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Temp. Ord. No.  1752  
5/26/20 
6/10/20 

CITY OF MIRAMAR 
MIRAMAR, FLORIDA 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
MIRAMAR, FLORIDA, CONSIDERING APPLICATION NO. 2000734, 
REZONING A 2.204-ACRE PARCEL FROM B2, COMMUNITY 
BUSINESS, TO CF, COMMUNITY FACILITIES, LOCATED AT THE 
NORTHEAST CORNER OF SOUTHWEST 186TH AVENUE AND 
MIRAMAR PARKWAY; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   

 
WHEREAS, Section 304 of the Land Development Code (“LDC”) provides for 

review and approval of changes to the official zoning map; and 

WHEREAS, Calvary Fellowship Incorporated, has submitted Application No. 

2000734, a complete application for rezoning a 2.204-acre parcel from B2, Business 

Community to CF, Community Facilities, on the property located at the northeast corner 

of Miramar Parkway and Southwest 186th Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, Application No. 2000734 has been reviewed pursuant to the 

standards set forth at Section 304.7 of LDC; and   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 304 of the LDC, a community meeting on 

Application No. 2000734 was held on June 1, 2020; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board conducted a Virtual public hearing on 

this item on June 9, 2020, which also included participation from some residents; 

however, after some deliberation, the Board did not ultimately make a formal 

recommendation on the item and decided to continue the item to a Special Planning & 

Zoning Board hearing to be held on June 23, 2020; and  

Ord. No. ________ 
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WHEREAS, the City Commission has held two properly advertised public hearings 

pursuant to Section 304 of the LDC and Chapter 166, Florida Statutes; and 

WHEREAS, the City Manager recommends approval of Application No. 2000734; 

and 

WHEREAS, the City Commission deems it to be in the best interest of the citizens 

and residents of the City of Miramar to approve Application No. 2000734. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

MIRAMAR, FLORIDA AS FOLLOWS:   

Section 1:   That the foregoing “WHEREAS” clauses are ratified and confirmed 

as being true and correct and are made a specific part of this Ordinance. 

Section 2:    That it finds that Application No. 2000734 is in substantial 

compliance with the requirements of Section 304 of the City’s Land Development Code. 

Section 3:  That it approves Application No. 2000734, rezoning from B2, 

Community Business, to CF, Community Facilities, for the property legally described in 

the attached Exhibit “A”. 
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Section 4: That issuance of this approval by the City does not in any way create 

any right on the part of the owner/Developer to obtain a permit from a state or federal 

agency and does not create any liability on the part of the City for issuance of the approval 

if the Owner/Developer fails to obtain the requisite approvals or fulfill the obligations 

imposed by a state or federal agency or undertakes actions that result in the violation of 

state or federal law.  All applicable state and federal permits must be obtained before 

commencement of the Development.  This condition is included pursuant to Section 

166.033, Florida Statutes, as amended. 

Section 5: Failure to Adhere to Ordinance. That failure to adhere to the approval 

terms and conditions contained in this Ordinance shall be considered a violation of this 

Ordinance and the City Code, and persons found violating this Resolution shall be subject 

to the penalties prescribed by the City Code, including but not limited to the revocation of 

any of the approval(s) granted in this Ordinance and any other approvals conditioned on 

this approval.  The Owner/Developer understands and acknowledges that it must comply 

with all other applicable requirements of the City Code before it may commence 

construction or operation, and that the foregoing approval in this Ordinance may be 

revoked by the City at any time upon a determination that the Owner/Developer is in non-

compliance with the City Code. 
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Section 6:  That this Ordinance shall take effect upon adoption on second 

reading. 

PASSED FIRST READING:  _______________________________________________ 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND READING: ____________________________ 

 

       ________________________________ 
       Mayor, Wayne M. Messam 
 

       ________________________________ 
       Vice Mayor, Maxwell B. Chambers 
ATTEST: 

 

________________________________ 
City Clerk, Denise A. Gibbs 
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have approved 
this ORDINANCE as to form:   
 
 
_________________________________ 
City Attorney 
Austin Pamies Norris Weeks Powell, PLLC  
 
 
      Requested by Administration  Voted 
      Commissioner Winston F. Barnes  _____ 
      Vice Mayor Maxwell B. Chambers _____ 
      Commissioner Yvette Colbourne   _____ 
      Commissioner Alexandra P. Davis _____ 
      Mayor Wayne M. Messam    _____ 
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City of Miramar 

Community Development Department 

Development Review Report - Rezoning 

 
 

I. Project Summary 
 
Project Name:  Calvary Fellowship Church Phase 3 Expansion 

 

Application: 2000734 – Rezoning 

 

Application Summary: The Applicant/Owner is requesting to rezone a portion of the site from 

Community Business (B2) to Community Facilities (CF) for the expansion of 

the church as part of Phase 3, which proposes 20,662 additional square 

feet, including an 800-seat sanctuary. This property is located at the 

northeast corner of Miramar Parkway and Southwest 186th Avenue in 

Sunset Lakes. Accordingly, the developer is processing a site plan 

amendment application in conjunction with the other development 

applications related to this project.  

 

Related Application(s):    Site Plan – 1907992  

     Plat Note Amendment – 1907994 

     CAB – 1908712 

     Escrow – 1907996 

       

Agent:     Rosana D. Cordova 

     Cordova Rodriguez & Associates 

     6941 Southwest 196th Avenue, Suite 28 

Pembroke Pines, Florida 33332   

Phone: (954) 880-0180 

  E-mail: rcordova@craengineering.com 

  

Owner:  Calvary Fellowship, Inc.  

2951 SW 186 Avenue  

Miramar, FL 33029 
(954) 589-1244 
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II. Planning Information 
 

Site Location:  NORTHEAST CORNER OF MIRAMAR PARKWAY AND 

SOUTHWEST  186TH AVENUE 

(Folio No. 513925030270) 

 

Land Use Plan Designation:   COMMERCIAL 

      

Existing Zoning:   COMMUNITY BUSINESS (B2) 

 

Existing Use: Vacant  

 

Proposed Zoning:          COMMUNITY FACILITIES (CF) 

 

Adjacent properties:   

 EXISTING USE ZONING LAND USE PLAN 

North Sunset Lakes Municipal Complex OS, Recreation/Open Space Low 2 Residential 

East Shoppes at Sunset Lakes Community Business (B2)      Low 2 Residential 

South Sunset Lakes (Residential)          Residential 3 (RS 3)     Low 2 Residential 

West Sunset Lakes (Residential) Residential 3 (RS 3)     Low 2 Residential 
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III. Background  
 

On July 3, 2013, the Master Site Plan for Calvary Fellowship was approved.  Phase 1 construction consisted 

of the multi-purpose building with parking and infrastructure for future expansion. The City Commission 

approved the Calvary Fellowship Church site plan and community appearance board applications for the 

church (Resolutions 13-139 and 13-140).     

 
On September 1st of 2016, Calvary Chapel applied for a Site Plan Amendment which resulted in the addition 

of an auxiliary building that provided space for a children’s area and playground. The Phase 2 approved 

development is for 11,000 SF.   This application is for the Rezoning of the subject property from B2 to CF.  

 

IV. Review Criteria 
Section 304.7 of the City’s Land Development Code contains the standards for reviewing proposed rezoning 

applications.  The City shall find whether the criteria below are met. 

 

Please address underlined comments. 

 

1) The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 

          Applicant’s Response:  

The proposed amendment to the zoning map from B2 – Community Business to CF – Community Facility 

is consistent with the goals, objective and policies of the city’s comprehensive plan. The land use for this 

site is Commercial and per Future Land Use Element Objective 1, Policy 1.4, community facilities are 

permitted in this land use. This site is the southern portion of the existing church of the overall property 

and will be rezoned to conform with the remainder of the property. 

 

Staff’s Evaluation:   

The proposed use of church space is permitted under the current B2 designation; however, B2 has 

different bulk regulation requirements than CF. In addition, it is always preferable to have a unified 

zoning for a property. The proposed Phase 3 development will also provide a uniform and cohesive 

development that will be compatible with the surrounding community facilities and residential 

developments. 

 

2) The proposed zoning district is compatible with the surrounding area's zoning designation(s) and 

existing uses. 

 

            Applicant’s Response: 

The proposed zoning district is compatible with the surrounding area’s zoning designation and existing 

uses. The northern portion of the property is zoned Community [Facilities] and this change will allow for 

the entire property owned by the church to be zoned Community Facilities. The surrounding zoning 

designations are residential and commercial, and community facilities are allowed and encouraged near 

residents. 

 

Staff’s Evaluation:   

The subject property is compatible with the surrounding zoning designations and existing uses. The 
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rezoning will aid in creating a single designation for the Parcel as the northern portion is zoned for 

Community Facilities while the southern portion is currently B2. The subject property is also adjacent 

to the Sunset Lakes Municipal Complex, while the surrounding communities are single-family 

residential and multi-family residential. The adjacent property to the east is zoned for B2; however, 

under the B2 designation an 800-seat sanctuary is permitted.  

 

3) The subject property is physically suitable for the zoned purpose and/or the proposed use and 

purpose. 

 

Applicant’s Response:   

The subject site is physically suitable for the Community Facilities zoning. This property is the southern 

half of the existing church property. 

           

Staff’s Evaluation:   

As the Applicant has stated, the subject property will hold the expansion of an already existing church 

in the northern property. The expansion of the 800-seat sanctuary is currently proposed on the southern 

half of the property, which is currently designated B2. The expansion of the sanctuary is proposed to be 

unified and connected in similar site design and architecture with the rest of church located on the 

northern portion currently designated CF. Thus, the purpose of this rezoning is to allow the expansion 

of the church to fall under one unified CF designation which is better suited for church use. In addition, 

bulk regulations for CF are more suitable for the proposed site plan. 

 

4) There are sites available in other areas currently zoned for such use.  

 

Applicant’s Response:   

The northern portion of this property is owned by the church and is zoned Community Facilities.  There 

are other areas currently zoned CF in the city. 

 

Staff’s Evaluation:   

There are other areas in the City zoned for Community Facilities, but they are not vacant properties and 

rezoning this parcel adjacent to a CF parcel with the same ownership, will allow the entire property to 

be unified with the rest of the church under one zoning designation.  

 

5) If applicable, the proposed change will contribute to redevelopment of an area in accordance with 

an approved redevelopment plan. 

 

Applicant’s Response:   

   This site is not within an area for redevelopment. 

 

Staff’s Evaluation:   

The City does not have a redevelopment plan for this area.  
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6) The proposed change would adversely affect traffic patterns or congestion. 
 

Applicant’s Response:  

The trip generation characteristics for this analysis were determined using the trip generation rates and 

equations contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation (10th Edition) 

report.  Based upon this information, the trip generation rates for the proposed development are as 

follows: 

 

CHURCH – ITE LAND USE #560  

 Weekday: T = 6.14 (X) + 17.09 where T = number of trips and X = 1,000 sq. ft. gross floor area  

 AM Peak Hour: T = 0.36 (X) – 0.74 (60% in / 40% out)  

 PM Peak Hour:   T = 0.37 (X) + 3.90 (45% in / 55% out) 

 

DAY CARE CENTER – ITE LAND USE #565 

  Weekday: T = 47.62 (X) where T = number of trips and X = 1,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 

  AM Peak Hour: T = 11.00 (X) (53% in / 47% out)  

  PM Peak Hour:   T = 11.12 (X) (47% in / 53% out) 

 

           SHOPPING CENTER – ITE LAND USE #820  

           Weekday: Ln(T) = 0.68 Ln(X) + 5.57 where T = number of trips and X = 1,000 sq. ft. gross leasable area       

           AM Peak Hour: T = 0.50 (X) + 151.78 (62% in / 38% out)  

           PM Peak Hour:   Ln(T) = 0.74 Ln(X) + 2.89 (48% in / 52% out)  Pass-by:  34%  

 

The resulting trip generation characteristics for the approved and proposed future development 

programs are presented in Table 1 below.  
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As indicated in Table 1, the proposed uses within Parcel P are anticipated to generate 1,333 daily 

vehicle trips, 250 AM peak hour vehicle trips (133 inbound and 117 outbound), and 258 PM peak hour 

vehicle trips (121 inbound and 137 outbound).  When considering the approved uses on this parcel, 

this represents a decrease of 623 daily vehicle trips, a decrease of 96 AM peak hour vehicle trips, and 

a decrease of 51 PM peak hour vehicle trips. 

 

Conclusions  

Based upon the foregoing trip generation analysis, it is apparent that the proposed development 

program on Parcel P of the Sunrise Plat will result in fewer daily and peak hour vehicle trips when 

compared with the approved uses on this parcel.  As a result of this reduced traffic impact, no further 

traffic analyses are warranted at this time. 

 

             Staff’s Evaluation:  

The provided data was evaluated by the Development Review Committee.  Staff concurs that the 

change in zoning category from a commercial designation to a community facility designation 

represents a decrease in potential traffic, as the previously approved but unbuilt shopping center would 

have drawn more vehicular traffic to the site on average than the church. 

 

7) The proposed change would adversely impact population density such that the demand for water, 

sewers, streets, recreational areas and facilities, and other public facilities and services would be 

adversely affected; and 

 

Applicant’s Response:   

    

(chapter 21, article V, 21-195) 

Place of Worship: 0.011ERC/Seat 

              Chapel: 800 Seats 

              ERC: 8.8 (Equivalent Residential Capacity) 

8.8 ERCs x 325 gpd/ERC = 2,860 gpd Water (gallons per day) 

Sewer = 95% of water demand = 2,717 gpd 

 

              Staff’s Evaluation: 

Water and sewer demand were analyzed by the Utilities and Engineering Services Departments.  The 

DRC finds it to be an acceptable level of service. 

 

 

8) Whether the proposed change would have an adverse environmental impact on the vicinity; and 

 

       Applicant’s Response:  

       The proposed change will not have an adverse environmental impact on the vicinity. The property has   

       been filled and has been used for overflow parking for church events. 

   

 Staff’s Evaluation: 

 Staff concurs with this statement. 
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9) Whether the proposed change would adversely affect the health, safety, aesthetics and welfare of the 

neighborhood or the city. 

 

Applicant’s Response:   

The proposed change will not adversely affect the health, safety, aesthetics and welfare of the 

neighborhood or city. 
 

Staff’s Evaluation:   

It is anticipated that the proposed change would not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of 

the neighborhood or City as a whole, any proposed development would be constructed in accordance 

with the City of Miramar Land Development Code.  Additionally, the project is currently under Community 

Appearance Board review to properly address the façades facing Miramar Parkway and Southwest 

186th Avenue.  The expansion of the existing use on to this parcel is found to be sufficient with the 

proposed site plan reviewed by the DRC. 

 

 

V.Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of application 2000734.  

 

VI.Development Review Committee (DRC) 
The DRC recommended approval of application 2000734 on March 11, 2020. 

 

VII.Community Meeting  
A Virtual Community Meeting was conducted on June 1, 2020.  A summary of the discussion is noted in 

the memorandum. 

 

VIII.Planning & Zoning Board 

The Planning and Zoning Board recommended approval of this application at a Virtual 

meeting on June 23, 2020. 
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF MIRAMAR 

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING 

 

JUNE 9, 2020       6:30 P.M. 

The meeting of the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Board was called to order virtually by 
Chairperson Thompson on Tuesday, June 9, 2020, at 6:34 p.m.  

I. ROLL CALL 

The following members of the Planning and Zoning Board were present remotely: 

   Matthew Thompson, Chairperson 
  Nasif Alshaier, Vice Chairperson (arrived 7:20 p.m.) 
  Marcus Dixon 
  Mary Lou Tighe  
  Vivian Walters, Jr.  

The following members of the Planning and Zoning Board were absent: 

  Wayne Lomax (Excused) 
Saran Earle-Smith (Excused) 

A quorum was declared. 

The following were also present remotely: 

City Attorney Pam Booker 
Ronnie Navarro, Assistant Director, Utilities 
Michael Alpert, Principal Planner 
Nixon Lebrun, Senior Planner 

   Pastor Bob Franquiz, Applicant’s Representative 
   Rosana Cordova, Engineer, Applicant’s Representative 
   Saul Umana, Assistant Planner 
   Deanna Allamani, Clerk/Recording Secretary 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

• Regular Minutes of March 10, 2020 
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Principal Planner Michael Alpert asked the Board to consider agenda item IV.1 first, and 
defer voting on the minutes, as Member Walters had announced that he had to leave the 
meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
 
The approval of the minutes was taken near the end of the meeting. 
 
IV. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  
 
City Attorney Booker reviewed the City’s quasi-judicial public hearing procedures, 
collectively swearing in any persons wishing to speak on the following item.  
 
1) Temp. Ord. #O1752 Application No. 2000734, Temporary Ordinance 1752, AN 

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MIRAMAR, 
FLORIDA, CONSIDERING APPLICATION NO. 2000734, REZONING A 2.204-
ACRE PARCEL FROM B2, COMMUNITY BUSINESS, TO CF, COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES, LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SOUTHWEST 
186TH AVENUE AND MIRAMAR PARKWAY; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE.   
 

 Presenter: Michael Alpert, AICP, Principal Planner 
 
Mr. Alpert reviewed the proposed application, as detailed in the backup, highlighting the 
following: 
 

• The subject Rezoning was for the Calvary Fellowship Church situated on a 
five-acre parcel; the request was to rezone the southern two acres of the 
property from B2 to CF 

• The Rezoning was a phase three expansion of the existing church; the 
northern portion of the property where the existing church building is located 
is already zoned Community Facilities 

• The purpose of the zoning application was to unify the parcel under one 
zoning designation 

• On June 1, 2020, a Virtual Community Meeting was held to introduce the 
project and obtain input from the public prior to the P&Z Board hearing; 
seven residents attended, and they had questions and concerns about the 
traffic flow, the expansion of the facility, and the days and hours of operation 
of the church, a summary of which was provided in the backup 

• Rezoning ordinances required two separate readings by the City 
Commission, and those hearings were scheduled for June 17 and July 8, 
2020; the site plan application would be considered at the July 8 meeting; 
residents could participate in all meetings 

• When considering the proposed Rezoning, it’s important to note that the 
existing commercial designation had a site plan previously approved to 
accommodate a shopping center on the two vacant acres; this shopping 
center was never built. 
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• The proposed change would result in a net decrease of 623 daily vehicular 
trips, a decrease of 96 a.m. peak hour vehicular trips, and a decrease of 51 
p.m. peak hour vehicular trips, as compared to the commercial use 
previously approved for the subject site 

• Staff recommended approval. 
 
Member Dixon asked if, for the subject application, City staff followed the City’s normal 
notification process for community meetings for the virtual community meeting. 
 
Mr. Alpert replied the public notice went out two weeks prior to the community meeting 
on June 1, 2020, and the notice explained it would be a virtual meeting, as would the 
present P&Z Board meeting and the two upcoming Commission meetings.  The notice 
included instructions on how members of the public could contact City staff to participate 
in those meetings, though when the notices went out, the City did not have the WebEx 
link.  He received some emails, and people were sent the invite for the community 
meeting; a notice was posted on the property about upcoming meetings. 
 
Member Walters thought some consideration should be given, since this was a new norm 
for everyone concerned, and two weeks notification might not be sufficient to get 
community members to respond and/or support for the agenda items. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated members at the public did attend the virtual community meeting, joining 
the discussion and emailing questions about the application.  The noticing of the virtual 
meeting met the City’s minimum code requirements and Florida’s statutory requirements 
for noticing public meetings. 
 
Member Tighe recalled at the March 10, 2020, meeting, Member Walters requested staff 
include in the backup, summarized minutes of community meetings that took place for 
any agenda item.  She asked Staff to notify the Board whenever community meetings 
were scheduled to allow Board members to attend, keeping in mind the City Attorney’s 
counsel regarding the Sunshine Law, but she did not receive notice of the June 1 
community meeting.  She saw that residents mentioned traffic concerns, but there was 
very little detail about specific comments, and this was concerning to her.   
 
Member Walters restated his concern about two weeks being adequate notice for virtual 
community meetings, though he understood City staff followed noticing guidelines.  The 
present times were unusual, and until the City returned to its usual way of doing business, 
it seemed to him Staff should consider what allowances could be made to adjust and 
accommodate additional public noticing of virtual meetings.  He asked if staff was required 
to adhere to the City’s noticing guidelines regardless. 
 
City Attorney Booker commented the Governor’s orders did not mention anything about 
the time of notification, though there was still the requirement to comply with Florida 
Statute 286 to give notice of public meetings and allow the public to participate.  The 
Governor’s order suspended the requirement for everyone to meet in person at one 
location, thus the noticing used by City staff met those requirements.  She understood 
some Board members were asking about providing more information to the Board on 
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what happened at the community meetings, such as what the public actually said.  As to 
the legal requirements, as mentioned before, each local jurisdiction was handling such 
situations differently with regard to noticing and participation until they got back to full, in-
person public meetings. 
 
Member Walters stated he was clear on the City’s existing noticing requirements for public 
meetings.  However, at previous meetings, Board members requested Staff provide 
supporting documentation for community meetings on agenda items coming before the 
Board, such as minutes, so Board members could understand exactly what the interaction 
was at those meetings.  His point and question were specific to noticing, and whether or 
not the City had the latitude to extend notification from two weeks, possibly, to 30 days; it 
appeared the answer was no.  For people used to working with a computer and 
communicating in such meeting forums as Zoom, etc., virtual meetings presented little 
challenge, but there were likely some residents who needed more time to adjust.  He said 
the City was giving residents two weeks’ notice to get ready to participate in virtual 
meetings, without any knowledge as to their access to the technology that would allow 
them to attend a meeting virtually, to find a way to give their input or buy-in on issues 
related to their community.  These actions could change their communities, and the 
notification time should be extended to allow residents the opportunity to have fair access 
to due process during such unusual times  
 
Chairperson Thompson commented the City gave notice of the community meeting two 
weeks in advance, and many people had smartphones, with which they could access 
WebEx.  Such access might be difficult for a select few, such as seniors who might not 
have a smartphone or use that type of technology, but City staff could not consent to 
change noticing requirements at the present meeting, as such action had to go through a 
process. 
 
Member Dixon asked if it was in the City’s authority to create a standard for public 
meetings that allowed notification of more than two weeks for the subject application, and 
then create a similar standard for future community meetings. 
 
Mr. Alpert reiterated City staff issued the normal notification for public meetings, but what 
they did differently for the June 1 community meeting for the subject application was add 
the meeting to the website; with the help of the Marketing Department, word of the June 
1 community meeting was spread throughout the Miramar community.  Regular 
guidelines required mailed notices be sent to property owners within a radius of 1,000 
feet of the applicant’s property, and a sign posted on the property to notice the meeting 
had information for contacting the City planners specifically if they had any questions.  He 
noted, in the past, as well as for the subject application, Staff received emails and phone 
calls; some people just wanted to know what it was about and had no issue with the 
change, while some people had specific questions and/or concerns.  The people who 
participated in the June 1 community meeting had questions, though not a large number, 
and there were some concerns expressed, which he summarized in the P&Z Board 
memo; the two paragraphs spoke about the conversation at the community meeting, 
although there wasn’t a verbatim reporting on the questions and answers; the people who 
asked questions seemed to be satisfied with Staff’s responses.  Mr. Alpert stated the 
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notices that went out and were posted were very clear that the community meeting would 
be virtual, just like the Commission meetings, where there were special accommodations 
and instructions to residents to reach out to City Staff 24 hours prior to the meeting if they 
wished their questions included on the record.  No member of the public sought to 
communicate in the latter manner to City staff, so the virtual meeting was held with seven 
residents in attendance, along with the applicant and City staff on June 1.  He 
acknowledged the Board requested at the March meeting that Staff provide more details 
on what transpired at community meetings, noting he was happy to discuss the details of 
the community meeting.  Staff added information on the traffic analysis to the present 
PowerPoint, though it was not in the presentation made to the public at the community 
meeting; it was added in response to residents voicing traffic concerns at the community 
meeting.  He mentioned a member of the public was responding to the dialogue at the 
present meeting, using the Chat function, stating: “I don’t know if this helps, but I found 
that on the Nextdoor app, and I’m attending on my smartphone.”  Thus, there were people 
listening to the virtual meeting; and for those persons who did not live within the 1,000-
foot radius, they might see the sign posted at the property, as well as see the notice on 
the website for the P&Z Board meeting, along with the agenda. 
 
Member Walters said his question was answered, but he could not say that it satisfied 
where he stood on the matter.  
 
Member Tighe restated her request that P&Z Board members be sent notification of 
upcoming community meetings. 
 
Mr. Alpert commented, technically, Board members should not attend community 
meetings if the matter was coming before them for a vote, and this, too, was true for 
Commissioners.  If Board members or Commissioners attended such community 
meetings, they had to later disclose they attended the community meetings prior to the 
agenda item being considered, so it was better that they not attend them. 
 
Member Walters sought clarification as to whether it was “better” that Board members not 
attend community meetings, or Board members were “not allowed” to attend such 
meetings; that is, was there any law or legislation prohibiting Board members from 
attending community meetings. 
 
Mr. Alpert: No, there isn’t a prohibition, but it was important for Board members to abide 
by the Sunshine Law. 
 
City Attorney Booker remarked nothing prohibited Board members from attending 
community meetings, but it was possible their attendance could create Sunshine Law 
violations if more than one Board member attended.  She said the Board’s receiving the 
summary of those meetings was a better approach, and if there were residents 
expressing concerns at the community meeting, hopefully they would attend the P&Z 
Board meeting to voice them again. 
 
Member Tighe noticed in the summary of the dialogue at the community meeting, 
questions were asked by residents regarding traffic; she asked for more information on 
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the traffic issues and the applicant’s responses on how they would be handled. 
 
Pastor Bob Franquiz of the Calvary Fellowship Church thought some questions at the 
community meeting were about adding a traffic light, which was something Broward 
County determined, while other questions were regarding whether the entrance was 
ingress or egress, so some of the questions were purely informational.  They had police 
officers directing traffic, and there was a question as to which way they sent cars in 
between services and would the church’s traffic conflict with public school pickup, which 
it would not, as there was no school on Sundays.  From what he could tell, residents 
appeared satisfied with the applicant’s answers.   
 
Member Dixon knew it was better for the entire property to have the same zoning 
designation, asking if there were other reasons for changing the current zoning other than 
for uniformity.   
 
Mr. Alpert explained if the property were to remain B2, the applicant would need to request 
a variance, as there was a different maximum setback requirement; it is also better not to 
have a split-zoned property from a legal standpoint.  Sometimes codes changed over 
time, and if the existing conditions changed, it could make a property become a legal, 
nonconforming property, becoming an issue later if the property transferred ownership.  
He stated it was not an absolute requirement to rezone, but it was better to have 
consistent zoning for a unified site. 
 
Chairperson Thompson opened the discussion to the public. 
 
Judy Jawer, 3120 SW 187th Terrace, Miramar, commented the ingress proposed off 
Miramar Parkway would be fairly close to the Publix shopping center entrance, and one 
of the concerns residents had was on Sundays when there were three church services, 
there would be additional participants resulting from the proposed expansion.  There was 
a very high possibility, with such a short distance between the two entrances, the 
shopping center entrance would get blocked, and the traffic coming from the church could, 
potentially, block people turning right or west onto Miramar Parkway from SW 184th 

Avenue heading south.  She noted there was another concern with that church entrance, 
as they knew when school was in session for Sunset Lakes Elementary, the entrance for 
the parents on SW 186th Avenue was very often backed up onto Miramar Parkway.  Thus, 
if an ingress was placed off of Miramar Parkway, she was unsure what would prevent 
people from cutting through the Calvary Church’s property to bypass some of the traffic 
during the week.  She believed if the applicant’s ingress were approved, the entrance 
should be chained off to prevent usage any time other than church services.  Ms. Jawer 
thought her residing in Sunset Lakes put her within 1,000 feet of the subject property; 
apparently not, as she received no notice of the June 1 community meeting.  She said 
Mr. Alpert was terrific, and extremely responsive and professional, but without his help, 
she could not have participated in the community meeting on June 1 or the present Board 
meeting, as the information about the meeting was not readily available.  She posted the 
notice on Nextdoor for others in the Miramar community to know about the subject item 
before the Board.  The Calvary Church was terrific, and it was wonderful that more people 
wanted to attend the church, and in many ways the residents of Sunset Lakes were happy 
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the subject site was not a shopping center, though she questioned how much revenue 
the subject use would bring to the City, since revenue was currently an issue for the City.  
Ms. Jawer spoke about the exit, stating one of the parcels for Sunset Lakes, Grand Key, 
was directly across from Calvary Church, and with the existing level of participation at the 
church, it was difficult for residents in Grand Key to get in and out of their community on 
Sundays, because of cars going into the Calvary Church lot.  She requested, with the 
additional traffic the church’s expansion would create that cars exiting the Calvary site 
only be allowed to make a right after services to minimize the disruption to the Grand Key 
parcel. 
 
Chairperson Thompson sought to confirm this would be a right onto SW 186th Avenue. 
 
Ms. Jawer answered correct, heading north toward SW 184th Avenue, past Sunset Lakes 
Elementary on the right-hand side.  She said Pastor Bob originally asked the Sunset 
Lakes Homeowners’ Association (HOA) for permission for the ingress off Miramar 
Parkway, as she believed there was some land belonging to Sunset Lakes, to which the 
HOA said no.  However, it had since been brought up at the community meeting by 
Rosana Cordova, the applicant’s engineer, that ingress was already platted, but she did 
not know what that meant.  She was unsure why Sunset Lakes’ permission was requested 
for an ingress that was already a done deal.   
 
Pastor Bob explained the Calvary Church had to move its existing fire lane a certain 
number of feet, and they asked if Sunset Lakes was amenable to them moving the fire 
lane, and the Sunset Lakes HOA approved the church’s request in writing. 
 
Ms. Jawer agreed they approved the moving of the fire lane, but she was told by a number 
of board members who were on the board at that time that, a year prior, Calvary asked 
Sunset Lakes for permission to open the entrance off Miramar Parkway. 
 
Pastor Bob said it might have been someone else from Calvary, but he did not know, as 
the subject change was the church’s first pass through, and he knew nothing about a 
previous pass through request.  He saw no reason for Calvary to ask for permission for 
the opening, as their site was already platted for the church to have an entrance.   
 
Ms. Jawer mentioned Calvary asked about putting up the church’s sign, which she knew 
the Sunset Lakes HOA said no to, but she was unsure where the sign was meant to be. 
 
Pastor Bob replied the sign would be located further in Calvary’s property. 
 
Mr. Alpert wished to address some of the questions posed by Ms. Jawer.  He referred to 
the enlarged site plan in the PowerPoint presentation, which showed on the southern 
portion of the subject site the proposed entrance from Miramar Parkway, and there was 
also a turn lane.  There was about 305 feet from the beginning of the church’s driveway 
to the Shops of Sunset Lakes, which had another way in and out of the shopping center 
off SW 184th Avenue; the 305 feet met Broward County’s traffic standard for separation 
of driveways.  He indicated the turning lane shown would fit on the Miramar Parkway 
portion, fitting at least eight cars, and then another five would be accommodated on the 
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driveway leading into the church parking area.  Looking at the aerial view, the Grand Key 
community abutted the City’s property just to the north and west of the subject site, and 
he thought when a similar discussion was had at the June 1 community meeting, the 
residents and the applicant recognized there were times when traffic would be heavy; 
between the church personnel and the City’s police officers, they tried to do the best they 
could with traffic management at times when people entered and exited for church 
services and other big events.  With regard to the possibility of installing a traffic light, 
which was dictated by the County, usually there was a certain spacing requirement and 
a warrant for the number of vehicular trips.  In speaking with the City’s Engineering Staff, 
he did not foresee that being approved by the County.   
 
Platting took place when a property was established, as it drew the boundaries, including 
ingress and egress points, easements, dedications, etc.  He noted the subject site was 
actually a part of the entire Sunset Lakes Plat approved in 1997, along with the Sunset 
Lakes Amenities Center, the townhomes, all the single-family homes, the City’s property 
to the north, and the shopping center to the east of the subject site.  The subject parcel 
had an ingress easement on Miramar Parkway, but it allowed right turns only, and did not 
allow the in and out, hence the driveway configuration illustrated.  He explained, 
previously, there was a shopping center approved for the subject two-acre portion of the 
property, but it only had an ingress into the site, with no way of exiting the site.  On the 
SW 186th Avenue perimeter of the property was an easement on property owned by the 
Sunset Lakes HOA, and it was this portion that the HOA was asked to approve for an 
actual driveway anyone could use to enter/exit off SW 186th Avenue.  He said this never 
materialized, and the shopping center was never built; the land was sold to the Calvary 
Church, and the location of the driveway shown on the site plan was on property that 
belonged to the church not Sunset Lakes.  Regarding revenue to the City from the subject 
property, Mr. Alpert stated the property was sold in 2017 to the church, which was a tax 
exempt, nonprofit organization.  Along with an assessment, the only revenue from the 
church to the City was in the form of building permit fees, impact fees for the new facility, 
and payment for water service.   
 
Chairperson Thompson received no further input from the public.  He asked the Board to 
make a motion to approve the item, and received no motion, after which he asked for a 
motion to deny the application, and again he received no response.  He noted Vice 
Chairperson Alshaier had joined the meeting. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier indicated he was unable to vote on the subject item, as he 
received the email late and had no chance to review the backup material. 
 
Member Walters continued to express concern about the residents not being given 
adequate time to position themselves to participate in virtual community meetings.  He 
was not questioning whether Staff and the applicant did what they were required to do, 
rather, his focus was on making sure residents had adequate opportunities to voice their 
concerns.  This would remain his concern, whether the item was approved or not. 
 
Chairperson Thompson understood Member Walters’s concern.  He wished the 
notification radius could be increased, but it appeared such changes were beyond the 
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Board’s control. 
 
Member Walters reminded the Board he mentioned before the meeting started that he 
had to leave the meeting early. 
 
Member Tighe expressed concern about the traffic impact, and she did not think there 
had been sufficient discussion with the applicant regarding traffic impacts to satisfy her 
concerns.  Normally, when such an application came before the Board, a traffic engineer 
spoke about the different issues and, based on the applicant’s responses, it seemed they 
were not sure about the impacts. 
 
Pastor Franquiz pointed out Mr. Alpert showed the number of trips resulting from the 
proposed use would be less than a shopping center would generate, and the church was 
already on the property.  Even with the expansion, as he said in the last meeting, they 
were talking about 80 cars, and there would be another entrance that would lessen traffic, 
as people could enter the site from two different directions.  
 
Member Tighe recalled a mention of other events. 
 
Member Walters interjected that he had to leave the meeting. 
 
Pastor Franquiz commented his project team was present, and they hoped the proposed 
application would be approved by the Board, as they had been going through the process 
for months.  He was happy to answer any questions, as he hoped the subject meeting 
would not be for naught.   
 
Chairperson Thompson responded the meeting would not have been for naught, as the 
application could be moved to the July 2020 Board meeting; the Board could not vote, as 
they did not have a quorum with Member Walters having to leave, and Vice Chairperson 
Alshaier stating he could not vote, since he had not read the application. 
 
Mr. Alpert pointed out that it was possible for the Board to hold another meeting in late 
June before the second hearing by the Commission. 
 
Member Walters thought it was not just a question of a quorum, as a number of Board 
members expressed concerns as to whether or not the subject application was where it 
needed to be for the Board to vote; that is, in terms of Board members’ concerns being 
adequately addressed. 
 
Chairperson Thompson commented on looking at the trip summary in the information 
provided to the Board; it showed if the use on the subject site was a shopping center, 
there would be more trips than a church. 
 
Member Dixon stated he was unsure if the issues being voiced by the Board could be 
resolved at the present meeting. 
 
Chairperson Thompson concurred, hence his suggestion the application be moved to the 
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Board’s next meeting agenda. 
 
Member Dixon withdrew his motion to approve before Member Walters left the meeting.  
He made a motion to move the item to the next Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Alpert believed the next P&Z Board meeting was scheduled for July 14, 2020, and 
that date was after the Commission meeting of July 8, 2020, restating his suggestion for 
the Board to have a meeting in late June, perhaps two weeks from the present one. 
 
Member Walters left the meeting.   
 
City Attorney Booker pointed out the Board still had a quorum, despite Member Walters 
leaving the meeting, so the Board could take action on tabling the item. 
 
Chairperson Thompson said the meeting date for hearing the subject application would 
be coordinated by Staff between the Board and the applicant. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated the motion should contain whether the Board would meet in a special 
meeting prior to the next regular meeting date in July, or the application would be moved 
to the regular July meeting.  The item had to be continued to a time certain. 
 
City Attorney Booker stated June 23, 2020, was two weeks from the present meeting; this 
should give staff sufficient time to notice the special P&Z Board meeting. 
 
Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier, and Members Dixon and Tighe 
indicated they were available to meet on June 23, 2020, at 6:30 p.m.  

Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve tabling Temp. Ord. #01752 
to a special P&Z Board meeting on Tuesday, June 23, 2020, at 6:30 p.m.; a motion 
was made by Member Dixon, seconded by Member Tighe; the following vote was 
recorded:  

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon and Tighe. 

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Lomax, Earle-Smith and 
Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 4-0 

Member Dixon remarked he had no issue or concern moving forward with the previously 
tabled application, but thinking the Board was losing its quorum, he wanted the Board to 
make some decision before that happened.  He acknowledged Board members had a 
number of concerns, and his concern was brought out in comments by Ms. Jawer, and 
he was unsure if he was able to process all the information related to the voiced concerns 
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by both the Board and members of the public.  This brought forth Member Tighe’s request 
for the Board to have a more detailed summary of community meetings related to items 
the Board would be considering, so they better understood the community’s response to 
an application.  He thought, had the Board received a better record of the dialogue at the 
community meeting, particularly the residents’ feedback, the Board could have been more 
prepared to ask questions of Staff and the applicant, etc.    
 
Chairperson Thompson stated the only question he did not see in the backup was about 
the revenue stream; there were comments on the egress and the traffic study, but he 
hoped to see an actual site plan, so he could evaluate the end result or the proposed 
finished product.  He understood a shopping center operating 24/7 would generate more 
traffic than a church, such as on a Monday at the end of a school day.   
 
Member Dixon thought about such matters, as there was already a backup of traffic in the 
subject area, as mentioned by Ms. Jawer, and he was unsure if that was communicated 
in the backup information the Board received in advance; he was unsure if Ms. Jawer 
made such comments at the community meeting. 
 
Member Tighe mentioned there would be times when other events would take place on 
church property, and those, too, would have traffic impacts outside of what the Board 
discussed earlier.  Thus, she wished to know more about the various events that would 
take place on the subject property, aside from regular church services. 
 
Chairperson Thompson agreed, special events could result in a bottleneck of traffic, and 
he tried to understand the aerial photographs in the backup prior to the meeting.   
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier asked if traffic counts were included in the City’s traffic study. 
 
Mr. Alpert: No, there weren’t any recent traffic counts; the City did a traffic analysis when 
the church’s site plan was approved in 2013, but one was not done for the subject project.  
Currently, it was really hard to conduct a traffic study, as the COVID-19 pandemic meant 
people’s lives were not in a normal situation, with many families staying home, and people 
not yet back at work.  Additionally, when there were holidays and summer breaks, the 
counts were unlikely to yield true numbers.  City Staff felt comfortable using Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards for their review of the use the applicant 
proposed for the subject property, versus if the site was used for a shopping center, hence 
the net decrease of trips. There were peak periods, especially on Sundays, but during the 
course of a normal week, the applicant’s existing and proposed expansion would not draw 
as much traffic as it would if the site were developed with a commercial or even a 
residential use.   
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier stated he was always concerned when traffic studies were 
based on calculations rather than on actual trip counts; that is, what was truly happening 
on the street. 

V. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY PUBLIC HEARING: NONE 
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VI. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT REPORT:  

Mr. Alpert reminded the Board the consideration of the minutes was postponed to allow 
item VI.1 to be considered first, but the Board had a quorum, so they were at liberty to 
consider the approval of the March 10, 2020, minutes. 
 
Member Tighe referred to the discussion in the March 10 minutes about Board members 
attending community meetings, at which the Board was told it was acceptable for them to 
attend community meetings related to items scheduled to come before the Board.  Yet, 
at the present meeting, the Board was being told it was not acceptable for them to attend 
such meetings, so Staff needed to clarify the matter for the Board either way; some 
consistency was needed.  The minutes stated Senior Planner Nixon Lebrun would include 
the Board in future community meeting notices.  She was okay either way, but she needed 
clarity. 
 
Chairperson Thompson: Was it was possible for the Board to receive emailed public 
notices regarding upcoming community meetings, so Board members were aware of 
upcoming community meetings?  Whenever applications came before the Board, usually 
the first question asked by the Board was whether a community meeting was held to get 
resident input. 
 
Member Dixon added: when Staff sent the notice to the Board, they could check to see if 
any members planned to attend the community meeting. 
 
City Attorney Booker: Staff could send notices for all meetings to the Board, and they had 
the option to attend as an individual decision, but if more than one Board member 
attended, there was a risk of violating the Sunshine Law.  If only Staff and the public 
attended community meetings, this would not create Sunshine Law issues. 
 
Member Dixon: If more than one Board member wished to attend, could that attendance 
be properly noticed to prevent the creation of a Sunshine Law issue? 
 
City Attorney Booker: Yes; the City Clerk could address such noticing. 
 
Member Tighe questioned if community meetings operated under the Sunshine Law. 
 
City Attorney Booker replied community meetings were opened to the public and the 
manner in which those meetings were handled are not subject to the same standards; 
however, members of Boards or the City Commission who attended such meetings were 
always subject to Sunshine Laws.  That is, they could not engage in discussions of items 
at those meetings that were coming before them for a vote.  She noted, in such scenarios, 
any sidebar conversations with members of the public where Board or Commission 
members were present, there was a possibility for someone to make allegations that a 
Board or Commission member violated the Sunshine Law by discussing an item coming 
before them for a vote.  Thus, a risk was created for any Board or Commission member 
attending and participating in the discussion at a community meeting.  As the City’s legal 



PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING MINUTES  JUNE 9, 2020 

 

PAGE 13 OF 16 

counsel, she discouraged such attendance, but this was only her advice, which a Board 
or Commission member was free to disregard. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier asked if he attended a community meeting pertaining to an 
item coming before the Board for a vote, should he publicly disclose his attendance at the 
Board meeting prior to the Board’s consideration of that item. 
 
City Attorney Booker: Yes, Board members should disclose such attendance. 
 
Member Tighe wished to at least receive notice of upcoming community meetings related 
to items scheduled to come up for the Board’s consideration, and if she attended a 
community meeting and saw a fellow Board member there, she would rapidly excuse 
herself from the meeting.   
 
Mr. Alpert referred to the March 10 minutes, stating there was a paragraph on page 15, 
in which Member Tighe asked about the Board being included in the notification for 
upcoming community meetings in light of the Sunshine Law, and the City Attorney’s 
response was, “yes, they could receive notice, but if two or more members attended a 
community meeting, they could remain at the meetings if they did not converse.”  He was 
unsure if that reply was inconsistent with the present discussion. 
 
Chairperson Thompson understood, under the Sunshine Law, there was no violation if 
more than one Board member attended a public meeting and did not interact. 
 
City Attorney Booker said this was correct. 
 
Chairperson Thompson reiterated, if four Board members attended a community meeting, 
they just had to stay clear of each other, so no one could claim there was any wrongdoing.  
He asked what would transpire if, for example, and applicant claimed two or more Board 
members plotted against them by being speaking to each other at a community meeting? 
 
City Attorney Booker responded, in a worst case scenario, if a violation of the Sunshine 
Law was found under the above circumstance, the offenders would be removed from the 
Board, and at the Commission level, they would be removed from office and receive up 
to a $500.00 fine.  This was why attorneys generally advised Commission and Board 
members not to do it.  Member Tighe’s statement was correct, that in attending a 
community meeting, if more than one Board member appeared, one member should 
leave the meeting immediately to avoid any appearance of wrongdoing. 
 
Chairperson Thompson thought, under the Sunshine Law, Board members could not 
converse even after the meeting. 
 
City Attorney Booker affirmed this to be the case, stating Board members could speak to 
each other about their children, a recipe, etc., but not about anything that was coming or 
could potentially come before the Board for consideration.  If, for example, at a community 
meeting, a Board member mentioned the problem with traffic on SW 184th Avenue, as 



PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING MINUTES  JUNE 9, 2020 

 

PAGE 14 OF 16 

that was related to an item coming before them, this would be considered a Sunshine 
Law violation. 
 
Member Dixon sought clarification this included a Board member asking questions of staff 
or members of the community at the community meeting. 
 
City Attorney Booker stated any public back and forth between Board members or a Board 
member and anyone else attending the community meeting was considered a Sunshine 
Law violation. 
 
Member Dixon asked if Board members were sent a notice for the June 1, 2020, 
community meeting by Staff. 
 
Chairperson Thompson said he received no such notice. 
 
Member Tighe felt the discussion of violating the Sunshine Law was pointless if the Board 
would not be notified of future community meetings.  She did not receive any notice from 
City staff about the June 1 community meeting. 
 
Mr. Alpert recalled prior discussion about the City Attorney giving the Board training on 
the Sunshine Law, particularly since there were some recently appointed Board members 
who had yet to have that training, none of whom were present.  The presentation had 
been scheduled for the April 2020 Board meeting, but the lockdown due to COVID-19 
caused the April meeting to be cancelled.  He asked if the Board wished to have the 
Sunshine Law training at the June 23, 2020, Board meeting or the July 2020 meeting.  
Even if existing Board members previously received the Sunshine Law training, it was 
always good to have a refresher, along with training on public records laws, etc. 
 
City Attorney Booker confirmed she could do a Sunshine Law and public records law 
training at the June 23, 2020, Board meeting.   
 
Chairperson Thompson asked Mr. Alpert to include in the June 23 agenda language 
informing Board members City Attorney Booker would be doing a presentation on the 
Sunshine Law and public records law. 
 
Mr. Alpert affirmed he would. 
 
Member Dixon inquired if the Board would begin receiving notices of upcoming 
community meetings, whether before or after the June 23 meeting.  
 
Mr. Alpert indicated there were no upcoming community meetings; applications were 
currently with the Development Review Committee (DRC) that would eventually have 
community meetings scheduled, and Staff would email Board members the notice of 
future community meetings, if they were not already receiving a notice because they did 
not reside in the 1,000-foot radius of the relevant site.  Staff would always do this going 
forward, as they did with the regular meeting agenda for upcoming meetings.  He added 
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the community meetings would not conflict with the Board’s regular meeting dates if they 
had to do with items coming before the Board for consideration. 
 

• Regular Minutes of March 10, 2020 
 
Chairperson Thompson opened the discussion to the public and received no input. 

Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve the minutes of March 10, 
2020, as presented and with the clarification noted above; a motion was made by 
Member Tighe, seconded by Member Dixon; the following vote was recorded:  

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon and Tighe 

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Lomax, Earle-Smith and 
Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 4-0 

Mr. Alpert mentioned Member Lomax emailed City staff about his absence from the 
present meeting.  He said Member Earle-Smith phoned Ms. Allamani to say she would 
be absent from the present meeting.  
 
Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve the excused absence of Member 
Lomax; a motion was made by Member Dixon, seconded by Vice Chairperson Alshaier; 
the following vote was recorded: 

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon and Tighe  

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Lomax, Earle-Smith and 
Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 4-0 

Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve the excused absence of 
Member Earle-Smith; a motion was made by Member Dixon, seconded by Vice 
Chairperson Alshaier; the following vote was recorded: 

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon and Tighe  

NO: None 
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ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Lomax, Earle-Smith and 
Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 4-0 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:57 p.m.  
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Matthew Thompson, Chairperson 
MT/cp 
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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF MIRAMAR 

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING 

 

JUNE 23, 2020       6:30 P.M. 

The meeting of the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Board was called to order virtually by 
Chairperson Thompson on Tuesday, June 23, 2020, at 6:34 p.m.  

I. ROLL CALL 

The following members of the Planning and Zoning Board were present remotely: 

   Matthew Thompson, Chairperson 
  Nasif Alshaier, Vice Chairperson  
  Marcus Dixon 
  Wayne Lomax  
  Mary Lou Tighe  

The following members of the Planning and Zoning Board were absent remotely: 

  Saran Earle-Smith (Excused) 
  Vivian Walters, Jr. (Excused) 

A quorum was declared. 

The following were also present remotely: 

City Attorney Pam Booker 
Michael Alpert, Principal Planner 

   Pastor Bob Franquiz, Applicant 
   Rosana Cordova, PE, Civil Engineer/Applicant’s Representative 
   Karl Peterson, PE, TrafTech Engineering 
   Deanna Allamani, Clerk/Recording Secretary 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: NONE 

IV. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  
 
City Attorney Booker reviewed the City’s quasi-judicial public hearing procedures, 
collectively swearing in any persons wishing to speak on the following item.  
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1) Application No. 2000734, Temporary Ordinance 1752, AN ORDINANCE 

OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MIRAMAR, FLORIDA, 
CONSIDERING APPLICATION NO. 2000734, REZONING A 2.204-ACRE 
PARCEL FROM B2, COMMUNITY BUSINESS, TO CF, COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES, LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
SOUTHWEST 186TH AVENUE AND MIRAMAR PARKWAY; AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.   
 
Presenter: Michael Alpert, AICP, Principal Planner 

 
Principal Planner Michael Alpert gave a PowerPoint presentation to recap the details of 
the subject item discussed at the previous Board meeting, and as provided in the 
backup, highlighting the following: 
 

• The purpose of the subject rezoning was to unify the parcel under one zone 
designation, thereby eliminating possible nonconformity due a split-zoned use  

• On June 1, 2020, a virtual community meeting was held to introduce the 
proposed project and get public input prior to the P&Z Board hearing; residents 
had questions and concerns related to traffic flow, expansion of the existing 
facility, and hours and days of the church’s operation  

• Rezoning ordinances required two separate readings by the City Commission; on 
June 17, 2020, the Commission passed the subject application on first reading; 
the final reading and site plan would be heard on the July 8, 2020, agenda 

• Regarding the traffic analysis, considering the approved business commercial 
use currently allowed on the subject parcel, the proposed rezoning, community 
facilities (CF), represented a decrease of 623 daily vehicular trips, a decrease in 
peak hour trips - 96 in the morning, and 51 in the afternoon 

• Phase I of the property’s development was already approved by the 
Development Review Committee (DRC) and the City Commission and built, 
serving as the multipurpose building where church services were held; Phase II 
was approved a few years prior but was yet to be built; this building would be the 
future children’s building to the north of the existing building; Phase III was the 
proposed expansion, and the reason for the subject rezoning application to allow 
construction of an additional church building to the south of the property 

• The subject expansion included additional parking, and a right turn lane into the 
property from Miramar Parkway 

• Staff recommended approval of the subject rezoning application. 
 
David Dial, architect for all three phases of development on the applicant’s property, 
gave a presentation on the proposed development, including a history of how the 
property evolved, and why the subject rezoning was needed, highlighting the following: 
 

• The original property was north of the parcel on Miramar Parkway; they first did 
Phase I, the multiuse building, by backing the building all the way down to the 
southern property line, which still left a large portion the church planned to use 
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for a daycare, though the owner had the ability to use that portion as a shopping 
center; under its present zoning, a shopping center would result in the need for a 
higher load for parking than would be required for the proposed development 

• The church opened in 2015; it was one of the fastest growing churches in the 
country, and its growth happened so quickly that while staff and he were working 
on Phase II, the children’s building and offices north of the existing building 
closer to the site’s two-way entry off the side street, Pastor Bob Franquiz and his 
staff realized they needed more worship space, causing them to switch to Phase 
III, despite Phase II already being approved for construction 

• The only present access onto SW 186th Avenue other than the existing right in, 
right out on the west side of the property was the original, required fire truck lane 

• Phase III was the final sanctuary on the property; it was situated adjacent and 
just west of the existing shopping center; the applicant knew they could use the 
subject portion of the property for a church, as long as they abided by the parking 
and other code requirements 

• Part of what was on the south side of the southern portion of the property was 
the access to Miramar Parkway that was a part of the deed, and it was said the 
applicant was not allowed to move the access, as it was presently based on, he 
guessed, the 300-foot Broward County standard from the entrance to the existing 
shopping center to allow adequate stacking of about nine to 12 vehicles on the 
right-turn-in only off Miramar Parkway; the shopping center had both a south and 
east ingress/egress 

• The applicant considered two options: Option A stayed with the zoning that 
allowed them to have more parking on the site, but it required the applicant to 
have a portion of the building that connected the two buildings to be two stories, 
which was the aegis for their nursery and the preschool rooms, and it was not 
ideal to ask some parents to walk up the stairs with their children; Option B 
required a rezoning, as it went with a single connector between the two buildings 
for the babies, helped unify the buildings on the property under one zone, and 
pushed the building closer to Miramar Parkway 

• In speaking with City staff, they felt it was a good recommendation to unify the 
property under one zone, and though it decreased the amount parking lots they 
could have, they felt this to be a good trade, as it allowed all parents to move 
from one building to another without having to climb stairs; the church could work 
with either option, but Option B was preferred, hence the subject rezoning 
application; they felt it was in the best interest of the community and the church. 

 
Member Dixon recalled Mr. Dial mentioning the traffic from the school backed up, 
asking if this meant the proposed development would not exacerbate existing traffic 
issues in the area. 
 
Mr. Dial replied the proposed development would not exacerbate existing traffic issues 
due to the timing of church services on Sunday mornings versus weekdays.  The church 
used its facility during non-peak hours, and even during the holiday seasons, they would 
not generate significant traffic to the degree the area experienced with the traffic from 
the school.  He noted, according to the County, the traffic counts were so low on 
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Sunday mornings, no issues were anticipated. 
 
Member Tighe wished to know what other events would take place on the church site 
other than Sunday services. 
 
Mr. Dial responded, besides the presence of a church staff of 40 persons or less 
Monday through Friday, Sunday was the predominant worship time, with the only other 
times special events were scheduled being on Christmas and Easter.  The applicant 
never intended to have a school on the property, and they discussed a Mothers’ 
Morning Out program, but because this could mean parents backing out in the morning, 
the church chose to forego that option during Phase I.  Many churches started 
babysitting services and/or a preschool, but the church felt this did not fit the best use of 
how they wished to serve the community, preferring to go into the community to work. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier asked if the traffic study was done by the church or the City. 
 
Mr. Dial was not aware of the source of the traffic study, adding when he spoke with the 
County’s traffic staff about traffic on SW 186th Avenue, their information from the traffic 
count on the County’s side led them to think this was not a problem area.   
 
Karl Peterson, a licensed traffic engineer for the applicant, stated he was contacted by 
the applicant to issue a traffic statement associated with the proposed development of 
the subject property.  It was a rare case for a traffic engineer to document a decrease in 
traffic as a result of proposed development; the subject portion of the property along 
Miramar Parkway was previously approved and zoned for almost 10,000 [sic 17,000] 
square feet of retail space.  He noted, when comparing the space with that of church 
activities on the property, this represented a fairly significant drop in traffic volume, as 
referenced by Mr. Alpert in his presentation, such as in the typical weekday traffic time 
periods when everyone experienced the most congestion on the road during a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours.  The elimination of the retail element of the site and the expansion of 
the church resulted in a significant drop in traffic generated by the overall site. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier questioned if the determination of the drop in traffic was 
based on the two development options considered by the church, as mentioned by Mr. 
Dial, or was it based on weekday traffic counts. 
 
Mr. Peterson replied, in terms of his analysis, he did not base his results on the options 
mentioned by Mr. Dial, rather they were based on the additional square footage of 
church facilities and the elimination of the retail use of the property. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier clarified his question on if the traffic study was based on 
counts from Monday to Friday or for seven days of the week. 
 
Mr. Peterson said the standard for traffic analyses in Broward County was weekdays, 
particularly during a.m. and p.m. peak hours, when the greatest amount of traffic 
congestion was generated.   
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Vice Chairperson Alshaier sought confirmation the traffic impact estimates for the 
subject site were not based on actual counts when the site was in use. 
 
Chairperson Thompson reminded the Board at its last meeting, it was discussed that if a 
traffic study was conducted at the present time, the numbers would be inaccurate, in 
light of the COVID-19 shelter in place order.  Thus, the applicant and City staff used the 
USTD standards, as no accurate physical traffic study could be conducted at present. 
 
Vice Chairperson Alshaier commented traffic studies were usually based on some 
formula set by the County, but using traffic counts on weekdays could not reflect the 
traffic the church would generate, since its activities would be concentrated on 
weekends.  He understood the church, including the proposed use, would generate very 
little traffic during the week. 
 
Chairperson Thompson asked Pastor Bob to elaborate on the times of church services; 
that is, if there were multiple services or just one Sunday service. 
 
Pastor Bob Franquiz, Calvary Church, stated they normally did three services on 
Sundays: 10:00 a.m., 11:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.; these were not times of high traffic.  In 
comparison to having a shopping center on the subject site, the church’s proposed use 
would generate a lot less cars on the roads than a shopping center the City already 
approved under the existing zoning. 
 
Member Dixon remarked the church would move forward with one of the 
abovementioned options, regardless of the Board’s decision, and this would affect 
neither the required parking capacity nor the traffic generated by the proposed use. 
 
Mr. Alpert: Correct. 
 
Mr. Dial indicated there would be a difference as to the location of the building and the 
parking if they chose Option B, as the building would be 60 feet farther away from 
Miramar Parkway, giving them more room for parking and access to the building.  The 
applicant understood asking for a rezoning meant they would reduce their own parking 
ability, but the one-story option was a better use for parents with young families. 
 
Chairperson Thompson opened the discussion to the public. 
 
Rocio Alba, 19025 SW 25 Court, Monaco Cove, Miramar, stated she traveled on the 
weekends in and out of the complex, and she saw no issue with traffic from the church.  
She was very happy with the proposed expansion, as it would allow for better traffic and 
parking; she supported the requested Rezoning and hoped the Board would approve it. 
 
Raul Ocampo, 19146 SW 25th Court, Monaco Cove, Miramar, said he fully supported 
the subject Rezoning application and the proposed expansion of the church.  He 
believed there was no real architectural or traffic issues with the expansion, rather there 
was a benefit to the community, particularly from a spiritual perspective.  
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Pedro Dominguez, 19025 SW 25 Court, Monaco Cove, Miramar, echoed support for the 
subject Rezoning and proposed expansion, believing the traffic issue would be 
lessened, and it would be a benefit to the surrounding community to have access to a 
church of this magnitude.  He wished the Board to approve the Rezoning application. 
 
Rebecca Joyce, 19296 SW 25th Court, Monaco Cove, Miramar, supported the subject 
Rezoning, as she attended Calvary Church for a while and thought the proposed 
expansion would improve traffic flow, as it would provide additional ways to exit the site.  
To date, she had no problem entering/exiting the church site, and people liked to spend 
time there on weekends and were in no hurry to move in and out of the parking lot. 
 
Chairperson Thompson received no further input from the public. 
 
Member Dixon stated his remarks about the Rezoning application had to do with the 
proposed development to the southern portion of the property creating an additional 
entrance onto the church property.  He acknowledged the decrease in traffic that would 
result from the subject rezoning, and when this was taken into consideration with the 
fact that the church would move forward with building Phase III, regardless of whether 
the Rezoning was approved, the Board’s approval of the Rezoning would make little 
difference in traffic the expansion would generate, but it would make the entire property 
consistently zoned.  He saw no reason for the Board not to move forward with 
approving the application. 

Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve Temp. Ord. #O1752, 
along with a finding that the application was consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan; a motion was made by Member Dixon, seconded by 
Member Lomax; the following vote was recorded:  

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon, Lomax and Tighe. 

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Earle-Smith and Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 5-0 

V. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY PUBLIC HEARING: NONE 

VI. COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT REPORT:  

Mr. Alpert said there were two items for consideration for the Board’s regular July 14, 
2020, meeting. 
 
Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve the excused absence of Member 
Earle-Smith; a motion was made by Member Dixon, seconded by Member Lomax; the 
following vote was recorded: 
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AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon, Lomax and Tighe  

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Earle-Smith and Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 5-0 

Chairperson Thompson asked for a motion to approve the excused absence of 
Member Walters; a motion was made by Member Dixon, seconded by Member 
Lomax; the following vote was recorded: 

AYE: Chairperson Thompson, Vice Chairperson Alshaier and 
Members Dixon, Lomax and Tighe  

NO: None 

ABSENT FOR VOTE: Members Earle-Smith and Walters 

   MOTION PASSED: 5-0 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:18 p.m.  
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Matthew Thompson, Chairperson 
MT/cp 


