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Sent: Monday, January 10, 2022 6:51 PM
Subject: **NEW ** 2nd Letter To Commission Released RE Deauville Demolition on HPB agenda for
9a.m. Tuesday 1/11/22
 

[ THIS MESSAGE COMES FROM AN EXTERNAL EMAIL - USE CAUTION WHEN REPLYING AND
OPENING LINKS OR ATTACHMENTS ]

Please see attached (last attachment) Letter To Commission LTC 006-2022
DEAUVILLE UPDATE REG, just released this evening, regarding the proposed
demolition.  Still unaddressed remain the following questions, at a minimum:

why is there not going to be an immediate hiring of an independent structural
engineering firm to do an independent survey?
in reviewing the structural report assessment submitted by the owners, it
would appear that there seem to be contradictions in what is being reported,
and that photos off the internet are being used rather than their own photos,
in some cases - will this be addressed?
why is there still a total demolition being called for, rather than addressing
the issues that need to be addressed, and salvaging what can be salvaged?
how does this compare with other historic buildings which have or had
significant damage, and which have not been razed, but rather restored
and/or preserved?

 
tanya k. bhatt 
617.840.4905
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(2) Replacement of existing structures. The policy of the City of Miami Beach shall be
a presumption that a contributing building demolished without obtaining a
certificate of appropriateness from the historic preservation board, shall only be
replaced with a new structure that incorporates the same height, massing and
square footage of the previous structure on site, not to exceed the floor area
ratio (FAR) of the demolished structure. and not to exceed the maximum FAR and
height permitted under the City Code, with no additional square footage added.
This presumption shall be applicable in the event a building permit for new
construction or for repair or rehabilitation is issued, and _ occurs for
any reason, including, but not limited to, an order of the building official or the
county unsafe structures board. This presumption shall also be applicable to any
request for an "after- the-fact" certificate of appropriateness. This presumption
may be rebutted, and the historic preservation board may allow for the addition
of more square footage, where appropriate, not to exceed the maximum
permitted under the City Code, if it is established to the satisfaction of the

historic preservation board that the following criteria have been satisfied:

a. The proposed new structure is consistent with the context and character of

the immediate area; and

b. The property owner made a reasonable effort to regularly inspect and
maintain the structure free of structural deficiencies and in compliance with
the minimum maintenance standards of this Code.




(3) Replication of demolished contributing structures. The historic preservation
board shall determine, on a case-by-case basis, whether the replication of an
original, contributing, structure is warranted. For purposes of this subsection,
replication shall be defined as the physical reconstruction, including all original
dimensions in the original location, of a structure in totality, inclusive of the
reproduction of primary facade dimensions and public area dimensions with
appropriate historic materials whenever possible, original walls, window and
door openings, exterior features and finishes, floor slab, floor plates, roofs and
public interior spaces. The historic preservation board shall have full discretion
as to the exact level of_ and reconstruction required. If a building to be
reconstructed is nonconforming, any such reconstruction shall comply with all of
the requirements of chapter 118, article IX, of these land development

regulations.
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DATE: March 12, 2013 Meeting 


RE: Historic Preservation File No. 1844 
6701 Collins Avenue- Deauville Beach Resort 


The applicant, Deauville Associates, LLC., is requesting modifications to a previously issued 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the for the partial demolition, partial reconstruction, 
alteration, renovation and rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the 
construction of a new 21-story residential structure. Specifically, the applicant is requesting 
revisions to the previously approved new residential building, modification of the south retail 
portion of the property to allow for additional parking and a 12-unit rooftop addition above 
the existing Deauville Hotel. 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 
Lot 44 of Block 1 of the amended plat of second ocean front subdivision, according to the 
plat thereof as recorded in plat book 28 at page 28 of the public records of Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. 


SITE DATA: 
Zoning-
Future Land Use Designation -
Lot Size-
Existing FAR-
Proposed FAR-


Existing Height -
Proposed Height­
Existing Use/Condition -
Proposed Use -


EXISTING STRUCTURE: 


RM-3 (Residential Multifamily, High Intensity) 
RM-3 (Residential Multifamily, High Intensity) 
166,616 S.F. 
319,137 S.F. I 1.92 
499,546 S.F. I 3.0 + 20,000 S.F. for amenity areas 
(Max FAR = 3.0 + 20,000 sf for amenity areas), as 
represented by the applicant 
164' -6" I 16 stories 
200 feet I 20 stories 
Condo-Hotel I Retail 
Condo-Hotel I Retail 


The Deauville name has a long history dating back to 1926. The original 1926 construction 
was modified in the early 1930's, and totally demolished in 1956. The present Deauville 
Hotel, constructed in 1956 and desig_ned by noted Miami Beach architect Melvin Grossman, 
in the Post War Modern (MiMo) style, is designated contributing in the Miami Beach Historic 







Page 2 of 15 
HPB File No. 1844 


Meeting Date: March 12, 2013 


Properties Database and is located within the proposed North Beach Resort Local Historic 
District. 


One of the most noticeable features of the building is its dramatic porte-cochere, comprised 
of sweeping intersecting parabolic curves, it creates a defining entry point for this once all 
inclusive resort. Stepped horizontal planes rise from the street to the 2nct floor lobby 
entrance along the building's fac;ade, providing shelter and a clear pedestrian procession 
from Collins Avenue. This lobby entrance is one of the 3 (three) main differentiated 
architectural features of the building. 


The 2-story structure to the south of the property contains ground level retail spaces with an 
enormous two story height ballroom space above, made legendary by the 1960s 
appearance of the Beatles on the "Ed Sullivan Show". An elongated honey comb pattern of 
ornamental hollow clay blocks forms a distinctive screening mechanism for the ballroom 
fac;ade on Collins Avenue. The hotel portion of the project rises 15 stories at the north of the 
property with continuous horizontal windows and projecting concrete eyebrows. For a more 
detailed analysis, see the attached Historic Resources Report. 


THE PROJECT: 
The applicant has submitted plans entitled "Deauville Hotel Beach Resort", as prepared by 
Kobi Karp Architecture, Interior Design, Planning, dated, February 2013. 


The applicant is seeking approval for modifications to the previously approved Certificate of 
Appropriateness for partial demolition, partial reconstruction, alteration, renovation and 
rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the construction of a new 21-story 
residential structure. These modifications include the following: 


1. The previously approved 150-unit residential tower is now proposed as a 412-room 
hotel. This revision results in the tower becoming 16'-11" narrower than the 
previously approved plan. 


2. The original historic Napoleon Ballroom, previously approved for total demolition to 
accommodate additional parking, is now proposed to be substanitally retained and 
reconstructed. 


3. The applicant is proposing to remove and modify the south retail portion of the 
property including the demolition of the areas below the main lobby, ballroom and 
theater, in order to construct 124 new parking spaces. 


4. The revised application proposes minor demolition of the northernmost architectural 
element along Collins Avenue to enable a direct entrance to the parking area and to 
restore the vehicular entrance configuration to its original configuration, in which cars 
will enter the hotel and travel north to south. 


5. Further, the revised application includes a new 12-unit rooftop addition proposed to 
be located on the roof of the existing second floor ballroom located toward the 
northeast portion of the property, south of the existing Deauville Hotel tower. 







HISTORY 
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On November 20, 2012, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed a request for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for the proposed modifications. At this meeting, the Board voted to 
continue the application to a future meeting. Specifically, the Board requested the applicant 
provide additional documentation with regards to the existing condition of the historic hotel, 
and further details for the proposed modifications for the north and south elevations. 


On January 15, 2013, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed a request for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the proposed modifications. At this meeting, the Board voted to 
continue the application to the March 12, 2013 meeting. Specifically, the Board requested 
the applicant provide additional documentation with regards to the existing condition of the 
historic hotel, and further details for the proposed modifications for the north and south 
elevations, and traffic study. 


COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING CODE: 
The application, as proposed, is inconsistent with the following requirements of the City 
Code; consequently, variances from the Zoning Board of Adjustment may be required. 


1. Details of the associated parking garage, not presented with this application, 
must be provided to ensure compliance with the city's parking requirements, 
or a parking impact fee will be required. 


2. A variance may be required for the size, location, and number of signs. 


The above noted comments shall not be considered final zoning review or approval. These 
and all zoning matters shall require final review and verification by the Zoning Administrator 
prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


ACCESSIBILITY COMPLIANCE: 
Additional information will be required for a complete review for compliance with the Florida 
Building Code 2001 Edition, section 11 (Florida Accessibility Code for Building 
Construction). These and all accessibility matters shall require final review and verification 
by the Building Department prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


PRELIMINARY CONCURRENCY DETERMINATION: 
In accordance with Chapter 122 of the Code of the City of Miami Beach, the Transportation 
and Concurrency Management Division has conducted a preliminary concurrency evaluation 
and determined that the project does not meet the City's concurrency requirements and 
level-of-service standards. However, the City's concurrency requirements can be achieved 
and satisfied through payment of mitigation fees or by entering into an enforceable 
development agreement with the City. The Transportation and Concurrency Management 
Division will make the determination of the project's fair-share mitigation cost. 


A final concurrency determination shall be conducted prior to the issuance of a Building 
Permit. Mitigation fees and concurrency administrative costs shall be paid prior to the project 
receiving any Building Permit. Without exception, all concurrency fees shall be paid prior to 
the issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Occupancy. 


COMPLIANCE WITH CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CRITERIA: 
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A decision on an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be based upon the 
following: 


I. Evaluation of the compatibility of the physical alteration or improvement with 
surrounding properties and where applicable, compliance with the following criteria 
pursuant to Section 118-564(a)(1) of the Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that 
the listed criteria be found Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings as revised from time to time. 
Satisfied 


b. Other guidelines/policies/plans adopted or approved by Resolution or 
Ordinance by the City Commission. 
Satisfied 


II. In determining whether a particular application is compatible with surrounding 
properties, the Board shall consider the following criteria pursuant to Section 118-
564(a)(2) of the Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that the listed criteria be 
found Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. Exterior architectural features. 
Satisfied 


b. General design, scale, massing and arrangement. 
Satisfied 


c. Texture and material and color. 
Not Satisfied; Staff Analysis 
Exterior surface color samples have not been submitted. 


d. The relationship of a, b, c, above, to other structures and features of the 
district. 
Satisfied 


e. The purpose for which the district was created. 
Satisfied 


f. The relationship of the size, design and siting of any new or reconstructed 
structure to the landscape of the district. 
Satisfied 


g. An historic resources report, containing all available data and historic 
documentation regarding the building, site or feature. 
Satisfied 


h. The original architectural design or any subsequent modifications that have 
acquired significance. 
Satisfied 
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Ill. The examination of architectural drawings for consistency with the criteria pursuant 
to Section 118-564(a)(3) of the Miami Beach Code and stated below, with regard to 
the aesthetics, appearances, safety, and function of any new or existing structure, 
public interior space and physical attributes of the project in relation to the site, 
adjacent structures and properties, and surrounding community. The criteria 
referenced above are as follows (it is recommended that the listed criteria be found 
Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. The location of all existing and proposed buildings, drives, parking spaces, 
walkways, means of ingress and egress, drainage facilities, utility services, 
landscaping structures, signs, and lighting and screening devices. 
Not Satisfied; See Staff Analysis and Condition 1. 
Staff will require additional time to fully evaluate the traffic study. 


b. The dimensions of all buildings, structures, setbacks, parking spaces, floor 
area ratio, height, lot coverage and any other information that may be 
reasonably necessary to determine compliance with the requirements of the 
underlying zoning district, and any applicable overlays, for a particular 
application or project. 
Not Satisfied; See Zoning Analysis 


c. The color, design, surface finishes and selection of landscape materials and 
architectural elements of the exterior of all buildings and structures and 
primary public interior areas for developments requiring a building permit in 
areas of the city identified in section 118-503. 
Not Satisfied; see Staff Analysis and II a. above 


d. The proposed structure, and/or additions to an existing structure is 
appropriate to and compatible with the environment and adjacent structures, 
and enhances the appearance of the surrounding properties, or the purposes 
for which the district was created. 
Satisfied 


e. The design and layout of the proposed site plan, as well as all new and 
existing buildings and public interior spaces shall be reviewed so as to 
provide an efficient arrangement of land uses. Particular attention shall be 
given to safety, crime prevention and fire protection, relationship to the 
surrounding neighborhood, impact on preserving historic character of the 
neighborhood and district, contiguous and adjacent buildings and lands, 
pedestrian sight lines and view corridors. 
Satisfied 


f. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic movement within and adjacent to the site 
shall be reviewed to ensure that clearly defined, segregated pedestrian 
access to the site and all buildings is provided for and that any driveways and 
parking spaces are usable, safely and conveniently arranged and have a 
minimal impact on pedestrian circulation throughout the site. Access to the 
site from adjacent roads shall be designed so as to interfere as little as 
possible with vehicular traffic flow on these roads and pedestrian movement 
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onto and within the site, as well as permit both pedestrians and vehicles a 
safe ingress and egress to the site. 
Not Satisfied; See Staff Analysis and Ill a above. 


g. Lighting shall be reviewed to ensure safe movement of persons and vehicles 
and reflection on public property for security purposes and to minimize glare 
and reflection on adjacent properties and consistent with a City master plan, 
where applicable. 
Satisfied 


h. Landscape and paving materials shall be reviewed to ensure an adequate 
relationship with and enhancement of the overall site plan design. 
Satisfied 


i. Buffering materials shall be reviewed to ensure that headlights of vehicles, 
noise, and light from Structures are adequately shielded from public view, 
adjacent properties and pedestrian areas. 
Satisfied 


j. Any proposed new structure shall have an orientation and massing which is 
sensitive to and compatible with the building site and surrounding area and 
which creates or maintains important view corridor(s). 
Satisfied 


k. All buildings shall have, to the greatest extent possible, space in that part of 
the ground floor fronting a sidewalk, street or streets which is to be occupied 
for residential or commercial uses; likewise, the upper floors of the pedestal 
portion of the proposed building fronting a sidewalk street, or streets shall 
have residential or commercial spaces, or shall have the appearance of being 
a residential or commercial space or shall have an architectural treatment 
which shall buffer the appearance of a parking structure from the surrounding 
area and is integrated with the overall appearance of the project. 
Satisfied 


I. All buildings shall have an appropriate and fully integrated rooftop 
architectural treatment which substantially screens all mechanical equipment, 
stairs and elevator towers. 
Satisfied 


m. Any addition on a building site shall be designed, sited and massed in a 
manner which is sensitive to and compatible with the existing 
improvement(s). 
Satisfied 


n. All portions of a project fronting a street or sidewalk shall incorporate an 
amount of transparency at the first level necessary to achieve pedestrian 
compatibility. 
Satisfied 
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o. The location, design, screening and buffering of all required service bays, 
delivery bays, trash and refuse receptacles, as well as trash rooms shall be 
arranged so as to have a minimal impact on adjacent properties. 
Satisfied 


CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR DEMOLITION EVALUATION CRITERIA: 
Section 118-564 (f)(4) of the Land Development Regulations of the Miami Beach Code 
provides criteria by which the Historic Preservation Board evaluates requests for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition. The following is an analysis of the request 
based upon these criteria: 


1. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is designated on either a national or 
state level as a part of an Historic Preservation District or as a Historic Architectural 
Landmark or Site, or is designated pursuant to Division 4, Article X, Chapter 118 of 
the Miami Beach Code as a Historic Building, Historic Structure or Historic Site, 
Historic Improvement, Historic Landscape Feature, historic interior or the Structure 
is of such historic/architectural interest or quality that it would reasonably meet 
national, state or local criteria for such designation. 
Satisfied 
The existing structure is designated as part of the proposed North Shore 
Resort Local Historic District; the building is designated as a "Contributing" 
structure in the historic district. 


2. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is of such design, craftsmanship, or 
material that it could be reproduced only with great difficulty and/or expense. 
Satisfied 
The existing structure would be difficult and inordinately expensive to 
reproduce. 


3. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is one of the last remaining examples 
of its kind in the neighborhood, the country, or the region, or is a distinctive example 
of an architectural or design style which contributes to the character of the district. 
Satisfied 
The subject structure is a distinctive example of the Post War Modern design 
style which contributes to the character of the district. 


4. The building, structure, improvement, or site is a contributing building, structure, 
improvement, site or landscape feature rather than a noncontributing building, 
structure, improvement, site or landscape feature in a historic district as defined in 
section 114-1, or is an architecturally significant feature of a public area of the interior 
of a historic or contributing building. 
Satisfied 
The subject structure is designated as a contributing building in the Miami 
Beach Historic Properties Database. 


5. Retention of the Building, Structure, Improvement, Landscape Feature or Site 
promotes the general welfare of the City by providing an opportunity for study of local 
history, architecture, and design or by developing an understanding of the 
importance and value of a particular culture and heritage. 
Satisfied 
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The retention of the subject structure is critical to developing an 
understanding of the Post War Modern architectural style. 


6. If the proposed demolition is for the purpose of constructing a parking garage, the 
Board shall consider it if the parking garage is designed in a manner that is 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, U.S. Department of the Interior 
(1983), as amended, and/or the design review guidelines for that particular district. 
Not Applicable 
The demolition proposed in the subject application is not for the purpose of 
constructing a parking garage. 


7. In the event an applicant or property owner proposes the total demolition of a 
contributing structure, historic structure or architecturally significant feature, there 
shall be definite plans presented to the board for the reuse of the property if the 
proposed demolition is approved and carried out. 
Not Applicable 
The applicant is not proposing totally demolish the existing building 


8. The Dade County Unsafe Structures Board has ordered the demolition of a Structure 
without option. 
Not Applicable 
The Dade County Unsafe Structures Board has not ordered the demolition of 
any part of the subject building. 


STAFF ANALYSIS: 
On December 9, 2003, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed and approved a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for the partial demolition, partial reconstruction, alteration, renovation 
and rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the construction of a new 21 story 
residential structure. 


The applicant is now seeking modifications to the previously approved design including 
modifications to the tower addition, the reconfiguration of the previously approved parking 
area located at the south end of the property which includes the modification of the retail 
portion and partial recreation of the Napoleon ballroom, minor demolition of the 
northernmost architectural element along Collins Avenue to enable a direct entrance to the 
parking area and a new 12-unit rooftop addition proposed to be located on the roof of the 
existing second floor ballroom located toward the northeast portion of the property, south of 
the existing historic Deauville Hotel tower. 


It is very important to note that the Historic Preservation Board had previously approved a 
proposal for the total demolition of the main Napoleon ballroom (not to be confused with the 
north ballroom) for the purpose of replacing it with a parking garage. This enormous 
ballroom is a highly significant amenity space for the hotel, both in terms of historical events 
and grandeur of space. In the 1960s the Beatles appeared here on the "Ed Sullivan Show", 
which was broadcast from the Napoleon Ballroom. The proposed modifications, however, 
substantially reverse the earlier proposal by relocating the parking to the ground floor level, 
where it will occupy a part of the currently oversized retail spaces as well as former back of 
house areas and the no longer used poolside cabanas beneath the original pre-function 
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area. The applicant is now proposing to retain approximately three-quarters of the original 
ballroom space and to demolish approximately one-quarter of the ballroom as well as the 
pre-function space to allow for the parking to be constructed on the ground level along with 
the foundations for the new south tower addition. Upon completion of the new parking 
garage and foundations for the new south tower approximately 80% of the original Napoleon 
Ballroom will be restored as well as the pre-function area to its east. 


It is further important to note that in 2003, when the North Beach Resort Historic District was 
reviewed for historic designation, the Board also reviewed and adopted a series of 'Special 
Review Guidelines' for this historic district which specifically address the unique challenges 
of a severe parking shortage in the area. Among other provisions, these guidelines address 
the potential need for on-site parking for hotels along Collins Avenue. Specifically, the 
adopted Guidelines allow for the consideration of historic buildings located within the district 
to be adapted to provide on-site parking where structurally and architecturally feasible and 
appropriate, which may include the conversion of lower levels of the building into parking 
areas as well as access to such garages from the street through limited demolition of 
primary facades. Staff is very pleased that the applicant has found a way to provide the 
critically needed on-site parking, while preserving/reconstructing the majority of this historic 
ballroom space as well as minimally impacting the Collins Avenue facades of the hotel. The 
legacy of the Napoleon Ballroom in this regard, as the venue for Frank Sinatra, President 
John F. Kennedy, the Beatles, and so many others of fame, is probably unsurpassed in 
South Florida history, and may once again become a great promotional calling card for the 
hotel. 


Additionally, the applicant is proposing minor demolition of the northernmost architectural 
element along the Collins Avenue elevation in order to enable a direct entrance into the 
parking garage on the north side of the building. Staff has no objection to the demolition 
proposed as it will be minimal and occurs only along the retail portion of the building at 
street level. Staff commends the applicant's proposal to restore the vehicular entrance 
configuration to the main lobby of the hotel to its original configuration. This proposed 
modification will allow cars to enter the hotel and travel north rather than traveling in a south 
direction, alleviating what is now a confusing and dangerous condition. 


In response to staff and Board member concerns, the applicant has refined the design for 
the rooftop addition, as well as provided additional photographic images of the existing 
interior spaces within the historic hotel. Staff is generally satisfied with the revised plan for 
the roof-top addition, which has been further studied and refined taking into consideration 
the incorporation of an angled plan which maximizes the dramatic ocean views and further 
differentiate itself from the historic architecture. 


Further, is now proposing to remove all existing non-original individual through-the-wall air 
condition units to be replaced with a central air conditioning system. Additionally, the 
applicant is proposing to replace all existing windows with impact resistant windows to 
match the historic configuration. These proposals constitute a significant improvement in 
restoring the historic tower. 


With regard to requested modifications for the new south tower addition, staff is especially 
pleased with the applicant's desire to change the proposed use from residential 
condominiums to hotel units. This proposed change of use will result in smaller units and 
will enable the footprint of the tower to become approximately 17 ~feet more slender. Staff is 
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highly supportive of this modification, and believes that the more slender tower will be a 
substantial as well as graceful refinement of the previously approved design, and also will 
allow for more expansive ocean views from the original hotel tower to the north. Staff would 
recommend, however, that the proposed glazing be consistent in color rather than two 
colors and the minimum tint required by the energy and turtle codes. 


Further, in response to concerns expressed by staff and Board Members the applicant has 
further studied and detailed the proposed modifications along north elevation and south 
elevations. Staff would note at the November 20, 2012 Historic Preservation Board 
meeting, several neighbors to the north expressed serious concerns with the activities taking 
place at the north side of the Deauville property, including valet service and receiving which 
will all occur within this corridor. Staff would note that the applicant has met with the 
neighbors to the north and that additional design development including larger scale 
drawings showing the proposed modifications have been submitted for the Boards review. 
Staff would also note that there is currently an undeveloped vacant lot between the hotels 
and the neighbors to the north, and that when this vacant lot is developed this corner will not 
be visible. 


Additionally, since the January 15, 2013 meeting the applicant has further evaluated how 
the northwest corner of the building will be structurally supported after demolition occurs in 
this area for the entrance to the proposed parking garage. Additional details will be required 
for the shoring and bracing prior to the issuance of a building permit. 


Further, the applicant is proposing significant improvements to the first floor at the southwest 
corner including returning the stucco grid pattern. While this area will not be visible once a 
new building is constructed to the south, staff is pleased with the additional design 
development along this elevation at this time and has no objection to the proposal. 


Further, staff is pleased with the additional study and refinement of the south end of the 
eastern portion of the site, and supportive of the very positive modifications for the pedestal 
portion of the hotel facing the ocean to the east portion of the property, including the 
introduction of substantial glazing at the 2nd level which will provide extraordinary views from 
the interior of the space and will significantly activate the newly constructed Beachwalk with 
easily accessible and convenient cabanas at grade level. Staff would strongly recommend, 
however, that all non-original railings, including the existing aluminum pickets in the pool 
deck area be removed and replaced with railings which are more consistent with the original 
Post War Modern design of the hotel. 


Additionally, staff would note that there is a significant vehicular circulation challenge at the 
entrance to the property where two parabolic arches land at the south end of the entrance 
drive. The existing arches are insufficiently spaced to accommodate the increased width of 
modern vehicles; hence the corners of the original arch have been shaved off to reduce the 
massing in an effort to reduce vehicular collisions with the arch. Consequently, the 
applicant is proposing to demolish the western most arch and associated barrel roof in order 
to swing the arch slightly westward to create sufficient width for the two drive aisles and to 
reconstruct the barrel roof to its original design. In response to concerns expressed by staff 
at the January 15, 2013 meeting, the applicant has provided additional documentation and 
detail drawings for the proposed modification. As such, staff has not objection and believes 
this is an acceptable solution. 
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Finally, it is important to note that the previously approved project provided for the 
construction of 150 residential units whereas, the current proposed project includes the 
construction of 412 hotel units. At the January 15, 2013 meeting, the Historic Preservation 
Board expressed serious concerns with regard to the substantial increase in intensity in 
conjunction with the proposed reconfiguration of the driveway circulation pattern and offsite 
valet parking garage. Although a traffic study was not required as part of the initial 
application, the Board requested that the applicant provide a traffic study to be performed by 
a traffic engineer to be returned to the Board for further review. The traffic study was 
performed by Joaquin E. Vargas, P.E., Traf Tech ENGINEERING and submitted to Planning 
Department transportation staff on Monday March 4, 2013. Although staff has not had 
adequate time to fully review the study, a preliminary review has resulted in the following 
concerns: 


• The study indicates that Thursday was the day of the week selected to conduct 
morning and afternoon peak hours. Friday would have been a better day to do the 
counts. The preferred afternoon peak hour would be 5:00 to 7:00. 


• A study methodology hasn't been submitted and approved by the City. The traffic 
engineer preparing the study is required to submit a written methodology based on 
the results of a meeting with staff prior to initiating the work. The methodology 
specifies not only the parameters to follow to conduct the study but also it's a very 
detail scope of work. Attached is an example methodology. 


• The study doesn't adequately address the proposed circulation and impacts onto the 
adjacent street system in accordance to the site plan. The plan shows, in addition to 
the main driveway on 6ih and Collins, a driveway to the south of 6ih and Collins 
(one-way entrance and one-way exit), as well as traffic entering the site through a 
one-way driveway provided to the north of the intersection of 671


h and Collins. Only 
the analysis for the driveway on 6ih and Collins was provided as part of the traffic 
report. 


• Driveway at 6ih and Collins. In a meeting with FOOT it was indicated that the study 
needs to look into better defining the entrance of vehicles from Collins perhaps by 
narrowing the existing width of the driveway entrance to make the pedestrian 
crossing safer as the driveway intersects the sidewalk. That condition also applies for 
the exiting portion of the driveway heading north onto Collins. If the driveway was left 
as is, there is the high probability that it could be used as a two-lane driveway 
creating a hazard condition for pedestrians using the sidewalk on Collins in front of 
the site. 


• Turning templates need to be provided for each of the proposed driveways to assess 
adequacy of turning movements by vehicles entering and exiting the site. 


• Sight distance analysis at each of the driveways on Collins should also be provided. 


• The driveway traffic assignment (figure 4) should be modified to indicate a more 
realistic split of 90% on Collins and 10% on Indian Creek. 


• A queuing analysis for each of the driveways on Collins was not provided. 
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• FOOT is intending to do a highway improvement project on Collins in front of the 
Deauville Hotel. The traffic study needs to review the parameters of the FOOT 
project and discuss/assess any potential traffic impacts generated by the Deauville 
Hotel proposed modifications. 


Since, staff has not had sufficient time to fully evaluate this traffic study, we strongly 
recommend this aspect of the project be continued for the Board's review and consideration 
at a later meeting. 


In summary, the overall proposed work shall have a substantially positive impact on the 
enhanced utilization of this extremely large oceanfront site. 


RECOMMENDATION: 
In view of the foregoing analysis, staff recommends the application be approved, subject to 
the following conditions, which address the inconsistencies with the aforementioned 
Certificate of Appropriateness criteria: 


1. A revised traffic study shall be submitted and returned to the Board for review and 
approval at a later date. 


2. Revised elevation, site plan and floor plan drawings shall be submitted; at a 
minimum, such drawings shall incorporate the following: 


a. The glazing proposed for the new tower shall be one consistent color and 
shall be the minimum tint required by the energy and turtle codes, in a 
manner to be reviewed and approved by staff. 


b. The original lobby of the hotel shall be restored to its original design to the 
greatest extent possible, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff. 


c. All non-original railings, including the existing aluminum pickets be removed 
and replaced with railings which are more consistent with the original Post 
War Modern design of the hotel, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by 
staff. 


d. All individual through-the-wall air conditioners shall be removed and replaced 
by a central air condition system, in a manner to be reviewed and approved 
by staff. 


e. The final design and details of the proposed rooftop addition shall be 
developed, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff. 


3. A revised landscape plan, prepared by a Professional Landscape Architect, 
registered in the State of Florida, and corresponding site plan, shall be submitted to 
and approved by staff. The species type, quantity, dimensions, spacing, location and 
overall height of all plant material shall be clearly delineated and subject to the 
review and approval of staff. At a minimum, such plan shall incorporate the 
following: 







Page 13 of 15 
HPB File No. 1844 


Meeting Date: March 12, 2013 


a. All pool deck modifications and details shall be submitted, in a manner to be 
reviewed and approved by staff. 


b. All exterior walkways and driveways shall consist of decorative pavers, set in 
sand or other equally semi-pervious material, subject to the review and 
approval of staff. 


c. All landscape areas abutting driveways and parking areas shall be defined by 
decorative bollards. 


d. A fully automatic irrigation system with 100% coverage and an automatic rain 
sensor in order to render the system inoperative in the event of rain. Right­
of-way areas shall also be incorporated as part of the irrigation system. 


e. The landscape plan shall satisfy all requirements as specified in Chapter 33 
of the Miami-Dade County Code. A landscape table shall be provided on 
final landscape plans addressing all minimum quantity and native 
requirements, subject to the review and approval of staff. 


f. The location of backflow preventor, siamese pipes or FPL boxes, if any, and 
how they are screened with landscape material from the right-of-way, shall be 
indicated on the plans and shall be subject to the review and approval of 
staff. 


4. All building signage shall be consistent in type, composed of flush mounted, non­
plastic, individual letters and shall require a separate permit. 


5. The final exterior surface color scheme, including color samples, shall be subject to 
the review and approval of staff and shall require a separate permit. 


6. A traffic mitigation plan, which addresses all roadway Level of Service (LOS) 
deficiencies relative to the concurrency requirements of the City Code, if required, 
shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a Building Permit and the final building 
plans shall meet all other requirements of the Land Development Regulations of the 


·City Code. 


7. Manufacturers drawings and Dade County product approval numbers for all new 
windows, doors and glass shall be required, prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. 


8. All roof-top fixtures, air-conditioning units and mechanical devices shall be clearly 
noted on a revised roof plan and shall be screened from view, in a manner to be 
approved by staff. Any rooftop mechanical equipment and screening not drawn on 
the plans and elevations approved by the Board shall require later Board approval. 


9. Revised drawings, with corresponding color photographs that are separate from the 
construction documents, drawn to scale and clearly documenting the existing 
conditions of the subject building, shall be submitted. Such drawings and 
photographs shall include all four elevations and interior floor plans of the building, 
as well as a site plan. 
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10. An historic analysis of the existing structure, inclusive of a photographic and written 
description of the history and evolution of the original building on site, shall be 
submitted to and approved by staff, prior to the issuance of a Building Permit; such 
historic analysis shall be displayed prominently within the public area of the structure, 
in a location to be determined by staff. 


11. All new and altered elements, spaces and areas shall meet the requirements of the 
Florida Accessibility Code (FAC). 


12. The project shall comply with any landscaping or other sidewalk/street improvement 
standards as may be prescribed by a relevant Urban Design Master Plan approved 
prior to the completion of the project and the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 


13. The applicant may be required to submit a separate analysis for water and sewer 
requirements, at the discretion of the Public Works Director, or designee. Based on 
a preliminary review of the proposed project, the following may be required by the 
Public Works Department: 


a. Remove/replace sidewalks, curbs and gutters on all street frontages, if 
applicable. 


b. Mill/resurface asphalt in rear alley along property, if applicable. 


c. Provide underground utility service connections and on-site transformer 
location, if necessary. 


d. Provide back-flow prevention devices on all water services. 


e. Provide on-site, self-contained storm water drainage for the proposed 
development. 


f. Meet water/sewer concurrency requirements including a hydraulic water 
model analysis and gravity sewer system capacity analysis as determined by 
the Department and the required upgrades to water and sewer mains 
servicing this project. 


g. Payment of City utility impact fees for water meters/services. 


h. Provide flood barrier ramps to underground parking or m1n1mum slab 
elevation to be at highest adjacent crown road elevation plus 8". 


i. Right-of-way permit must be obtained from Public Works. 


j. All right-of-way encroachments must be removed. 


k. All planting/landscaping in the public right-of-way must be approved by the 
Public Works and Parks Departments. 


14. A drawn plan and written procedure for the proposed demolition shall be prepared 
and submitted by a Professional Structural Engineer, registered in the State of 
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Florida, which fully ensures the protection of the public safety, as well as the 
protection of the existing structure on the subject site and all existing structures 
adjacent to the subject site during the course of demolition. 


15. The Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition shall only remain in effect for the 
period of time that there is an active Certificate of Appropriateness for the associated 
new construction on the subject property. 


16. The Final Order shall be recorded in the Public Records of Miami-Dade County, prior 
to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


17. The Final Order is not severable, and if any provision or condition hereof is held void 
or unconstitutional in a final decision by a court of competent jurisdiction, the order 
shall be returned to the Board for reconsideration as to whether the order meets the 
criteria for approval absent the stricken provision or condition, and/or it is appropriate 
to modify the remaining conditions or impose new conditions. 


18. The conditions of approval herein are binding on the applicant, the property's 
owners, operators, and all successors in interest and assigns. 


19. Nothing in this order authorizes a violation of the City Code or other applicable law, 
nor allows a relaxation of any requirement or standard set forth in the City Code. 


RGLWHC:DJT 
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DATE: April 9, 2013 Meeting 


RE: Historic Preservation File No. 1844 
6701 Collins Avenue- Deauville Beach Resort 


The applicant, Deauville Associates, LLC. , is requesting modifications to a previously issued 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the for the partial demolition, partial reconstruction , 
alteration, renovation and rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the 
construction of a new 21 -story residential structure. Specifically, the applicant is requesting 
revisions to the previously approved new residential building , modification of the south retail 
portion of the property to allow for additional parking and a 12-unit rooftop addition above 
the existing Deauville Hotel. Application approved March 12, 2013, with the exception of 
the traffic study. 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 
Lot 44 of Block 1 of the amended plat of second ocean front subdivision, according to the 
plat thereof as recorded in plat book 28 at page 28 of the public records of Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. 


SITE DATA: 
Zoning -
Future Land Use Designation -
Lot Size-
Existing FAR-
Proposed FAR -


Existing Height -
Proposed Height -
Existing Use/Condition -
Proposed Use -


EXISTING STRUCTURE: 


RM-3 (Residential Multifamily, High Intensity) 
RM-3 (Residential Multifamily, High Intensity) 
166,616 S.F. 
319,137 S.F. I 1.92 
499,546 S.F. I 3.0 + 20,000 S.F. for amenity areas 
(Max FAR = 3.0 + 20,000 sf for amenity areas), as 
represented by the applicant 
164' -6" I 16 stories 
200 feet I 20 stories 
Condo-Hotel I Retail 
Condo-Hotel I Retail 


The Deauville name has a long history dating back to 1926. The original 1926 construction 
was modified in the early 1930's, and totally demolished in 1956. The present Deauville 
Hotel, constructed in 1956 and designed by noted Miami Beach architect Melvin Grossman, 
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in the Post War Modern (MiMo) style, is designated contributing in the Miami Beach Historic 
Properties Database and is located within the proposed North Beach Resort Local Historic 
District. 


One of the most noticeable features of the building is its dramatic porte-cochere, comprised 
of sweeping intersecting parabolic curves, it creates a defining entry point for this once all 
inclusive resort. Stepped horizontal planes rise from the street to the 2nd floor lobby 
entrance along the building 's fac;;ade, providing shelter and a clear pedestrian procession 
from Collins Avenue. This lobby entrance is one of the 3 (three) main differentiated 
architectural features of the building. 


The 2-story structure to the south of the property contains ground level retail spaces with an 
enormous two story height ballroom space above, made legendary by the 1960s 
appearance of the Beatles on the "Ed Sullivan Show". An elongated honey comb pattern of 
ornamental hollow clay blocks forms a distinctive screening mechanism for the ballroom 
fac;;ade on Collins Avenue. The hotel portion of the project rises 15 stories at the north of the 
property with continuous horizontal windows and projecting concrete eyebrows. For a more 
detailed analysis , see the attached Historic Resources Report. 


THE PROJECT: 
The applicant has submitted plans entitled "Deauville Hotel Beach Resort", as prepared by 
Kobi Karp Architecture, Interior Design, Planning, dated, February 2013. 


The applicant is seeking approval for modifications to the previously approved Certificate of 
Appropriateness for partial demolition, partial reconstruction , alteration, renovation and 
rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the construction of a new 21-story 
residential structure. These modifications include the following: 


1. The previously approved 150-unit residential tower is now proposed as a 412-room 
hotel. This revision results in the tower becoming 16'-11 " narrower than the 
previously approved plan. 


2. The original historic Napoleon Ballroom, previously approved for total demolition to 
accommodate additional parking , is now proposed to be substantially retained and 
reconstructed. 


3. The applicant is proposing to remove and modify the south retail portion of the 
property including the demolition of the areas below the main lobby, ballroom and 
theater, in order to construct 124 new parking spaces. 


4. The revised application proposes minor demolition of the northernmost architectural 
element along Collins Avenue to enable a direct entrance to the parking area and to 
restore the vehicular entrance configuration to its original configuration, in which cars 
will enter the hotel and travel north to south . 


5. Further, the revised application includes a new 12-unit rooftop addition proposed to 
be located on the roof of the existing second floor ballroom located toward the 
northeast portion of the property, south of the existing Deauville Hotel tower. 







HISTORY 
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On November 20, 2012, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed a request for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for the proposed modifications. At this meeting, the Board voted to 
continue the application to a future meeting. Specifically, the Board requested the applicant 
provide additional documentation with regards to the existing condition of the historic hotel , 
and further details for the proposed modifications for the north and south elevations. 


On January 15, 2013, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed a request for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the proposed modifications. At this meeting, the Board voted to 
continue the application to the March 12, 2013 meeting . Specifically, the Board requested 
the applicant provide additional documentation with regards to the existing condition of the 
historic hotel, and further details for the proposed modifications for the north and south 
elevations, and traffic study. 


On March 12, 2013, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed and approved a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the proposed modifications, with the exception of the traffic study. The 
Board voted to continue the traffic study to the April 9, 2013 meeting. 


COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING CODE: 
The application, as proposed, is inconsistent with the following requirements of the City 
Code; consequently, variances from the Zoning Board of Adjustment may be required. 


1. Details of the associated parking garage, not presented with this application , 
must be provided to ensure compliance with the city's parking requirements, 
or a parking impact fee will be required. 


2. A variance may be required for the size, location, and number of signs. 


The above noted comments shall not be considered final zoning review or approval. These 
and all zoning matters shall require final review and verification by the Zoning Administrator 
prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


ACCESSIBILITY COMPLIANCE: 
Additional information will be required for a complete review for compliance with the Florida 
Building Code 2001 Edition, section 11 (Florida Accessibility Code for Building 
Construction). These and all accessibility matters shall require final review and verification 
by the Building Department prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


PRELIMINARY CONCURRENCY DETERMINATION: 
In accordance with Chapter 122 of the Code of the City of Miami Beach, the Transportation 
and Concurrency Management Division has conducted a preliminary concurrency evaluation 
and determined that the project does not meet the City's concurrency requirements and 
level-of-service standards. However, the City's concurrency requirements can be achieved 
and satisfied through payment of mitigation fees or by entering into an enforceable 
development agreement with the City. The Transportation and Concurrency Management 
Division will make the determination of the project's fair-share mitigation cost. 
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A final concurrency determination shall be conducted prior to the issuance of a Building 
Permit. Mitigation fees and concurrency administrative costs shall be paid prior to the project 
receiving any Building Permit. Without exception , all concurrency fees shall be paid prior to 
the issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Occupancy. 


COMPLIANCE WITH CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CRITERIA: 
A decision on an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be based upon the 
following : 


I. Evaluation of the compatibility of the physical alteration or improvement with 
surrounding properties and where applicable, compliance with the following criteria 
pursuant to Section 118-564( a)( 1) of the Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that 
the listed criteria be found Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings as revised from time to time. 
Satisfied 


b. Other guidelines/policies/plans adopted or approved by Resolution or 
Ordinance by the City Commission. 
Satisfied 


II . In determining whether a particular application is compatible with surrounding 
properties, the Board shall consider the following criteria pursuant to Section 118-
564(a)(2) of the Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that the listed criteria be 
found Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. Exterior architectural features . 
Satisfied 


b. General design, scale, massing and arrangement. 
Satisfied 


c. Texture and material and color. 
Not Satisfied; Staff Analysis 
Exterior surface color samples have not been submitted. 


d. The relationship of a, b, c, above, to other structures and features of the 
district. 
Satisfied 


e. The purpose for which the district was created . 
Satisfied 


f. The relationship of the size, design and siting of any new or reconstructed 
structure to the landscape of the district. 
Satisfied 


g. An historic resources report, containing all available data and historic 
documentation regarding the building , site or feature . 







Satisfied 
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h. The original architectural design or any subsequent modifications that have 
acquired significance. 
Satisfied 


Ill. The examination of architectural drawings for consistency with the criteria pursuant 
to Section 118-564(a)(3) of the Miami Beach Code and stated below, with regard to 
the aesthetics, appearances, safety, and function of any new or existing structure, 
public interior space and physical attributes of the project in relation to the site, 
adjacent structures and properties, and surrounding community. The criteria 
referenced above are as follows (it is recommended that the listed criteria be found 
Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 


a. The location of all existing and proposed buildings, drives, parking spaces, 
walkways, means of ingress and egress, drainage facilities, utility services, 
landscaping structures, signs, and lighting and screening devices. 
Not Satisfied; See Staff Analysis and Condition 1. 
Staff will require additional time to fully evaluate the traffic study. 


b. The dimensions of all buildings, structures, setbacks, parking spaces, floor 
area ratio , height, lot coverage and any other information that may be 
reasonably necessary to determine compliance with the requirements of the 
underlying zoning district, and any applicable overlays, for a particular 
application or project. 
Not Satisfied; See Zoning Analysis 


c. The color, design, surface finishes and selection of landscape materials and 
architectural elements of the exterior of all buildings and structures and 
primary public interior areas for developments requiring a building permit in 
areas of the city identified in section 118-503. 
Not Satisfied; see Staff Analysis and II a. above 


d. The proposed structure, and/or additions to an existing structure is 
appropriate to and compatible with the environment and adjacent structures, 
and enhances the appearance of the surrounding properties, or the purposes 
for which the district was created . 
Satisfied 


e. The design and layout of the proposed site plan , as well as all new and 
existing buildings and public interior spaces shall be reviewed so as to 
provide an efficient arrangement of land uses. Particular attention shall be 
given to safety, crime prevention and fire protection, relationship to the 
surrounding neighborhood, impact on preserving historic character of the 
neighborhood and district, contiguous and adjacent buildings and lands, 
pedestrian sight lines and view corridors. 
Satisfied 


f. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic movement within and adjacent to the site 
shall be reviewed to ensure that clearly defined, segregated pedestrian 
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access to the site and all buildings is provided for and that any driveways and 
parking spaces are usable, safely and conveniently arranged and have a 
minimal impact on pedestrian circulation throughout the site. Access to the 
site from adjacent roads shall be designed so as to interfere as little as 
possible with vehicular traffic flow on these roads and pedestrian movement 
onto and within the site, as well as permit both pedestrians and vehicles a 
safe ingress and egress to the site. 
Not Satisfied; See Staff Analysis and Ill a above. 


g. Lighting shall be reviewed to ensure safe movement of persons and vehicles 
and reflection on public property for security purposes and to minimize glare 
and reflection on adjacent properties and consistent with a City master plan, 
where applicable. 
Satisfied 


h. Landscape and paving materials shall be reviewed to ensure an adequate 
relationship with and enhancement of the overall site plan design. 
Satisfied 


i. Buffering materials shall be reviewed to ensure that headlights of vehicles, 
noise, and light from Structures are adequately shielded from public view, 
adjacent properties and pedestrian areas. 
Satisfied 


j . Any proposed new structure shall have an orientation and massing which is 
sensitive to and compatible with the building site and surrounding area and 
which creates or maintains important view corridor(s) . 
Satisfied 


k. All buildings shall have, to the greatest extent possible, space in that part of 
the ground floor fronting a sidewalk, street or streets which is to be occupied 
for residential or commercial uses; likewise, the upper floors of the pedestal 
portion of the proposed building fronting a sidewalk street, or streets shall 
have residential or commercial spaces, or shall have the appearance of being 
a residential or commercial space or shall have an architectural treatment 
which shall buffer the appearance of a parking structure from the surrounding 
area and is integrated with the overall appearance of the project. 
Satisfied 


I. All buildings shall have an appropriate and fully integrated rooftop 
architectural treatment which substantially screens all mechanical equipment, 
stairs and elevator towers. 


m. 


Satisfied 


Any addition on 
manner which 
improvement( s ). 
Satisfied 


a building site shall be designed, sited and massed in a 
is sensitive to and compatible with the existing 







Page 7 of 13 
HPB File No. 1844 


Meeting Date: April 9, 2013 


n. All portions of a project fronting a street or sidewalk shall incorporate an 
amount of transparency at the first level necessary to achieve pedestrian 
compatibility. 
Satisfied 


o. The location, design, screening and buffering of all required service bays, 
delivery bays, trash and refuse receptacles, as well as trash rooms shall be 
arranged so as to have a minimal impact on adjacent properties. 
Satisfied 


CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR DEMOLITION EVALUATION CRITERIA: 
Section 118-564 (f)(4) of the Land Development Regulations of the Miami Beach Code 
provides criteria by which the Historic Preservation Board evaluates requests for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition. The following is an analysis of the request 
based upon these criteria : 


1. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is designated on either a national or 
state level as a part of an Historic Preservation District or as a Historic Architectural 
Landmark or Site, or is designated pursuant to Division 4, Article X, Chapter 118 of 
the Miami Beach Code as a Historic Building, Historic Structure or Historic Site, 
Historic Improvement, Historic Landscape Feature, historic interior or the Structure 
is of such historic/architectural interest or quality that it would reasonably meet 
national, state or local criteria for such designation. 
Satisfied 
The existing structure is designated as part of the proposed North Shore 
Resort Local Historic District; the building is designated as a "Contributing" 
structure in the historic district. 


2. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is of such design, craftsmanship, or 
material that it could be reproduced only with great difficulty and/or expense. 
Satisfied 
The existing structure would be difficult and inordinately expensive to 
reproduce. 


3. The Building, Structure, Improvement, or Site is one of the last remaining examples 
of its kind in the neighborhood, the country, or the region, or is a distinctive example 
of an architectural or design style which contributes to the character of the district. 
Satisfied 
The subject structure is a distinctive example of the Post War Modern design 
style which contributes to the character of the district. 


4. The building, structure, improvement, or site is a contributing building , structure, 
improvement, site or landscape feature rather than a noncontributing building, 
structure, improvement, site or landscape feature in a historic district as defined in 
section 114-1 , or is an architecturally significant feature of a public area of the interior 
of a historic or contributing building. 
Satisfied 
The subject structure is designated as a contributing building in the Miami 
Beach Historic Properties Database. 
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5. Retention of the Building, Structure, Improvement, Landscape Feature or Site 
promotes the general welfare of the City by providing an opportunity for study of local 
history, architecture, and design or by developing an understanding of the 
importance and value of a particular culture and heritage. 
Satisfied 
The retention of the subject structure is critical to developing an 
understanding of the Post War Modern architectural style. 


6. If the proposed demolition is for the purpose of constructing a parking garage, the 
Board shall consider it if the parking garage is designed in a manner that is 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, U.S. Department of the Interior 
( 1983), as amended, and/or the design review guidelines for that particular district. 
Not Applicable 
The demolition proposed in the subject application is not for the purpose of 
constructing a parking garage. 


7. In the event an applicant or property owner proposes the total demolition of a 
contributing structure, historic structure or architecturally significant feature, there 
shall be definite plans presented to the board for the reuse of the property if the 
proposed demolition is approved and carried out. 
Not Applicable 
The applicant is not proposing totally demolish the existing building 


8. The Dade County Unsafe Structures Board has ordered the demolition of a Structure 
without option. 
Not Applicable 
The Dade County Unsafe Structures Board has not ordered the demolition of 
any part of the subject building. 


STAFF ANALYSIS: 
On March 12, 2013, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed and approved modifications to 
the previously approved Certificate of Appropriateness for partial demolition, partial 
reconstruction, alteration, renovation and rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well 
as the construction of a new 21-story tower, with the exception of the traffic study. The 
Board voted to continue discussion of the traffic study to the April 9, 2013 meeting. 


It is important to note that the previously approved project provided for the construction of 
150 residential units whereas, the current proposed project includes the construction of 412 
hotel units. At the January 15, 2013 meeting, the Historic Preservation Board expressed 
serious concerns with regard to the substantial increase in intensity in conjunction with the 
proposed reconfiguration of the driveway circulation pattern and offsite valet parking garage. 
Although a traffic study was not required as part of the initial application, the Board 
requested that the applicant provide a traffic study to be performed by a traffic engineer to 
be returned to the Board for further review. The traffic study was performed by Joaquin E. 
Vargas, P.E., Traf Tech ENGINEERING and submitted to Planning Department 
transportation staff on Monday March 4, 2013. At that time, staff had the following concerns 
based on a preliminary: 
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• The study indicates that Thursday was the day of the week selected to conduct 
morning and afternoon peak hours. Friday would have been a better day to do the 
counts. The preferred afternoon peak hour would be 5:00 to 7:00. 


• A study methodology hasn't been submitted and approved by the City. The traffic 
engineer preparing the study is required to submit a written methodology based on 
the results of a meeting with staff prior to initiating the work. The methodology 
specifies not only the parameters to follow to conduct the study but also it's a very 
detail scope of work. Attached is an example methodology. 


• The study doesn't adequately address the proposed circulation and impacts onto the 
adjacent street system in accordance to the site plan. The plan shows, in addition to 
the main driveway on 6th and Collins, a driveway to the south of 671h and Collins 
(one-way entrance and one-way exit), as well as traffic entering the site through a 
one-way driveway provided to the north of the intersection of 6th and Collins. Only 
the analysis for the driveway on 6th and Collins was provided as part of the traffic 
report. 


• Driveway at 6th and Collins. In a meeting with FOOT it was indicated that the study 
needs to look into better defining the entrance of vehicles from Collins perhaps by 
narrowing the existing width of the driveway entrance to make the pedestrian 
crossing safer as the driveway intersects the sidewalk. That condition also applies for 
the exiting portion of the driveway heading north onto Collins. If the driveway was left 
as is, there is the high probability that it could be used as a two-lane driveway 
creating a hazard condition for pedestrians using the sidewalk on Collins in front of 
the site. 


• Turning templates need to be provided for each of the proposed driveways to assess 
adequacy of turning movements by vehicles entering and exiting the site. 


• Sight distance analysis at each of the driveways on Collins should also be provided. 


• The driveway traffic assignment (figure 4) should be modified to indicate a more 
realistic split of 90% on Collins and 10% on Indian Creek. 


• A queuing analysis for each of the driveways on Collins was not provided . 


• FOOT is intending to do a highway improvement project on Collins in front of the 
Oeauville Hotel. The traffic study needs to review the parameters of the FOOT 
project and discuss/assess any potential traffic impacts generated by the Oeauville 
Hotel proposed modifications. 


Since, the March 12, 2013 meeting staff has had the opportunity to meet with the project 
Traffic Engineer to review the revised traffic study. Staff has determined that the applicant 
has addressed the City's comments related to the traffic study provided for this proposed 
development. The applicant' traffic engineer has coordinated with FOOT as the agency is 
anticipating roadway improvements on Collins Avenue adjacent to the Oeauville Hotel. The 
applicant will further comply with all the driveway permits and conditions as required by 
FOOT. 
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In view of the foregoing analysis, staff recommends the application be approved, subject to 
the following conditions, which address the inconsistencies with the aforementioned 
Certificate of Appropriateness criteria: 


1. Revised elevation, site plan and floor plan drawings shall be submitted ; at a 
minimum, such drawings shall incorporate the following : 


a. The glazing proposed for the new tower shall be one consistent color and 
shall be the minimum tint required by the energy and turtle codes, in a 
manner to be reviewed and approved by staff consistent with the instructions 
from the Board and/or the Certificate of Appropriateness Criteria. 


b. The original lobby of the hotel shall be restored to its original design to the 
greatest extent possible, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff 
consistent with the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of 
Appropriateness Criteria. 


c. All non-original railings, including the existing aluminum pickets be removed 
and replaced with railings which are more consistent with the original Post 
War Modern design of the hotel , in a manner to be reviewed and approved by 
staff consistent with the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of 
Appropriateness Criteria. 


d. All individual through-the-wall air conditioners shall be removed and replaced 
by a central air condition system, in a manner to be reviewed and approved 
by staff consistent with the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate 
of Appropriateness Criteria . 


e. The final design and details of the proposed rooftop addition shall be 
developed, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff consistent with 
the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of Appropriateness 
Criteria . 


2. A revised landscape plan, prepared by a Professional Landscape Architect, 
registered in the State of Florida, and corresponding site plan, shall be submitted to 
and approved by staff. The species type, quantity, dimensions, spacing , location and 
overall height of all plant material shall be clearly delineated and subject to the 
review and approval of staff. At a minimum, such plan shall incorporate the 
following : 


a. All pool deck modifications and details shall be submitted, in a manner to be 
reviewed and approved by staff consistent with the instructions from the 
Board and/or the Certificate of Appropriateness Criteria . 


b. All exterior walkways and driveways shall consist of decorative pavers, set in 
sand or other equally semi-pervious material , in a manner to be reviewed and 
approved by staff consistent with the instructions from the Board and/or the 
Certificate of Appropriateness Criteria. 
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c. All landscape areas abutting driveways and parking areas shall be defined by 
decorative bollards. 


d. A fully automatic irrigation system with 100% coverage and an automatic rain 
sensor in order to render the system inoperative in the event of rain . Right­
of-way areas shall also be incorporated as part of the irrigation system. 


e. The landscape plan shall satisfy all requirements as specified in Chapter 33 
of the Miami-Dade County Code. A landscape table shall be provided on 
final landscape plans addressing all minimum quantity and native 
requirements, in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff consistent 
with the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of Appropriateness 
Criteria. 


f. The location of backflow preventor, siamese pipes or FPL boxes, if any, and 
how they are screened with landscape material from the right-of-way, shall be 
indicated on the plans in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff 
consistent with the instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of 
Appropriateness Criteria. 


1. All building signage shall be consistent in type, composed of flush mounted, non­
plastic, individual letters and shall require a separate permit. 


2. The final exterior surface color scheme, including color samples , shall be subject to 
the review and approval of staff and shall require a separate permit. 


3. A traffic mitigation plan, which addresses all roadway Level of Service (LOS) 
deficiencies relative to the concurrency requirements of the City Code, if required, 
shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a Building Permit and the final building 
plans shall meet all other requirements of the Land Development Regulations of the 
City Code. 


4. Manufacturers drawings and Dade County product approval numbers for all new 
windows, doors and glass shall be required , prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. 


5. All roof-top fixtures , air-conditioning units and mechanical devices shall be clearly 
noted on a revised roof plan and shall be screened from view, in a manner to be 
approved by staff. Any rooftop mechanical equipment and screening not drawn on 
the plans and elevations approved by the Board shall require later Board approval. 


6. Revised drawings, with corresponding color photographs that are separate from the 
construction documents, drawn to scale and clearly documenting the existing 
conditions of the subject building , shall be submitted. Such drawings and 
photographs shall include all four elevations and interior floor plans of the building, 
as well as a site plan. 


7. An historic analysis of the existing structure, inclusive of a photographic and written 
description of the history and evolution of the original building on site, shall be 
submitted to and approved by staff, prior to the issuance of a Building Permit; such 
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historic analysis shall be displayed prominently within the public area of the structure, 
in a location in a manner to be reviewed and approved by staff consistent with the 
instructions from the Board and/or the Certificate of Appropriateness Criteria. 


8. All new and altered elements, spaces and areas shall meet the requirements of the 
Florida Accessibility Code (FAC). 


9. The project shall comply with any landscaping or other sidewalk/street improvement 
standards as may be prescribed by a relevant Urban Design Master Plan approved 
prior to the completion of the project and the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 


10. The applicant may be required to submit a separate analysis for water and sewer 
requirements, at the discretion of the Public Works Director, or designee. Based on 
a preliminary review of the proposed project, the following may be required by the 
Public Works Department: 


a. Remove/replace sidewalks, curbs and gutters on all street frontages, if 
applicable. 


b. Mill/resurface asphalt in rear alley along property, if applicable. 


c. Provide underground utility service connections and on-site transformer 
location, if necessary. 


d. Provide back-flow prevention devices on all water services. 


e. Provide on-site, self-contained storm water drainage for the proposed 
development. 


f. Meet water/sewer concurrency requirements including a hydraulic water 
model analysis and gravity sewer system capacity analysis as determined by 
the Department and the required upgrades to water and sewer mains 
servicing this project. 


g. Payment of City utility impact fees for water meters/services. 


h. Provide flood barrier ramps to underground parking or minimum slab elevation 
to be at highest adjacent crown road elevation plus 8". 


i. Right-of-way permit must be obtained from Public Works. 


j . All right-of-way encroachments must be removed . 


k. All planting/landscaping in the public right-of-way must be approved by the 
Public Works and Parks Departments. 


11. A drawn plan and written procedure for the proposed demolition shall be prepared 
and submitted by a Professional Structural Engineer, registered in the State of 
Florida , which fully ensures the protection of the public safety, as well as the 
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protection of the existing structure on the subject site and all existing structures 
adjacent to the subject site during the course of demolition. 


12. The Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition shall only remain in effect for the 
period of time that there is an active Certificate of Appropriateness for the associated 
new construction on the subject property. 


13. The Final Order shall be recorded in the Public Records of Miami-Dade County, prior 
to the issuance of a Building Permit. 


14. The Final Order is not severable, and if any provision or condition hereof is held void 
or unconstitutional in a final decision by a court of competent jurisdiction, the order 
shall be returned to the Board for reconsideration as to whether the order meets the 
criteria for approval absent the stricken provision or condition, and/or it is appropriate 
to modify the remaining conditions or impose new conditions. 


15. The conditions of approval herein are binding on the applicant, the property's 
owners, operators, and all successors in interest and assigns. 


16. Nothing in this order authorizes a violation of the City Code or other applicable law, 
nor allows a relaxation of any requirement or standard set forth in the City Code. 


RGL:WHC:DJT 
F:\PLAN\$HPBI 13HPB\April13\ 1844-r.Apr13.docx 
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March 18, 2013 


Mr. Xavier Falconi, P.E. 
Senior Planner- Transportation 
City of Miami Beach 
1700 Convention Center Drive 
Miami Beach, Florida 33139 


Re: Deanville Hotel- Response to City' s Traffic Comments 


Dear Xavier: 


We received the traffic-related comments provided by the City of Miami Beach (email 
dated March 6, 2013) in connection with the traffic study conducted by us for the 
Deauville Hotel. The subject hotel expansion project is to be located at the existing hotel 
site on the east side of Collis A venue at 67th Street in the City of Miami Beach, Florida. 
The responses to the traffic-related comments are provided below: 


TRAFFIC COMMENTS 


Comment 1: The study indicates that Thursday was the day of the week selected to 
conduct morning and afternoon peak hours. Friday would have been 
a better day to do the counts. The preferred afternoon peak hour 
would be 5:00 to 7:00. 


Response 1: Counts were done during the typical weekday (excluding Friday) for the 
AM and PM peak periods. This has been FDOT's traffic study policy. 
However, we have made some adjustments to the Thursday traffic counts 
to reflect the peak periods for a typical Friday. Based on previous traffic 
counts conducted in Miami Beach for other projects, the AM traffic counts 
were adjusted by 2% and the PM traffic counts by 11%. The adjustments 
factor calculations are contained in Attachment A of this Technical 
Memorandum. 


Comment 2: A study methodology hasn't been submitted and approved by the 
City. The traffic engineer preparing the study is required to submit a 
written methodology based on the results of a meeting with staff prior 
to initiating the work. The methodology specifies not only the 
parameters to follow to conduct the study but also it's a very detail 
scope of work. Attached is an example methodology. 


Response 2: The agreed-upon traffic methodology is contained in Attachment B. 


Comment 3: The study doesn't adequately address the proposed circulation and 
impacts onto the adjacent street system in accordance to the site plan. 


8400 North University Drive, Suite 309, Tamarac, Florida 33321 
Tel: (954) 582-0988 Fax: (954) 582-0989 







The plan shows, in addition to the main driveway on 67th and Collins, 
a driveway to the south of 67th and Collins (one-way entrance and 
one-way exit), as well as traffic entering the site through a one-way 
driveway provided to the north of the intersection of 67th and Collins. 
Only the analysis for the driveway on 671


h and Collins was provided as 
part of the traffic report. 


Response 3: Analysis of the south driveway is included in Attachment C. The 
inbound-only connection into the new on-site parking area has been 
widened in order to adequately accommodate the turning paths of 
automobile traffic (P-Design Vehicle), including large utility vehicles, in a 
safe manner, per AASHTO standards. The attached (Attachment D) site 
plan shows the ingress into the new on-site parking area with the extra 
widened access aisle. 


Comment 4: Driveway at 67th and Collins. In a meeting with FDOT it was 
indicated that the study needs to look into better defining the entrance 
of vehicles from Collins perhaps by narrowing the existing width of 
the driveway entrance to make the pedestrian crossing safer as the 
driveway intersects the sidewalk. That condition also applies for the 
exiting portion of the driveway heading north onto Collins. If the 
driveway was left as is, there is the high probability that it could be 
used as a two-lane driveway creating a hazard condition for 
pedestrians using the sidewalk on Collins in front of the site. 


Response 4: A concept plan of the driveway with recommended pavement markings is 
contained in Attachment E. 


Comment 5: Turning templates need to be provided for each of the proposed 
driveways to assess adequacy of turning movements by vehicles 
entering and exiting the site. 


Response 5: All driveways will provide the minimum required 15-foot radius in order 
to adequately and safely accommodate all inbound and exiting hotel­
related vehicles. 


Comment 6: Sight distance analysis at each of the driveways on Collins should also 
be provided. 


Response 6: Sight visibility is addressed in Attachment E. The future exit from the 
circular driveway has adequate visibility as long as the landscaped hedge 
is trimmed to no more than 30 inches measured from the existing 
pavement elevation. The future location of the new south driveway has 
adequate visibility looking south along Collins Avenue, as depicted in 
Attachment E. 
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Comment 7: The driveway traffic assignment (figure 4) should be modified to 
indicate a more realistic split of 90% on Collins and 10% on Indian 
Creek. 


Response 7: The assignment has been updated to reflect the suggested 90% on Collins 
Avenue and 10% on Indian Creek Drive. Please refer to Attachment C. 
All revised analyses contained herein are based on the updated 90%110% 
traffic assignment. As indicated in the updated figures, minimal (1 0 in the 
AM and 23 in the PM) peak hour trips are anticipated to weave from the 
new south driveway onto the left-most lane at 67th Street in order to turn 
left. In order to ensure that these movements do not present a safety 
concern, only valet drivers should execute the subject weaving maneuver. 
For this reason, it is recommended that the pick-up location for all valet 
vehicles be performed at the circular driveway so that all exiting patrons 
leave via the north exit lane of the circular driveway (i.e. no need to weave 
across Collins Avenue). 


Comment 8: A queuing analysis for each of the driveways on Collins was not 
provided. 


Response 8: The queuing output of the SYNCHRO software is contained in 
Attachment C. As indicated in Attachment C, minimal (2 vehicles) 
queues are expected at the new south driveway. 


Comment 9: FDOT is intending to do a highway improvement project on Collins in 
front of the Deanville Hotel. The traffic study needs to review the 
parameters of the FDOT project and discuss/assess any potential 
traffic impacts generated by the Deanville Hotel proposed 
modifications. 


Response 9: This project is only intended to provide traffic signal improvements and 
installation of concrete islands on the west side of Collins Avenue at 67th 
Street and 69th Street. As part of the traffic signal improvements, the 
signal heads facing east (towards the hotel) need to be removed once the 
circular driveway is converted to a south-to-north operation. The FDOT 
notification is provided in Attachment F. 


Based on the above, the following improvements and operations plan should be 
incorporated as part of the hotel expansion project: 


• Reverse the circular driveway to a south-to_.north direction. 


• Incorporate the suggested pavement markings depicted in Attachment E for better 
channelization at the entrance and exit of the circular driveway. 
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• The landscaped hedge located on the east side of Collins A venue adjacent to the 
circular driveway should be trimmed to no more than 30 inches measured from 
the existing pavement elevation. 


• The pick-up location for all valet vehicles should be at the circular driveway so 
that all exiting patrons leave via the north exit lane of the circular driveway. 


• As part ofFDOT's traffic signal improvements along Collins Avenue, the signal 
heads facing east (towards the hotel) need to be removed once the circular 
driveway is converted to a south-to-north operation. 


Plea e call me if you have any questions. 
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ATTACHMENT A 


Friday versus Thursday Traffic Counts 
Conversion Factor 







Table - Factor to Convert Thursday Peak Counts to Friday Peak Counts 


Alton Road Counts West Avenue Counts 


AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 


Vol 


Thursday 2411 
Friday 2555 
Saturday 2001 


Average AM Peak 


Average PM Peak 


% Vol % Vol 


100.0% 2718 100.0% 1216 
106.0% 2795 102.8% 1116 


83.0% 2497 91.9% 677 


101.7% Average of 2 highest factors 


110.6% Average of 2 highest factors 


% 
100.0% 
91.8% 


55.7% 


Source: Crossroads Engineering Data, inc. and Traf Tech Engineering, inc. 


Vol % 
1457 100.0% 
1294 88.8% 


970 66.6% 


Collins Avenue Counts 


AM Peak PM Peak 


Vol % Vol % 
1101 100.0% 1090 100.0% 
1072 97.4% 1290 118.3% 
1241 112.7% 1635 150.0% 


TraiTech 
ENGINEERING, INC. 







ATTACHMENT B 


Traffic Study Methodology 







------------......... 


Deauville Hotel -Traffic Methodology Meeting 


February 19, 2013 


• Evaluate geometries of the driveway connections on Collins. The two that 
currently serve the drop-off I valet area are very wide. FOOT is adamant that the 
width of the driveways needs to be reduced. 


• Evaluate the reverse flow of the circular driveway operation. Address 
qualitatively leaving the driveway with its current traffic direction (from north-to­
south). 


• Evaluate the south driveway and the ability of vehicles to cross over to make the 
left at 6ih. Currently all vehicles are parked off-site. The proposed plan will 
keep at least 100 vehicles on-site. Determine a realistic estimate of the number 
of vehicles that will perform this maneuver. 


• Conduct traffic counts and queuing measurements at 6ih, including non-
automobile modes of transportation. 


• We will gather actual trip generation information at the existing hotel. 
• Assign inbound & outbound traffic to the primary and secondary driveways. 
• Estimate the "real" off-site parking demand. 







------------......... 


ATTACHMENT C 


Revised Analyses including Queuing, New 
Driveway Assignment, and Revised 


Future Traffic Projections 


........ ____________ _ 
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Driveway Traffic Assignment- New trips 
FIGURE 4a 


Deauville Hotel 
Miami Beach, Florida 
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Driveway Traffic Assignment 
Existing Rerouted Trips 


AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 


FIGURE 4b 
Deauville Hotel 


Miami Beach, Florida 







Description 


Existing Traffic (2/21/2013) 
Season Adjustment Factor 
Friday Adjustment 
2013 Peak Season Traffic 


Annual Growth Rate 
2015 Growth Traffic 


Re-Routed Existing Hotel Trips 


~ 


2015 Background Traffic -


Net New Project Trips 


2015 Total Traffic 


--------~--------........... ... 
FUTURE TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUME ANALYSIS 


Collins Avenue and 67th Street 
Weekday AM Peak Hour Analysis 


Collins Avenue 
Northbound Southbound 


Left Through Right Left Through Right 


64 1,056 0 0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 
65 1,077 0 0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
68 1,121 0 0 0 0 


9 -9 9 


-
1,112 77 9 0 0 


= 
0 


1 0 23 


78 1,112 32 0 0 0 


67th Street 
Eastbound 


Left Through 


92 0 
1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 
94 0 


2.0% 2.0% 
98 0 


-2 2 


-
96 2 -


1 


96 3 


Driveway 
Westbound 


Right Left Through Right 


0 0 9 2 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 1 1 


0 0 9 2 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 0 9 2 


-9 -2 


~ 


0 0 0 0 - ~ 


I 
I 


0 0 0 0 
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Description 


Existing Traffic (2/21/2013) 
Season Adjustment Factor 
Friday Adjustment 
2013 Peak Season Traffic 


Annual Growth Rate 
2015 Growth Traffic 


Re-Routed Existing Hotel Trips 


-


2015 Background Traffic 
-


Net New Project Trips 


2015 Total Traffic 


FUTURE TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUME ANALYSIS 


Collins Avenue and 67th Street 
Weekday PM Peak Hour Analysis 


Collins Avenue 
Northbound Southbound 


Left Through Right Left Through Right 


96 1,951 0 0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 
107 2,166 0 0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
111 2,253 0 0 0 0 


19 -19 19 


- -130 2,234 19 0 0 0 - -


4 0 70 


134 2,234 89 0 0 0 


67th Street 
Eastbound 


Left Through 


141 0 
1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 
157 0 


2.0% 2.0% 
163 0 


-14 14 


-149 14 -


4 


149 18 


Driveway 
Westbound 


Right Left Through Right 


0 0 19 14 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 1 1 


0 0 19 14 


2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0 0 19 14 


-19 -14 


- -
0 0 0 0 -- -


0 0 0 0 
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Description 


Existing Traffic (2/21/2013) 
Season Adjustment Factor 
Friday Adjustment 
2013 Peak Season Traffic 


Annual Growth Rate 
2015 Growth Traffic 


Re-Routed Existing Hotel Trips 


2015 Background Traffic --


Net New Project Trips 


2015 Total Traffic 
- -- --- ·------


------------------......... .... 
FUTURE TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUME ANALYSIS 


Collins Avenue and South Driveway 
Weekday AM Peak Hour Analysis 


Collins Avenue 
Northbound Southbound 


Left Through Right Left Through Right 


0 1,120 0 0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 


0 1,142 0 0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 1,189 0 0 0 0 


- - . -
0 1,189 0 0 0 0 


. - - ~ . -


0 1,189 0 0 0 0 


Eastbound 
Left Through Right 


0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 1.02 


0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 0 0 


-. 


0 0 0 - -


0 0 0 
----- ·- ·-


South Driveway 
Westbound 


Left Through Right 


0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.02 1.02 1.02 


0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 0 0 


I 


- ·-
0 0 0 .. - -


23 


0 0 23 
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Description 


Existing Traffic (2/21 /2013) 
Season Adjustment Factor 
Friday Adjustment 
2013 Peak Season Traffic 


Annual Growth Rate 
2015 Growth Traffic 


Re-Routed Existing Hotel Trips 


~~ 


2015 Background Traffic 
~ 


Net New Project Trips 


2015 Total Traffic 


FUTURE TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUME ANALYSIS 


Collins Avenue and South Driveway 
Weekday AM Peak Hour Analysis 


Collins Avenue 
Northbound Southbound 


Left Through Right Left Through Right 


0 2,047 0 0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 


0 2,272 0 0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 2,364 0 0 0 0 


~ . -
0 2,364 0 0 0 0 


~ .. 


0 2,364 0 0 0 0 


Eastbound 
Left Through 


0 0 
1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 


0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 
0 0 


17 


0 17 
~ -


0 17 


South Driveway 
Westbound 


Right Left Throu_gh Right 


0 0 0 0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 


0 0 0 0 


2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 
0 0 0 0 


.. 
0 0 0 0 -


57 


0 0 0 57 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Collins Avenue & 67th StreeUDrivewax: 


~ ........ • • +- '- "\ 
Movement EBL EST ESR WBL WBT WSR NSL 
Lane Configurations 4' 
Volume (vph) 96 3 0 0 0 0 78 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.95 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1776 
Fit Permitted 0.95 
Satd. Flow (~erm} 1776 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 104 3 0 0 0 0 85 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Grou~ Flow (v~h} 0 107 0 0 0 0 0 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.4 
Effective Green, g (s) 9.4 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s} 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 185 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 
v/c Ratio 0.58 
Uniform Delay, d1 38.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 
Delay (s) 42.7 
Level of Service D 
Approach Delay (s) 42.7 0.0 
Approach LOS D A 


Intersection Summan: 
HCM 2000 Control Delay 6.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 


AM Peak- Total Traffic Conditions 
Year2015 


0.36 
90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 


37.6% ICU Level of Service 
15 


t !" 
NST NBR 


4'tft 
1112 32 
1900 1900 


5.0 
0.91 
1.00 
1.00 
5049 
1.00 
5049 
0.92 0.92 
1209 35 


2 0 
1327 0 


NA 
2 


70.6 
70.6 
0.78 
5.0 
3.0 


3960 


0.26 
0.34 
2.8 


1.00 
0.2 
3.1 


A 
3.1 


A 


A 


10.0 
A 


3/18/2013 


\. ~ ~ 


SSL SST SS 


0 0 0 
1900 1900 1900 


0.92 0.92 0.92 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0.0 
A 


Synchro 8 Light Report 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
8: Collins Avenue & Driveway 


ntersection 
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.3 


ovement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT 
Vol, veh/h 0 23 1189 0 0 0 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Stop Stop 
RT Channelized None None None None None None 
Storage Length 0 0 0 0 
Median Width 0 0 0 
Grade, % 0% 0% 0% 
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Mvmt Flow 0 25 1292 0 0 0 
Number of Lanes 0 1 3 0 0 0 


a· or/Minor Ma'or 1 
Conflicting Flow All 1292 645 0 0 


Stage 1 1292 
Stage 2 0 


Follow-up Headway 3.82 3.92 
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 172 356 


Stage 1 124 
Stage 2 


Time blocked-Platoon, % 0 0 
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 172 356 
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 172 


Stage 1 124 
Stage 2 


~pproach WB NB 
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0 
HCM LOS c 


inor Lane I Major Mvmt NBT NBR WBLn1 
Cap, veh/h 356 
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.07 
HCM Lane LOS c 
HCM 95th-tile Q, veh 0.2 


Notes 
- : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined 


AM Peak- Total Traffic Conditions 
Year 2015 


3/18/2013 
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
3: Collins Avenue & 67th Street/Drivewa:t 


~ __. ~ ~ -+- '- "\ 
ovement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL 


Lane Configurations 4 
Volume (vph) 149 18 0 0 0 0 134 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 
Frt 1.00 
Fit Protected 0.96 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1783 
Fit Permitted 0.96 
Satd. Flow (~erm} 1783 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 
Adj. Flow (vph) 157 19 0 0 0 0 141 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lane Grou~ Flow (v~h} 0 176 0 0 0 0 0 
Tum Type Perm NA Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 2 
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.2 
Effective Green, g (s) 12.2 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 310 
v/s Ratio Prot 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 
v/c Ratio 0.57 
Uniform Delay, d1 26.5 
Progression Factor 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 2.4 
Delay (s) 28.9 
Level of Service c 
Approach Delay (s) 28.9 0.0 
Approach LOS c A 


Intersection Summa~ 
HCM 2000 Control Delay 10.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service 
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 


PM Peak- Total Traffic Conditions 
Year2015 


0.71 
70.0 Sum of lost time (s) 


65.4% ICU Level of Service 
15 


t I" 
NBT NBR 


4tft 
2234 89 
1900 1900 


5.0 
0.91 
0.99 
1.00 


5044 
1.00 
5044 
0.95 0.95 
2352 94 


4 0 
2583 0 


NA 
2 


47.8 
47.8 
0.68 
5.0 
3.0 


3444 


0.51 
0.75 
7.2 


1.00 
1.5 
8.8 
A 


8.8 
A 


B 


10.0 
c 


3/18/2013 


~ + ..; 
SBL SBT SB 


0 0 0 
1900 1900 1900 


0.95 0.95 0.95 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0.0 
A 
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HCM 2010 TWSC 
8: 


Intersection 
Intersection Delay, s/veh 


Movement 
Vol, veh/h 
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 
Sign Control 
RT Channelized 
Storage Length 
Median Width 
Grade, % 
Peak Hour Factor 
Heavy Vehicles, % 
Mvmt Flow 
Number of Lanes 


Ma'or/Minor 
Conflicting Flow All 


Stage 1 
Stage 2 


Follow-up Headway 
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 


Stage 1 
Stage 2 


Time blocked-Platoon, % 
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 


Stage 1 
Stage 2 


~pproach 


HCM Control Delay, s 
HCM LOS 


Minor Lane I Major Mvmt 
Cap, veh/h 
HCM Control Delay, s 
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 
HCM Lane LOS 
HCM 95th-tile Q, veh 


otes 


1.1 


0 
0 


Stop 
None 


0 
0 


0% 
0.95 


2 
0 
0 


2488 
2488 


0 
3.82 


31 
17 


0 
31 
31 
17 


WB 
47.7 


E 


NBR SBL SBT 
57 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 


Stop Free Free Stop Stop 
None None None None None 


0 0 0 
0 0 


0% 0% 
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 


2 2 2 2 2 
60 2488 0 0 0 
1 3 0 0 0 


Ma'or 1 
1243 0 0 


3.92 
142 


0 
142 


NB 
0 


NBT NE!R WBLn1 
142 


47.7 
0.42 


E 
1.9 


- : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined 


PM Peak- Total Traffic Conditions 
Year 2015 


3/18/2013 
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ATTACHMENT D 


Site Plan - Deanville Hotel 
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ATTACHMENT E 


Circular Driveway Pavement Markings, 
Sight Distance Evaluation 
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Reversed Circu Ia r Driveway 
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Recommended Pavement Markings to Better Delineate Driveway 
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Future North Exit Driveway 


Trim Hedges to no more than 30 inches above pavement elevation for adequate visibility 
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ATTACHMENT F 


FDOT Collins Avenue Project Notice 







ROADWAY PROJECT NOTIFICATION 
Florida Department of Transportation District Six 


State Road (SR) A1A/Collins Avenue at 67 Street and 69 Street 


SR A1A/Collins Avenue from 67 Street to 69 Street 
Project Identification Number: 429043-1·52..01 


The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District Six is 
developing the design for an intersection improvement project along SR 
A1A/Collins Avenue, in Miami-Dade County. 


PROJECT DETAILS 


• Upgrading traffic signals 
• Installing concrete islands at the north west corners on 67 Street 


and 69 Street to prevent vehicles from parking too close to the 
intersections, similar to the previously installed concrete islands 
along Collins Avenue 


PROJECT LIMITS 
At the intersection of 67 Street and Collins Avenue and at the 
intersection of 69 Street and Collins Avenue. 


PROJECT DATES 
Construction is expected to begin April 2014 and last about four months. 


ESTIMATED PROJECT COST 
$474,000 


POSSIBLE EFFECTS DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Temporary lane closures during nonaruSh hours will have minimal effects 
on traffic. 


MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 


Work will be done in phases to lessen the effects of construction on the 
community. Driveways and entrances to businesses will stay open. 


If you l'tll¥8 •Y questions or comments, pleae com.:t Pubic lnfonnllllon Speclllllst 
AmPIIro V•rga at 301-470-5348 or .......,.rNpl!t*.ft.• or vlalt www.fdotmllntl**gpm. 
PlaaHW • know how you would prefer to ......,.lnfomldon for future projects (by...U, ...... 


or ott.), Your comments .. lmportMt to ua. n.nk you far your cooperllllori, 


Florida Department ofTransportalion District Six 
1000 NW 111 Ave ,, Miami, FL 33172 








 


 
 
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 


NO. LTC # LETTER TO COMMISSION 
 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor Dan Gelber and Members of the City Commission 
 
FROM: Alina T. Hudak, City Manager 
  
DATE:   January 7, 2022 
 
SUBJECT: Deauville Beach Resort, 6701 Collins Avenue-Update 
 
The purpose of this Letter to Commission is to provide an update regarding property 
containing the former Deauville Beach Resort (“Deauville”) in light of recent 
developments in connection with the Structural Condition Assessment Report issued for 
the building on 6701 Collins Ave by Anesta Consulting, Inc.   
 


SUMMARY 
 
The Deauville is a contributing building within the North Beach Local Historic District. It 
has been closed since July 25th of 2017 when there was a fire in the Deauville’s 
electrical room. Obviously, damage to the building structure before and after the closure 
of the hotel has been of grave concern to the Mayor and City Commission. This concern 
presciently predated the collapse of the Champlain Tower South, and the concern has 
been intensified since the Champlain collapse.  
 
Pursuant to City Commission directive both before and after the Champlain collapse, the 
City took extensive action to attempt to ensure that the building was not demolished by 
neglect through enforcement action by the building department and by filing suit to 
attempt to force the Deauville owner to meet its obligations with respect to the 40-year 
building re-certification process and pursuant to a 2018 Unsafe Structures Board Order, 
among other relief intended to prevent the building’s demolition by neglect.  One of those 
obligations was for the owner to provide a Structural Condition Assessment Report from 
a licensed engineer.  
 
After years of enforcement action and litigation, the owner has finally provided the 
required Structural Condition Assessment Report. Unfortunately, that report (which the 
Building Official is in the process of verifying) makes clear that the building is unsafe and 
cannot be saved due to structural defects in the building. Therefore, with a heavy heart, 
and in view of the paramount interest in building safety for the protection of the public, 
particularly following last year’s national tragedy in Surfside, our Building Official has 
informed me that she will, upon verification of the accuracy of the report, issue a 
demolition order for the Deauville. 
 
 


HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THE BUILDING 
 
The Deauville Beach Resort, located at 6701 Collins Avenue was constructed in 1957 
and designed by noted local architect Melvin Grossman. The subject structure is an 
excellent example of the Post War Modern (MiMo) style of architecture and is classified 
as a contributing building within the North Beach Resort Local Historic District. 
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One of the most noticeable features of the building was its dramatic porte-cochere, 
comprised of sweeping intersecting parabolic curves, creates a defining entry point for 
this once all-inclusive resort.  Stepped horizontal planes rose from the street to the 
second-floor lobby entrance along the building’s façade, providing shelter and a clear 
pedestrian procession from Collins Avenue. The two-story structure to the south of the 
property contained ground level retail space with an enormous two-story ballroom, made 
legendary by the 1960s appearance of the Beatles on the “Ed Sullivan Show”. An 
elongated honeycomb pattern of ornamental hollow clay blocks formed a distinctive 
screening mechanism for the ballroom façade on Collins Avenue.  The hotel units were 
contained within a 15-story tower with continuous horizontal windows and projecting 
concrete eyebrows located at the north end of the property. 
 
The building was designated as a contributing structure within the North Beach Resort 
Local Historic District on March 17th 2004. 
 
Based upon this historic significance, the City actively attempted to save the abandoned 
structure from demolition by neglect. 
 
The following summary is being provided to update the City Commission on actions 
taken by the Building Department and the City Attorney’s Office to effectuate this 
direction and to report the resulting structural report, concluding that the building cannot, 
unfortunately, be saved. 
 


THE CITY’S ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS 
 
After many months of extensions, and in anticipation of progress towards essential 
building repairs and recertification of the structural and electrical elements of the 
building, the City of Miami Beach Building Department presented its case to the Miami-
Dade Unsafe Structures Board in October 2018. Following a hearing on December 12, 
2018, the Unsafe Structures Board upheld the Building Official’s recommendation and 
required permits to be obtained for temporary power, repairs to the structure, and 
submission of the 40-year recertification package. 
 
Additional history on measures taken by the Building Department is as follows: 
 


• The 40-year recertification report was due on April 28, 2017 (40YR1700676). 
o Extensions were requested by the property owner;  
o No action was taken by the property owner to submit a signed and sealed 


report certifying the buildings structural and electrical system; and  
o City referred the open violation and lack of compliance to the Unsafe 


Structures Board in October 2018, and a hearing was held on December 
12, 2018. 


• An electrical fire forced an evacuation of the building on July 25, 2017. 
o The permit for replacement of the damaged items was: 


 Applied for on October 13,2017; 
 Issued on April 2, 2018; and 
 Finalized without energizing on July 6,2018. 


• FPL vault issue. 
o The Building Official, representatives from the Deauville and FPL 
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attended a meeting on June 7, 2018. 
o The property owner failed to take any action to obtain a permit for 


temporary power. 


• The Building Official proceeded to seek enforcement by the Unsafe Structures 
Board, and the Board ordered the following:  


o The structure(s) were ordered to be maintained in a secure, clean and 
sanitary condition, free of debris, overgrown grass or weeds and free of 
discoloration or graffiti;  


o A temporary electrical power permit was ordered to be applied for within 
thirty (30) days of the date of the Board’s ruling. The building permit(s) to 
repair the windows and for concrete spalling was ordered to be applied 
for withing sixty (60) days after obtaining the temporary electrical permit, 
with the understanding that no work could be performed until the 
temporary power permit was issued; and to obtain the temporary power 
and work on obtaining the permits to repair  the windows and the permit 
for concrete restoration, with the understanding that no work could 
commence until the temporary electrical permit was issued; and  


o A 40-Year Recertification Report was ordered to be submitted, within one 
hundred twenty (120) from obtaining the temporary electrical  permit, to 
the City of Miami Beach Building Official as required in standard form 
signed and sealed by a structural and electrical engineer. 


• Prior to November 20, 2020, the open unsafe structural violations on the property 
were as follows: 


o US2017-01686. This violation was issued on July 25, 2017 for the 
overheated and burned bust duct exiting the FPL vault. Power had been 
disconnected by FPL. The Deauville was required to submit an engineer 
report signed and sealed by an electrical engineer to evaluate the cause 
of the fire, the extent of the damages and methods of repairs.  
Additionally, the Deauville needed to obtain an approved permit for the 
required repairs and an approved final inspection to reconnect the power 
in the building. 


o US2018-02859.  This violation was issued on October 26, 2018 because 
the 40-year recertification process (40YR1700676) was not being 
completed in compliance with the Florida Building Code and Miami-Dade 
County Code. Deauville was required to complete the recertification 
process within thirty (30) calendar days from the posting of the notice of 
violation. Deauville failed to do so and a $500 penalty was assessed.  


o US2020-00373.  This violation was issued on February 26, 2020 for a 
structural failure of the rear east facade of the structure adjacent to the 
beach walk as there was evidence of concrete pieces on the beach walk 
and surrounding areas.  The Deauville was required to provide pedestrian 
overhead protection in compliance with Chapter 33 of the Florida Building 
Code.  The beach walk was to remain closed until such time as proper 
protections were implemented. 
 The beach walk was closed on February 27, 202 and reopened on 


March 27, 2020. 
 120 linear feet of scaffolding was added to the beach walk on 


March 26, 2020 and remained until May 21, 2020. 
 The Deauville pulled a permit to install debris netting on the east 
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façade pf the Deauville Tower and completed installation on May 
12, 2020. 


• On November 19, 2020, the Building Department issued yet another violation. 
BVB20000705, to the Deauville for its failure to comply with the Miami-Dade 
County Unsafe Structures Board Order in connection with US2018-02859 and a 
Stop Work Order for all unauthorized work being performed.  All permits were 
locked by the Building Official. Compliance with the Unsafe Structures Board 
Order was required in order for any work to continue.  This case is currently 
pending before the Special Magistrate, Case No. SMB2020-00888. 


• On February 5, 2019, the City initiated a lawsuit against the Deauville seeking 
injunctive relief, damages, and for the appointment of a receiver. Judge Michael 
A. Hanzman presides over the case, which is currently active in litigation. Judge 
Hanzman is also the presiding judge in the Champlain Towers South collapse 
litigation.  


• On June 11, 2021, the City filed its renewed Motion for Injunctive relief, or in the 
alternative, for the appointment of a receiver.  The City sought to enjoin the 
Deauville from continuing to violate the Unsafe Structures Board Order of 
December 12, 2018 because it failed to comply with the recertification process 
set forth in Section 8-11 of the Miami-Dade County Code and further to enjoin the 
Deauville from demolishing the structure during the pending litigation. In the 
alternative, the City sought for the appointment of a receiver to obtain compliance 
with the Unsafe Structures Board Order.   
At a hearing on October 4, 2021, Judge Hanzman expressed his serious 
concerns over the structural integrity of the Deauville in light of the recent 
Champlain Towers South collapse. The Court entered an order, which, in 
relevant part, required the Deauville to submit a complete application to the City 
for whatever demolition relief the Owner was seeking, to permit the City to 
meaningfully review the application on the merits, an action the Owner resisted 
doing for years. Among other things, Deauville was required to submit a 
structural report by a licensed and qualified engineer to the City by December 15, 
2021. 


• On November 20, 2020, the Code Compliance Department issued violation 
ZV2020-03121 for a violation of section 118-532(g) of the City Code for the 
Deauville’s continued failure to prevent demolition by neglect.  


• The Deauville failed to take any corrective action and on February 23, 2021 this 
matter was heard by Chief Special Magistrate Zamora. The City requested the 
maximum daily fine in the amount of $5,000 per day. The Chief Special 
Magistrate ruled in favor of the City and granted the City’s request for an 
adjudication of non-compliance; granted the City’s request to impose daily fines; 
and assessed the maximum daily fines in the amount of $5,000.  As of December 
3, 2021, the total fines were $1,732.086.61.   
The Deauville appealed the Special Magistrate’s order and the matter is currently 
on appeal before the Appellate Division of the 11th Judicial Circuit in and for 
Miami-Dade County, Florida. 
 


THE STRUCTURAL CONDITION ASSESSMENT REPORT   
 
Although the Deauville applied for a demolition permit on April 23, 2021, application was 
incomplete because no plans and documents were included with the initial application 
and the upfront fees were not paid. On December 15, 2021, a Structural Condition 


DocuSign Envelope ID: 235FF3EF-7910-4478-A801-CD7D0C36BFFE







Assessment Report (the “Report”), issued by engineer Heather Anesta, of Anesta 
Consulting, Inc., was provided to the City. The comprehensive Report is one hundred 
twenty four (124) pages, and is attached hereto as an exhibit. 
 
The Report indicates that the building has substantial structural damage, as defined by 
the Florida Building Code. The level of structural damage was determined via visual site 
inspections of the exposed structural elements on August 27, September 24, September 
28, September 29, October 8, October 22, and November 3, 2021. During her site 
inspections, testing was performed on samples of rebar, concrete, and of the 
reinforcement within the columns and concrete. These tests included compressive 
strength testing and water-soluble chloride ion content testing (Pages 77- 81) 
 
Based on the firm’s observations, experience, analysis, and review of documents 
referenced in the report, Ms. Anesta reached the conclusion that: 


 
o The Deauville has exceeded its service life and cannot return to service. 
o The Deauville cannot be repaired or rehabilitated without extensive 


testing and replacement of each structural element of the reinforced 
concrete system and the institution of a 5-year maintenance cycle. Such a 
repair and maintenance protocol is infeasible and not maintainable and 
therefore the Deauville cannot be repaired or rehabilitated. 


o The demolition of the Deauville should be completed prior to the start of 
the 2022 Hurricane season. 


 
THE BUILDING OFFICIAL’S CONCLUSION 


 
After carefully reviewing the Report, the Building Official immediately sent a structural 
and building inspector to the property to verify the exterior conditions of the building as 
depicted in the Report (images 20-126 pages 35-109) . The building department exterior 
inspection verified those elements of the Report visible from outside the building.  
 
Unfortunately, prior to and during the pending litigation, the Deauville owner denied 
access to the City to inspect the interior portions of the building. After the issuance of the 
Report, the Deauville owner finally agreed to allow the City to inspect the interior of the 
building in areas detailed in the Report in order to verify the interior site conditions.  The 
site visit is scheduled for Friday, January 14, 2022.  
 
Pending verification of the engineers structural Report by an interior inspection, the 
Building Official points to the photographic evidence and strength testing included in the 
report that she has already obtained, which tentatively supports the engineer’s 
conclusion. Illustrative photographs of the unsafe building conditions are included at the 
conclusion of this LTC.  
 
Unfortunately, the Building Official finds that the damage to the Deauville is significant 
and substantial. The Deauville has been neglected and not maintained in accordance 
with Chapter 118-532(g) of the City Code both before and after its shutdown. In the 
event that the interior conditions depicted in the Report are verified by the Building 
Department at the inspection on January 14, 2022, then a demolition order by the 
Building Official is likely due to the significant structural damage outlined in the Report. 
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PHOTOS FROM THE EXTERIOR SITE VISIT ON JANUARY 3,, 2022 
 


     
 
Lack of proper column reinforcing.            Reinforcing and extensive damage to eyebrows   


          
 
Spalling concrete at beam column interface.          Reinforcing damage on the structure.   
 
 
 
EC/AS 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 


NO. LTC # LETTER TO COMMISSION 
 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor Dan Gelber and Members of the City Commission 
 
FROM: Alina T. Hudak, City Manager 
  
DATE:   January 7, 2022 
 
SUBJECT: Deauville Beach Resort, 6701 Collins Avenue-Update 
 
The purpose of this Letter to Commission is to provide an update regarding property 
containing the former Deauville Beach Resort (“Deauville”) in light of recent 
developments in connection with the Structural Condition Assessment Report issued for 
the building on 6701 Collins Ave by Anesta Consulting, Inc.   
 


SUMMARY 
 
The Deauville is a contributing building within the North Beach Local Historic District. It 
has been closed since July 25th of 2017 when there was a fire in the Deauville’s 
electrical room. Obviously, damage to the building structure before and after the closure 
of the hotel has been of grave concern to the Mayor and City Commission. This concern 
presciently predated the collapse of the Champlain Tower South, and the concern has 
been intensified since the Champlain collapse.  
 
Pursuant to City Commission directive both before and after the Champlain collapse, the 
City took extensive action to attempt to ensure that the building was not demolished by 
neglect through enforcement action by the building department and by filing suit to 
attempt to force the Deauville owner to meet its obligations with respect to the 40-year 
building re-certification process and pursuant to a 2018 Unsafe Structures Board Order, 
among other relief intended to prevent the building’s demolition by neglect.  One of those 
obligations was for the owner to provide a Structural Condition Assessment Report from 
a licensed engineer.  
 
After years of enforcement action and litigation, the owner has finally provided the 
required Structural Condition Assessment Report. Unfortunately, that report (which the 
Building Official is in the process of verifying) makes clear that the building is unsafe and 
cannot be saved due to structural defects in the building. Therefore, with a heavy heart, 
and in view of the paramount interest in building safety for the protection of the public, 
particularly following last year’s national tragedy in Surfside, our Building Official has 
informed me that she will, upon verification of the accuracy of the report, issue a 
demolition order for the Deauville. 
 
 


HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THE BUILDING 
 
The Deauville Beach Resort, located at 6701 Collins Avenue was constructed in 1957 
and designed by noted local architect Melvin Grossman. The subject structure is an 
excellent example of the Post War Modern (MiMo) style of architecture and is classified 
as a contributing building within the North Beach Resort Local Historic District. 
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One of the most noticeable features of the building was its dramatic porte-cochere, 
comprised of sweeping intersecting parabolic curves, creates a defining entry point for 
this once all-inclusive resort.  Stepped horizontal planes rose from the street to the 
second-floor lobby entrance along the building’s façade, providing shelter and a clear 
pedestrian procession from Collins Avenue. The two-story structure to the south of the 
property contained ground level retail space with an enormous two-story ballroom, made 
legendary by the 1960s appearance of the Beatles on the “Ed Sullivan Show”. An 
elongated honeycomb pattern of ornamental hollow clay blocks formed a distinctive 
screening mechanism for the ballroom façade on Collins Avenue.  The hotel units were 
contained within a 15-story tower with continuous horizontal windows and projecting 
concrete eyebrows located at the north end of the property. 
 
The building was designated as a contributing structure within the North Beach Resort 
Local Historic District on March 17th 2004. 
 
Based upon this historic significance, the City actively attempted to save the abandoned 
structure from demolition by neglect. 
 
The following summary is being provided to update the City Commission on actions 
taken by the Building Department and the City Attorney’s Office to effectuate this 
direction and to report the resulting structural report, concluding that the building cannot, 
unfortunately, be saved. 
 


THE CITY’S ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS 
 
After many months of extensions, and in anticipation of progress towards essential 
building repairs and recertification of the structural and electrical elements of the 
building, the City of Miami Beach Building Department presented its case to the Miami-
Dade Unsafe Structures Board in October 2018. Following a hearing on December 12, 
2018, the Unsafe Structures Board upheld the Building Official’s recommendation and 
required permits to be obtained for temporary power, repairs to the structure, and 
submission of the 40-year recertification package. 
 
Additional history on measures taken by the Building Department is as follows: 
 


• The 40-year recertification report was due on April 28, 2017 (40YR1700676). 
o Extensions were requested by the property owner;  
o No action was taken by the property owner to submit a signed and sealed 


report certifying the buildings structural and electrical system; and  
o City referred the open violation and lack of compliance to the Unsafe 


Structures Board in October 2018, and a hearing was held on December 
12, 2018. 


• An electrical fire forced an evacuation of the building on July 25, 2017. 
o The permit for replacement of the damaged items was: 


 Applied for on October 13,2017; 
 Issued on April 2, 2018; and 
 Finalized without energizing on July 6,2018. 


• FPL vault issue. 
o The Building Official, representatives from the Deauville and FPL 
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attended a meeting on June 7, 2018. 
o The property owner failed to take any action to obtain a permit for 


temporary power. 


• The Building Official proceeded to seek enforcement by the Unsafe Structures 
Board, and the Board ordered the following:  


o The structure(s) were ordered to be maintained in a secure, clean and 
sanitary condition, free of debris, overgrown grass or weeds and free of 
discoloration or graffiti;  


o A temporary electrical power permit was ordered to be applied for within 
thirty (30) days of the date of the Board’s ruling. The building permit(s) to 
repair the windows and for concrete spalling was ordered to be applied 
for withing sixty (60) days after obtaining the temporary electrical permit, 
with the understanding that no work could be performed until the 
temporary power permit was issued; and to obtain the temporary power 
and work on obtaining the permits to repair  the windows and the permit 
for concrete restoration, with the understanding that no work could 
commence until the temporary electrical permit was issued; and  


o A 40-Year Recertification Report was ordered to be submitted, within one 
hundred twenty (120) from obtaining the temporary electrical  permit, to 
the City of Miami Beach Building Official as required in standard form 
signed and sealed by a structural and electrical engineer. 


• Prior to November 20, 2020, the open unsafe structural violations on the property 
were as follows: 


o US2017-01686. This violation was issued on July 25, 2017 for the 
overheated and burned bust duct exiting the FPL vault. Power had been 
disconnected by FPL. The Deauville was required to submit an engineer 
report signed and sealed by an electrical engineer to evaluate the cause 
of the fire, the extent of the damages and methods of repairs.  
Additionally, the Deauville needed to obtain an approved permit for the 
required repairs and an approved final inspection to reconnect the power 
in the building. 


o US2018-02859.  This violation was issued on October 26, 2018 because 
the 40-year recertification process (40YR1700676) was not being 
completed in compliance with the Florida Building Code and Miami-Dade 
County Code. Deauville was required to complete the recertification 
process within thirty (30) calendar days from the posting of the notice of 
violation. Deauville failed to do so and a $500 penalty was assessed.  


o US2020-00373.  This violation was issued on February 26, 2020 for a 
structural failure of the rear east facade of the structure adjacent to the 
beach walk as there was evidence of concrete pieces on the beach walk 
and surrounding areas.  The Deauville was required to provide pedestrian 
overhead protection in compliance with Chapter 33 of the Florida Building 
Code.  The beach walk was to remain closed until such time as proper 
protections were implemented. 
 The beach walk was closed on February 27, 202 and reopened on 


March 27, 2020. 
 120 linear feet of scaffolding was added to the beach walk on 


March 26, 2020 and remained until May 21, 2020. 
 The Deauville pulled a permit to install debris netting on the east 
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façade pf the Deauville Tower and completed installation on May 
12, 2020. 


• On November 19, 2020, the Building Department issued yet another violation. 
BVB20000705, to the Deauville for its failure to comply with the Miami-Dade 
County Unsafe Structures Board Order in connection with US2018-02859 and a 
Stop Work Order for all unauthorized work being performed.  All permits were 
locked by the Building Official. Compliance with the Unsafe Structures Board 
Order was required in order for any work to continue.  This case is currently 
pending before the Special Magistrate, Case No. SMB2020-00888. 


• On February 5, 2019, the City initiated a lawsuit against the Deauville seeking 
injunctive relief, damages, and for the appointment of a receiver. Judge Michael 
A. Hanzman presides over the case, which is currently active in litigation. Judge 
Hanzman is also the presiding judge in the Champlain Towers South collapse 
litigation.  


• On June 11, 2021, the City filed its renewed Motion for Injunctive relief, or in the 
alternative, for the appointment of a receiver.  The City sought to enjoin the 
Deauville from continuing to violate the Unsafe Structures Board Order of 
December 12, 2018 because it failed to comply with the recertification process 
set forth in Section 8-11 of the Miami-Dade County Code and further to enjoin the 
Deauville from demolishing the structure during the pending litigation. In the 
alternative, the City sought for the appointment of a receiver to obtain compliance 
with the Unsafe Structures Board Order.   
At a hearing on October 4, 2021, Judge Hanzman expressed his serious 
concerns over the structural integrity of the Deauville in light of the recent 
Champlain Towers South collapse. The Court entered an order, which, in 
relevant part, required the Deauville to submit a complete application to the City 
for whatever demolition relief the Owner was seeking, to permit the City to 
meaningfully review the application on the merits, an action the Owner resisted 
doing for years. Among other things, Deauville was required to submit a 
structural report by a licensed and qualified engineer to the City by December 15, 
2021. 


• On November 20, 2020, the Code Compliance Department issued violation 
ZV2020-03121 for a violation of section 118-532(g) of the City Code for the 
Deauville’s continued failure to prevent demolition by neglect.  


• The Deauville failed to take any corrective action and on February 23, 2021 this 
matter was heard by Chief Special Magistrate Zamora. The City requested the 
maximum daily fine in the amount of $5,000 per day. The Chief Special 
Magistrate ruled in favor of the City and granted the City’s request for an 
adjudication of non-compliance; granted the City’s request to impose daily fines; 
and assessed the maximum daily fines in the amount of $5,000.  As of December 
3, 2021, the total fines were $1,732.086.61.   
The Deauville appealed the Special Magistrate’s order and the matter is currently 
on appeal before the Appellate Division of the 11th Judicial Circuit in and for 
Miami-Dade County, Florida. 
 


THE STRUCTURAL CONDITION ASSESSMENT REPORT   
 
Although the Deauville applied for a demolition permit on April 23, 2021, application was 
incomplete because no plans and documents were included with the initial application 
and the upfront fees were not paid. On December 15, 2021, a Structural Condition 
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Assessment Report (the “Report”), issued by engineer Heather Anesta, of Anesta 
Consulting, Inc., was provided to the City. The comprehensive Report is one hundred 
twenty four (124) pages, and is attached hereto as an exhibit. 
 
The Report indicates that the building has substantial structural damage, as defined by 
the Florida Building Code. The level of structural damage was determined via visual site 
inspections of the exposed structural elements on August 27, September 24, September 
28, September 29, October 8, October 22, and November 3, 2021. During her site 
inspections, testing was performed on samples of rebar, concrete, and of the 
reinforcement within the columns and concrete. These tests included compressive 
strength testing and water-soluble chloride ion content testing (Pages 77- 81) 
 
Based on the firm’s observations, experience, analysis, and review of documents 
referenced in the report, Ms. Anesta reached the conclusion that: 


 
o The Deauville has exceeded its service life and cannot return to service. 
o The Deauville cannot be repaired or rehabilitated without extensive 


testing and replacement of each structural element of the reinforced 
concrete system and the institution of a 5-year maintenance cycle. Such a 
repair and maintenance protocol is infeasible and not maintainable and 
therefore the Deauville cannot be repaired or rehabilitated. 


o The demolition of the Deauville should be completed prior to the start of 
the 2022 Hurricane season. 


 
THE BUILDING OFFICIAL’S CONCLUSION 


 
After carefully reviewing the Report, the Building Official immediately sent a structural 
and building inspector to the property to verify the exterior conditions of the building as 
depicted in the Report (images 20-126 pages 35-109) . The building department exterior 
inspection verified those elements of the Report visible from outside the building.  
 
Unfortunately, prior to and during the pending litigation, the Deauville owner denied 
access to the City to inspect the interior portions of the building. After the issuance of the 
Report, the Deauville owner finally agreed to allow the City to inspect the interior of the 
building in areas detailed in the Report in order to verify the interior site conditions.  The 
site visit is scheduled for Friday, January 14, 2022.  
 
Pending verification of the engineers structural Report by an interior inspection, the 
Building Official points to the photographic evidence and strength testing included in the 
report that she has already obtained, which tentatively supports the engineer’s 
conclusion. Illustrative photographs of the unsafe building conditions are included at the 
conclusion of this LTC.  
 
Unfortunately, the Building Official finds that the damage to the Deauville is significant 
and substantial. The Deauville has been neglected and not maintained in accordance 
with Chapter 118-532(g) of the City Code both before and after its shutdown. In the 
event that the interior conditions depicted in the Report are verified by the Building 
Department at the inspection on January 14, 2022, then a demolition order by the 
Building Official is likely due to the significant structural damage outlined in the Report. 
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PHOTOS FROM THE EXTERIOR SITE VISIT ON JANUARY 3,, 2022 
 


     
 
Lack of proper column reinforcing.            Reinforcing and extensive damage to eyebrows   


          
 
Spalling concrete at beam column interface.          Reinforcing damage on the structure.   
 
 
 
EC/AS 
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________________ ﻿
﻿   ***U P D A T E:  THE DEAUVILLE DEMOLITION HAS BEEN SCHEDULED AS A TIME-CERTAIN
DISCUSSION ITEM AT THE HISTORIC PLANNING BOARD MEETING, AT 9 A.M. ON TUESDAY 1/11/22. 
PLEASE PLAN TO TUNE IN AND PARTICIPATE To attend or participate via Zoom, please
use the following link to join the webinar: https://miamibeachfl-
gov.zoom.us/j/81748347488 or dial-in via telephone at US: +13126266799 or 888
475 4499 (Toll Free) Webinar ID: 817 4834 7488.  *** 
 
 
 
————
To quote an outraged resident (not me), "The ability of the owners to methodically
destroy a priceless piece of North Beach history and shutter an engine of our economy for
5 years, all of it in plain sight, clear for all to see, is a testament to the inability of our laws
[...] to protect our history and our community. "
 
I have questions.

Why was this LTC issued after 5 pm on a Friday night?
Why was the demolition hearing process not allowed to happen as anticipated at an
upcoming HPB meeting?
Why is this issue not on either of the upcoming HPB meeting agendas, as of this
morning?
Why would this not be included under the Residents' Right To Know - while the
letter of the law may only call for noticing property owners within a 375' distance
10 days prior to a scheduled demolition, the SPIRIT of the law would suggest that
the recommendation to demolish such an enormous building with national and
arguably international historic significance, and economic impact affecting the
entire North Beach community, may merit noticing further, wider, and earlier than
what's mandated.
Why was the structural assessment report - commissioned by an owner who has
made it clear that they do not respect the rule of law (see the countless
unpermitted projects, the refusal to fix them, the refusal to pay fines, the
litigation of citations, their own personal home violating code and their refusal to
remediate the situation, etc. etc. etc.) and who has made it clear that they wish to
be rid of the building - accepted at face value, with just city verification of its
findings?
Why did the CITY not hire an independent engineer to do the structural assessment
report and bill the costs back to the owners?
Why is this being slated for TOTAL demolition?  A total demolition is draconian;
where is the discussion of how to preserve the key elements, if demolition cannot

https://www.linkedin.com/in/tanyakbhatt
http://miamibeachunited.org/
http://mdpl.org/
https://www.miamibeachfl.gov/city-hall/city-clerk/boards-and-committees/planning-board/
https://miamibeachfl-gov.zoom.us/j/81748347488
https://miamibeachfl-gov.zoom.us/j/81748347488


be entirely forestalled, such as the dramatic sweeping porte-cochere, and the
legendary Napoleon ballroom from which the Ed Sullivan show was broadcast, as
well as the front of honeycomb pattern ornamental hollow clay blocks for the
ballroom facade facing collins, which have been incorporated into ALL the previous
restoration plans we have all seen?
Why the sudden haste to move to total demolition within five months, when the
building has been sitting derelict, with squatters living within, for the past 4+
years?
Why should there be any confidence that the ordinance regulating what can go
there should there be a partial or complete demolition, be upheld in practice? (See
"demolition" in Section 118-561 in the MuniCode; screenshots below.)  Sec. 118-503
(b) (2) and (3). - Scope, policies and exemptions; specifically "Replacement of
existing structures'' and "Replication of demolished contributing structures."
Why did the owners not proceed with their proposed and approved plans for an
upscale project, including "partial demolition, partial reconstruction,alteration,
renovation and rehabilitation of an existing hotel complex, as well as the
construction of a new 21-story residential structure." as of March 12, 2013
Why is the city rewarding arguably the most egregious case of intentional
demolition by neglect (municode sec 118-532 sec g) imaginable by
effectively granting exactly what the owners seek? The owners have not acted in
good faith on anything, and are responsible for years of code violations, many of
which they caused themselves with unpermitted work, and which went largely
uncorrected, in the service of getting this building demolished. Why on earth are
we not going through the process as mandated by the HPB rather than giving them
what they've wanted for so long?  The owners are in the business of hospitality,
casinos and construction, and have a history of buying derelict or run-down
hospitality properties, investing a bunch of money into them, and minting cash at
the restored casinos. There is no way on earth that they didn't - and don't - know
exactly what they're doing.

I have attached the 2003 historic resources report (which, if you haven't read, I urge you
to), and the LTC and the structural assessment report, and the 2013 approvals for the
project on that site, so that all relevant references are in one place.  
 
Obviously I am not an attorney, lobbyist, or staff member trained in this so forgive me if I
get something slightly wrong.  What I'm not getting wrong, however, is the serious
concern about the way this whole process has happened and continues to happen; like
watching a slow-motion train wreck.  Despite efforts by Commissioner Arriola (adding the
presumption clause amendment to the ordinance) and Commissioner Meiner re: the legal
proceedings, it seems that for years insufficient efforts have been made to protect this
contributing building with an irreplaceable history, iconic architectural details, and
significant economic impact to the surrounding community.  It's not too late to right the
wrongs but it must happen now.  
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