the broader stability of the regional transit system;
and

WHEREAS, the SFRTA has utilized reserves and implemented operational efficiencies, including
lowering administrative costs below state averages, but these measures are insufficient to close an
existing budget deficit of at least $30 million emphasizing the need for dedicated, sustainable funding
sources; and

WHEREAS, the state’s recent actions recede from the commitments made in prior years to invest in
regional mobility solutions; and

WHEREAS, the SFRTA has engaged in long-term efforts and multiple studies with state and local
partners for nearly two decades to secure a stable funding mechanism, underscoring the urgency
of legislative and fiscal action to preserve and grow this vital regional transit service; and

WHEREAS, even if Tri-Rail service were discontinued, the State of Florida remains financially
responsible for infrastructure costs to keep the rail line open for use by Amtrak and CSX, with costs
estimated to be in excess of $40 million per year.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING
COUNCIL THAT:

Section 1. The South Florida Regional Planning Council urges the Florida Legislature to appropriate
funding for the Florida Rail Enterprise Program to fund the South Florida Regional Transportation
Authority’s Tri-Rail operations to maintain Tri-Rail’s level of service, and further urges the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT) to include such funding, as may be necessary, in the appropriate
current and future FDOT Five-Year Work Programes.

Section 2. The South Florida Regional Planning Council directs the Executive Director to transmit a
copy of this resolution to the Governor, the Senate President, the House Speaker, the Chair and members
of the Miami-Dade, Broward, and Monroe counties State Legislative Delegations, the Secretary of the
Florida Department of Transportation, the District Four and Six Secretaries of the Florida Department
of Transportation, and the Executive Directors of the Miami-Dade Transportation Planning
Organization and Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization.

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption hereof.

DULY ADOPTED by the South Florida Regional Planning Council this 22nd day of September 2025.

Michelle Lincoln Isabel Cosio Carballo, MPA
Chair Executive Director
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We strive to be caring, professional, and fair

July 09, 2025

SUBJECT: BALTUFFDUMP SITE, MIDDLE TORCH KEY, FLORIDA

To whom it may concern

Monroe County, Florida is in support of Habitat for Humanity of Key West and Lower FL Key’s Baltuff Dump
Brownfield grant proposal to the EPA. The Florida Keys are an Area of Critical State Concern and are globally
recognized for their unique and fragile environment. The Baltuff Dump site lies within the Florida Keys Wildlife
Refuges Complex and is surrounded by natural habitat, including mangrove forests and salt marsh. The cleanup
of this site will promote the restoration of Tropical Hardwood Hammaock (a globally imperiled habitat) and the
removal of a source of contaminants that leach into the waters of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.
The faster the site is cleaned of these toxins and pollutants the better for our nearshore water and local flora and
fauna of these critically imperiled resources.

Monroe County has had a long-term partnership with Habitat for Humanity in the Keys and on multiple
occasions has purchased property to lease to the nonprofit to build affordable housing. We will continue to
work together to identify properties which can be used for our much needed affordable housing.

Sincerely,

Devin Tolpin, AICP, CFM
Senior Director of Planning & Environmental Resources






Kerry L. Ezrol
KEzrol@GorenCherof.com

September 3, 2025

VIA E-MAIL (isabelc@sfrpc.com)

Isabel Cosio Carballo, MPA, Executive Director
South Florida Regional Planning Council
Oakwood Business Center

One Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250
Hollywood, FL 33320

Re: South Florida Regional Planning Council (“SFRPC") / Revolving Loan Fund Status
Report

Dear Ms. Carballo:

Below please find the status of the Revolving Loan Fund cases which have been brought
on behalf of the SFRPC. This shall confirm that once a judgment is obtained and recorded, our
office has been instructed to take no further action, other than to re-record specified judgments,
as requested, in a timely fashion. We have therefore removed all of the “Closed Cases” from this
list. In the future, once a judgment is obtained and recorded relative to cases appearing on this
list, they will be removed from this list.

1. SFRPC adv. Equity Partners 102, LLC
(Our File No. 9940633)

Equity Partners 102 foreclosure complaint was filed with the Court on July 13, 2023. On July 24,
2023, SFRPC filed an Answer and did not assert affirmative defenses. Equity Partners seeks to
foreclose its first mortgage against Ms. Dawson's real property located at 2748 NW 8" St,, Fort
Lauderdale, FL. On September 5, 2023, a hearing on Plaintiff Equity Partners’ Motion for Order to
Show Cause was scheduled. The Court deferred ruling on the entry of the foreclosure judgment.
On October 9, 2023, the Court entered an Agreed Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion to Dismiss
Defendant’s Counterclaim, and gave the defendant until October 30" to file an amended
counterclaim as to all counts. SFRPC's Motion for an extension of time was denied as it was
moot because there will be an amended counterclaim filed at a later date. On April 25, 2024,
Plaintiff filed its Motion for Summary Final Judgment, Affidavit in Support of MSFJ, Affidavit of
Attorney Fees and Costs, and Affidavit of Reasonable Attorney Fees. On December 12, 2024,
Defendant filed an Amended Motion Requesting Referral to Mediation to include SFRPC and the
hearing was scheduled for December 17, 2024. The Court entered a Uniform Trial Order on

3099 E. Commercial Blvd, Suite 200, Fort Lauderdale, Fl 33308
T 954-771-4500 : F 954-771-4923
www.GorenCherof.com



Isabel Cosio Carballo, Executive Director
Page 2 of 3
September 3, 2025

December 18, 2024, setting the trial period from June 2, 2025 until June 20, 2025. Mediation
occurred on April 1, 2025. The case did not settle.

On March 31, 2025, SFRPC filed a Notice of Filing Satisfaction of Mortgage and Notice of
Disclaimer, disclaiming any interest in the subject property. Also on March 31, Ms. Dawson filed
a Satisfaction of Mortgage, Notice of Taking Depositions of Alfred Andreu, Isabel Cosio Carballo,
and Kerry Ezrol. On April 1, 2025, the Mediation Report was filed and reported that the
proceedings were adjourned and no settlement was reached. On April 10, 2025, Plaintiff filed a
Notice of Voluntary Dismissal without prejudice as to SFRPC. Ms. Dawson continues to attempt
to bring SFRPC into this case. On April 21, 2025, SFRPC filed its Stipulation for Substitution of
Counsel. Chris Stearns of Johnson Anselmo has been substituted as counsel. Ms. Dawson has
sought to take the depositions of Kerry Ezrol and Sean Swartz. The depositions were cancelled
by Ms. Dawson. Ms. Dawson has also filed a motion to disqualify Goren Cherof.

On May 2, 2025, the Court entered an Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Demand for
Jury Trial. On May 5, 2025, Defendant filed a Motion for Continuance and/or Stay of Calendar
Call and the hearing was scheduled for May 21, 2025. On May 16, 2025, Defendant filed a
Motion for Reconsideration and/or Rehearing Upon Order Entered on May 2, 2025. At the May
21, 2025 hearing, the Court entered an Order Resetting the Trial commencing October 20, 2025
to November 7, 2025 and scheduled a Calendar Call for October 16, 2025. On May 27, 2025,
Plaintiff filed a Motion for Order to Specially Set Hearing Date on Plaintiff's Motion for Summary
Final Judgment and the hearing was scheduled for June 17, 2025. On June 16, 2025, Ms. Dawson
filed an Amended Counterclaim and Crossclaim with Additional Party Counterclaims for
Damages. On June 25, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Notice of Hearing for its Motion for Summary Final
Judgment and it is scheduled for September 15, 2025. On July 1, 2025, Plaintiff filed its Motion
to Strike Defendant’s Amended Counterclaim and SFRPC filed its Motion to Strike and/or to
Dismiss Amended Crossclaim. The Plaintiff scheduled their hearing for July 17, 2025.

On July 14, 2025, Ms. Dawson filed a Notice of Unavailability, Affidavit of Excusable Neglect, and
Notice of Filing Investigation Report. On July 15, 2025, Ms. Dawson filed a Motion of Protective
Order and Objection to the Hearing Unilaterally scheduled for July 17, 2025. On July 18, 2025,
Ms. Dawson filed a Motion of Protective Order and Objection to the Hearing Unilaterally
scheduled for July 24, 2025. The hearing scheduled for July 24, 2025 was cancelled. On July 23,
2025, Ms. Dawson filed a Motion for Order to Specially Set Hearing on Plaintiff's Motion to
Strike and Cross SFRPC's Motion to Strike Defendant’'s Counter Claim Unilaterally Scheduled for
July 17, 2025 and July 24, 2025. As of the date of this correspondence, no additional hearings
have been scheduled.

4917-1865-3279, v. 1



Isabel Cosio Carballo, Executive Director
Page 3 of 3
September 3, 2025

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Kerry L. Ezrol

Kerry L. Ezrol
KLE:jc
cc Samuel S. Goren, General Counsel (via e-mail & hard copy)
Alisha Lopez (via e-mail)
Steve Foreman (via e-mail)
Jeffrey Tart (via e-mail)
Kathe Lerch (via e-mail)

4917-1865-3279, v. 1



MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM # IV.B

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: SFRPC CARES ACT RLF STATUS REPORT

The U.S. Department of Commerce’s Economic Development Administration is partnering with the South
Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC) to oversee and administer a new $5.90 million CARES ACT
Business Revolving Loan Fund program that will alleviate sudden and severe economic dislocation caused
by the coronavirus in Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties. Designated a U.S.
Department of Commerce Economic Development District in 1994, the SFRPC welcomes this new
program into its lending portfolio as it continues to expand its economic development activities.

The initiative/focus is to initially conduct financial assessments of vital and essential South Florida small
businesses to evaluate financial and resiliency capacity with the focus on maintaining ongoing
operations. Once assessed, the SFRPC along with its coalition partners will determine an applicable loan
program to meet the financial needs of the small business in order to maintain its vital operations. This
supplemental financial assistance award will help support critical small business operations for the long-
term within industries that are essential in South Florida.

Since the program was launched on August 5, 2020, the SFRPC has received in excess of 400 prospects
inquiring into the loan program from Palm Beach, Broward, Miami-Dade and Monroe counties. The
Initial loan program funding was available for up to 2 years or until all loan funds were disbursed.
Currently, the program is revolving in nature, as all initial funds have been deployed and new businesses
have an opportunity to seek financial support as loan proceeds are repaid from former borrowers.

In December 2024, the EDA completed their RLF Risk Analysis and conveyed the South Florida Regional
Planning Council earned a current annual risk rating of an “B+” for the fiscal year ending 9/30/2024.

To date, loan administration has approved thirty-eight (38) new CARES ACT RLF loans totaling $8,710,077
and saved and/or created 350 related jobs.

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954.924.3653 Phone, 954.924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org



CARES ACT REVOLVING LOAN FUND
PAYMENT STATUS REPORT - SEPTEMBER 2025

Loan Company /Borrower Amount | Disbursed |Pmts| Rate |Pay/vr|Normal Pay| Last Activity | Last Balance | Paid Thru ?_:‘t’: A';;::W Ne[’;tu :ay ;‘:: M;t:t'e"y 2;?;:
5100 e —— 2500000 | 2500000 | 60 [35000| 12 | 454.79 454.79 43687 | 090125 | 0 |o09/02/25| 10001125 | 102020 11/01/25| Performing
5107 e 300,000.00 | 30000000 |120 [35000] 12 | 296658 | 296658 | 16805603 | 090125 | 0 |09/02/25| 10001725 | 1112020 | 11/01/30| Performing
5110 e —— 500,000.00 | 51500000 |120 [3.5000] 12 | 493478 | 493478 | 35104650 | 090125 | 0 |09/02:25| 10001725 | 01713721 | 01/01/31| Performing
5111 . 560,000.00 | 560,00000 | 120 [35000] 12 | 553761 | 207660 | 47172847 | 090125 | 0 |09/02/25| 1001725 | 12131120 | 07/31/35 | Performing
5112 [ TT—— 500,000.00 | 500,000.00 | 120 [3.5000| 12 | 494429 | 494429 | 28953873 | 090125 | 0 |09/02/25| 10/01/25 | 1212820 01/01/31 Performing
5114 [ T— 150,000.00 | 150,000.00 | 120 |35000| 12 | 148329 | 148329 | 8936955 | 0901725 | 0 |09/02/25 10/01/25 | 02/24721| 02/01/31| Performing
5115 [ 100,000.00 | 100,00000 | 60 |0.0000| 12 | 20000 200.00 7472109 | 090125 | 0 |09/0225| 10101725 | 02/02/21 | 02/01/26 | Performing
5117 o — 394,000.00 | 39400000 |240 [35000] 12 | 303380 | 303380 | 300,18030 | 09/01/25 | 0 |09/02/25| 1001725 | 05113721 05/01/31| Performing
5118 e ———— 500,000.00 | 500,000.00 |180 [3.5000( 12 | 349333 | 349333 | 39987633 | 09/01/25 | 0 |09/02/25| 1001725 | 06115721 07/01/36 | Performing
5119 [ 150,000.00 | 150,000.00 | 120 |35000| 12 | 144159 | 144159 | 10156034 | 0901725 [ 0 |o9/02:25| 10/01/25 | 08112121 | 08/01/31 | Performing
5120 [ — 29500000 | 29500000 | 120 |4.1490] 12 | 325810 | 325810 | 22613820 | 090125 | 0 |o09/02125| 10101125 | 08/09721| 08/01/31| Performing
5121 I 175,000.00 | 17500000 | 120 |35000] 12 | 173050 | 173050 | 11073126 | 09/01/25 [ 0 |o09/02:25| 10/01/25 | 08724121 | 08/01/31 | Performing
5122 . 500,000.00 | 500,000.00 |120 [35000] 12 | 2.899.80 | 2.899.80 | 42395779 | 09125 | 0 |09/02/25| 1001725 | 08125/21| 08/01/31| Performing
5123 | [ | 250.00000 | 25000000 | 120 [35000( 12 | 239096 | 239096 | 17368119 | 09/01/25 | 0 |09/02/25 10/01/25 | 10/15/21| 10/01/31| Performing
5125 | N | 500.000.00 | 500,00000 | 180 (450000 12 | 382497 | 382497 | 40724761 | 0901725 | 0 |09/02/25] 10/01/25 | 01713121 [ 10/01/31 | Performing
5126 . 128,000.00 | 128,000.00 | 60 |4.0000| 12 | 235731 | 235731 | 4145381 | 0901225 | 0 |09/02/25| 10/01/25 | 02/15/22 | 02/01/27 | Performing
5127 e —— 200,000.00 | 20000000 |120 [45000] 12 | 207277 | 207277 | 14483182 | 090125 | 0 |0902/25| 10001725 | 06109722 | 06/01/32 Performing
5128 | I | /6503620 0.00 36 |5.0000[ 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0901225 | 0 |09/02/25 10/01/25 | 10/20/22| wa | Performing
5120 | 250,000.00 | 250,000.00 | 180 [6.0000] 12 | 210964 | 210964 | 22698231 | 090125 | o |o09/02125| 10101125 | 06122723 | 07/01/38| Performing
Totals 5,945,036.20 | 5,492,000.00 4913411 | 45673.10 | 4,001,538.20




LIST OF COMMITTED CARES RLF FUNDS

September 1, 2025

. . . Disbursement Remaining
Loan # Company Name Committed Commitment Date Disbursed R
Date Commitment
5128 _ 400,000.00 6/16/2025 $0.00 n/a $ 400,000.00
5131 - 500,000.00 1/16/2024 $0.00 n/a $ 500,000.00
5132 500,000.00 5/20/2025 $0.00 n/a S 500,000.00
i $1,400,000.00 [ $0.00 $ 1,400,000.00
Cash Available to Lend
Bank Balance as of 8/31/2025 S 1,761,199.78
Committed Funds
Unfunded Loan Commitments S 1,400,000
Administrative Fees 11,173.43
Total Committed Funds S 1,411,173.43




Portfolio Analysis

Funds: (37000) Cutoff Date:
Status: All Run Date:
City: All Run Time:
County: All Page 1 of 1
Loan Officer:  All
Loan# From 2 to 53005
Number Balance Percent%
All Outstanding Loans
Current Accounts 18 4,001,538.20 100.00%
Past due 1-30 days 1 -0.02 0.00%
Past due 31-60 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Past due 61-90 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Past due 91-120 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Past due 121-150 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Past due 151-180 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Greater than180 days 0 0.00 0.00%
Total Portfolio 19 4,001,538.18 100.00%
Contaminated Portfolio 0 0.00 0.00%

Loans identified as being delinquent by 30 or more days and having a balance greater than zero as of the cutoff date.

Delinquent Loans 0 0.00 0.00%

Loans identified by delinquent status in Loan Master, and having a balance greater than zero as of the cutoff date.

Default Loans 0 0.00 0.00%

Loans identified by default status in Loan Master, and having a balance greater than zero as of the cutoff date.

Write-off Loans 0 0.00 0.00%

Loans identified by write-off status in Loan Master, and having a balance greater than zero as of the cutoff date.

9/2/2025
09/02/2025
11:01:39 am



MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM #1V.C

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2025

TO: COUNCIL MEMBERS

FROM: STAFF

SUBJECT: LEGAL COUNSEL UPDATE ON SB 180, CHAPTER 2025-190

Legal Counsel Sam Goren will provide an update on SB 180, Chapter 2025-190. Please find herewith a
legislative analysis prepared on behalf of 1000 Friends of Florida by Richard Grosso, Esq.

Recommendation:

Information Only

South Florida Regional Planning Council
1 Oakwood Boulevard, Suite 250, Hollywood, Florida 33020
954-924-3653 Phone, 954-924-3654 FAX
www.sfregionalcouncil.org



http://www.sfregionalcouncil.org/

ANALYSIS OF 2025’s SENATE BILL 180

Prepared on behalf of 1000 Friends of Florida by
Richard Grosso, Esq.
Richard Grosso, P.A.
Plantation, Fla.

August 7, 2025

INTRODUCTION

Senate Bill 180, recently passed by the Florida Legislature and signed into law by Governor
DeSantis, has an immediate and drastic impact on the authority of local governments to amend
their comprehensive plans and land development regulations, or issue development orders with
conditions opposed by any person or entity. This new law, which went into effect on July 1, 2025,
is extremely limiting. Section 28 of the law, citing federal disaster declarations for Florida
counties from Hurricanes Debby, Helene and Milton, immediately renders “more restrictive or
burdensome” comprehensive plan and land development code changes adopted by every local
government in the state of Florida after July 31, 2024, subject to judicial invalidation, and
precludes local governments from adopting such measures until October 1, 2027.1 Residents,
business owners and a broad array of entities are given rights to challenge such actions, whether
or not they live or own land in the affected local government’s boundaries, or are affected at all
by the regulations they dislike, and are entitled to attorney’s fees and costs if successful.

Looking forward, Section 18 of the law prohibits all counties (and all cities therein) listed in a
federal disaster declaration for a future storm that are located entirely or partially within 100
miles of the track of a hurricane from proposing or adopting “more restrictive or burdensome”
amendments to their comprehensive plans or land development regulations for one year after
the hurricane makes landfall. Additionally, Section 18 provides the same exceptionally and
unprecedentedly broad standing for “any person” to enforce its restrictions and receive
attorney’s fees and costs if they succeed.

The enormous breadth and scope of the law’s prohibitions on local planning and zoning
authority suggests that many, even perhaps most, legislators did not understand its

' While the Section 28 restrictions on land use and zoning regulation purport only to affect those
communities impacted by Hurricanes Debby (DR-4806), Helene (DR- 4828), or Milton (DR-4834), a review
of those hurricane declarations reveals that together they actually cover every inch of the state of Florida.
Anecdotally, some members of the Legislature have expressed surprise at the meaning of the bill,
revealing that they had no idea of its impact when being asked to vote on it on the afternoon of the last
day of the 2025 Legislative Session as part of a blizzard of last-minute actions amid the collapse of the
state budget negotiations.



implications. A review of the FEMA website reveals that all 67 of Florida’s counties were
identified in a federal disaster declaration for at least one of Hurricanes Debby, Helene and
Milton. Each of those 67 counties, and every City within every County, is subject to the Section
28 prohibition.

Going forward, whenever a future hurricane makes landfall, the law’s prohibition on new
substantive restrictions or procedures that are more restrictive or burdensome will kick in for any
counties within 100 miles of the track of the storm (and their cities) and last for a year. The
geographical scope of the restriction is somewhat uncertain to the extent there is a lack of precise
agreement as to the exact geographic location of the track of any hurricane as delineated by the
National Hurricane Center.

Next, the law’s description of the type of comprehensive plan, land development code and
development order provisions that are now prohibited is as far-reaching as its temporal and
geographic scope. The law categorically prohibits “more restrictive or burdensome” substantive
rules and procedures. Its scope is not limited to any particular subject matter or issue but is across
the board for the land use and zoning related actions described therein. While the preemption
in Section 28 of moratoria on construction, reconstruction, or redevelopment is limited to the
impacts on “any property damaged by such hurricanes,” its other prohibitions are not so limited.
In all other respects, both Section 18 and Section 28 strip communities of their home-rule powers
regardless of whether they experienced any impact from the referenced storms. Thus, this law
goes far beyond the restrictions of SB 250, the original legislation of this variety passed in 2023,
which was limited by both the 100-mile distance and the impact on storm-damaged properties
of any moratoria. In short, it is not limited to changes intended to remedy identified deficiencies
related to hurricane damage-related issues but applies to any development standards that are
arguably more restrictive or burdensome on property anywhere within the affected local
governments. It allows lawyers for landowners to claim that any change that reduces any
current options or adds any new standards for development is “more restrictive or
burdensome.” Under this law, local governments may be precluded from enacting a coordinated
set of planning or regulatory changes that include some of that benefit development interests
and some that could be argued in isolation are more restrictive or burdensome. Seemingly, a
person can sue to void the things they dislike and keep the ones they like. The law removes the
authority to weigh and balance planning approaches from local elected officials and gives it to
“any person”, as broadly defined by the statute.

This law is unworkable, confusing and overly restrictive. It ignores the reality that major economic
and population shifts, new industries or practices, natural disasters and all manner of other
situations change, sometimes suddenly, requiring communities to revise their planning and
regulatory approaches. But this law ties the hands of local governments, prohibiting them from
reacting to the real world — which is dynamic, not static. As with the Harris Act, the greatest
impact from such legislation is frequently the chilling effect that it creates with unclear



draftingand uncertainty as to meaning, so that local governments are motivated to steer far from
any action that arguably triggers liability.?

Given the realities about the expected future of hurricanes in the southeastern United States,
our state is likely to be impacted by hurricanes annually; this law effectively prohibits any future
changes to local government plans or regulations — other than those that weaken development
standards. It is, in essence, a repeal of Florida’s land-use planning laws.

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF SB 180

PROHIBITS “MORE RESTRICTIVE OR BURDENSOME” DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS OR
PROCEDURES

In this document, development standards refer to local government comprehensive plans, land
development regulations, and development orders. Sections 18 and 28 have the most direct and
greatest impact on local governments’ ability to enact comprehensive plan amendments and
require the most extensive analysis.

SECTION 18

Section 18 creates a new section within Florida’s “State Emergency Management Act”. Section
252.422, Florida Statutes (“Restrictions on county or municipal regulations after a hurricane”)
which makes the following changes to Florida law:

1. First, Section 18 limits the planning and regulatory restrictions of “impacted local
government[s]”, defined as a county:

“...listed in a federal disaster declaration located entirely or partially within 100
miles of the track of a storm declared to be a hurricane by the National Hurricane
Center while the storm was categorized as a hurricane ...” (p. 35, lines 1010 —
1015).

This prohibition also applies to a municipality located within such a county, even though in
a large county such as Palm Beach, this means that the statutory 100-mile distance from a
Gulf Coast storm might only clip the southwest corner of the County, without having any
actual storm impacts on the County, and the law would still apply these limitations to the
northeastern Town of Jupiter, over 50 miles away.

2 Evangeline Linkous and Thomas Skuzinski, “Land use decision-making in the wake of state property rights
legislation: Examining the institutional response to Florida’s Harris Act,” Land Use Policy, Volume 77,
September 2018, Pages 603-612.



If these criteria are met, by the language of the statute, the entire County is deemed an
“impacted local government”, and the statute’s prohibitions apply throughout the County
(and any city within its borders), including geographic areas outside of “100 miles of the track
of a storm declared to be a hurricane by the National Hurricane Center while the storm was
categorized as a hurricane ....”

There might be some uncertainty as to whether a local government meets these criteria.
The first question concerns exactly what the Act means by “listed in the Federal Disaster
Declaration”. As can be seen in the “Florida Disaster Declaration” information on the
Federal Emergency Management Administration’s website, that Agency’s disaster
declarations identify by name and via a map delineation, the specific counties to which the
designation applies. While there are different types of services and funding available to local
governments identified in a federal disaster declaration and not all counties are within the
same category (i.e., whether they qualify for Individual Assistance (lA), Public Assistance (PA)
or both, the statutory phrase “listed in a federal disaster declaration” appears categorical
and makes no further distinction. As described below, the expanse of Florida counties
named in a federal disaster declaration for hurricanes can be vast. In 2024, the federal
disaster declaration for Hurricane Debby identified 61 of Florida’s 67 counties.

The second criteria regarding the geographic scope of the preemption may introduce an
element of some uncertainty. The definition of “impacted local government” goes beyond
those that are “listed in a federal disaster declaration”. In order to be covered by this new
law, the local government must also be:

“located entirely or partially within 100 miles of the track of a storm declared to
be a hurricane.”

Determining the exact geographic area that was “within 100 miles of the track of a storm
declared to be a hurricane by the National Hurricane Center while the storm was
categorized as a hurricane ...” may be subject to imprecise determinations.

For example, if the hurricane is 80 miles in diameter, does one measure from the center of
the storm track or from its edge? If there is light rain along the outer edges of the storm,
does that area count as part of the storm for purposes of measuring the 100 miles? Given
Florida’s history and predicted future occurrences of hurricanes, this will recur annually and
indefinitely. And for communities frequently under storm declarations, their land use and
zoning powers will unpredictably disappear from one day to the next based on storm
declarations, making effective long-range planning nearly impossible.

The geographic area deemed to be the “track” of a hurricane throughout the entire time it
was “was categorized as a hurricane” is shown in the Tropical Cyclone Report for each
hurricane published by the National Hurricane Center. However, the NHC publishes both a
projected hurricane track, as the storm approaches and remains active, and then a
subsequent actual track, approximately 60 — 90 days after landfall, The new law is silent as

4



to which track is to be used for purposes of determining the geographic scope of its
prohibitions on new development standards and procedures. For hurricanes which actually
tracked differently from what was projected, this has the potential to impact whether a given
county meets the definition of an “impacted local government” under this law. Also, the
determination of the precise location of the track line and thus the scope of the specific areas
within 100 miles of the track may be subject to differing determinations by relevant
professionals, although those differences are less likely to be the difference between a
county being partially or wholly within 100 miles of a hurricane track or being outside of that
defined area.

2. Second, Section 18 prohibits “impacted local government[s]” from proposing or adopting the
following measures for one year after a hurricane makes landfall:

(a) A moratorium on construction, reconstruction, or redevelopment of any property;

(b) A more restrictive or burdensome amendment to its comprehensive plan or land
development regulations; or

(c) A more restrictive or burdensome procedure concerning review, approval, or issuance
of a site plan, development permit, or development order. (p. 36, lines 1016 — 1025)

This will create substantial uncertainty due to the use of the subjective and broad term
“more restrictive or burdensome”. It should be assumed that lawyers for landowners may
claim that any change that reduces any current options or adds any new standards for
development is “more restrictive or burdensome.” Changes that alter how certain results
may be accomplished will be challenged as more burdensome or restrictive if any person
simply does not like them. Local governments will tend to avoid making any changes out of
concern for litigation exposure and other consequences of potentially violating the
restrictions in this law.

What’s more, unlike the preceding SB 250 from 2023 and Section 28 of this law, the
restriction is not limited to changes intended to remedy identified deficiencies related to
hurricane damage-related issues and to damaged properties, but to any development
standards on any issue anywhere within the affected local governments.

3. Third, Section 18 exempts from the prohibition, and allows the enforcement of, three types
of comprehensive plan or land development regulation amendments and development orders:

(a) Those applied for by a private party where the property is owned by the initiating
private party;

(b) Proposed comprehensive plan amendments submitted to reviewing agencies pursuant
to s. 163.3184 before landfall; and



(c) Comprehensive plan and land development regulation amendments approved by the
state land planning agency pursuant to s. 380.05. (p. 36, lines 1026 — 1040).

The exemption for privately initiated plan or code changes will not apply once the original
applicant sells the subject property to another person.

The latter exemption for Areas of Critical State Concern appears to completely exempt
comprehensive plan and land development regulation amendments for local governments
in these areas from this prohibition. However, as discussed below, the Bill’s Section 28
subjects those same amendments to the identical prohibitions through October 1, 2027;
there is no exception for the ACSC in Section 28.

4. Fourth, Section 18 allows “any person” to sue to enforce its prohibitions. (p. 36, lines 1041
—1043)

The statute allows any “person” to sue to overturn any comprehensive plan or land
development code provision they deem more restrictive or burdensome. Under Florida
law, the word “person includes individuals, children, firms, associations, joint adventures,
partnerships, estates, trusts, business trusts, syndicates, fiduciaries, corporations, and all
other groups or combinations.” Section 1.01 (3), Fla. Stat. It does not limit standing to sue
to persons adversely impacted by the challenged plan amendment or regulation of
development orders. It doesn’t require that the person own land, operate a business, or
live in the jurisdiction of the local government.

This is exceptionally and unprecedentedly broad standing. Existing Florida laws on the
enforcement of comprehensive plans and land development regulations, on the other hand,
are limited.

The law requires a pre-suit notice to the local government as a prerequisite to bringing suit.
Upon receipt of such notice, the local government has only 14 days to revoke or declare the
challenged action void, a period of time which is literally impossible to meet since ordinances
are statutorily required to revoke comprehensive plan amendments and amendments to
land development regulations. And, by law, ordinances require two readings and approval
by the governing body, and many smaller communities meet only once a month. Even if a
local commission meets more often, the statutory requirements for the readings requires a
minimum separation between the two readings, the length of which depends on which type
of action it is (See 166.041(3) and 163.3164(42) and 163.3184(11)(b), Fla. Stat., which have
to be read together and do not quite mesh). Without a meeting, the Sunshine Law prevents
the administrations or attorneys of these communities from polling the individual members
of their governing bodies, so local government lawyers and other responsible staff will not
be able to get direction on this issue from their governing bodies. They won’t know whether
to concede or fight. So special meetings will need to be called in order to get direction on
whether to “declare” themselves neutered by this statute, but in order to meet statutorily
required notice periods to actually enact ordinances, they may not be able to act as quickly

6



as needed. Moreover, many communities do not have their governing body serve as the local
planning agency, so a third meeting of that body needs to be promptly scheduled for the
plan amendment or code change to be statutorily legal. If that notice comes in the day after
the last summer meeting, before the elected officials go on break or scatter for vacations, or
on December 20, compliance with all governing laws will not be possible. By law, unlike
most state and regional entities, local governments continue to be required to meet in
person. That means, per the opinions of Attorney General Moody during COVID, that at least
three must be in person for a five-member body, before the remaining two can attend
remotely. The law created a supremely unworkable situation for local governments.

The statute entitles a Plaintiff to a preliminary injunction, provides for summary proceedings
to resolve such suits, and provides for prevailing plaintiff attorneys’ fees. (p. 36, line 1041 —
p. 37, line 1066).

Unlike Section 28, the law specifically authorizes local government to seek declarations that
their actions are not limited by Section 18: “A county or municipality may request a
determination by a court of competent jurisdiction as to whether such action violates this
section. Upon such a request, the county or municipality may not enforce the action until
the court has issued a preliminary or final judgment determining whether the action violates
this section.” However, the need for this provision, and the meaning of this omission from
Section 28, is unclear, as under current law, local governments may seek such relief at any
time pursuant to Chapter 86, the Florida Declaratory Judgment Act.

SECTION 28

Section 28 of the Bill includes additional limitations of local government planning and
regulatory amendments, purportedly limited only relative to hurricanes Debby (DR-4806),
Helene (DR-4828), or Milton. (p. 46, line 1321 — p. 48, line 1373)

1. First, Section 28 enacts the same prohibition on moratoria, as in the preceding SB 250, limited
to damaged properties, and the same prohibition on more restrictive or burdensome
comprehensive plan or land development regulation amendments, and development approval
procedures as set forth in section 18.

2. Second, a review of the FEMA website reveals that all of Florida’s 67 counties were identified
in a federal disaster declaration for at least one of those three hurricanes. Thus, every Florida
County and every City within each County, is subject to the specific preemption relative to
hurricanes Debby (DR-4806), Helene (DR-4828), or Milton (DR-4834).

There may be a question as to whether Areas of Critical State Concern, like the Florida Keys,
are exempted from this restriction. The argument that they are exempt would be that the
specific exemption in Section 21 for Critical Areas controls over the more general restriction



in Section 28.2 On the one hand, potentially conflicting statutes, and especially potentially
conflicting sections of a single piece of legislation, must be read to harmonize their effect so
as to resolve a conflict.* Under this doctrine, one could argue that the Legislature intended
the prohibitions in SB 180 to apply everywhere except designated Areas of Critical State
Concern. Alternatively, one could harmonize them by pointing to the temporary nature of
Section 28 and inferring that the Legislature wanted to create an exemption only from the
permanent aspects of the law.

On the other hand, courts have held that where a law specifically provides a rule in one
context and excludes it in another, the omission should be interpreted to be intentional.
Therefore, the fact that the bill included a specific ACSC exemption from the Section 18
preemption applicable to future hurricanes, and did not include that same exemption in the
Section 28 preemption regarding Hurricanes Debby, Helene, and Milton, most likely will be
interpreted by the courts to reflect a legislative decision that the Keys and other ACSC
governments are exempt from the Section 18 prohibition relative to future hurricanes (by
virtue of Section 21), but not from the Section 28 prohibition relative to hurricanes Debby,
Helene, and Milton. (effectively the entire state).

3. Third, the preemption in Section 28 is retroactive to August 1, 2024, and ends on October 1,
2027, which means that any Plan or Code changes enacted since August 1, 2024, are invalidated
under this law.

Any new requirements or procedures are deemed null and void ab initio.

4. Fourth, as in the Section 18 prohibition for future hurricanes, Section 28 of the law exempts
from this preemption any comprehensive plan amendment, land development regulation
amendment, site plan, development permit, or development order that was or is in the future
initiated by a private party for their own property.

5. Fifth, Section 28 creates a cause of action for any resident of or the owner of a business in a
county or municipality to sue to invalidate and enjoin, including a preliminary injunction, any
such requirement, and requires the court to grant the Plaintiff their attorney’s fees and costs.
Unlike Section 18, it does not authorize a grant of attorney’s fees and costs in favor of a local
government that wins any such lawsuit. This uneven playing field creates an inappropriate
incentive for a broad array of people or entities to force a repeal of local development standards
through the leveraged threat of litigation.

3 “When reconciling statutes that may appear to conflict, the rules of statutory construction provide that
a specific statute will control over a general statute....” Florida Virtual Sch. v. K12, Inc., 148 So. 3d 97, 102
(Fla. 2014).

* Heart of Adoptions, Inc., v. J.A., 963 So. 2d 189, 199 (Fla. 2007); State ex rel. City of St. Petersburg v.
Noel, 154 So. 219, 221 (Fla. 1934).



6. Sixth, Section 28 states that attorney’s fees and costs and damages may not be awarded if
the resident or business owner provides the county or city written notice that regulatory action
violates this prohibition and the county or city withdraws the action, or notices an intent to
repeal it, within 14 days.

This provision is confusing and may be the result of inartful drafting. Unlike section 18, it
does not specifically make a pre-suit, 14-day, notice a prerequisite for bringing a lawsuit. So,
it can be read to avoid an attorney’s fees and costs award against the local government if
the written notice is given and the challenged action is withdrawn after the lawsuit is filed.
Yet, since the attorney’s fees provision is set forth in the subsection creating the cause of
action for the lawsuit, no attorney’s fees and costs under the statute would be incurred
unless and until such a suit was brought. Typically, as in Section 18, and as is currently
provided in Florida’s Bert J. Harris Private Property Rights Act, statutes like this seek to avoid
lawsuits by requiring a pre-suit notice and encouraging local governments to withdraw or
modify the challenged action before a suit is filed.

7. Finally, Section 28 expires June 30, 2028, although the preemption ends on October 1, 2027.

While somewhat unclear, this probably means that, while the prohibition of relevant local
government actions ends on October 1, 2027, Plaintiffs can bring suit to challenge any such
actions taken in violation of the Act up to June 30, 2028.

THREATENS THE ABILITY OF LOCAL MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS TO ENFORCE MINIMUM
FEDERAL NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) STANDARDS

SECTION 2

Section 2 creates a new section in Florida law that prohibits local governments from adopting or
enforcing “an ordinance for substantial improvements or repairs to a structure which includes a
cumulative substantial improvement period.” As reported by the Florida Floodplain Managers
Association, “cumulative substantial improvement” ordinances are an effective and widely used
(122 local governments have such an ordinance) approach to gradually bringing older structures
into compliance with modern flood protection standards — thus limiting a community's ability to
manage risk and address buildings that experience repetitive flooding, and to reduce its ability to
secure flood insurance discounts for its citizens under the National Flood Insurance Program’s
Community Rating System (CRS). When precluding such discounts, this provision will raise flood
insurance costs for Floridians.



INCREASES DEVELOPMENT ALLOWANCES IN THE FLORIDA KEYS AREAS OF CRITICAL CONCERN
SECTION 21

1. As it relates to Areas of Critical State Concern, Section 21 increases the amount of
permanent residential units that can be built in the Florida Keys Area of Critical Concern and
the Key West Area of Critical State Concern from that which can be evacuated in 24 hours
or less to that which can be evacuated in 24.5 hours or less. (p. 41, lines 1161 — 1164).

SECTION 22

1. Section 22 further implements Section 21 by requiring the Department of Commerce to
determine the amount of additional development capacity available under this expanded
evacuation time, requires the resulting units to be allocated over at least 10 years among all the
Keys’ local governments based on the number of vacant buildable lots and each jurisdiction, be
capped at 900, and be “prioritize[d]” for “owner-occupied residences, affordable housing, and
workforce housing”. (Section 22, p. 41, lines 1145 —1188)

REQUIRES STUDIES OF IMPEDIMENTS TO REBUILDING

Beyond prohibiting more stringent development standards and procedures, the law makes the
following changes to the statutes intended to ultimately repeal existing standards and
procedures deemed to be impediments to post-storm rebuilding:

1. Section 18 requires the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability
(OPPAGA) to study and make recommendations by December 1, 2025, for “legislative options to
remove impediments to the construction, reconstruction, or redevelopment of any property
damaged by a hurricane and prevent the implementation by local governments of burdensome
or restrictive procedures and processes.” (p. 37, line 1067 — p. 38, line 1084).

2. Section 27 adds an additional requirement for a study of this type, requiring that the Division
of Emergency Management consult with local governments, the Department of Business and
Professional Regulation, the Department of Environmental Protection, and any other appropriate
agencies to develop recommendations for statutory changes necessary to streamline the
permitting process for repairing and rebuilding structures damaged during natural
emergencies” and provide a report of its recommendations by July 1, 2026. (p. 46, lines 1311 —
1320.

3. Section 16 creates section 252.381(9(a), Fla. Stat. to require local governments to include
within their post disaster recovery plans “a post storm permitting plan by May 1, 2026 (and to
update the plan annually) to expedite recovery and rebuilding by providing for special building
permit and inspection procedures after a hurricane or tropical storm.” These plans must ensure
the availability of adequate personnel to “expeditiously manage post disaster building inspection,
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permitting, and enforcement”, “[a]ccount for multiple or alternate locations where building
permit services may be offered”, “[s]pecify a protocol to expedite permitting procedures and, if
practicable, for the waiver or reduction of applicable fees”

In connection with this plan, each local government must publish on its website a hurricane
and tropical storm recovery permitting guide for residential and commercial property
owners. As “soon as practicable” following a hurricane or tropical storm, a county or
municipality within an area for which a state of emergency was declared shall update its
website to include information specific to such storm. (Section 16, p. 30, line 868 - p. 32, line
924). This is an “unfunded mandate”, in violation of art. VII, § 18 of the Florida Constitution.

This change to the law essentially requires local governments to expedite permitting for
rebuilding in hurricane-impacted areas.

4. Section 16 prohibits local governments from increasing building permit or inspection fees for
180 days after a state of emergency is declared. (p. 32, line 925 —p. 33, line 929).

This discourages local governments from enacting any increases to fees that might be
deemed as inhibiting rebuilding, even if those fees would otherwise be due for increases to
keep up with costs of enforcement.”

5. Section 4 prohibits an increase in ad valorem assessments of homesteads for expansions of
a certain size.

The law prohibits an increase in the ad valorem assessment beyond the assessed value
“immediately before the date on which” a homesteaded residential structure is “damaged
or destroyed by misfortune or calamity” as long as the home is not expanded beyond 130%
of the square footage prior to the improvement or increased beyond 2,000 square feet.
(Section 4, p. 10, lines 285 — 290). The previous figures were 110% and 1,500 square feet.

This change removes a potential disincentive for property owners to rebuild larger structures
in hurricane-impacted areas.

CONCLUSION

This new law is devastating to the ability of all local governments to make changes to their plans
or codes needed to protect public safety, improve community resilience, or reduce property
damage and public clean-up and recovery costs, or for any other issue. Governments that
exercise their planning authority in any manner that is arguably more restrictive or burdensome
are likely to face legal challenges, and potentially, liability for fees and costs. It is the opposite of
what most land use and emergency preparedness and recovery professionals would believe is
needed in Florida. It is one of the most dangerous and ill-conceived pieces of planning-related
legislation adopted in modern times in Florida. Given the geographic scope and frequency of
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federal disaster declarations and hurricane tracks in Florida, the law could perpetually freeze all
comprehensive plans and land development codes in place and forever preclude any
improvement to development standards, regardless of their importance to public safety or other
compelling issues. A concerted effort will be required to bring the breadth of this new law’s
restrictions to the attention of the Florida Legislature and urge the passage of amendments that
allow local governments to continue to engage in responsible and necessary land use and
development planning and regulation without unduly restricting the ability of citizens to rebuild
hurricane-damaged structures.

Absent a legislative fix, local governments that have identified currently allowable uses, densities
or intensities, or development standards that are inadequate to protect public safety or health
or ecological health would be well-advised to begin preparations to enact necessary changes to
the Comprehensive Plan or Development Code immediately upon the expiration of the
preemptions set forth in SB 180, and enact them through all required procedures prior to the
landfall of the next hurricane that would then freeze the existing rules in place for another year.

Alternatively, local governments could prepare and adopt planning and regulatory changes that
alter existing standards and procedures in a manner that is different (that may achieve the
planning or regulatory objective in another way) but not “more restrictive or burdensome”, while
establishing a clear basis for why this is the case. It is recognized, however, that the cost and
burden of having to defend such measures in court may dissuade many local governments from
even attempting to improve their plan and code. That of course is the troubling impact of this ill-
conceived law.

Planning and regulation decisions are made with adequate public notice, stakeholder dialogue,
studies, and eventual adoption of the approach that is best for a community. It can take years
from concept to final legal adoption, and local governments and their constituents are constantly
at some point in that process. Yet under this law, months and perhaps years of effort by local
staff, citizens, regulated interests and elected officials, can come to a halt as regulatory power
can disappear from one day to the next. Plan or Code changes adopted after hard-gained
consensus can be voided by one person who deems them more restrictive or burdensome. Local
governments that adopted plan amendments that are not prohibited by the new law may find
themselves unable to adopt the more detailed land development code changes needed to
implement those plan amendments — although they are required by law to do so within one year
of the adoption of the plan changes. Exactly what state law must be followed is unclear. Local
governments currently at any stage of preparing plan or code amendments have to wonder if
they can continue to move forward — as a future hurricane could completely derail and waste
their efforts.

Florida is widely known to be the state most at risk of hurricane damage, rising seas, unaffordable
insurance and other threats of a changing world. Confoundedly, Senate Bill 180 removes our
ability to meet those challenges. Our state’s economic future depends upon a repeal or
substantial rewrite of this very ill-conceived law. To find out more, please visit
1000fof.org/priorities/restorecommunityplanning.
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2025 ATTENDANCE RECORD
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* %

4/24/25

MDC TPO
5/19/25

6/16/25

7/21/25

* %

8/27

CAPLAN, Franklin
Councilmember, Key Biscayne
Secretary

VP

CATES, Craig
Monroe County Commission

VP

VP

VP

CORRADINO, Joseph
Mayor, Village of Pinecrest

VP

FURR, Beam
Broward County Mayor

GARCIA, René, 1% Vice-Chair
Miami-Dade Co. Commission

D/VP

D/VP

D/VP

VP

GELLER, Steve, Past Chair
Broward County Commission

GILBERT, lll, Oliver G.
Miami-Dade Co. Commission

GOLDBERG, Cary

2" Vice Chair
Governor’s Appointee,
Broward

VP

VP

VP

VP

HORLAND, Denise, Treasurer
Commissioner, Plantation

KAUFMAN, Samuel
Commissioner, Key West

VP

VP

VP

VP

VP

LINCOLN, Michelle
Chair
Monroe County Commission

VP

McGHEE, Kionne L.
Miami-Dade Co. Commission

RODRIGUEZ, Maria
Commissioner
Pembroke Pines

VP

VP

UDINE, Michael
Broward County Commission

VP

VP

VP

VP




2025 ATTENDANCE RECORD

South Florida Water
Management District

MC *B MPO *oE MDC TPO *ok
EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS 1/27/25 | 02/28/25| 3/17/25 | 4/24/25 | 5/19/25 | 6/16/25 | 7/21/25 8/27
DAVILA, Sirena D D VP VP D/VP D/VP VP VP
Florida Dept. of
Environmental Protection
HUYNH, Dat VP VP VP VP p D/VP VP VP
Florida Dept. of
Transportation, Dist. 6
VILABOY, Armando L. VP D * VP VP VP VP VP

A majority of the meetings were physical/virtual meetings
P = Present

VP = Virtually Present

A = Absent

D = Desighee Present

* = Excused Absence

- = Not Yet Appointed

MDC = MIAMI-DADE COUNTY

MC = MONROE COUNTY

MD TPO =Miami-Dade Transportation Planning Organization
B MPO = Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization

* Joint Meeting

** Exec. Committee/Workshop only
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