
PALM BEACH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: December 11, 2007 (9:30AM A) 

Department: Facilities Development & Operations Department 

Title: Pending Projects with State Involvement - Juvenile Justice/ Assessment Facility. 

Summary: At the October 16, 2007 BCC meeting, Staff was directed to prepare a 
workshop item addressing concurrent requests from the Criminal Justice Commission and 
the 15th Circuit Juvenile Justice Board for the County to site the Juvenile Assessment 
Center (JAC) and an expanded detention center on County property. The County has no 
statutory or other mandated responsibility to assist the State of Florida Department of 
Juvenile Justice. Notwithstanding that, Staff is recommending that; 1) designate 
approximately seven (7) acres of the County's 45th Street and Australian Complex as the 
location for the Juvenile Assessment Center and expanded Juvenile Detention Center, and 
2) commence discussions with the State on an agreement whereby the County would 
donate the land required for the JAC and an expanded/new detention center at no cost to 
the State subject to minimum donation requirements to be discussed and directed by the 
Board including the level of local involvement in the planning and design of the JAC 
facility. (FOO Administration & PREM) Countywide (HJF) 

Background and Policy Issues: 

Establishment of the Juvenile Assessment Center 

In 1997 Florida Statute 985.209 allowed for the creation of juvenile assessment centers 
(JAC) comprising of community operated facilities and programs which provide 
collocated central intake and screening services for youth referred to DJJ. While juvenile 
justice issues are the responsibility of the State, effective management of the juveniles 
entering the system locally has real impacts on locally provided services. Primarily those 
accrue to the law enforcement agencies (both PBSO and municipal police forces. As such 
and in order to facilitate the establishment of the JAC, in January 1997 the BCC passed 
an ordinance known as the "Juvenile Assessment Center Fund Ordinance" providing for 
the imposition of a $3 assessment on court costs associated with a variety of offenses for 
the Palm Beach County JAC to be used for implementation and operation of a JAC. The 
Ordinance and imposition of the fee was spearheaded by the Department of Justice in 
partnership with law enforcement and other criminal justice entities. Ultimately Article 
V, Revision 7, sunsetted the assessment. 

Also in addition to the passage of the Ordinance, in February 1998 the BCC entered into 
a lease with Human Services Association (HSA), a management firm to lease the 
premises for a JAC, construct improvements and manage the JAC facility located at 3400 
Belevedere Rd on Department of Airports Property for a term of five years with three 
renewal options of 5 years each. 

(Continued) 
Attachments 

1. 45 th Street and Australian Property 



II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 

Capital Expenditures 

Operating Costs 

External Revenues 

Program Income (County) 

In-Kind Match (County) 

NET FISCAL IMPACT 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumulative) 

2008 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

2009 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

Is Item Included in Current Budget? Yes No 

2010 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

2011 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

Budget Account No: Fund ___ Department ___ Unit ___ Object __ _ 
Reporting Category __ 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

2012 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

C. Departmental Fiscal Re ... ·......,,.__ _______________________ _ 

Ill. REVIEW COMMENTS: 



BACKGROUND & POLICY ISSUES (CONT'D) 

While the BCC entered into the lease, the funding for same was primarily from the 
Department of Juvenile Justice. The JAC opened for services in November 1998. The 
goals for the JAC were to: 

• provide a one stop intake center upon youth's initial entry into the juvenile justice 
system for effective case planning, 

• assess youth and their level of risk/treatment needs identified, 
• provide space for DJJ delinquency case management and administrative staff to 

operate the JAC, 
• provide space for the State Attorney's Office juvenile intake unit to determine 

whether to file charges or to divert youth into a diversion program, with 65% 
being diverted. After one year of operation, the percent of case canceled from 

• diversion because of no contact with parent/child reduced 36.5%, second year, an 
additional 29.5%. 

Initially the cost of security was covered by the Department of Juvenile Justice and local 
Law Enforcement Block Grants. In July 2001, the BCC approved participation in the 
collaborative funding strategy for the JAC to cover the costs of security. An equity 
formula was created based on usage to offset the cost of security not covered by the $3 
assessment and LEBG. Today, the cost of security is borne entirely by PBSO. 

The HSA lease terminated on 7 /30/03 and the BCC approved a lease between the 
Department of Airports and the State of Florida Department of Juvenile Justice 
terminating 6/30/08. Rent is approximately $250,000 annually. DJJ pays additional 
$128,000 in maintenance and utilities annually. DJJ partially off sets the costs by the 
following partners paying rent equivalent for the space they occupy as follows: Intensive 
Deliquency Diversion Services $27,600, School District $57,600 and the State Attorney 
$33,600. In addition, the Drug Abuse Foundation (JET), PBSO Juvenile Arrest and 
Monitoring (JAM) and gang units; and Drug Abuse Treatment Association (DATA), Inc. 
are also co-located at the JAC, but do not pay rent equivalent. 

At the time of lease, the Department of Airports cautioned that an extension to the 2008 
lease termination date or long term lease would not be possible due to anticipated PBIA 
Expansion plans, but collectively the partners believed this to be not only the best 
location, but also that a lease scenario made sense due to the program being in its infancy 
and its ultimate success unknown. 

Efforts to Secure Permanent JAC Facility 

In July 2005, after having received notice from the Department of Airports of its intent to 
develop the premises for airport purposes at the termination of the lease in 2008, a JAC 
Location Workgroup was formed to address the issue of a permanent location for the 
JAC. In January 2006, CJC Executive Committee voted to bring the CJC Board a request 
for the JAC to remain co-located in its current location. The Department of Airports was 
not able to commit to a long term lease of the JAC due to the property being required to 
accommodate the redevelopment of the property for Airport uses, but was able to extend 
the lease through June 2011. Ultimately, the CJC agreed to support the extension and ask 
the BCC to include a replacement facility in the County's five year capital building plan. 
A request to the BCC was never formally presented. 



BACKGROUND & POLICY ISSUES (CONT'D) 

the property are; the County Home (HCD), the West Palm Beach Health Clinic 
(DOH), and High Ridge Family Center (PBC). The DJJ Detention Center is located 
immediately adjacent and to the east of the County's property. The primary 
undeveloped parcel is located in the south east comer of the County's property 
immediately to the south of the DJJ Detention Center. This site was the preference by 
County Staff due to the consistency with existing established DJJ, County and School 
Board programs, and possible adaptive re-use of existing facilities; both to reduce 
capital and operating costs. The JAC Location Workgroup acknowledged the site as 
the second preference again most concerned about maintaining proximity to existing 
facility. 

• Long term lease of privately owned facility. No particular privately owned site 
was identified, however the pros and cons were discussed in depth. The only pros 
were; I) more immediate implementation, and 2) reduced upfront capital costs as 
only tenant specific improvement costs would require funding. The cons were; 1) 
increased long term facility and operating costs. 2) lack of available sites with 
acceptable land and zoning for such a use, and 3) low probability that an private 
owner would want the use within its industrial setting. Ultimately the concept of 
a leased facility was discarded. 

While a formal request for a site and the capital construction costs were never formally 
presented to the BCC for consideration, the 15th Circuit Juvenile Justice Board and other 
advocates have been pushing and following up on the identification of a permanent site 
for the JAC as well as the new issue of creating a Juvenile Justice Center which would 
ultimately include a new or expanded DJJ juvenile detention facility. The Juvenile Justice 
Board also envisioned that the uses would also be ideally provided at the site including 
juvenile courtrooms, central office for DJJ and a training facility for families and DJJ. 
The Juvenile Justice Board is established by Florida Statute 985.4135 in each of the 20 
judicial circuits. The purpose of each juvenile justice board is to provide advice and 
direction to DJJ in the development and implementation of juvenile justice programs and 
to work collaboratively with DJJ in seeking improvements and policy changes to address 
and changing needs of Florida's youth who are at risk of delinquency. Its mission is to 
increase public safety by addressing juvenile delinquency through effective prevention, 
intervention, supervision and treatment services that strengthen families, communities 
and turns the lives of youth around. 

In July 2007, the CJC sent correspondence to the BCC requesting that it consider 
directing Staff to site and plan a new Juvenile Justice Assessment Center in conjunction 
and cooperation with the State which plans to build a new Juvenile Detention Center. 

The Juvenile Justice Board submitted a request to the State requesting that funding be 
allocated to begin planning for juvenile justice center in Palm Beach County. While 
neither the CJC nor Juvenile Justice Board requests specifically request a contribution of 
land by the County, the land surrounding the existing Center is owned by the County and 
is required for an expansion (as the existing facility already encroaches onto County land) 
and by doing so introduced the concept of the County making the land available for the 
JAC. The State funding was not received but Staff has confirmed that the Department of 
Juvenile Justice has made a series of requests for a five year plan for Palm Beach 
County's and JAC and detention centers in the following increments: 



BACKGROUND & POLICY ISSUES (CONT'D) 

200712008. While these are non-recurring costs, the budget challenges ahead as a result 
of the tax reform may create further problems in the future. 

The budget requests are not detailed and it is not possible for County Staff to evaluate 
whether the requests above are sufficient for the design and construction of the JAC to 
support the same level of services and programs currently provided and in the time frame 
required to not cause a disruption in services; however Staff can make the following 
observations. 

• County Staff is comfortable that $400,000 is sufficient for planning and pre­
design activities. 

• There is no detail to indicate what portion of the request is allocated to the 
JAC and what portion to the Detention Center and as such there is no way to 
determine at this point whether the State is in a position to accept the 
conditions of the donation agreement being contemplated with regard to 
minimum program requirements. 

• There is no detail to indicate the approach to the development of the two 
facilities and therefore whether the JAC would be designed and constructed 
prior to, or in conjunction with the detention center. There is sufficient 
property to construct a new facility or as an expansion to .the existing. 

• The planning appropriation is not sufficient to make headway into design 
activities. Without proceeding with the design in FY 2008/2009 it is unlikely 
that the permanent JAC could be constructed in time (even if it was ahead of 
the detention center) and would result in a disruption of services unless the 
lease is extended or temporary accommodations are made elsewhere. Further, 
even with what appears to be the first construction appropriation in FY 
2010/ 11, the construction would not be completed within the time frame that 
the existing temporary JAC is required to vacate their existing space. 

Countv Staff Recommendation 

Despite the County having no statutory or other mandated responsibility to assist in the 
JAC as well as the uncertainty with the appropriation and the detail and/or knowledge of 
DJJ's intentions on the development of the JAC versus the detention facility; the 
County's 45th Street property represents the best location for both regardless of ultimate 
timing and funding responsibilities; the formal allocation of this property for this 
purpose, is appropriate and serves to further this objective. 

As such, Staff recommends that the BCC direct Staff to: 

1. Designate 7 acres of the County's 45th Street and Australian Property as the 
location for the JAC and expanded Juvenile Detention Center. 

2. Commence discussions and negotiations with the State on an agreement whereby 
the County would donate the land required for the JAC and either an 
expanded/new detention center at no cost to the State as the County's full capital 
contribution to facilitate the State's construction and operation of these facilities 
which benefit the residents of Palm Beach County. The value of the land to be 
donated is estimated at $ 3,500,000 in support of these State facilities, programs 
and services. The value of the site to the State for this purpose (or to the county 
for replacement purposes) is far greater than the stated amount due to the lack of 



BACKGROUND & POLICY ISSUES (CONT'D) 
a. Palm Beach County residents shall be served from this facility 

before those non-County residents. In the event of a default 
pursuant to the deed restriction, the property and improvements 
shall automatically revert to the County at no cost. 

b. A revertor in favor of the County for the entire property triggered 
by commence and complete construction dates for the JAC. The 
revertor would also be triggered in event that these 
programs/services are no longer offered on a Statewide basis. The 
property and improvements will also revert in the event that the 
State terminates services, or suspends services for a period of 
longer than 6 months, at this facility. 

c. A requirement that the JAC facility be planned, programmed, 
designed and constructed by the State to include no less than the 
same mix of local service and program partners, providing, at a 
minimum, the same levels of services in no less space than existing 
(unless the local partner voluntarily opts out). The list of local 
partners, services/programs currently provided and minimum space 
requirements will be attached to the donation agreement. Since the 
land would be entirely State owned and operated, County Staff 
believes that the planning, design and construction effort be 
managed solely by the State but with the requirements described in 
this paragraph and paragraph d in order to protect local interests 
and level of services within the JAC. 

d. A requirement that the State involve the Chairman of the JAC 
Steering Committee as a "user" in programming, planning, design 
and construction reviews and consider their input with the same 
weight as DJJ Corrections' staff input. Compliance with the 
requirements identified in Items #3 and #4 would be monitored by 
a representative of the Facilities Development & Operations 
Department as technical support to the JAC Steering Committee on 
real estate, development, design and construction issues. 

e. The property and improvements for both the detention center and 
the JAC will be maintained at the State's sole cost and expense. 

In order to address the questions Staff has regarding the budget request and the 
State's approach and program for the joint facilities as well as to define the 
specifics of the revertor language with regard to start and completion of 
construction and the State's willingness to involve the local partners in the design 
and operation of the JAC FOO (on behalf of and in conjunction with the Juvenile 
Justice Board) will need to initiate discussions with DJJ. Those discussions would 
generally include; 1) identifying DJJ's vision for the JAC and determine if a full 
service JAC is being contemplated, 2) the general approach to development of the 
site for both the JAC and detention facility, and 3) the budgetary requirements for 
the JAC portion of the project. These discussions would need to be completed by 
end of March to allow for the agreement to be finally negotiated and approved by 
July 1, 2008. Staff would provide a status report to the BCC in March with a 
status report and updated business terms. 

Why is County Staff recommending commence negotiations with the State and the 
donation of land at this time: 



the West Palm Beach Health Clinic and provided $12±. million dollars for the 
construction of the Department of Health's Administrative and Environment Health 
Offices. 

1. Demonstrates the County's desire to commit to a permanent JAC to be operated 
by a number of State and local justice partners and facilitates the development of 
a permanent JAC in a timeframe that services will not be interrupted when the 
facility occupied by the temporary JAC is no longer available. 
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RECENED 

July 31, 2007 

AUG ... 3 2007 

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 

Honorable Addie L. Greene, Chairperson and 

Members, Palm Beach County Board of County Commissioners 

301 North Olive Avenue, 12th Floor 

West Palm Beach, Florida, 33401 

Dear Chairperson Greene and Commissioners: 

The State Department of Juvenile Justice recently informed the 15th 

Circuit Juvenile Justice Board that the Palm Beach County Regional 

Juvenile Detention Center was identified as being one of seven 

facilities in the state that needs a new building in the near future. At 

the Criminal Justice Commission (CJC) Executive Committee meeting 

on July 9, 2007, members discussed a recommendation from the 

Juvenile Justice Board reg~rding the construction and joint location of 

a new ·Juvenile Assessment Center (JAC) and a Juvenile Detention 

facility. 

The CJC respectfully suggests the Board of County Commissioners 

consider directing the appropriate staff of the Facilities Development 

and Operations Department for the site planning of a new Juvenile 

Assessment Center in conjunction and cooperation with the State's 

plans to build a new Juvenile Detention Center. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please 

contact Michael L. Rodriguez, CJC Executive Director, at 355-2314. 

Sincerely, 

H=JA. Johns! 

cc: Anthony Flowers, Superintendent Juvenile Detention Center 

Audrey Wolf, Director, PBC Facilities Development and Operations 

Corrections Task Force /Public Safety Coordinating Council Members 

Criminal Justice Commission Members · 

Jay Bonner, Chairman, Juvenile Justice Board 15th Circuit 

Paul Milelli, Director, PBC Public Safety 

Robert Weisman, County Administrator 

Sheriff Ric Bradshaw, Palm Beach County Sheriff's Office 

Vince Bonvento, Assistant County Administrator 

HAJ/MLR/jmg 



2007/09 Officers: 

Chair 
Jay Bonner 

ViarChair 
Barbara Gerlock 

State Attorney 
Designees 
Lynn Powell 
Debra Co/tun 

Public Defender 
Designees 
Karen Ehrlich 

Judith Ray 

Chief Judge 
Designees 
Cristy A/taro 
Mary Quinlan 

Members 
Cathy Anaya-Wolf 

Felice Bemdt 
Jay Bonner 

Paulette Burdick 
Doris Carroll 

Carlton Cartwright 
Joyce Conway 

Leo Fisher 
Barbara Gerlock 

Rosby Glover 

Capt. Jeff Undskoog 
Angelia Lockett 
Cory Neering 
Nate Nichols 

Brenda Oakes 
Pat Sheffield 

Circuit 15 Juvenile Justice Board 

October 9, 2007 

Commissioner Jeff Koons 

Palm Beach County Governmental Center 

301 North Olive Avenue 

West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

Re: Site evaluation for construction of the next JAC & Juvenile Detention 

Center 

Dear Commissioner Jeff Koons, 

I need your help in determining the best location to build the next Juvenile 

Assessment Center and Juvenile Detention Center. Currently there is a 

$20,000,000 legislative budget request in the 2008 -2009 Department of 

Juvenile Justice Budget to build this combined facility. The entire Palm Beach 

County Legislative Delegation, less one State Senator, has gone on record in 

support of this construction project. There is a very good chance that by July 

2008 we will have the money to build. I want to know by then where is the 

best location to place this facility. 

Palm Beach County needs to determine the best location. Please begin a 

formal site evaluation process as soon as possible. I need your help. 

Attached are some prior communications. 

Thank you, 

J;;ne,, Chair 

Circuit 15 Juvenile Justice Board 

561-744-2021 phone 

561-389-2189 cell 

bonnerjaydeb@juno.com 



Criminal Justice C9mmission 
Law Enforcement Planning Council 

September 6, 2007 

Mr. Jay Honner 
Chair, Circuit 15 Juvenile .Justice Board 
P.O. Box 31224 
Palm Beach Gardens, Fl 33420 

Dear Mr~ Bonner, 

301 N. Oliv~Avenue, Suite 1001 

We~P~tnBeacit FL 33401-4705 

(?,61) 35'5•2326 Fax; (561) 355-4941 

Thank you for appearing before the ·Law Ertfor:cement Planning Council: (LEPC) today 
and updating the membership as fo the situation with our .Juvenile Assessment Center 
(JAG). 

The LEPC':s membership consists ofthe 49 locat $tate and:fed$raf .faw enforcement I 
criminal justice. agencies· operating wJfbftt Palm eea,()h (lQunty~. TheLEPC recognizes 
the need for a JAG as a vital part of the cr1m:inaJ justice &,ystero; The JAC not only frees 
up patrol officers to return to their du.ties ·,after dealing ·with aJuvenile but ensures that 
the juvenile receives the approptiaie needed services. 

Our existing JAG facility must be vacated by 20'11. due t'o1he expiration of its lease. lt 
has been recommended that the. new JAC be con$tl'ucted at the M>th Street site of the 
current juvenile detention center, creating :a juven.il~ justice campus. This would truly 
provide a "one stop shop" for juvenile i$Suea. 

The LEPC at its rne~ti11g today qnanimously passed a motfon 1:o .endorse :the relocation 
of the JAG to tbe 4Sth Street site. Pleaseoalf me at 1994401 if you nave any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Chief Stephen J. Stepp 
Chair, Law Enforcement Planning Council 
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July 31, 2007 

Honorable Addie L. Greene, Chairperson and 
Members, Palm Beach County Board of County Commissioners 
301 North Olive Avenue, 12th Floor 
West Palm Beach, Florida, 33401 

Dear Chairperson Greene and Commissioners: 

The State Department of Juvenile Justice recently informed the 15th 

Circuit Juvenile Justice Board that the Palm Beach County Regional 
Juvenile Detention Center was identified as being one of seven 
facilities in the state that needs a new building in the near future. At 
the Criminal Justice Commission (CJC) Executive Committee meeting 
on July 9, 2007, members discussed a recommendation from the 
Juvenile Justic;e Board regarding the construction and joint location of 
a new Juvenile Assessment Center {JAC) and a Juvenile Detention 
facility. · 

The CJC respectfully suggests the Board of County Commissioners 
consider directing the appropriate staff of the Facilities Development 
and Operations Department for the site planning of a new Juvenile 
Assessment Center in conjunction and cooperation with the State's 
plans to build a new Juvenile Detention Center. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please 
contact Michael L. Rodriguez, CJC Executive Director, at 355-2314. 

cc: Anthony Flowers, Superintendent Juvenile Detention Center 
Audrey Wolf, Director, PBC Facilities Development and Operations 
Corrections Task Force /Public Safety Coordinating Council Members 
Criminal Justice Commission Members 
Jay Bonner, Chairman, Juvenile Justice Board 15

th 
Circuit 

Paul Milelli, Director, PBC Public Safety 
Robert Weisman, County Administrator 
Sheriff R.ic Bradshaw, Palm Be~ch County Sheriffs Office 
Vince Bonvento, Assistant County Administrator 

HAJ/MLR{Jmg 



F I N A L A G E N D A 

I MONDAY, July 9, 2007 - 8:00 a.m. I 
PALM BEACH COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

., • 
McEaddy Conference Room 

12th Floor. 301 N. Olive Avenue 
West Palm Beach 

www.pbcgov.com/cjc 

I. Welcome and opening comments - Chairman Harry Johnston, II 

II. Roll Call 

Ill. Introduction of guests 

fV. Approval and/or additions to the Agenda 

V. Approval and/or additions to the minutes of the April 9, 2007 Executive Committee 
meeting 

VI. Chairman's Comments 

Joint meeting with Broward County officials . 

Vil. E.x~utive Director's Comments 

A. Welcome to Rosalind Murray, new CJC Program Development Specialist. 

B. Congratulations to Shairette Major on her promotion to Housing Development 
Department. CJC is in the process of identifying a replacement. 

VIII. Business Consent ltem(s) 

IX. Old Business - Regular ltem(s) 

Recommendation concerning the use of up to $16,000 in FY07 for the Civil Drug Court 
from the Drug Abuse Trust Fund for treatment and staff and up to $75,000 in FY08 for 
treatment and staff. This is to uaccommodate referrals" from the Justice Centers and the 
Youth Empowerment Centers. Concerns expressed for using money for staff as well as 
treatment. An additional $10,000 is also sought to cover the FY07 Budget. (Budget and 
letter requesting additional funds included in final agenda packet on blue papery 



Final Agenda - CJC Exeo.Jtive Commitllee Meeting 

Jul 9 2007 

X. New Business- Regular ttem(s) 

Page2 

A. Recommendation by Vince Bonvento, Assistant County Administrator to fund a Mental Health Case Manager with funding from the CJC $1 million account 
B. Recommendation by Commissioner Newell for the CJC "Finance Committee" to review the existing criminal justice proposals and make a determination if alternative ~ funding r rams are available. 

Recommendation by Commissioner Newell supporting the Juvenile Justice Board recommendation to construct and to collocate a new Juvenile Assessment Center (JAC) and a Juvenile Detention facility. CJC with the cooperation of the County Property and Facilities Management Department will cooperate with the State agencies to locate and recommend a strategic site. 
D. Recommendation for a CJC member to serve as the CJC representative on the Juvenile Justice Board. 

XJ. CJC Initiatives/ Updates 
A. CJC staff regarding gangs in Palm Beach County 
B. County/CJC Budget 
C. Committee/Task Force Updates (included in final agenda packet for information) 

XII. Special Presentation 
Six month update from FSU on Youth Violence Prevention Project - Becky Walker. Staff (document available on website www.obcgov.com/Cfc and hard copy may be obtained from Becky Walker) 

XIII. Member Comments 

ANNOUNCEMENTS & UPCOMING MEETINGS 

7/09/07, Monday, 8:00 a.m., Criminal Justice Commission Executive Committee, McEaddy Conference Room, 12th Floor, 301 N. Olive Avenue, West Palm Beach 
8/1/07, Wednesday, 12:00 p.m., Corrections Task Force, CJC Conference Room, 10

th 
Floor, 301 N. Olive Avenue, West Palm Beach 

8/2J07, Thursday, 9:30 a.m., Law Enforcement Planning Council, Clayton Hutcheson Exhibit Hall B, 559 N. Military Trail, West Palm Beach 
8113/07, Monday, 8:00 a.m., Criminal Justice Commission Executive Committee, McEaddy Conference Room. 121t1 Floor, 301 N. Olive Avenue. West Palm Beach 
915107, Wednesday. 12:00 p.m .. Corrections Task Force. CJC Conference Room. 10

th 
Floor. 301 N. Olive Avenue. West Palm Beach 

9/6/07. Thursday, 9:30 a.m., Law Enforcement Planning Council. Clayton Hutcheson Exhibit Hall 
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Circuit 15 Juvenile Justice Board 

On Monday, June 25, 2007 a community meeting was held to discuss the 
construction of a new building to house the Palm Beach Regional Juvenile 
Detention Center and the Juvenile Assessment Center with Department of 
Juvenile Justice Deputy Secretary Richard Davison and Assistant Secretary for 
Detention Ken Pifer. The goal of the meeting was to express the need and to 
demonstrate to the Department of Juvenile Justice that local community leaders 
are united in their support to build the next Juvenile Assessment Center (JAC) 
and Juvenile Detention Center. 

Detention Center 
o Discussion was held concerning the age of the detention center. It was 

built in the 1970's and has given many years of service to Palm Beach 
County. Since February 2006 the Department of Juvenile Justice (OJJ) 
has spent 1.2 million dollars in building systems, CCTV, smell issues and 
repair issues, etc. DJJ Deputy Secretary Richard Davison stated that 
there might be a cost savings with a new facility compared with on old 
building and that DJJ asked for 3 million dollars in this legislative session 
and only received a million for the upkeep of the detention centers 
statewide. A study was conducted and it was found that seven (7) 
detention centers within the state are in serious need of replacement in the 
Mure. (Palm Beach, Miami, Broward, Orange, Seminole, Duval and 
Escambia). Questions were raised of how many more dollars DJJ was 
going to put into this detention center to correct the issues and DJJ 
Assistant Secretary for Detention Ken Pifer stated that DJJ is not going to 
stop trying to fix the problem so the youth are safe and healthy. He also 
stated that the Department of Health is involved trying to help DJJ to solve 
the smell issue and is telling DJJ that the air is safe to breath. Apparently 
the smell appears after a big rain .. A motion was made and passed that 
the smell be permanently fixed and the youth should not be there with that 
smell. 

o Judge Ron Alvarez raised the concern of capacity, since the current 
detention center was designed for 93 youth but the number of youth 
needing services has increased to 114-116 on average. The detention 
center houses the 'neediest' of youth and with the increase of gang activity 
these groups now need separation within the detention center. 

o · Variety of Services - Need more classrooms, mental health areas, social 
services areas, space for nurses, diversified services to work with families 
and youth so they don't have to come back, prevention, intervention, 
behavioral management systems, etc. so we can prevent youth from 
coming into the system and 'reduce juvenile delinquency'. The detention 
center currently is designed as a temporary holding center and is not 
designed for treatment. 



o Palm Beach County is the largest geographic county this side of the Mississippi and hopefully 
this can be taken into consideration for the prioritizing of who gets a new detention center first. 

o A vote was taken on the need in Palm Beach County for a new detention center and 
there were no objections that Palm Beach County does need a new detention center. 
(Per DJJ Deputy Secretary Richard Davison the DJJ employees in attendance do not hold a 
vote due to legislative statutes.) This was a vote by those in attendance. 

Juvenile Assessment Center 
o The JAC is a well-run facility and a model program but is located on airport property and must 

vacate the building by June 2011. 
o County Commissioner Warren Newell stated that the JAC was to be phased out years ago but 

it was continued due to how well it worked. Commissioner Newell stated that the county would 
work with the Juvenile Justice Board to find a location. 

o Considerations for the new location: Central area for Law Enforcement Officers to be able to 
bring arrested youth (31 LEO groups in PB County - need to get these officers back on the 
street ASAP), appropriate personnel on hand to make a prudent assessment of youth, location 
to court house, Probation staff on hand, Palm Beach Sheriff Office on hand, etc. (Jacksonville 
has no JAG and stats show that youth aren't being arrested for the minor crimes and officers 
are tied up with youth and not on the street enough.) (Duval closed its JAC and now realizes 
they need it.) 

o A vote was taken on the need in Palm Beach County to replace the Juvenile 
Assessment Center and there were no objections that Palm Beach County does need to 
replace the JAC. (Per DJJ Deputy Secretary Richard Davison the DJJ employees in 
attendance do not hold a vote due to legislative statutes.) This was a vote by those in 
attendance. 

Build a combined Juvenile Assessment Center / Juvenile Detention Center 
✓ If combined the youth can go straight from the JAC to the detention center without a lapse of 

time. 
✓ Need to have a collaboration of efforts by all parties involved. 
✓ Suggestion to build the new joint building on the 45th Street site and all agreed initially but DJJ 

Deputy Secretary Richard Davison and OJJ Assistant Secretary for Detention Ken Pifer are 
not sold on this, as we would be building a new building on an old problem. 

✓ Areas for this new site will continue to be looked into and a motion was received and passed 
to facilitate a study on combining the JAC and the Detention Center. 

✓ A motion was received and passed that the Detention Center not become privatized. 
✓ A vote was taken on the need to build a joint building that would contain the JAC and 

the Detention center and there were no objections to do so. (Per DJJ Deputy Secretary 
Richard Davison the DJJ employees in attendance do not hold a vote due to legislative 
statutes.) This was a vote of those in attendance. 

Responsibilities / Commitments . . 1. The Circuit 15 Juvenile Justice Board will submit a Legislative Budget Request asking the 
Department of Juvenile Justice to place in their budget the construction of a ~mbined facility. 

2. Palm Beach County will work with the Juvenile Justice Board to secure a location. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Jay Bonner, Chair 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: December 11, 2007 (9:30AM B) 

Department: Facilities Development & Operations Department 

I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Title: Pending Projects with State Involvement - West Palm Beach Transit Oriented 
Development. 

Summary: Over the past 16 months, items relating to the development of the West 
Palm Beach TOD have been to the Board formally on three occasions and informally 
on two other occasions. Each time, the Board provided specific directions as to the 
County's approach to, and specific actions to implement the County's participation in 
the TOD. Staff strongly recommends continuing with the previous Board direction. 
Further, Staff does not believe that the priority of this project should be elevated at 
this time since it is its belief that the TOD as currently envisioned is not viable in 
today's market and questionable availability of tax increment financing (TIF). As such, 
continuing with the current sequence of tasks will allow time for the issues associated 
with the vision for the TOD and questions regarding TIF to be answered concurrent 
with the discussions on the State land transaction. (FOO Administration & PREM) 
Countywide (HJF) 

Background & Policy Issues: See attached memo from Facilities Development & 
Operations dated December 4, 2007. 

Attachments: 

Memo from Facilities Development & Operations dated December 4, 2007 



II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 

Capital Expenditures 

Operating Costs 

External Revenues 

Program Income (County) 

In-Kind Match (County) 

NET FISCAL IMPACT 

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumulative) 

2008 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

2009 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

Is Item Included in Current Budget? Yes No 

2010 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

2011 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

Budget Account No: Fund ___ Department ___ Unit ___ Object __ _ 
Reporting Category __ 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

2012 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

C. Departmental Fiscal Re\Ll·u::acL.. _______________________ _ 

Ill. REVIEW COMMENTS: 

A. OFMB Fiscal and/or Contract Development & Control Comments: 
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December 4, 2007 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Addie L. Greene, Chairperson and Members of the Board of 
County Commissioners 

Audrey Wolf, Director -A~~­
Facilities Development~ ~perati\s 

December 11, 2007 Workshop Item 
West Palm Beach Transit Oriented Development and Status of 
Discussion with State on Co-Locating on Dimick Block 

In the past 16 months, items relating to the development of the West Palm Beach 
TOD have been to the Board formally on three occasions and informally on two 
other occasions. Each time, the Board provided specific direction as to the 
County's approach to, and specific actions to implement the County's 
participation in the TOD. Staff strongly recommends continuing with the 
previous Board direction. Further, Staff does not believe that the priority of this 
project should be elevated at this time since it is its belief that the TOD as 
currently envisioned is not viable in today's market and questionable availability 
of tax increment financing (TIF). As such, continuing with the current sequence 
of tasks will allow time for the issues associated with the vision for the TOD and 
questions regarding TIF to be answered concurrent with the discussions on the 
State land transaction. The following discussion summarizes the Board's actions 
taken to date and Attachment A provides status and transactional details as to 
Staff's efforts to implement Board direction. 

On 7 /18/06, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) held a workshop to 
update three facilities master plans; Downtown, Government Hill and Airport 
Center. With respect to the Government Hill (Evemia/Datura Property) Master 
Plan, the Board confirmed the need for facilities at Government Hill and 
indicated support to consider meeting its need for four acres on another property 
within Government Hill providing that it could be done through the creation of a 
"public use block" on the State's Dimick Block (Attachment B). 

On 10/11/06, County and State Staff, along with representatives of the City, the 
Health Department (DOH) and Health Care District (HCD) met to work through 
the planning aspects of co-locating the public uses on the Dimick Block. A 
consensus plan was developed which addressed the physical planning aspects and 
identified the basic business and operations issues which would have to be 
addressed in order to implement that plan. On 10/20/06, Secretary Lewis sent a 
letter further detailing the basic business terms in the form of a proposal to the 
County (State Proposal). 
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On 12/05/06, the Board considered Staff's evaluation of the terms of the State's proposal 
(Attachment C) and directed Staff to; 

1) fund the shortfall for DOH's facilities on the Dimick Block in the location identified on 
the Public Use Block, 

2) implement the Palm Tran Intermodal project on the County's Wedge Property (also 
within the TOD) including a design which allows for further development on the Wedge in 
support of the TOD and memorializing the relationship with the SFRTA for parking, and 

3) continue to participate in the planning and implementation of the West Palm Beach TOD 
by undertaking the following action items in the order listed; a) negotiate the terms of a land 
transaction with the State of Florida to locate the County's future facilities on the Dimick Block 
allowing for the sale of the County's Evemia/Datura Property for the TOD, b) process (by the 
City) of land use and development code amendments to facilitate the development of the TOD, c) 
prepare a request for proposals (RFP) for the disposal of the County's Evemia/Datura Property. It 
is critical that the land transaction with the State being finalized prior to the issuance of the RFP 
so that it can incorporate the critical terms of the State transaction which will become 
requirements of the RFP Respondents to pay for and/or assume. These will include such things as 
land acquisition/exchange costs, accommodation of off-Dimick Block structured parking 
requirements, etc. 

The purpose of this workshop item is to receive direction on 1) whether to continue with the 
approach and specific direction previously provided, or 2) to modify that direction at the request 
of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (Attachment D) to allow Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council (TCRPC) to assist in preparing the Request for Proposals and that direction be 
given to County Staff to prioritize the work on this project. 

Staff strongly recommends continuing with the previous Board direction in the order specified. 
Further, Staff does not believe that the priority of this project should be elevated at this time since 
it is its belief that the TOD as currently envisioned is not viable in today's market and 
questionable availability of tax increment financing (TIF). As such, continuing with. the current 
sequence of tasks will allow time for the issues associated with the vision for the TOD and 
questions regarding TIF to be answered concurrent with the discussions on the State land 
transaction. 

Attachments 
A. Staff Report dated 12/04/07 
B. Master Plan Update dated 07/12/06 
C. BCC Item dated 12/05/06 
D. Memo from Randy Whitfield, Executive Director MPO dated 10/24/07 
E. Letter from City of West Palm Beach dated 11/20/07 

cc: Ross Hering, Director Property and Real Estate Management 
Dwight Chenette, CEO, Health Care District of Palm Beach County 
Lois Frankel, Mayor, City of West Palm Beach 
Kim Briesemeister, Executive Director, West Palm Beach CRA 
Secretary Michael W. Sole, Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Scott Woo lam, Chief of Public Land Administration, DEP, State Lands 
Ana M. Viamonte Ros, MD, MPH, State Surgeon General 
Ed McEachron, Bureau Chief, Department of Health 
Ron Walsh, Project Manager, Florida Department of Health 
Secretary Linda H. South, Florida Department of Management Services 
Dean Izzo, Program Manager, Florida Department of Management Services 
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Attachment A 
West Palm Beach Transit Oriented Development 

Status Report Dated 12104/07 

Palm Tran lntermodal Facility on the Wedge Property 

The development of the Palm Tran Intermodal Facility on the Wedge Property is proceeding and 
the following discusses the status of the key components of the development project. 

A. Design. On January 17, 2007, a contract with Miller-Legg & Associates, Inc. was 
executed for the design of the Palm Tran Intermodal Facility. The design ts currently 
in design development phase and reflects a site layout which maximizes the 
configuration and size of the land available for future non-Intermodal uses (the 
County also secured a parcel of land from FDOT on the south boundary of the 
Wedge contributing to the maximization of the residual land on the Wedge) including 
vertical construction over the Intermodal facility with minimal disruption to the on­
going operation of the Intermodal facility. It is estimated that the construction 
documents will be completed in April 2008 and the next steps will be permitting and 
bidding. Construction is estimated to commence in October 2008 with completion in 
September 2009. In mid October, the City and DDA approved all non-building level 
approvals necessary for the development of the Intermodal Facility. The two biggest 
issues that Staff is working on which impact the design at this time are; 1) identifying 
what level of electronic messaging and signage will be provided in the Intermodal 
facility and what underground accommodations need to be made for future 
installations, and 2) working out the details of a security operations plan for the 
facility (in conjunction with the City and SFRTA in order to implement the required 
security plan. 

B. Various Land Transfers and Platting with City. On 10/02/07, the Board accepted a 
quit claim deed from the City of West Palm Beach which re-conveyed a .4 acres 
triangular shaped parcel at the comer of Banyan and Clearwater which was originally 
conveyed to the County in 1992 but reverted in 1995. This is significant to furthering 
the development of the TOD because it 1) unifies title under the County ultimately 
simplifying the terms of the RFP for private development, and 2) maximizes the 
developability of the remaining portion of the Wedge property for TOD purposes. On 
that same day, the Board approved the Intermodal Facility Plat for the entire 5.8 acre 
parcel which not only facilitated the development of the Intermodal Facility, but, 
together with the deed, also abandoned surplus right of ways and released any 
remaining City underlying interests in the overall County 5.8 acre parcel. This is 
significant to furthering the development of the TOD in that these questions of title 
had previously been raised as obstacles to the eventual marketing and development 
of the Wedge by private parties for TOD purposes. 

C. SFRTA Agreements. On 10/02/07, the Board entered into three agreements with the 
SFRTA pertaining to the WPB Intermodal Property (referred to as the Wedge 
Property for this discussion). The first was an easement agreement and temporary 
construction easement which will allow the County to construct some of its 
improvements on .25 acres SFR TA property (previously conveyed by the county to 
the SFRTA) between the eastern limits of the County Wedge Property and the 
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railroad ROW. This is significant to furthering the development of the TOD in that 
contributed to the maximization of the land remaining for development of non­
Intermodal TOD purposes. The second agreement was a license agreement allowing 
County staff working within the futermodal Facility to use existing SFRTA restroom 
facilities. A separate agreement between SFRTA and PalmTran will provide for the 
existing SFRTA staff to sell Palm Tran tickets. This license agreement is significant 
to furthering the development of the TOD by providing for an interim shared use 
maximizing the remaining property available for development of non-Intermodal 
TOD purposes by allowing for the permanent facilities to be incorporated into the 
non-Intermodal uses and structures. The third agreement is a parking agreement 
which will ensure that any conveyance or lease of the County's remaining 
undeveloped portion of the Wedge Property to a third party developer, will require 
the third party developer to enter into a separate agreement with the RTA which will 
include 250 public parking spaces in any future development. This parking 
agreement is significant to furthering the development of the TOD in that it; 1) 
provides for the parking required to support the RTA purposes and ensure the 
success of the Intermodal Facility which is the basis for the TOD, 2) sets forth the 
concept of integrating Intermodal and non-Intermodal uses together on the Wedge 
Property to maximize development potential, and 3) provides the third party 
developer with the minimum requirements for RTA but allowing the details of the site 
plan and operations to be individual to the each developer's proposal. 

D. Amendment to futerlocal Agreement R92-1479D with the City of West Palm Beach 
with regard to the development and operations of the futermodal Facility. On October 
13, 1992, the County, the City and the WPB CRA entered into an interlocal 
agreement providing for the development and operation of futermodal Facility. The 
interlocal agreement had four major components; 1) shared funding for the 
acquisition of the property, 2) the conveyance of the .4 acre triangular parcel, 3) joint 
participation on determining the uses and urban form of the development on the 
Wedge Property, and 4) shared funding for the operation of the futermodal Facility. 
The first component was completed in late 1992 according to the terms of the 
interlocal agreement. The intent of the second component was re-stored in October 
2007 with the acceptance of the Quit Claim deed from the City for the parcel. The 
details of the third component have changed substantially from what was originally 
contemplated in terms of uses to be located on the Wedge and the specifics of the 
form of development. 

As such, the details of the City's participation in the review and input into the form of 
development have changed substantially and participation in the evaluation and 
selection of a third party developer is now required. Also due to the changed uses, the 
imposition of certain conditions of development on the approved site plan and the 
future incorporation of non-futermodal uses on the Wedge Property, there is a need to 
re-address the specifics of the shared funding for the operations of the futermodal 
facility. Amending the Interlocal Agreement with the City is significant to furthering 
the development of the TOD because it will; 1) provide the details of responsibility 
for the operations of the Intermodal Facility (security and operating hours being 
primary concerns) in a wtzy that they can be documented for the third party 
developer in the RFP, 2) assure the City's participation in the evaluation and 
selection of the third party developer to ensure consistency with the vision to the 
TOD, and 3) provide the funding arrangements to ensure that the County and City 
can carry out its responsibilities. 
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Staff Recommendation: Continued management of the design and construction contracts for 
the Palm Tran Intermodal Facility and administration of the SFRTA Agreements 2007-1716, 
2007-1717, 2007-1718, and 2007-1719. Commence discussions with the City on amendments to 
Interlocal Agreement R92-1497D. 

Department of Health (DOID New Facilities on the Dimick Public Use Block 

On 09/24/07, the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund approved a Lease 
Agreement (Lease #44 78) with the Department of Health to locate its new facilities on the 
Dimick Public Use Block facing Clematis Street, consistent with the recommended master plan 
for the development of the Public Use Block. That lease included several elements which are 
critical to furthering the development of TOD and those elements are as follows. 

a. Sublease #4478-01 with the Health Care District of Palm Beach County (HCD). 
Concurrent with the execution of the Trustees lease with DOH, a sublease between 
the Department of Health and the HCD providing for the HCD's location on the 
Dimick Public Use Block along Tamarind Ave. While necessary to commit to a 
property within the Dimick Block for HCD in order to secure the remaining funding 
for the construction of the new facilities, the Sublease requires the HCD to consider 
and accept an alternate location for the sublease which is consistent with the master · 
plan for the Public Use Block within two (2) years or within 180 days from DOH's 
receipt of a Notice of Intent to Commence Design from HCD, whichever is shorter. 

This is significant to furthering the development of the TOD as it places a priority on 
1) the City finalizing its modifications to the code demonstrating that the Dimick 
Public Use Block has the development potential, by right, to support the Public Use 
Block concept, 2) the State preparing the documentation necessary to demonstrate to 
the HCD that the alternate location has the same or greater development potential 
and operating characteristics to support the future HCD facility, and 3) the County 
and State finalizing the terms of its transaction for the location of the County's 
Government Center on the Dimick Public Use Block. Prior to this requirement, it is 
very possible that Items #2 and #3 would have dragged on due to no pressing need or 
reason ( other than City's desire) to move forward with a land transaction for a 
development that is not projected to begin for 20+ years. 

b. Modification of Department of Management Services Lease #3578. Also concurrent 
with the execution of the Lease #4478 and Sublease 4478-01, the Trustees modified 
an amendment to Lease #3578 with the Department of Management Services for the 
remainder of the Dimick Public Use Block (together the DOH and DMS leases cover 
the entire Dimick Public Use Block). This is significant to furthering the development 
of the TOD as it not only introduces the concept of the Public Use Block into the 
other key Dimick Block partner's lease, but it; 1) defines DMS's requirements 
allowing for; a) the alternate HCD site to be finalized, and b) defines DMS 's short 
and long term parking requirements which will be a key factor in the County/State 
land transaction, and 2) creates a structure for the short and long term relationship 
between DOH and DMS necessary to implement the Public Use Block concept and 
ultimately the TOI). 

5 



c. Long term Parking Requirements for Public Uses Both On and Off the Dimick Public 
Use Block. The Sublease requires that DOH and HCD jointly develop and ultimately 
agree to a joint surface parking plan for their uses upon their respective properties 
and allocates which; 1) requires shared parking between DMS, DOH and HCD on the 
Dimick Block, 2) acknowledges the need for both DOH and HCD to accommodate a 
portion of its parking needs outside of the Dimick Block (a key concept in the TOD), 
3) requires that the DOH and HCD work cooperatively on a structured parking plan 
which a) accommodates the long term parking needs to DOH, DMS, and HCD, b) 
makes portion of the Dimick Block available for development by other public users 
(County), and 3) where each party (DOH, HCD, and DMS) is responsible for funding 
its share of the design, construction and operation of the future parking structure on 
the Dimick Block. This is sign,ificant to furthering the development of the TOD in 
that it; 1) establishes that each party will be required to fund its share of the 
structured parking eliminating the concern that one party would bare an inequitable 
portion of the structured parking, and 2) provides guidance to the general structure 
for the County/State transaction in terms of how parking requirements will be met 
and funded. 

On 10/30/07, the Board transferred $12,852,451 to the DOH continuing with its obligations under 
Agreement 2001-0587 as amended and the Health Care District is in the process of transferring 
the funding to the DOH pursuant to its sublease. The new DOH facilities are currently under 
construction. 

Staff Recommendation: Continued administration of County Funding Agreement 2001-0587 
as amended and monitoring HCD and DOH's administration of Sublease 4478-01. 

Next Steps to Implementation of the TOD 

Agreement with the State of Florida with regard to the terms under which the County 
would locate its 350,000 sf Government Center and a portion of the 1400 parking space 
requirement to the Dimick Public Use Block. 

Using the framework and basic business terms approved by the BCC as part of its 12/5/06 
direction on the State's proposal for the Dimick Block and the framework set up in State Leases 
#4478, #4478-01 and #3578; commence negotiations with the State on the form and details of the 
Agreement. To this end, a meeting between State Lands, the Department of Health, the 
Department of Management Services and County Staffs for December 12, 2007 to kick-off the 
negotiations with the key purpose being to identify the structure of the transaction. No assistance 
is required by the City or TCRPC in this action item as direction on the business terms has 
already been set forth and at this point is primarily a complicated exercise in structuring the 
agreement so that it; 1) assures the County sufficient property for the future development and 
operation of the Government Center on the Dimick Public Use Block, 2) assures the form and 
timing that the State will be compensated fair market value for the property that is being used 
solely by the County, 3) maintains flexibility required to address the unknown outcome of the 
HCD sublease and outcomes of the actions of various other parties over the next 20 years. This is 
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significant to furthering the development of the TOD in that; 1) it is needed to ensure that the 
County has property to accommodate the relocation of the Government Center in the future so 
that it can offer the Evernia/Datura Property for disposal, 2) identifies the minimum 
compensation requirements for land being disposed of by the County for inclusion in the RFP, 
and 3) identifies the minimum parking requirements for the public uses which will have to be 
incorporated and integrated into the TOD, off of the Dimick Public Use Block for inclusion in the 
RFP. 

It is for this reason (as well as concluding the development of the vision for the TOD discussed 
below) that the issuance of the RFP can not proceed the conclusion of the Agreement with the 
State. As far as the actual preparation of the RFP for advertisement, once the; 1) relationship of 
the County, State, City and SFRTA are known and each parties' participation in the evaluation 
and selection of a TOD third party developer(s) has been delineated, 2) minimum requirements . 
are known ( compensation and parking are the only two areas that the County will mandate a 
specific response), and 3) the City's vision for the TOD are completed for inclusion as the 
background and technical requirements of the RFP; the RFP can be prepared for advertisement in 
less than 30 days. 

It is for the same reasons that Staff can not recommend that any portion of the County's property 
east of Tamarind be disposed of prior to concluding the Agreement between the State and County 
as a partial disposal of property would; 1) reduce the remaining property on Evemia/Datura to 
point that it is insufficient to accommodate the Government Center in a manner which meets it 
visibility and operational requirements in the event that an Agreement with the State was not 
reached or ultimately any of the contingencies were unfilled, and 2) eliminate the ability of the 
County to ensure inclusion of all of the necessary minimum requirements in the partial disposal, 
further burdening the remaining property and decreasing the viability of the TOD. 

Staff Recommendation: Continue with the negotiations with the State of Florida documenting 
the terms of the County's relocation of its Government Center to the Dimick Public Use Block 
prior to issuing any RFP or considering the disposal of any County property, east of Tamarind 
Ave within the TOD. 

City's Vision for the TOD 

In March 2006, at the lead of the City with assistance of TCRPC, stakeholders within the TOD 
worked on various urban form scenarios for the TOD along with a market analysis and public 
funding assistance requirements for the TOD. As a result of the State's Proposal dated 10/20/06 
and subsequent Board's direction on 12/5/06, Amendments to the DOH and DMS Leases to 
create the Public Use Block, the change in the market conditions and recent judicial actions 
relating to the use of tax increment financing (TIF) funding; Staff believes it appropriate to revisit 
its Vision for the TOD. In general, the vision and plan need to be modified to reflect the current 
residential and non-residential market conditions and availability of public funding assistance as 
these are fundamental premises supporting the TOD as originally envisioned. 

At a minimum, the areas of the TOD Vision that need to be re-visited are to; 1) incorporate the 
Public Use Block concept including identification of how the parking requirements for the public 
uses will be accomplished within the TOD, 2) evaluate whether the incorporation of a public 
market in the TOD is appropriate and compatible with the desired urban form, 3) define the 
specific uses that are desirable for the remaining portion of the Wedge property consistent to 
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maximize the extreme development potential assigned to the Wedge Property, 4) update the 
market analysis to update the intensities and densities of desired uses, provide a realistic 
phasing/approach to the development of the TOD, and 5) address the viability of the TOD in the 
event that TIF funding is not available for financing of public infrastructure. 

This revisit to the Vision is significant to furthering the development of the TOD in that it will; I) 
serve as the basis for the content of the responses to RFP, 2) provide a plan from which a 
preliminary traffic analysis can be performed to determine if sufficient to capacity exists to 
support the TOD and what improvements are required to accommodate same (a key issue in a 
developer's response to the RFP and in the value of the property being disposed of), 3) identify 
any additional modifications to the Downtown Master Plan that are needed to provide some level 
of certainty to the respondents of the RFP that the basic elements of the urban form can be 
accomplished within the City's code. The latter is critical to ensuring that the responses are 
consistent with the City's vision and ultimately expediting the development of the TOD. Of equal 
import, is the need for an updated vision and specific plan for the TOD including an updated 
market analysis and feasibility report which, at a minimum, will be needed to support a 
referendum for the use of TIF for the public improvements. 

In addition to County Staff recommending that no County property east of Tamarind Avenue be 
disposed of prior to execution of the Agreement between the State and County with respect to 
Dimick Public Use Block, County Staff can also not recommend the disposal of any property 
prior to revisiting the Vision in that to do so would compromise the overall ability to redevelop 
the TOD District in a manner consistent with the Vision. For the same reason, Staff can also not 
recommend that any approvals to develop the remaining portion of the Wedge property be 
considered until the revisited Vision is completed. 

In August 2007, the City Commission approved amendments to the Downtown Master Plan 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include the concept of a TOD District incorporating 
different development requirements for three different areas within the TOD. The specific 
regulations for each of the three areas have been delineated in terms of allowing for mixed use 
development, increased maximum floor area ratios and increased maximum heights with the 
ability to increase maximum height restrictions by participating in incentive programs. The City 
is also currently undergoing a process to update the Zoning and Land Development regulations 
which implement the Downtown Master Plan as well as considering a Zoning in Progress action 
in December 2007 to allow for new development to proceed while the new zoning regulations are 
drafted. The general vision for the area emphasized the opportunities to design a new pedestrian 
friendly residential neighborhood within close proximity to public transportation. The area was 
identified to include attainable, work-force and market rate housing as well as a percentage of 
office uses encouraging the mix of uses that ideally creates an active urban neighborhood. 

While that general vision for the TOD has not changed, further definition may be appropriate 
and/or warranted to better implement the revised Vision for the TOD. Further, by having a code 
in place that supports the City's Vision for the TOD, the development of the TOD is furthered by 
allowing for a RFP that is more likely to result in favorable responses by increasing the ability to 
implement the response within the established code thus; 1) increasing the competitive nature of 
the RFP resulting in the most responsive proposal to all requirements, 2) reducing the number of 
contingencies required within the responses, 3) providing for a more objective evaluation of the 
responses to the RFP, and 4) increasing the long term probability of successful implementation of 
the TOD by allowing the developers' responses to better focus its efforts/resources on affordable 
and workforce housing and increased participation in public infrastructure within the TOD. 
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Staff Recommendation: Prior to the disposal of any County property east of Tamarind Ave or 
the approval of any development within the TOD west of Tamarind, that the County continue 
to work with the City on revisiting the Vision for the TOD including having TCRPC assist the 
City in the Vision, market analysis and alternate funding scenarios. When that is completed, 
work with the County to determine if further modifications to the Downtown Master Element 
are desirable to increase the probability of successful implementation of the TOD. 

Timing of the Issuance of the RFP 

As is discussed above and for the reasons previously delineated, Staff believes that the County 
and Staff has already made this transaction a priority by; 1) the amount of time spent on this 
unfunded project and 2) the actions which have furthered the TOD have been incorporated into 
all applicable and related transactions and agreement in the interim despite the TOD enabling 
language protracting the conclusion to, and increasing the complexity of those transactions and 
agreements in the interim 

Staff Recommendation: Continue with the previous Board direction and use the work products 
from Amendment to the Interlocal Agreement with the City, the terms of the Agreement 
between the State and the County with respect to the Dimick Public Use Block, and the City's 
Vision for the TOD; County Staff will prepare and issue a RFP. 
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Downtown Master Plan, 
Government Hill Nlaster Plan, and 

East Central Regional Service Center Master Plan 
Updates - Projected Space Needs Through 2025 + 

In the l 980's, the Board of Commissioners made three significant decisions impacting its facilities future 
\vith its decision to; l) construct the Governmental Center in downtown West Palm Beach ("Downtown"), 
2) locate the Main Courthouse in the Downtown, and 3) locate the hub of countywide general government 
services at the East Centra1 Regional Services Center ( "Airport Center", see Map 1 for all properties). While 
Downtov,m is commonly known as the county seat, another County-owned property in downtown \Vest Palm 
Beach plays a role in the future master plan for the County and that is known as the Government Hill 
property. For the purposes of this report, the Downtown and Government Hill properties are collectively 
referred to as the "County Center.'' With the significant facilities growth during the last 20+ years which 
included the creation and expansion of branch and sateHite services, the decisions that; l) the Downtown 
would be the home of the main offices of the Board of County Commissioners, the constitutional officers 
and the court system, and 2) that Airport Center would be the home of general government services, have 
together been the most basic and overriding factor in all facilities planning decisions. 

In a series of workshops in 1994, the Board updated the three Master Plans which are the subject of this 
report (Downtown, East Central Regional Service Center, and Government Hill, collectively known as 
"Master Plans" in this report) and created four additional for the various multi-tenant campuses. Since that 
time, the Board has been implementing the acquisitions and dispositions necessary to implement the Master 
Plans. The only Master Plan that was required to be re-visited in the future was the Government Hill Master 
Plan pending the finalization of siting, fonding and relocation of the State/Department of Health from the 
County's Government Hill property. While the agreement between the County and the State for the funding 
and relocation of the Health Department from Government Hill \Vas executed in 2001, the date and actual 
new location for the Health Department was not known until recently. As a result, Staff is bringing this 
report to the Board at this time to update the Government Hill Master Plan. In order to update the 
Government Hill Master Plan, the Downtown Master Plan as well as that of the East Central Regional 
Service Center must also be updated simultaneously. 

This report projects the overall space and facility needs for the entities that cu1Tently have their main otlices 
in the Downtown, East Central Regional Service Center and Government Hill Properties through the Year 
2025 and beyond, provide general information about development potential and property valuation for the 
purposes of determining whether the Master Plans need an update or modification and as such set forth the 
necessary actions required to continue implementation of the master plans. 
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It is important to note that implementation of the County's Property Master Plans have been successful in 
identifying and preserving land necessary for long term grO\vth and being able to accommodate changes in 
the service delivery patterns throughout the County. Only once in the last 20 years has the County made a 
significant modification of its plans and that is with move of various uses from Section 6 to Vista Center. 
While that move is generally considered successful from various perspectives, it can not be compared to the 
magnitude of a decision which ,vould change the three Master Plans discussed herein. In the case of the 
County Center, there is a historic presence in the current location, the current location is perceived as 
geographic center of coastal Palm Beach County and acts to recognize the County's role in both the 
unincorporated and municipalities, and the unavailability of properties with significant amounts of non­
residential development potential; all of which lead to much narrower siting criteria and high risk associated 
with a modification to the Master Plans. 

1. 0 Background Information 

1.1 Property Information 

1.11 Downtown Property 

The Downtown Property consist of five blocks of various sizes; l) Judicial Center Parking Garage Block, 
2) Judicial Center Block, 3) Criminal Justice Building Block, 4) Block D, and 5) Government Center Block. 
These properties are shown on Map 2. 

1.111 Judicial Center Parking Garage Block. This 6.21 acre block is bounded by Baynan Blvd 
on the south, Rosemary Ave on the west, 3rd Street on the north and the FEC Railroad on the 
east. There is an elevated pedestrian bridge connecting this Block to the Judicial Center 
Block. Substantial portions of this Block were donated to the County by the West Palm 
Beach CRA in 1991-1995 for the purpose of constructing a parking garage to service the 
Judicial Center. Currently there are a total of 1223 parking spaces on the block; 1066 in a 
four story structured parking garage and 157 in surface parking. The planned expansion of 
600 cars will increase the parking structure to six stories and is anticipated to accommodate 
the build-out of the 81h and 7t1i floors of the Courthouse. 

This Block is currently zoned for a Building Type HI and identified as an eligible 8 story 
receiving site with the transfer of development rights. The use of development rights could 
be used toward accomplishing a stand alone building on the current surface lot. However, 
based on the intense parking operation which occurs on this property, expansion of the 
parking structure over the surface lot \Vas determined not to be cost effective as an 
alternative to vertical expansion of the garage. In addition, the construction ofan occupied 
building/garage combination structure on the surface lot was also reviewed in detail prior 
to commencing design on the parking garage expansion and was detem1ined not to be 
feasible due to; I) the interim and permanent operational impacts on the parking operations, 
and 2) the inability to find a court use to occupy the building due to security and operational 
inefficiencies. 

Three Mastt!r Plan Updates 
Last Revised 07/12.106 

A:rrf\w--A 
Page 2 of 18 



Therefore, while some additional office development potential exists on this property, it will 
likely remain unused due to operational considerations. As such, this block is not considered 
to have any future County development potential from an operational perspective. 

1.112 Judicial Center Block. This 4.96 acre block is bounded by Banyan Blvd on the south, 
Quardille on the west, 3rd Street on the north and Dixie Highway on the east. This Property 
\vas assembled by the County for the purpose of constructing the Main Courthouse. The 
Main Courthouse is a 700,000 sf building of 11 stories. Two stories remain as she JI and are 
programmed for build-out within the next five years. This block has no further development 
potential. 

1.113 Criminal Justice Block. This 2.68 acre block is bounded by 3rd Street on the south, 
Quadrille on the west, 4111 Street on the north and Dixie Highway on the east. The property 
was assembled by the County \vith partial funding assistance by the City in 1991. The 
purpose of constructing the Criminal Justice Building of 165,000 sf to house the State 
Attorney and Public Defender offices as well as the Central Energy Plant. There is a smaU 
surface parking lot for both disabled public parking and some employee parking that has 
limited development potential. However, this parking area is not generally considered to be 
cost or operationally effective to expand upon due to; 1) the need for disabled surface 
parking in proximity of the Courthouse, and 2) the amount and type ofunderground utilities 
and central plant infrastructure which would have to be relocated. As such, this Block is 
considered to have no further development potential. 

1.114 Block D. TI1is 3 acre block is bounded by 3rd Street on the south, Dixie Highway on the 
west, 4th Street on the north and Olive Avenue on the east. The property was purchased 
between l 991-1993 by the County at a cost of approximately $6.8 million for the purposes 
of future expansion to the Comts. Currently there is a 325 car surface parking lot (225 for 
Government Center and 100 for Courts) and a 3,000 sf building slated for demolition upon 
completion of the 1916 Courthouse restoration. When this property is redeveloped, these 
existing parking spaces \Vill have to be incorporated into a new garage structure as part of 
the new construction on Block D. 

1.115 Governmental Center Block This 4.51 acre block is bounded by the 1st St/ 2nd St alley on 
the south, Dixie Highway on the west, 3n1 Street on the north and Olive Ave on the east. A 
large part of this Block was the site of the original County Courthouse and general 
government offices. The remainder of the block ,vas purchased in the 1980's for the 
Government Center and Government Center Parking Garage. 

Currently the follo,ving improvements occupy the Government Center Block; 1) 36,000 sf 
1916 Courthouse, 2) a 302,000 sf Governmental Center, and 3) a 640 car structured parking 
garage. The 1916 Courthouse site has development potential, but restrictions associated with 
the acceptance of State grant money for the restoration severely restrict and/or eliminate the 
re-development potential of this site. However, there is an estimated 359,842 in 
deveJopment rights that could be transferred to another County property in the Downtown 
Master Plan or sold under current City Ordinances. Beyond the transfer or sale of 
approxhnately 359,000 sf of development rights~ this block has no further development 
potential. 
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1.12 Government Hill Property 

The Government Hill properties consist of two properties (see Map 3) for a total of 6.68 acres on both sides 
ofEvernia Street. The north property (4.46 acres) is generally located between Datura and Evernia Streets 
and Tamarind and Sapodilla although both the east and ,vest ends of the block are privately held. The south 
property (2.22 acres) is generally the north½ of the block between Evernia and Fern Street, again with 
privately held parcels at the east and west end. This property and the building currently occupied by the 
Community Services Department on Datura Street was the previous location of general government uses 
initially moved from the County Comihouse/Govemment Center. The block immediately to the north 
(between Datura and Clematis) is ov.·ued by the State of Florida and is knmvn as the Dimmick Block. The 
block immediately to the north of that (bet'\.veen Clematis and Banyan) is O\vned by the Federal Government 
and is slated for a new Federal District Courthouse. 

In addition to the Community Services Building on Datura, there are four buildings on both sides of Evemia 
that are occupied by the State of Florida/Department of Health that have exceeded their useful life and are 
to be vacated by the DOH as soon as replacement space is constructed. Pursuant to an agreement with the 
State and DOH, the buildings will be vacated and returned to the County where they are slated for 
demolition. 

Despite numerous offers and approaches by governmental and private parties over the years, the disposition 
of the property was last formally addressed by the Board of County Commissioners in 1994 at which time 
the direction was to not consider altemate uses until such time that the timing of the relocation of the Health 
Department was known and then to determine whether the land was required for County use or whether it 
could be sold and the proceeds used to purchase land in another location. 

The County also owns approximately 5 acres of property immediately west of Government Hill and the CSX 
Railroad (see Map 3A), generally known as the Wedge property due to its unique shape. This property was 
purchased in 1992 with 80% FTA, 10% FDOT, 5% County and 5% City funding for the purpose of creating 
an Intermodal Transfer Station including parking for the Tri-Rail (a minimum of 250 spaces) and transit 
related private development. Because of its unique shape and the specific operating characteristics of the 
transit users, County development at the intensities required to meet the County's need as a replacement for 
the Government Hill properties is not feasible. This was confirmed by the proposal that was submitted by 
CSX (the previous owner) to the County's RFP for the East Central Regional Service Center (which resulted 
in the purchase of Airport Center). The CSX proposal responded to a need that was oflesser intensity than 
that required for a replacement property for Government Hill. While not suitable for County development 
and hence not considered a part of the County's Government Hill Master Plan, the property remains available 
and viable for private transit related and supporting development by private parties. This property is also 
an eligible receive site for a maximum of 20 stories pursuant to the DowntO\vn Master Plan through the 
transfer of development rights. 

1.13 East Central Regional Service Cellter (Airport Center) 

The 19 acre (of which about 6 acres are undeveloped) Airport Center Property (see Map 4) was purchased 
in 1992 after an RFP was conducted for properties suitable for the East Central Regional Service Center to 
house countywide general government services. The property is located at the north'\\-'-est comer of the 
intersection of 1-95 and Southern Blvd and is accessed from both Southern Blvd and Australian Avenue. 
Currently. nvo 62,000 sf buildings exists as well as a 16,000 sf building which will be sold back to the Hotel 
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as part of a Settlement Agreement. A sc-heduled capital improvement project to~ 1) construct a central energy 
plant to serve the two existing buildings and the planned future office building and 2) undertake major 
building systems renovations/upgrades to the hvo existing buildings, are both planned for 2007. These 
improvements will also vest the remaining 175,000 sf of development potential on the property. At the 
completion of the central energy plant and renovations, the existing buildings ~'ill be loaded with countywide 
general government users. 

1.2 Tenant List and Space Requirements 

The following tenants are listed by functional group and are currently located in the County Center. 

Table 1 
Current County Center Tenilnt List 

Board of County Constitutional General Court and Court Related 
Commissioners Officers Government 

County Administration Clerk & Comptroller Community 15th Judicial Circuit &County 
Services Court 

County Attorney Office Property Appraiser Clerk & Comptroller 

County Commissioners Tax Collector Justice Services 

County Engineer Public Defender 

Criminal Justice Sheriff (Court Services Bureau 
Commission including Civil Warrants) 

Finance (Clerk & State Attorney 
Comptroller) 

Financial Management 
and Budget 

Information Systems and 
Services 

Legislative Delegation 

Municipal League 

Public Affairs 

This list demonstrates the overriding facilities.trends of the last twenty years; 1) that general government 
services have been moved (with one exception) from the County Center to the East Central Regional Service 
Center, and 2) that constitutional otlices have either relocated from the County Center or shifted substantial 
portion of operations to the branches; leaving only the direct Board of County Commission functions, the 
central offices for the Constitutional officers, and the Court functions in the Downtmvn. 
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Policy Decision: Is there any further 
decentralization or relocation which can 
occur within a functional group? 

The space needs are based on historical grow1h infonnation projected forward. For the purposes of this 
report, Staff was very sensitive to not overstate the needs, however this approach may result in fewer options 
in meeting its foture governmental program and service objectives/requirements if decisions are made which 
reduce or eliminate the County's future flexibility. 

Tab/el 
Current and Future Space Reguiremellts by Functional Group 

Functional Group Current Space Future Space Need 1 Total Space Need 

Board of County 302,000 sf & 865 parking 200,000 sf & 800 502,000 sf & 2000 
Commissioners & spaces parking spaces. parking spaces. 
Constitutional Otlicers 

19,000 sf(19l6 Courthouse) 

General Government 27,000 sf and 150 spaces 30,000 sf & 120 57,000 sf and 270 
parking spaces. parking spaces 

Court 865,000 sf and 1953 parking 500,000 sf2 & 2000 1,365.000 sf & 
spaces parking spaces' 3953 parking 

spaces 

Total 1,213,000 and 2368 parking 730,000 sf & 2920 1,924,000 sf & 
spaces parking spaces 6223 parking 

spaces 

These projected needs do not take into account the addition of any new programs or the County asswning any 
additional programs from the State or Federal government. 

2 Any space intensive operational changes to increase the effectiveness of the court are not considered in this 
number but will be knovm at the conclusion of the Judicial Facilities Master Plan Study in late 2006. 

3 These needs are in addition to the 800 car garage expansion planned for 2006/2007 which are included in 
existing total. It also reduces the ratio of parking from 5/1000 to 4/1000. 

The largest and most complex component of the projections are those for the Courts. The study is undenvay 
and is projected to be completed within the next 3-4 months in advance of the design and build-out of the 
8th floor of the Courthouse. While the gross future requirements are projected at this time, the operational 
details are not, and it should be re-stated that preserving flexibility is critical as any space intensive 
operational changes to increase the effectiveness of the court system are not considered in this number. 
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2. 0 Property Master Plan 

2.1 2025 Master Plan Assignments 

In making the siting and space assignments, a series of site and space specific assumptions are required. The 
following siting assumptions were used in the existing and proposed updates to the Master Plans. 

2.11 The base of court functions will remain in Downto\vn and court programs/services can not be split 
between two locations or campuses. 

2.12 All Clerk & Comptroller functions will ultimately be housed with the Court function, but for 
Finance. 

2.13 Space for the constitutional officers and the BCC departments currently located dow1itown, must 
remain either at the County Center or East Central Regional Service Center. 

2.14 Services will continue to be provided based on general the same model/ratio of centralized to 
decentralized services. 

2. 15 The Master Plans should be based on only the level of density and intensity of development that is 
currently allowed by applicable codes, although changes that are being considered have been noted 
in the text. 

2.16 The Master Plans should be based on the greatest projected space requirement and as a result the 
numbers identified in this report have eliminated the previously reported ranges and reflect the 
maximum projected space requirement. 

2.2 Downtown Property 

The grm.vth needs of the Court as identified in Table 2 is 500,000 sf and 2000 spaces. The key assumptions 
are; 1) that all Court and court related functions must be l.ocated Downto'wn, 2) that the parking demand will 
be reduced from 5 spaces per 1000 sf to 4 spaces for 1000 sf, and 3) that 325 existing parking spaces will 
have to be made up as part of the new construction of Block D. The timing of the need for this space is likely 
tobe2012~2017. 

As previously discussed, some development potential. exists on the surfac.e parking lot at the Judicial Center 
Parking Garage, but it is operationally and financially undesirable. In addition, development potential exists 
on the 1916 Courthouse portion of the Government Center block, but as previously discussed its only 
use/value is as development rights for transfer or sale. As such, the focus of the future development of the 
Do,vntown Properties is on Block D. 

Block D is zoned by the City's DowntOVl>'n Master Plan as a Building Type Ul which permits development 
up to five stories. The parcel is identified as an eligible 1 0 story receiving site on the TDR Map, meaning 
that Block D may be developed up to lO stories with the transfor of development rights. 
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The actual design of the building and parking on Block Dis dictated by the parking and security requirements 
for the Courts. Parking would not be feasible in any fashion within the building structure itself requiring the 
parking to be in an immediately adjacent structure. Due to the proximity of the parking to the Court building, 
parking ,vill only be available to employees but would not provide for crossovers and multiple points of entry 
to the building. It has been assumed that in this particular case a 8 story parking deck (as compared to the 
maximum six story parking dek for mi.xed use garages) would be acceptable from an operational perspective 
as timing of ingress/egress and space allocation could be managed more closely than in a public lot. The 
parking demand and operational constraints associated with security will likely not allow for additional 
development beyond the iO stories on Block D. For the same reasons listed above (security and limited 
parking). residential or other non-Court uses are not feasible on this block. 

The most intense design option is a 10 story, 25,000 square ft/floor building with an eight story parking 
structure for a total of 1336 parking spaces (1000 needed for the new building+ 325 replacement). This 
design option requires a minimum of 2.772 acres of this 3.0 acre property. Depending on the land 
development regulations in place at the time of development (buffers, setbacks, water retention, etc) it may 
be possible to increase the footprint of the parking garage to provide for 1864 spaces, allowing for about 
375,000 sfof space and 11-12 stories ofoffice building. The City of West Palm Beach has already directed 
its planning consultant to evaluate increasing the height allowed by code to 15 stories. 

Policy Decislon:.Should the County request 
that the City amend its Master Plan to allow 
for 12 stories of development on Block D 
without the use of the development rights? 

Therefore, in order to fulfill the Courts long term needs, there is a requirement for an additional 250,000 sf 
in Court expansion space ,,vhich can only be met through the use of the Govemment Center Block. While 
the Govemment Center Building is 302,000 sf, by assuming that the Clerk & Comptroller, except for 
Finance, will remain Downtown; the entire building is accounted for. 
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The following table summarizes the Courts' space needs and master plan in the DO\vntown. 

Use 

Court 

Court Related and Support 

Court Related and Support 

Court Related and Support 

Total 

Table3 
Downtown 

Space Allocation and Proiections 2025 + 

Location Square Footage & Parking 

Judicial Center Block & 700,000 sf and 1953 parking 
Judicial Center Parking Garage spaces 

Criminal Justice Block 

Block D 

Govemment Center Block 

165,000 sf (pkg included 
above) 

250,000 sf and 1336 parking 
spaces 

302,000 sf and 640 parking 
spaces 

1,4 l 7,000 sf and 3929 parking 
spaces 

2.3 Airport Center Property 

The constitutional officers, a couple departments providing countywide general government services and 

Community Services would be accommodated by a ne\l.· tower and parking garage at Airport Center. As 

previously indicated, the County has capacity for 175,000 sf and associated parking to accommodate 

expansion of existing Building l and 2 users as well as the new users. The relocation of the constitutional 
officers \vould not impact the designation of West Palm Beach as the county zeat, as the Board has the ability 

to amend, by resolution of the BCC the boundaries of the county seat beyond the munic.ipal limits of West 
Palm Beach. 
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Table 4 indicates the projected tenant list and space assignments for Airport Center. The timing for this 
construction is between 2012~2017. 

Tt1ble4 
East Ce11trt1l Regional Service Center (Airport Center) 

Tenant List anti Space Proiections 2025+ 

Tenants - Existing Future Space Requirements 

Facilities Management 12,500 sf 

Housing and Community Development 18,000 sf 

Human Resources 22,000 sf 

Internal Auditor 6,000 sf 

Public Safety, Consumer Affairs, Victim Services & Youth Affairs 20,000 sf 

Purchasing 18,000 sf 

Risk Management 24,000 sf 

SBE Offices 5,000 sf 

Tenants -·New 

Community Services 48,500 sf 

Property Appraiser 66,000 sf 

Tax Collector 59,000 sf 

Total 299,000 sf & 1200 parking 
spaces 

2.4 G<>vernme11t Hill Property 

The remainder of the County's long term space needs (350,000 sf and 1400 parking spaces) would be 
accomplished at the Government Hill property. The development potential and the location is highly 
desirable and hence the interest by other governmental entities and private parties throughout the years. The 
Govemment Hill Property has been included in various master planning efforts by the City and a private 
transit oriented development proposal put forth in 2005. 

The location of this property (both adjacency to transit and adjacency to key govemmental buildings and City 
Place) is a key reason for the interest. This property and surrounding two blocks are the only remaining large 
undeveloped or redevelopable parcels in the urban downtown. As a result, it is anticipated that the value of 
this property will continue to increase and at a much faster rate than other parcels and even undeveloped 
parcels in othel' existing and/or emerging downtowns or urban centers. 
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Using the 350,000 sf and 1400 parking space requirement, the following design options exist. It needs to be 
kept in mind, that development on this site is not likely to be required until after 2020 and likely after 2025. 

The Govemment Hill Properties are eligible for building heights of up to 8-10 stories (it varies through the 
property) with the transfer of the development rights to the site. If the County were to construct to the 

existing Building Type Ill height limitation of 5 stories, it would just barely be able to meet its future space 
and parking needs as projects using all Government Hill holdings. The City of West Palm Beach is already 
considered amendments to the DowntO'wn Master Plan and other initiatives that would increase the height 
restrictions on-the Government Hill Property. 

Policy Decision: Should the County request 
that the City amend its Master Plan to allow 
for 15 stories of development on the 
Government Hill property north of Evernia 
Street with or without the use of the 
development rights? 

Assuming that building heights of 10 stories over the entire Government Hill property north ofEvernia Street 
could be achieved ( with a Downtown Master Plan change and the transfer ofdevelopment rights), the County 
would require the entire Government Hill property notth of Evemia Street to accomplish its projected space 
and parking needs. 

Taking that one step further to try accommodate the County's needs for 350,000 sf and 1400 spaces and to 
minimize the County's land requirement at Government Hill; the following options could be implemented. 

Design Option A 
Design Option B 
Design Option C 

a 14 story, 25,000 sf ft/floor with 1400 spaces, 6 story garage= 3.38 acres 
a 13 story, 26,923 sf ft/floor with 1400 spaces, 6 story garage= 3.42 acres 
a 12 story, 29,167 sf ft/floor ,vith 1400 spaces, 6 story garage= 3.48 acres 

Staff recommends Option A be used for planning purposes and when considering changes to the Government 
Hill Master Plan. 
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Table 5 summarizes the tenant list and spaces assignments for Government Hill. 

Tahle5 
Governme111 Hill 

Tenant List and Space Proiections 2025+ 

Board of County Commissio11ers Future Space Requirements 

County Administration 15,000 sf 

County Attorney Office 35,000 sf 

County Commissioners 20,000 sf 

County Engineer 2,000 sf 

Criminal Justice Commission 8,500 sf 

Finance (Clerk & Comptroller) 40,000 sf 

Financial Management and Budget 15,000 sf 

Information Systems and Services 90,000 sf 

Legislative Delegation 2,000 sf 

Municipal League 1,000 sf 

Public Affairs 40,000 sf 

Contingency 1 81,500 sf 

Total Square Footage 350,000 sf 

This square footage accounts for the total range of projected space requirements as ,vell as 
contingency for new or modified requirements. 

With the implementation of the above master plans, the following space assignments would exist. The 
agencies that have changed locations are shown in italics. 
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Table 6 
County Center and East Central Regional Sen•ice Center 2025+ 

Tenant List 

Downtown Airport Center Government Hill 

Courts General Government Bollrd of County 
Commissioners 

15th Judicial Circuit &County Comt Community Services County Administration 

Clerk & Comptroller - Executive & Criminal Justice County Attorney Office 
Court Services Commission 

Justice Services Property Appraiser · County Commissioners 

Public Defender Tax Collector Coun(v Engineer 

Sheriff (Court Services Bureau Criminal Justice 
including Civil Warrants) 

State Attorney · Finance (Clerk & 
Comptroller) 

Financial .Management and 
Budget 

Information Systems and 
Services 

Legislative Delegation 

Municipal League 

Public Affairs 

2.5 Alternates to Government Hill 

In studying this tenant list two policy decisions are raised; 1) does the Board of County Commissioners need 
to located either near the Court and/or general govcmment functional groups, and 2) should other locations 

( other than Government Hill) be considered for the location of the Board of County Commissioners? 
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Policy Decision: Does the Board of County 
Commissioners need to be located either near the 
Court and/or general government functional 
groups? 

There are several properties that have, in the past have been considered, or can be considered for alternate 
locations for the Government Hill functions. These include; 1) the ±15 acre County-o\vned parcel at 
Belvedere Rd, 2) the _±19 acre PBIA Entrance Parcel, 3) the t,.7 acre Armory parcel at the southwest corner 
of Congress and Southern Blvd, and 4) the Mangonia Park Park TOD. The location of alJ of these sites is 
shown on Map 5. 

Policy Decision: Should other locations be 
considered for the future home of the Board 
of County Commissioners? 

2.51 Belevedere Road 50X Complex. This approximately 15 acre parcel is currently County-owned and 
has good visibility and access. However, it is immediately adjacent to residential community and is 
a critical parcel in the Airports Master Plan. The County is currently negotiating an exchange of this 
property for the Airpo11 O\vned Cherry Road facility (&a Kings Academy) to achieve the Airports 
long term airport related development goals as well as meet the County's long tenn needs for very 
low intensity warehouse and industrial uses. 

2.52 PBIA Entrance Parcel~ SW corner of Belvedere and Australian. This approximate 19 acre parcel 
is currently Airport owned and is planned for the development of airport related mixed used 
development. 

2.53 Armory Parcel. This approximately 7 acre parcel is currently Airport owned and is included in the 
Airport Master Plan. While the visibility appears to be good at the SW comer of the intersection of 
Congress and Southern, there is no access from Southern Blvd, the Congress flyover eliminates 
access from Congress Ave, and the curve on Gun Club Rd may limit egress to right out only. For 
these reasons, this parcel can not practically support a high intensity use. 

2.54 Mangonia Park TOD. The general location of this site is outside of what is considered to be the 
geographic center of the County, is without the visibi Uty appropriate for these county\vide functions, 
and because of the lack of related uses and businesses, would result in many additional vehicular 
trips which do not cmTently exist The separation from both the functions housed Downtown and 
at the East Central Regional Service Center is problematic for the same reasons. Also, the County 
has been sensitive in the pastto Riviera Beach's and Mangonia Park's formal and infonnal requests 
to limit/eliminate County land purchases within the municipal boundaries so as to maximize property 
tax revenues. 

Three Master Plan Updates 
Last Revised 07/12/06 

AitftU\: A 
Page 14 of IS 



3.0 Modifications to tlie Master Plan 

In addition to making a decision to confinn the existing master plans or consider changes based solely on 

perception or historical factors, development potential to meet future needs and preserving the financial value 

of County's real estate; it is also necessary to take a second look at the assumptions that have been made and 

evaluate the other risks that may influence the ultimate outcome. 

3.1 Siting Assumptions 

Throughout this report, the follo\ving assumptions have been made and Staff believes them to be reasonable 

and appropriately conservative. 

3.11 The base of court functions will remain in Downtown and court programs/services can not be split 
between two locations or campuses. 

3. 12 All Clerk & Comptroller functions will ultimately be housed with the Court function, but for 
Finance. 

3 .13 Space for the constitutional officers and the BCC departments currently located downtown, must 

remain either at the County Center or East Central Regional Service Center. 

3 .14 Services will continue to be provided based on general the same model/ratio of centralized to 
decentralized services. 

3 .15 The Master Plans should be based on only the level of density and intensity of development that is 
currently allo\ved by applicable codes. 

3.16 The Master Plans should be based on the greatest projected space requirement and as a result the 
numbers identified in this report have eliminated the previously reported ranges and reflect the 

maximum projected space requirement. This approach should also provide for some contingency 

for changes in policy and service delivery over time. 

3.2 Risk Assumpti01is 

In addition to the specific assumptions that have been made, the following general risks exist and need to 
be monitored on an on-going basis to ensure that reality is tracking the projections so that interim course 
corrections can be made to aqjust for deviations. 

3 .21 The projections are based on the actual parking demand for governmental offices reducing over time 
from 5 spaces per l 000 sf to 4 parking spaces per 1000 sf general government offic.es. Due to our 

large requirement, this could mean a difference of almost 1000 spaces. There is insufficient 
development potential in the County Center to support this parking need ( unless provided off-site). 

Previous attempts (including substantial road construction, lack of parking, high fuel costs and 
incentives for transit use) to reduce parking needs in the Downtown have been less than successful. 

Three Master Plan Updates 
Last Revised 07112/06 

ftrtttM\ ~ 
Page 15 of 18 



3.22 No area wide traffic studies have been conducted to detennine whether the downtown West Palm 
Beach roadway network can support this level of County development as well as the projected 
development and redevelopment of others. Since the County is projecting that it will not develop 
the Government Hill Property (or replacement property) until approximately 2025, the County will 
be last to develop and may be required ( either operationally or from a regulatory perspective) to; 1) 
either limit its development to the available capacity, 2) make costly roadway infrastructure 
improvements, and/or 3) be required to make significant financial contributions to transit operations. 

3 .23 Land development regulations and ordinances will be modified and enacted over time. Those 
modifications and new regulations may further limit the development capability of a property (as 
opposed to define design of same ). The risk is greater in municipalities where there is a separate 
governing body responsible for those codes. An example of this is the City of West Palm Beach's 
TDR Ordinance and Downtown Master Plan which could be modified or repealed and dramatically 
impact the development potential of the downtO\Vll properties. 

3.3 Policy Issues a11d Recommendati,ms 

The following summarizes the key policy issues associated with the County Center and East Central Regional 
Service Center Master Plans and staff recommendations on each. 

3.31 Is there ·any further decentralization which can occur within functional groups? Staff 
recommends that no forther decentralization. beyond that already identified, occur within functional 
groups. 

3.32 Do the Board of County Commissioners and Constitutional Office functional groups need to 
be located adjacent to each other? Staff recommends that the Board make this decision based on 
its opinion of the requirements, perception and convenience but that at a minimum, the County 
Commissioner and Constitutional functional groups be located either adjacent to each other, or at 
a combination of the County Center and Airport Center, but not any further distances. 

3.33 Should the County request that the City of West Palm Beach amend its Master Plan to allow 
for 12 stories of development on Block D without the use of the development rights? Staff 
recommends that the Board authorize Staff to fonnally request an amendment to the Downtm.vn 
Master Plan allowing for the development of 12~ 15 stories on Block D without transferring 
development rights. Staff believes this appropriate to ensure that the planned development on the 
block can be realized in support of the County's long tenn development plans. It also eliminates the 
risk that TDR Ordinance is amended in a way that precludes the transfer. 

3 .34 Should the County request that the City amend its Master Plan to allow for 15 stories of 
development on the Government Hill property north of Evernia Street with or without the use 
of the development rights? Staff recommends that the Board authorize Staff to request an 
amendment to the Downto,vn Master Plan allowing for the development of 15 stories on the 
Government Hill property north of Evemia Street with or withoutthe transfer of development rights. 
Staff believes that this is appropriate to ensure that the planned development on Government Hill 
can he realized in support of the County's long term development plans as well as to facilitate other 
redevelopment objectives of the City. It also eliminates the risk that the TDR Ordinance is amended 
in a way that precludes the transfer. 
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3.35 Is there any other acceptable location for the Board of County Commission functions besides 
for Government Hill? For the primary reasons of; l) adjacency to other key functional groups, 2) 
for maintaining the historic as well as perceived County Center, 3) and for the adjacency to key State 
and Federal governmental holdings, and 4) for strictly financial land holding reasons; Staff does not 
recommend that the Board of County Commissioner functional group be relocated from Government 
Hill. 

However, Staff can recommend a partial disposition of the Government Hill holdings as follows (see 
Map 6). 

3.351 Staff recommends the sale of the Government Hill property south ofEvemia Street (GH -
A), a total of2.26 acres, upon the vacation of the property by the State/Health Department. 

3.352 Staff recommends the sale of a .16 acre parcel (GH - B) subject to; 1) the owner agreeing 
to a certain number of attainable housing units, 2) County employees be given preference 
on sale/lease, and 3) only if and after the height restrictions on the Government Hi! I property 
north of Evernia is increased to 15 stories and the City releases/abandons all remaining 
interests in the Block, such as alleys, easement, etc. 

3.353 Staff recommends that a 50' strip ofland at the south end of the Evemia/Datura Block be 
reserved for either right-of way or incompatibility buffer (GH-C), a total of .32 acres only 
after; l) the City releases/abandons all remaining interests in the block such as alleys, 
easements, etc and 2) the height restrictions on the Government Hill property, north of 
Evemia Street, is increased to 15 stories. If the ROW is ultimately needed, the ROW would 
be conveyed to the City. If the ROW is not required, the property would be retained by the 
County for ingress/egress for the parcel and an incompatibility buffer. 

3 .36 Should the County consider meeting its need for four ( 4) acres on Government Hill in a 
different location within the City's proposed Transit Oriented Development District in order 
to facilitate the transit oriented development and workforce housing? Staff can accommodate 
the County's requirements with the remaining four ( 4) acres between Datura/Evernia and would only 
recommend considering an exchange of this property for a site within the State Block for the office 
building with frontage on Tamarind and Clematis. A portion of the County's parking needs would 
be met through parking off the Dimmick Block. A concept similar to this was previously considered 
and was the only one that met the County's siting objectives in terms of visibility and access. Other 
operational benefits would also exist to the County (as weU as the State) for co-locating adjacent to 
the Federal property. 

It should be noted that unless the State were to immediately agree to this approach involving the 
ultimate disposition of a part of Dimmick, pursuing this County relocation strategy \Vould delay the 
construction of the Health Department's replacement buildings which is inconsistent with the 
County's position that the buildings need to be constructed as s0011 as possible. 

3.37 What is should be done to facilitate the development of the Wedge site for the private transit 
oriented development? Staff continues to recommend that it proceed with the development of the 
Wedge Site by completing the creation of the PalmTran Transfer Station and then either; I) 
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authorize the site to be _included in the Transit Oriented Development District subject to the 
Palm Tran uses and 250 parking spaces for Tri-Rail and direct Staff to participate in such discussions 
on behalf of the County, or 2) prepare a separate RFP to offer the property (subject to Palm Tran 
uses and Tri-Rail parking requirements) for transit oriented private development which would 
incorporate the 250 parking spaces for Tri-Rail. Staff is recommending that its interest in this land 
be conveyed with no compensation to the County. 

Map 1 
Map2 
Map3 
Map3A 
Map4 
Map5 
Map6 
Map6A 

Listo/Maps 

CUITent County Master Plan Locations 
Downtown Properties 
Government Hill Properties 
Wedge Parcel 
Airport Center Property 
Location Map for Government Hill Alternate Properties 
Recommended Dispositions at Government Hill 
Government Hill Property After Recomm:ended Dispositions 
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Map 2 ... Downtown Properties 



Map 3 • GoYernment Hill Properties 



Map 3A .. Wedge Parcel 
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Agenda Item #: 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 
s c;. -I 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: December 5, 2006 [ I Consent [XJ Regular 

[ J Ordinance [ J Public Hearing 
Department: Facilities .Development & Operations 

I. EXECUTIVE BRIEF 

Motion and Title: Staff requests Board Direction: Regarding letter proposal from 
Secretary Lewis (Florida Department of Management Services) dated October 20, 
2006 regarding; 1) co-locating public uses on the State's Dimick Block within the 
proposed West Palm Beach Transit Oriented Development District and; 2) requesting 
additional funding in the amount of $2,900,000 for the construction of the new 
replacement Health Department Facilities. 

Summary: On July 18, 2006, the Board held a workshop to update three County 
facilities master plans. With respect to the Government Hill Master Plan, the Board 
indicated support to consider meeting the County's need for four acres on Government 
Hill in a different location within the City's Transit Oriented Development District. On 
October 11, 2006, State and County Staff, representatives of the City, Health 
Department and Health Care District met to work through the planning aspects of co­
locating the public uses on the Dimick Block. , On October 20, 2006, Secretary Lewis 
sent a letter d~tailing the basic deal terms in the form of a proposal to the County 
which includes the consensus land allocation plan. While the physical aspects of the 
consensus Dimick Land Allocation Plan are feasible, Staff believes that the financial 
aspects of the business terms presented by Secretary Lewis to implement the 
transaction between the State and County are beyond the terms previously 
contemplated by the Board and the proposal as currently presented is not one that 
Staff can recomm~nd the Board conceptually approve. (FDO Admin) 
(Countywide/District :Z. ) (JM) 

Background and Policy Issues: See attached letter from Bob Weisman dated November 
29, 2006 for discussion cit issues. 

Attachments: 

1. Letter from Bob;Weisman dated November 29, 2006 
2. Letter from Secretary Lewis dated October 20, 2006 
3. Land Allocation Map dated October 20, 2006 

Approved by: 



II. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Five Year Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

Fiscal Years 2007 2008 2009 

Capital Expenditures. -0- -0- -0-

Operating Costs . -0- -0- -0-

External Revenues -0- -0- -0-

Program Income (County) -0- -0- -0-

In-Kind Match (County) -0- -0- -0-

NET FISCAL IMPACT -0- -0- -0-

# ADDITIONAL FTE 
POSITIONS (Cumulative) 

Is Item Included in Current Budget? Yes No --
Budget Account No: Fund __ Department Unit 
Reporting Category __ 

B. Recommended Sources of Funds/Summary of Fiscal Impact: 

2010 2011 

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

Object 

C. Departmental Fiscal Re"'·La.111._ ______________________ _ 

Ill. REVIEW COMMENTS: 

A. ·OFMB Fiscal and/or Contract Development & Control Comments: 

OFMB Contract Dev. and Control 

B. Legal Sufficiency: 

Assistant County Attorney 

C. Other Department Review: 



November 29, 2006 

To: 

Thru: 

From: 

Re: 

Addie L. Greene, Chairperson and Members of the Board of 
County Commisstoners / 

Robert Weisman, County A.dm~,tn!~I\ 

Audrey Wolf, Director 1""1 f±::\._ 
Facilities Development ~ratio\ 

Decembers, 2006 Regular Agenda Item 
County's Government Hill Master Plan and Status of 
Discussion with State on Co;;Locating on Dimick Block 

On 7/18/06, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) held a workshop to 
update three facilities master plans; Downtown, Government Hill and Airport 
Center. With respect to the Government Hill Master Plan, the Board indicated 
support to consider meeting its need for four acres on Government Hill in a 
different location within the City's Transit Oriented Development District (TOD) 
providing that it could be done through the creation of a ''public use block" on 
the State's Dimick Block. 

On 10/11/06, County and State Staff, .along with representatives of the City, the 
Health Department (DOH) and Health Care District (HCD) met to work through 
the planning aspects of co-locating the public uses on the Dimick Block. A 
consensus plan was developed which addressed the physical planning aspects and 
identified the basic business and operations issues which would have to be 
addressed in order to implement that plan. In addition at this meeting, the State 
indicated it intended to request additional local funding to cover delay costs on 
the DOH Building arising from participating in this planning effort. On· 10/20/06, 
Secretary Lewis sent a letter further detailing the basic business tenns in the form 
of a proposal to the County (State Proposal). An evaluation of the terms of the 
State's proposal. including the funding deficit request is attached as Exhibit A to 
this report. 

While the physical aspects of the consensus Dimick Land Allocation Plan are 
feasible, Stqff believes that the financial aspects of the plan are beyond the terms 
previously contemplated by the Board and the proposal as CWTently presented is 
not one that Staff can recommend the Board conceptually endorse. 

In order for the Board to fully consider the State's Proposal, Staff believes it 
necessary to present the likely :financial scenario and risks associated with the 
Board's ongoing participation in the TOD. While not specifically addressed by 
Staff at the 7/21/06 Board workshop, representations were made in various other 
presentations since late 2005 that the County's participation in the TOD would 
not result in out-of pocket expenses to .the County and that if and when the 
property was disposed of. to a TOD developer, the County would be able to 
recover its $8.lM contribution to the DOH. Staff was never comfortable that the 
County's participation would result in a financially neutral position and with 
some of the terms of the County's participation now being defined, Staff can 
begin to quantify likely financial outcomes. 
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The following table reflects Staff's preliminary and rough estimate ofthe range of probable costs 
associated with its participation in the TOD. These costs should be viewed as minimum County 
funding requirements (Shortfall) to make the TOD feasible. There are do:rens of factors which 
will influence the ultimate financial outcome. The first two risk factors (described after the table) 
will not only influence the financial picture, but also could be fatal flaws to proceeding with the 
TOD at all. Agaiµ, the purpose of this table is to provide a new frame of reference for considering 
on-going participation in the TOD. 

It should also be noted that the OOH Facility funding deficit is estimated by the State to be 
$2,900,000. Staff's recommendation is that the County not provide additional funding to the 
OOH. However, the Board's ultimate decision on funding can be independent of its consideration 
of the County's continued participation in the TOD, and is therefore not included in the following 
table. 

Preliminary Minimum County Funding Requirements 
in the West Palm Beach Transit Oriented Development 

Cost Cate1!0rv Most Favorable 

Net Revenue From Disposition of County Block and $ 5,380,000 
partial purchase of the· Dimick Block. See note 1 for 
assumDtions. 
Other costs associated with the partial purchase of the $ 0 
Dimick Block. See note 2 for assumptions. 
Costs associated with relocation of Community $. (7,402,000) 
Services prior to scheduled relocation in 2015-2020. 
See note 4 for assumlltions. 
Costs associated with accelerating remainder of $ 0 
facilities to accommodate Community Services in 
larirer County facility .. See note 4 for assumotions. 

Proiected Shortfall $ (2,022 000) 
Prolecied Accelerated Costs $, 0 

Notes: 

Least Favorable 

$ 2,208,000 

$ (5,055,000) 

$ (10,600,000) 

$ (46,000,000) 

$ (13.447.000) 
$ ( 46;000 000) 

l. The value of the County's 6.68 acre holdlngs (not including the Wedge Property) is estimated to be 
$600,000/acre assuming cumnt zoning and land development regulations and $1,000,000/acre for property with zoning 
and land development regulations appropriate to support TOD style mixed use development and with requirements for 
the incorporation pf workforce housing. The value of the Dimick Block property is estimated to be the same. The most 
favorable analysis assumes only 1.3 acres of Dimick.are purchased and the least favorable analysis assumes that 3 acres 
of Dimick are purchased. 

2. The State's proposal delineated terms for the State's participation in •the TOD. The most favorable analysis 
assumes that Staff's recommendations are realized and the least favorable analysis assumes that the State's proposal is 
accepted. Toe differences between the State proposal and Staff's rccommendati.on are ~ in detail in the 
Evaluation Terms 3, 4 and S and llllached as Exln'bit A. 

3. Toe Community Services Building is a 36,000 sf building and 120 parking spaces currently located on the 
County block. The building was OODStructed in the 1970s, but has had all of its major building systems rehabbed or 
replaced in the last five to ten years in anticipation of another 15-20 years of service. The Airport Center Master Plan 
contemplates that the Community Services function would be relocated to Airport Center when those buildings are 
required in 2015-2020. If the development of the TOD requires an "81'1y relocation of this building the investment in the 
existing buildlng will be lost, The most favoral,le analysis assumes move and relocation costs and a rental rate 



consistent with "throw away" build-out. The least favorable analysis assumes that the County would have to relocate its 
facilities into space fit up to County standards. Both are for ten years (2008-2017) ·until the buildings at Airport Center 
are available. 

4. If the needs of the Community Services Department grows faster than that of the Courts or constitutional 
officers or the interim period !lXCeeds 7-10 years, the County will need to commit the funding necessary to construct the 
entire 175,000 sf at Airport Center as that property cen.only be built in one additional phase due to physical property 
constraints and the impacts on existing operations. The most favorable analysis assumes that no costs are accelerated 
and the least favorable analysis assumes that the costs of a 139,000 sf facility and 580 parking spaces (difference 
between 175,000 sf and 700 cars and 36;000 sf and 120 cars) would be accel~ated. For comparison purposes 1111 
construction costs are shown in current dollars and not escalated to the actna1 year of construction. 

In addition to the assumptions above, the following are four other major factors influencing the 
magnitude of the Shortfall. The first two of which could also become fatal flaws to the TOD 
development. 

1. A major factor in the value of the County property will be having land development · 
regulations in place which support TOD style developments, in advance· of the RFP being• 
advertised and negotiated. Without same, there is substantial risk to a purchaser under the 

• RFP who will not knpw what development ~gulations they will be subject to, This risk 
equates to a reduction in price. This report assumes that the RFP will be held until the City 
modifies its comprehensive plan, zoning and land development code as well as the 
Downtown Master Plan to support a TOD style development. 

2. No area-wide traffic studies have been conducted to detennine whether the downtown West 
Palm Beach roadway network can support this level of development. Those studies when 
completed may; 1) reduce the overall development potential of the TOD .to match available 
capacity thus reducing value of County property, 2) require the TOD developer or 
governmental partners to make costly roadway infrastructure improvements, 3) require the 
TOD developer or governmental partners to make significant financial contributions to 1ransit 
operations and/or 4) result in the last partner(s) to develop having no development capacity. 

3. While the structure of the governmental entities participation in the TOD presented in this 
report greatly simplifies the transaction from a developer's perspective (only work with the 
County), the existence of the Community Services Building and its on-going operation 
remains a tough issue for a future developer. Any additional conditions placed on the. 
developer (ie: to replace surface parking, regulate timing of development to meet a non­
market driven schedule) will reduce the value of the. County property and/or reduce the 
viability of the TOD in general. A major example of such condition is that discussed in the 
Evaluation of the State Proposal, Term #3. 

4. All projections as to parking demand are based on the actual parking demand reducing over 
time. Due to the large amount of governmental offices planned for the Dimick Block, if the 
parking demand does not diminish. the parking requirements would be underestimated by 
about 20% which would make ·the Dimick Master Plan infeasible if all entities built out to 
their max. potential. Furthermore, this would require construction of additional garage spaces 
at our estimated costs of another $9,000,000 to the governmental partners and create some 
operational issues. 
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The reason for including the preceding analysis in this particular report is to clarify that the 
County will likely not be in a financially neutral or revenue receiving position and that should be 

acknowledged by the Board, along with the non-finllncial benefits of participation, in evaluating 

its continued participation in the TOD. 

Based on the above there are two overall policy questions for the Board. 

1. Does the Board want tg fund the funding deficit in the estimted amount 0($2,900,000 

In whole or In. part in order to ensure that the new DOH fqcllltles move forward 
(Evaluation Item 6 below)? 

2. Does the Board want to continue its participation in the planning and implementation 

gf .the West Pq/m Beach TOD based on an estimated funding 'Contribution between 
$2,0oo,ooo and $13,400,000 fEvaluatlon Items 2-5 and 7-8 below)? 

Staff's comments on each deal term presented in the State's proposal as well as Staff's alternate 

recommendation are contained in Exhibit A for the Board's consideration. 

Exhibits 

A. Evaluation of Secretary LewW October 20, 2006 Proposal 
B. Letter from Secretary Lewis dated 10/20/06 
C. Land Allocation Map dated 10/20/06 

cc: Ross Hering, Director Property and Real Estate Management 
Dwight Chenette, CEO, Health Care District of Palm Beach County 
Lois Franke~ Mayor, City of West Palm Beach 
Kim Briesemeister; Executive Director, West Palm Beach CRA 
Secretary Colleen Castille, Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Secretary M. Rony Francois, Florida Deplll'tment of Health 
Tim Cerio, General Counsel, Florida Department of Health 
Ron Walsh, Project Manager, Florida Department of Health 
Dr. Jean Malecki, Director PBC Health Department 
Tom Arnedos, Director, General Services, PBC Health Department 
Steve Ferst, General Counsel, Florida Department of Management Services 
Tim Dimond, Director, Florida Department of Management Services 
Dean Izzi, Program Manager, Florida Department of Management Services 
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ExhibitA 
Evaluation of Secretary Lewis' October 20. 2006 Proposal Letter 

De(mitions 

The following definitions are used in the evaluation of the State'.s le~ proposal. 

1. City: The City o~West Palm Beach 

2. County: Palm Beach County 

3. County Block: A portion of the County's holdings on Government Hill, specifically the 
northern most County owned property being the majority of the block between Datum and 
Evemia Street. 

4. Dimick Block: The State owned property between Clematis and Datura Streets. 

5. DOH: The Department of Health commonly known as the Heath Department. 

6. DOH Phase I Building: The 92;000 sf building planned by the DOH, sufficient to meets its 
current needs. 

7. HCD: Health Care District of Palm Beach County 

8. Phase I Development: The total of DOH Phase I Building, the HCD Building and the parking 
facilities necessary to accommodate both buildings. 

9. Phase II Development: The expa1lllion to Dimick Building by the State, the County Building, 
or the Phase II DOH Building; whichever comes first 

10. Staff: Palm Beach County Staff 

11. State: The State of Florida, specifically the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement 
Fund managing the State's real estate portfolio on behalf of the State agencies. 

12. TOD: Transit Oriented Development 

Evaluation of Project Concept Set Forth in Secretary Lewis' 10/20/06 Letter 

1. Dimick Block Master Plan - State Uses 

a. 10/20/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. State uses including the DOH and HCD 
would ultimately occupy the western portion of the block, shown on Attachment 
2 in yellow and orange. Approximately 1200 parking spaces (3 spaces/1000 sf 
with a total of393,000sf at build-out) for these uses combined would be provided 
within a structured parking garage to be located on the western portion of the 
Dimick Block, within the footprint of the identified County uses. 
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.b. Staff Comments. Staff concurs with the final land allocation plan, but does not 
agree that the land for the parking garage serving primarily non-County uses 
should be within the land to be conveyed t:O the County (discussed in Item #2 
below). 

c. Staff Recommendation. Staff recommends that the State be encouraged to 
proceed with the re-design of the DOH ·facility for the location shown on 
Attachment #3 and proceed to construction as soon as possible. Staff also 
recommends that it be authorized to continue negotiations with the State on the 
conceptual business terms. It is recommended that such terms be finalized after 
the disposition of the County holdings. 

2. Dimick Block Master Plan - County Uses 

a. 10120/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. A 12-15 story, 350,000 sf building would be 
located on the western most portion of the Dimick Block along with a 1800 space 
structured parking garage serving the non-County uses and approximately 600 of 
the County's 1400 required parking spaces. The remainder of the County's 
parking spaces would be located in a parking ·structure on the County Block. The 
County would acquire the Dimick Block property at fair market value. 

b, Staff Comments. Staff concurs with the physical aspects of the land allocation 
plan, but is not in agreement that the land underlying the parking structure should 
be acquired by the County: The County is the only entity acquiring land within 
the Dimick Block for its use and to require the County to acquire the land 
underlying the parking structure which is primarily for the benefit of the State is 
completely inequitable. The cost of proceeding with the TOD should be shared 
amo~st the partners. Further, the County previously donated 6 acres of property 
at 45 St and Australian for the DOH with no conditions and has agreed to fund 
$8.1 M towards construction of the new DOH Phase I facility with no conditions. 
For these two reasons there is a good argument to be made that the land 

· underlying the proposed County building should be donated to the County to 
increase the viability of the TOD (by reducing the County's shortfall) and 
recognizing the on-going partnership between· the County and the State with 
respect to planning and facilities delivery in Palm Beach County. 

c. Staff Recommendations, Staff recommends that at a maximum it acquire only the 
property underlying the proposed County building at fair market value using the 
revenues derived from the sale of the County's holdings on Government Hill and 
that it not pay for its pro rata share of the land underlying the. parking garage 
(approximately .6 acres). The County could pay either in cash or by the delivery 
of improvements on the Dimick Block. · 

Staff recommends that the County (as well as all other partners) fund the pro rata 
share of the design and construction costs associated with its assigned parking 
spaces at such time that the structured parking is constructed. In order to 
implement this, Staff would have to negotiate a parking development, operations 
and mauagement agreement between the Health Department, HCD and State 
which would have; 1) each party funding its share of the design and construction 
costs, 2) the County ~sponsible for. daily garage operations and maintenance, 
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and 3) the State responsible for funding garage renewal and replacement and 
capititl costs. 

3. Construction of Structured Parking for Phase 1 Development on Dimick Block 

a. J 0/20106 Secretary Lewis Proposal. The County would build a parking garage 
concurrent with the development of the HCD Building of sufficient size to 
accommodate the parking needs of the Phase 1 Development ( existing Dimick 
Building, HCD Building and the DOH Phase 1 Building (at 2 spaces/1000 sf)) 
within the Dimick Block. The components of the Phase 1 Development which 
must be accommodated in this garage are; a) the surface parking lost by the 
development of the HCD Building, b) the parking for the HCD Building at 3· 
spaces/1000 sf, c) parking for the Dimick lost by the development of the garage, 
and d) surface parking lost by the deqication of the property for the street and 
linear park. The total of same is estimated to be 250 spaces. 

b. Stqff Comments. This term shifts all costs associated with parking for the HCD 
development to the County as well as the cost of replacement parking for the 
Dimick Building as a result of the sublease between the State and the DOH; to 
which the County is not a party and but for the County's participation in the TOD 
planning efforts would have been borne by non-County entities. These costs are 
standard costs associated with development of a building and should be borne by 
the governmental partner developing its facilities. 

In this case, there is already a sublease agreement between the State, HCD and 
DOH addressing, albeit conceptually, the intent of the parties with respect to 
parking. The sublease indicates that the parties will provide shared surface 
parking for their employees and guests within the DOH Leased and HCD 
subleased property pursuant to a future license agreement This agreement also 
contemplated that the surface parking would be allocated by proportionate share. 
This agreement further contemplated that the surface parking would have to be 
vacated and replaced at some point and specifically _stated "the parties shall 
cooperate in developing plans to assure that their future parking needs on the 
property are met." 

c. Stqff Recommendation. Staff recommends that the State continue to surface park 
as many spaces as can be accommodated on the Dimick Block, with the 
remainder of the parking spaces required for Phase 1 Development being 
accommodated through surface parking on the County Block. DOH and HCD 
would each pay :their fair share of the design and construction costs associated 
with the surface parking whether it be accommodated on the Dimick or County 
Blocks. This is consistent with the intent of the current. agreement and does not 
shift the responsibility for same to the County. 

Since the Dimick Block will accommodate all but about 100 spaces required for 
Phase I Development, _we understand why it was suggested that the first portion 
ofthe garage be constructed ·on the Dimick. Due·to the small size of this early 
phase of the garage when compared to the overall gw;age ultimately required for 
th~ Dimick Block, it is not advisable to tie the State and County into making 
decisions on the design and operation of a .constrained 1800 car parking garage 
which is likely not needed for 15-2o+ years, solely to accommodate 
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approximately 100-125 vehicles (6%-8% of the total garage). These 100-125 
vehicles can be currently accommodated on the County Block at a very low cost. 

If permitted by the City (see #4 below for more details), the County could make 
land available within the County Block to accommodate unmet non-County 
surface pad<lng needs of Dimick Block users until; 1) the structured parking on 
Dimick Block is funded and constructed as part of the Phase 2 Development, 2) 
the County disposes of its holding and acquires the property on the Dimick 
Block, or 3) develops the County Block for its pmposes, whichever comes first. 
This strategy maintains the current intent of the parties for parking on Dimick 
(State, HCD and DOH), reduces the cost to all parties, and allows the parties to 
maintain flexibility for the future. In order to implement this recommendation, 
additional tenns would have to be added to_ the parking agreement discussed 
above to address the interim parking scenario. The value of use of the land is not 
considered in the Shortfall as the use does not present out of pocket costs. 

It should be noted that while recognizing and enabling the parking shortfall of the 
State, HCD and DOH on the County Block benefits all governmental partners by 
reducing c=nt costs and preserving flexibility for the future, it does represent 
an additional condition on the County Block which could ~It in; 1) a reduction 
in the value of the County Block and/or 2) a .reduction in the viability of the 
TOD. 

4. Use of County Block for surface parking for DOH not accommodated on Dimick Block. 

a. I 0120/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. The County would provide DOH use of 
surface parking spaces until the structured parking is available on Dimick. This 
actually represents the difference between the 2 spaces/1000 sf provided on 
Dimick and the 3 spaces/1000 sf required for that facility. This equates to 100-
125 parking spaces. 

b. Steff Comments. With or without the TOD, continued use of the County's 
holdings for parking by the DOH was never contemplated by the County in its 

existing agreement with the State/DOH for the DOH to vacate the County 
property. During the COUl'$e of the discussions regarding the TOD, it became 
evident that the DOH and State were assuming that the County Block would be 
made available for surface parking for the DOH so that the State could meet all 
of its parking requirements via surface parking. 

c. Staff Recommendations. Staff recommends that the County and State prepare an 
interim surface parking study which lays out the State's, (Dimick Building, DOH 
and HCD) surface parking needs on the undeveloped portion of Dimick Block 
(with the excess programmed for the County Block), to determine; 1) how many 
spaces are required to be located off Dimick, 2) the configuration of the parking 
on both the Dimick and County Blocks, 3) whether the City will permit the land 
to be transitionally used for surface parking and the requirements of that permit, 
and 4) the construction costs associated with the development of the surface 
parking lots, if any. 
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S. Development of Surface Parking for DOB Phase I on Dimick Block. 

a. 10/20/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. The County would develop, at no cost·to the 
State or DOH, the surface parking required within the Dimick Block to 
accommodate the DOH Phase I building. 

b. Staff Comments. The County-has already committed to $8.lM toward the overall 
development costs of .the DOH Phase I Building and associated parking. To 
require the County to pay for surface parking separate from that funding 
contribution represents an approximately $500,000-$600,000 funding increase. It 
is Staff's opinion that it is inappropriate to use this forum to request additional 
funding for parking as it is a basic expense and has nothing to do with the TOD 
development 

c. Stqff Recammendation. The DOH should fund all costs associated with the DOH 
Phase I Building from its project budget including parking. 

6, Funding for DOH Phase I Funding Shortfall due to DOH's participation in the local 
planning efforts. · 

a. 10/20/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. City and the County commit to funding the 
estimated $2.9M DOH Phase I project funding shortfall due to the DOH's 
participation in the planning activities since February 2006. The proposal does 
recognize that part of the $2.9M is included within the County's proposed 
obligation under #4 above. While not addressed in the proposal, Staff was told 
that this .represents the increased construction costs during. this period as well as 
the costs associated with the re-design of the building to another location within 
the Dimick Block. 

b. Stqff Comments. There are basically three concepts that should be considered by 
the Board with regard to this term. 

1) Should the County participate (in whole or in part) in funding the DOH 
project deficit? In April 2001, the County committed to fund $1.3 M 
toward to the development of what is now known as DOH Phase I and 
the DOH committed to vacate the County buildings and land by January 
1, 2005. In mid-2005, DOH approached the County and requested 
"deficit funding'' in the amount of an additional $6.8 M to make DOH 
Phase 1 happen. The County committed to funding that deficit without 
conditions, thereby raising the total funding commitment to $8.lM 
Thereafter, the State and DOH decided to participate in the local 
planning efforts associated with the TOD concept. The State made the 
decision to participate on its own and the City is the most significant 
benefactor of proceeding with the TOD the planning effort that resulted 
in the delayand costs. 

2) If the Board chooses to participate in funding the project shortfalls, 
should it be the only partner funding the deficit? Based on 
correspondence from the City to Secretary Lewis dated 10/26/06, ''the 
CRA statute limits the ability of using tax increment for governmental 

9 



uses including public administrative offices. In addition, this block and 
the construction of the DOH building will not generate any taxes; 
therefore, there is no readily identifiable source of funds for the CRA or 
the City to access." No discussion. or evaluation of other funding sources 
was provided. 

Regardless of the amount of additional funding committed by the 
County, Staff recommends any commitment be specific and defined by a 
not to exceed amount. 

3) Should the County make funding commitments which are necessitated 
solely to preserve the option to dispose of its land without knowing the 
total costs associated with the disposition and redevelopment on adjacent 
property? All of the terms set forth in Secretary Lewis' letter have an 
estimated financial impact of approximately $5 M to the County. Staff is 
recommending alternative terms that would reduce those costs, however 
their acceptability to the State is not known at this time. Further, the 
overall costs to the County associated with its participation is estimated 
to be between $2,022,000 to $13,447,000; based upon the assumptions 
contained earlier in this report. It should be noted that the County can 
meet its long term development objectives on the County Block with 
greater flexibility at less costs than by relocating to the Dimick Block. 

c. Stqff Recommendation. Staff recommends that the County not participate in 
funding the DOH Phase I project deficit and that the deficit be addressed by the 
State/DOH (additional legislative appropriation) and the City. 

However, if the Board is considering providing some level of funding in order to 

facilitate the DOH project, it should be done to facilitate the replacement 
facilities fo~ the DOH specifically and with no conditions or obligations from the 
State on further County participation in co-location. Jn addition, the County's 
participation should be limited to only those costs associated with the delay and 
not toward any costs that would be incurred by the State, DOH, HCD and/or City 
regardless of the outcome of the TOD development. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Staff recommends that the. County withhold the 
development, issuance and evaluation of an RFP for a TOD style development 
until; l} the City has adopted new comprehensive plan, zoning and land 
development regulations which support a TOD style development, 2) the State 
conceptually agreeing to proceed with the DOH Phase I in the location shown on 
Attachment 2, and 3) the State conceptually agreeing to terms more closely 
matching Staff's recommendations than contained in the Secretary Lewis 
proposal. 

7. New Street and Linear Park 

a. 10/20/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. The New Street proposed would be 
developed (funded and designed} by the City only after the structured parking is 
constructed. The land would be conveyed by sublease, sale at fair market value 
or dedication for TDR credit at the sole option of the State. 
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b. Stqff Comments. Based on a 10/26/06 letter from the City, they indicate that 
''there will be expenses related to public right of way improvements however, 
that the State will be required to construct, that the City or CRA may be able to 
participate in and are allowable expenses in our redevelopment plan •...• Section 7 
in your letter mandates the City fund the cost of the New Street and linear park 
and that the State through some form of transfer or sale, would retain the 
Transfer of Development Rights. We concur it is in the State's best interest to 
retain those development rights which we estimate to be values at approximately 
$1.4 million. The only way for the State to capture those funds is to use the sale 
of the TDRS from the public green and the new street which the City would build 
at no cost to the State." The timing of conveyance of the. land by the State is 
consistent with the timing of the land for the connecting southern portion of the 
land within the County Block. 

c. Stqff Recommendation. This term is really between the State and the City as 
proposed, however if the County is participating in the TOD, it should negotiate 
a similar condition a part of its dedication of right of way for this purpose and 
that the County only have the obligation to convey the land for New Street in the 
event that the State does. 

8. Structure of Transaction between the State and County 

a. 10/20/06 Secretary Lewis Proposal. There were two items that pertained to the 
County in this Section. The first was the State sell the area reflected in blue on 
Attachment #2 to the County; and the second was that the State approve the 
project concept, subject to the basic conditions set forth in the 10/20/06 letter 
proposal. 

· b. Sta.ff Comments. Staff's comments about the size and purchase approach as well 
as the basic terms are set forth above, in some cases with alternate 
recommendations for consideration by the BCC. 

c. Stqff Recommendation. Staff recommends that it be authorized to proceed with 
further negotiations with the State and that a new set of basic conditions based on 
direction received on 12/5/06 be drafted for conceptual approval by the State. . 
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SERVICES 

October 2lt 2006 

Mr. Dwight Ch~. CBO 
Health Cue District of'Plllm Beach County 

324 Datura Strect . 

Si,tlte401 
West Palm Beach. FJorida 33401 ~5432. 

Mr. R.obert Weisman. County Administrator 

Palm Beach County 
Poat Office &m 1989 
Woat Palm Beach, Florida 33402 

Tho Hoootablc Lois J. Frankel. Mayor 

Tho City ofWoat Palm Beach 

Poat Office Box 3366 
West Palm Beach, Florlda 33402 

Dear Mr, Weisman; 

Baaed on the meeting held in West Palm Beach this October 11111 we are in 

agreement en an approaoh that allows the Depanment ofHoalth (DOH) 

facility to be moved to the east [from the previoua Department of 

M~ Services (DMS) recommended location], to 1he location most 

prefetted by the Community Redovelopment Agenoy (CRA) shown in the 

ll8i. shaded orange on the, attached Exhibit A (to approximate scale) and 

refcncd to herein as the "state block." We are prepared to revise the CUimJt 

S 1toiy·desip site plan to rcfl.ecttlllLt loi;ation based on your agreement to 

the follaw:lng conditions aa applicable: 

l. Tho area reflected in oranp and yellow on the attached Bxbibit A 

would be allocated to acoommodate the facility needs of the 

Hoath Care Distriat (HCD), the initial ~t o£Health 

Administration facility and .future expansions far DOH and DMS 

facilities. 

2. The area shown in blUD would be the location of the Col,mly's 

future Admini11tatioll Bnilding and a Park:ing Gange sufficie.a.t to 

accommodate. at a mininuunt all parking needs of users of the 

"stfrte block" (ie. Dimiclc/Dimick expansion. DOH/DOH 

expansion, HCD and County ~on .Building- I believe 

someon11 estiulated a total of 1,800 apaces}, P-.lm Beach County 

would p'®hue the area $haded in blue for fair ~ket value to 

be used exclUSively ror 1:bat puq,ose. 
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3. The County will commit to build a Patklng Garage concum:nt with thO develop~ of the 

BCD facility, wllentWer it occun. The Garage will accommodate, at a. minimum: 

A. Surface parldug lost by dovelopmmrt of the HCD Facility. 

B. SurAce parldna lost by development of the Garage. 

C. s•pmki,D& lost, or to be lost,, by the City's developnient of the Street and Linear 

Pa:kwest ~fthe exi8ting Dimic:k Building •. 

D. Required spaces to accommodate the HCD, based on 3 spaees/1000 GSF. 

We project this would require the county to dffllop a Garage with a minimum of 599 spaces 

(hilt that needs to be -veri.ffed based m 3.A.- 3.D.). The Countymay elect to build a larger 

Garage sh01.lldit be more efficient. Future expansions to any Garage on the site will be 

horizontal, 110t v~cal. 
· 

Should the unlikely event occur tbat the l>BCliD and/or Dimick Building expansion occur 

l!dQ the HCD develops its projected 50,000 GSF facility; the atate would pro'ilido the .flmding 

fi:)r a portion of the Garage_ as necffilll'Y to accommodate its parking req~. The 

County's obligation rmnaim; (i) trigg=d by development of an HCD facility; and (ii) sized 

baaed on 3.A - 3.D. above. 

At the time the County ciev't!lops its Admitrlstt1tion Building, it will enlarge the Parldng Garage 

sufficient to replace the numbi:r ofspacea lost by the expanded Oarase and development of'the 

new facility and provide tho number of spaces required. by its new building. 

4. The County will continue to provido DOB use of surface parking spaces until the Garage 

~ the total~ spaces is open. 

5, Conou.mart with the development oftbe new DOH f~illty. the CIJUnty will d.avelop tbs 81lrface 

parldng :roflccted in the area~ blue on lhe attached Exhibit A That parking will bo 

designated .foruse by those wondng at or using the ~lities on the state block, without c:ost to 

the State. 
. 

6. The City 1111d County will oommit to provide the short-fall 11.mdmg in the cumnt DOH S-story 

project caused by delays due to OOH's participation with tho City and County in the vario11S 

plamung activities slnco February of 2006. Patt of that funding is aecompliahed by the 

fulfillment of the County's ohligation in "4" above. We project the total am.imnt to cummtlybe 

$2.51 million not including what the County would. do in "4" which would reduce tbls number). 
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7. The City's '"Street and Linear Pm" west of tho Diinick Building will JlOt be developed until 
the Parking Garage discussed ill 3 above ia opened, The cost of the Snet!Park will be funded 
by the City. DMS will resorva the right to appro-ve the deajgn. Transfer of the property 
RqUirc,d. fur the ·S1reet/I,inear Park may 'be by mblease, sale at fair market value or dedication 
in return for Tramfer of Development lUghts credit, at the sole option cf the staw. 

Ob\tiously, the DOH/DMS aarccment to the terms herein are subject to the approval of the 
Board o£TmsteoJ .. Jn order to supp«t this concept, DOH and DMS are prepuod to 
recommend to the Board ofTrlmeca (BOT) that 

i, . BOT sell the, axea re.fleeted in 1he blue (on the attached .BxJn"l.,it A) to Pahn Beach 
~unty; . 

ii DMS wo~d "lease-swap'' the area reflected in the orange with OOH; 
iii. DOH would "lease-swap" the are reflected in the yellow to pMS; 
iv. BOT would either sublease or dedicate the land needed for tho City's Street and 

Linear Park. . 

v. Tho Board of Trustees approves the project CQncept, subject to the basic conditions 
descri~ hcmn. 

If these conditions are acceptable to you, pleases so indicate by signature respectively below and we 
will p~ to miise tho S atmy design locatiODS. Since time is of-the easenco and DOH is :r:eady to 
submit its plms, we need your response not la.tor thin Ociobei: 30, 2006. Please call me if you ha.vi 
any questions. I look forward to working with you. 

Palm Beach County 

B~--------'-------
Its: ------------
Sincerely, 

T01n Lewis. Ir. 
Seoretaty 
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ee: Kim Briemneiata:. Community Redevelopment Ager,t;y 
SecretarY Colleen Castille. Florida Depattinent of Bnviromnontal Protection 
Ron Walsh, Project Mallager; Plorlda Department of Health 
Seoretary R.any FQncois. Florida Department ofHealth 
Tun Cerio, General Co\lDSol, Florida Department of Health 
Steve Ferst, General Counsel, Florida Department of Manageinent SBl'Vices 
Tim Dimond, Director, Florida Department of Management Services. .. 
Dean Izzo, Program Manager, FloridaDep~ ofManagement Services 

· .. ···, 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Commissioner Karen Marcus 

From: Randy Whitfield 
MPO Director 

Date: October 24, 2007 

RE: WEST PALM BEACH TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT 

At the MPO meeting on October 18, the Board received a status report on the 
West Palm Beach Transit Oriented Development (TOD) project located in the 

vicinity of the Amtrak rail station. The status report was provided by Kim Delaney 
from the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) who has been 
involved in the project since its initial phases. 

In 2007, several key milestones have been achieved for the project's 

implementation. These include the following: 

* Palm Beach County determined its potential future needs in the TOD district 
to be up to 350,000 SF of future County office space with up to 1,750 parking 
spaces. Per the County's preference, the updated TOD plan indicated the 
location of this future County space to be along Tamarind Avenue, between 

Clematis and Datura Streets, on property currently owned by the State of Florida. 

To accommodate the County's future space needs, an amendment to the City's 
Comprehensive Plan was needed to increase the maximum building heights in 
this location from ten to fifteen stories. The City of West Palm Beach has 
amended its Comprehensive Plan to allow for the increased building heights and 
is awaiting final approval from the Department of Community Affairs (anticipated 
October 25, 2007 per DCA staff). This Comprehensive Plan amendment was 
considered to be a critical step by County staff to (1) secure the County's ability 
to construct its maximum feasible building, and (2) allow other County-owned 
lands (which would then be surplus to the County's needs) to be offered for 
public/private development. 

* The location of the Department of Health (DOH) building has been finalized 
in accordance with the updated TOD plan. The City has approved the DOH site 
plan, and the building is now under construction. 

* The Health Care District (HCD) has finalized its lease with the State of 
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Florida for a future building location either within the TOD district or in another 
comparable location at some future point. 

* Regarding the "wedge" property, the SFRTA and Palm Beach County have 
finalized an agreement to allow: (1) the construction of an intermodal facility to 
accommodate Palm-Tran and other transit modes, and (2) the SFRTA to utilize 
any remaining property (after the construction of the intermodal facility) for 
parking and potentially a joint public/private development. On October 22, 2007, 
the City Commission approved a quit claim deed for a small portion of the 
property and a boundary replat for the Wedge site to allow the project to move 
forward. The County has secured site plan approval from the City, and 
completion of the facility is anticipated by June 2008. 

Given the accomplishment of these activities, the MPO Board discussed its 
desire for TCRPC to assist in moving the project forward into the next steps of 
implementation. These steps include negotiating the final details with the City, 
County, and various state agencies for their individual needs as well as the 
drafting of an RFP for lands to be considered for private development. 
Participation by County staff will be essential for the project to move forward. 
County staff needs direction from the Board of County Commissioners to 
prioritize this project so that it can move forward. 
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RECEIVED 
November 20, 2007 

Audrey Wolf NOV 2 6 2007 
Director, Facilities Development & Operations 
2633 Vista Parkway DIRECTOR'S OfFJCE 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33411 

RE: Responses to Questions Related to the West Palm Beach Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD). 

Dear Audrey, 

As requested, please find responses to questions raised in your letter of 
November 8, 2007 related to the development of the TOD. We look forward 
to the county's workshop on December 11, 2007 and appreciate the county 
commission moving forward with the process. 

• TOD Master Plan 
In March of 2006, stakeholders within the TOD worked on various 
development scenarios trying to reach consensus on future build out of the 
site. A consensus was reached however; major changes have occurred since 
that date, in particular the agreement to locate all the public uses on the 
State/Dimmick block between Clematis and Datura Streets. (In your letter 
you are now referring to that block as the public use block which we will 
reference hereinafter.) Otherthan the public use block, there is no definitive 
master plan for the remainder of the TOD area. 

Exhibit A is the result of the most recent version of the site plan for the 
public use block including the Department of Health (DOH) building and the 
new street that is to be incorporated in all the blocks south of the public use 
block. 

The city is waitmg for the County and State to finalize the terms and 
conditions of sharing the public use block for future expansion space. 

• Public Market 
County staff scheduled meetings with the city to introduce the concept of a 
public market. City staff was receptive to exploring ideas related to the 
market and discussed incorporating the concept into the TOD or some other 
downtown location. Those preliminary discussions did not result in any 
commitment from the city, and it is still not clear if the public market will be 
compatible with the urban form the TOD will take after the RFP or bid to sell 

City of West Palm Beach - 200 2nd Street - P.O. Box 3366 - West Palm Beach, FL - 33402 - (561) 822-1550 - (561) 822-1460 (Fax) ~ b ,,~'?, 
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the land is issued. CRA staff does not however recommend carving out a 
parcel for the public market in the interim. 

• Use of Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
The city commission has p-µblicly expressed support for utilizing TIF for the 
redevelopment of the TOD site. Although no parameters were defined, it is 
anticipated that the CRA will participate in the public realm and ROW 
improvements within the TOD district. Your letter stated the Supreme Court 
decision eliminated the use of TIF for this type of project. The court's 
decision did not eliminate the use of TIF; instead it determined a referendum 
was required to encumber ad valorem · revenue. The court also did not 
delineate parameters for any public process causing great confusion. The city 
is waiting for the Supreme Court to issue a revised opinion based on a similar 
court case that is pending which may influence the Supreme Court ruling. 
Pending the outcome, the city will most likely utilize any process that is 
available to access TIF for the TOD project. 

• Revised Approach Proposed by Mr. Masanoff 
The city does not have any written information nor has it taken any action 
regarding any proposal by Mr. Masanoff or any other private sector 
developer. Since the county is obligated to follow procurement rules related 
to disposition of public property, the city would not take any action prior to 
the completion of that process. 

• Downtown Master Plan Amendments 
At the August 27, 2007 City Commission meeting, the City Commission 
approved the amendments to the Downtown Master Plan Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan incorporating the necessary changes to proceed with the 
development of the TOD area. The amendments introduced are the following: 

1. TOD District. A TOD district has been identified within the 
Downtown area, including all Palm Beach County properties, 
State of Florida properties, the remaining private property 
encompassed between Fern Street, Clematis Street, Sapodilla 
Avenue and Tamarind Avenue and the piece of land known as the 
Wedge. A general vision for the area was also provided, 
emphasizing the opportunity to "design a new pedestrian-friendly 
residential neighborhood within close proximity to public 
transportation." The area was identified to include "attainable, 
workforce and market-rate housing as .well as a percentage of 
office uses, encouraging the mix of uses that ideally creates an 
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active urban neighborhood." (Exhibit C - Downtown Master 
Plan) 

2. TOD District development capacity. As part of the Downtown 
Master Plan the development capacity of the properties within the 
TOD District has been modified to better accommodate the vision 
of the area. (Exhibit D - Regulating Map and Incentive areas 
Map) The updated Master. Plan allows the properties within the 
TOD area, east of Tamarind A venue, to accommodate a mixed­
use development with a maximum Floor-Area-Ratio of 2.75 and a 
maximum height of 10 stories. Additional intensity and height 
may be achieved through special incentives up to a 15 stories and 
an FAR of 3.75 for the properties immediately e'ast of Tamarind 
Avenue. 

Having completed the process to update the Downtown Master Plan Element 
of the Comprehensive Plan, the City is currently undergoing a process to 
update the Zoning and Land Development Regulations which implement the 
Downtown Master Plan Element. 

A zoning in progress is scheduled for approval by the City Commission in 
December 2007. The zoning in progress will include an interim Urban 
Regulation which allows new development to proceed while the final urban 
regulation is drafted. 

The proposed urban regulations reflect the TOD style development identified 
as desirable for the subject area in the Comprehensive Plan. A copy of the 
interim urban regulations will be submitted to the County staff for review and 
comments in the following weeks. 

Please contact me if you need additional information. 

Sincerely 

im Briesemeister 
Redevelopment Manager/CRA Director 
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DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN ELEMENT 

Introduction 

Readers of the Master Plan are encouraged to regard it as part of the ongoing planning 

history of West Palm Beach. The Plan reinforces historic.al design concepts which, by 

their continuing survival in the Downtown, have proved their validity for evolving 
conditions. It proposes that new action support the city's traditions rather than depart 

from them, so that new building does not devalue the old. 

The 1923 plan which John Nolen drew for a growing small city was an elegant, wise, and 

holistic beginning. It deserves admiration for its simplicity and clarity. The heart of the 

plan was Clematis Street, its west end the city's entry from the train station, at that time 

the only connection to the rest of the world for West Palm Beach and Palm Beach. Half 
mile away (a ten minute walk) at the edge of Lake Worth, Clematis Street's east end was 

the embarkation point for the ferry to Palm Beach. 

With the traffic entering both cities passing along Clematis Street, it can be imagined to 

have been at one time a vibrant commercial center. 

History's events, which cannot be thoroughly chronicled here, brought drastic changes to 

this serene beginning of the future regional urban center. Automobile connections 
eclipsed the importance of train arrival and ferry crossing. US Highway 1, running north­

south through the city, and later 1-95 west of Clear Lake, virtually replaced the train; and 

the first bridge to Palm Beach moved gateways and traffic from Clematis Street to 

Okeechobee Boulevard. Mid-century suburban growth to the west further dispersed the 

downtown focus of West Palm Beach. In a familiar American metropolitan scenario, the 

Downtown now competes with growing centers of more recent development throughout 
Palm Beach County. 

In 1995 the City Commission of the City of West Palm Beach approved Ordinance No. 

2758-94 adopting a comprehensive Master Plan which sought to provide a coherent 

context for WestPalm Beach's apparently disparate projects, encourage private 
investment, and support the redevelopment of the downtown area. 

The Master Plan, completed in 1994, was prepared for a downtown experiencing the 

typical decline of a small American City during the 70's and 80's. The Downtown 

population was diminishing, the shopping areas had been displaced to the suburbs, and 

surface parking lots were increasingly replacing old structures. Despite these conditions, 

in 1994, the rebuilding of the downtown area was an effort clearly identified by the 

citizens of West Palm Beach as an important cause to pursue. 

Since 1994, the Downtown has substantially changed. Downtown population has 

increased from 4,569 residents in 2000 to 6,470 in 2005 and is estimated to reach 12,859 



residents by 2010. At the same time, 1,493 new residential units have been built since 
1994 and an additional 2,703 units are currently under construction. Also, 1,160,521 
square feet of non-residential uses have been built since 1994 and approximately 380,000 
square feet of office space is currently under construction. However, despite the changes, 
the rebuilding of the downtown is still a valid goal. The downtown area still has 
approximately 125 acres of vacant land, including parking lots. 

The participants in the 1994 Master Plan process enumerated the following 
characteristics as support for the continuing development effort: 

1. Downtown West Palm Beach is the historic center of the region and, as 
such, remains the geographical and psychological focus of a large 
population. 

2. It is the transit center for the region albeit not yet realized to its full 
potential. The West Palm Beach train station provides the rail connection 
to other cities in South Florida as well as to-the rest of the state and the 
country. The regional airport is near Downtown, too. 

3. It is the seat of government, both City and County. 

4. It is the cultural center of the region, an ambition reinforced by recent 
investment in new facilities like the Kravis Center for the Performing Arts. 

These characteristics are still present in downtown and have been continuously identified 
by the community as the basis for the constant effort on redeveloping the downtown area 
and making it a vibrant 24-hour City. 

The City and the interests it represents have already invested a tremendous amount of 
effort and money to reinforce the Downtown's importance as the center of the region and 
to make West Palm Beach great. In addition to the completion of the projects underway 
at the time the 1994 DMP was approved, such as the improvements on Okeechobee 
Boulevard and Clematis Street, the downtown shuttle and CityPlace-Clematis Street 
trolley, the expansion of the Kravis Center of the Performing Arts and the County 
Courthouse, a continuous public and private commitment with the Downtown 
redevelopment can be seen in the comp'letion of new projects such as the streetscape 
improvements for Dixie Highway and Olive A venue, the construction of the Palm Beach 
County Convention Center, the construction of the CityPlace mixed use project and the 
development of approximately 1,493 new residential units. 

The completion of these projects and the new projects currently under planning and 
construction process, such as the new City Hall and Library, the City Commons and 



waterfront park, and the approximately 2,700 new residential units will dramatically 
change the dynamics of the downtown. 

Vision of the Master Plan 

It remains for the Master Plan to bring all these ambitious individual gestures together in 
a unified vision of a Downtown inspiring confidence and encouraging new development 
without waiting for the next real estate boom. With this goal, the plan promotes a vision 
of: 

1. A place of unity, which its residents and visitors, at work or play, feel attached to 
and responsible for; 

2. A place of unique character with public spaces in which people feel comfortable 
together; 

3. A place of common vision and physical predictability for all new building, to 
ensure security of investment for property owners and developers as well as an 
aesthetic experience for users; 

4. A memorable place of human interaction, safety, and commercial and cultural 
benefit. 



GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

Goal 1: The downtown area shall be a place of unity, which its residents and visitors, at 
work or play, feel attached to and responsible for. The downtown area shall be a place of 
unique character with public spaces in which people feel comfortable interacting. 

Objective 1.1: The city shall promote, reinforce and protect the identity of each 
neighborhood, district, and corridor within the Downtown through the development 
and implementation of policies which establish appropriate regulations, consistent 
with the character of each neighborhood, district, and corridor. 

Policy 1.1. l: The City shall implement regulations that meet the intent and 
character of each of the Downtown Districts described as follows and 
depicted on the Downtown District Map in Figure 16-1. 

A. Northwest Neighborhood District: As the first historic district in the City, 
the Northwest Neighborhood is characterized as a single-family residential 
neighborhood with single-family Florida vernacular and Mediterranean 
revival houses. The single-family character and scale of the neighborhood 
shall be maintained and encouraged through rehabilitation and infill 
housing. The rehabilitation of existing multifamily structures shall be 
allowed. Neighborhood commercial uses are an important component of the 
character of the neighborhood and, as such, shall be permitted within 
originally constructed commercial structures. The connectivity of the 
neighborhood with the rest of the Downtown shall be enhanced through the 
opening of J1h Street at the FEC, and Douglass A venue and Division A venue 
at Banyan Boulevard. 

The historic mixed-used corridors in the neighborhood, such as Tamarind 
A venue and Rosemary A venue, shall be encouraged and developed in a low 
scale compatible with the single-family structures. Within these corridors 
neighborhood commercial uses shall be allowed. The character and 
description of this district allow for the implementation of the 
recommendations outlined within the Stull and Lee Report approved by the 
City Commission of the City of West Palm Beach (Resolution No. 456-02). 

B. Industrial Chic District: Located adjacent to the FEC railroad line and 
originally developed as industrial uses, the area is currently incompatible 
with the adjacent residential neighborhood. However, the existing structures 
provide an opportunity for an avant-garde neighborhood that promotes less 
conventional housing types such as live/work units and lofts. Comparable to 
a warehouse district, this area will appeal to emerging artists, individuals 
seeking atypical housing choices and small start-up businesses. 



height to maintain the existing character of the street. Portions of the 

district adjacent to Banyan Boulevard and Datura Street provide a 

transition to adjacent districts, with building placements that preserve the 

scale of the Clematis Street corridor. 

H. Quadrille Business District: The Quadrille Business District (QBD) is 

the prime location of office use and includes, with incentives, the greatest 

potential density of development and tallest building heights in the 

Downtown. The intent is to create an activity center that connects the retail 

areas at CityPlace and Clematis Street retail corridor. The QBD focuses the 

most intense development along Quadrille Boulevard to create a true office 

corridor. Although the district will include a mixture of uses, such as retail, 

commercial, hotel, and residential, the office uses will be preferred. 

Additional building height in this district is tied to the provision of 

substantial office space and the creation of the new road on the west side 

of the FEC corridor between Clematis Street and Gardenia Street. At the 

same time, the district respects.the scale of Clematis Street and Rosemary 

A venue by stepping .down building heights along those corridors. This 

district shall create a strong connection with the Northwest Neighborhood 

through a transition from Banyan Boulevard that integrates the single family 

neighborhood. 

I. Transit Oriented Development: The TOD District provides the 

opportunity to design a new pedestrian-friendly residential neighborhood 

within close proximity to public transportation in an area of the Downtown 

which is largely undeveloped. This district shall provide a gateway to the 

Seaboard Train Station from the Quadrille Business District, CityPlace, and 

Clematis Street, as well as the Northwest neighborhood. The area shall 

include attainable, workforce and market-rate housing as well as a 

percentage of office uses, encouraging the mix of uses that ideally creates an 

active urban neighborhood. This combination of accessibility to public 

transit, housing, and job opportunities will shape this district as an active 

urban neighborhood with uses and building designs which promote walkable 

streets, reduced parking ratios, and green spaces. This new residential area 

should support the retail area along Clematis Street and Rosemary A venue, 

with only a small percentage of neighborhood services recommended within 

this district. 

Within this District, the Tamarind Avenue corridor shall be reinforced as a 

pedestrian-friendly street that connects the district with the intermodal 

facilities at the Seaboard Train Station and accommodates the higher 

densities within the district. The interior of the district is envisioned as a 

mid-rise residential neighborhood including public amenities such as a 

neighborhood park. Two new connections, aligned with Division A venue 

and Douglass A venue, are recommended tlrrough the District between 

Clematis Street and Fern Street. 



C. Brelsford Park District: The Brelsford Park area is a primarily residential 
neighborhood whose building scale and character shall be preserved and 
reinforced by similar scale infill projects. Its potentially historically 
significant structures are an important part of the character of the 
neighborhood and should be preserved. 

The Dixie Highway c01Tidor, along the eastern edge of the District, is a 
primarily mixed-use corridor, ideal for accommodating low scale residential 
and commercial uses to support the residential area, provided that such uses 
do not negatively impact the residential character of Brelsford Park. 

D. Providencia Park District: Providencia Park is a residential waterfront 
neighborhood with single-family homes of historic significance. Its scale 
and character as a residential neighborhood shall be preserved. The 
professional office overlay in portions of the district west of Olive Avenue 
allows for the conversion of residences into professional offices without 
changing the architectural character of the neighborhood. 

E. Loftin District: The Loftin District will provide a transition between the 
high-rise districts of the Quadrille Garden District and the Flagler 
Waterfront and the lower scale of the Providencia Park District. The Loftin 
District is envisioned as a mixed-use district with an emphasis on 
residential uses. 

F. Quadrille Garden District: The Quadrille Garden District was at one 
time an ill-defined assortment of commercial, residential, parking lots, and 
vacant lands stretching between Quadrille Boulevard to the west and Olive 
A venue to the east. The Quadrille Garden District focuses higher density 
development and taller buildings along Quadrille Boulevard, with 
buildings stepping down to Dixie Highway and Olive A venue. Office uses 
are encouraged along Quadrille Boulevard, while mid-rise residential uses 
dominate the interior of the district. Ground floor retail and live-work units 
are also encouraged. The Quadrille Garden District is contemplated as the 
neighborhood of the contemporary "Green City," with an emphasis on 
green building practices as well as creative uses oflandscaping and plant 
materials. The preservation of the remaining low-scale Florida vernacular 
buildings within the District is encouraged to commemorate the 
architectural heritage of the City and its link to the natural environment. 

G. Clematis Waterfront: The Clematis Waterfront district is a pedestrian 
oriented, historic retail corridor located between the waterfront and 
Rosemary A venue along Clematis Street. This District shall be maintained 
with ground floor retail, along Clematis Street, with mixed-uses allowed 
above the first floor. The establishment of a conservation district will 
protect its scale and architectural character. Incentives shall be provided to 
maintain existing buildings that are lower than the maximum permitted 



J. Clearlake District: Characterized by a mixture of high-rise office and 

residential buildings, this district does not share the historic street grid 
pattern of the Downtown. However, any new development shall be 
encouraged to provide pedestrian connectivity between the intermodal site 

on the east side of the District and Clear Lake to the west. 

K. Cultural Arts District: Identified as the main cultural and educational 

center within the Downtown, the Cultural Arts District shall be reinforced 
by the promotion of additional cultural and educational facilities on the 
underutilized Fern Street properties located within the District. The District 

is anchored by the Kravis Center for the Performing Arts, the Dreyfoos 
School of the Arts, and the Palm Beach County Convention Center. A 
stronger connectivity between the cultural facilities and the rest of the City 
shall be promoted. 

L. CityPlace District: City Place is a Development of Regional Impact 
characterized as a mixed-used District, with a primary emphasis on retail 
along Rosemary A venue. Its restaurants, entertainment, and retail uses 

support the Convention Center and the nearby Cultural Arts District and 
serve as a southern attraction point to the Quadrille Business District. The 
CityPlace District, north of Okeechobee Boulevard, is primarily low-scale 

mixed-use, with low-scale residential west of Rosemary. The low-scale 

residential provides an alternative housing type not available elsewhere in 

the downtown. The development of the triangle site is recommended as 

low-scale development with a preference of open space. 

M. Flagler Waterfront: The Flagler Waterfront district is located along 

Flagler Drive, the City's scenic Intracoastal waterfront roadway. The 

neighborhood is characterized by various waterfront green open spaces, 

high-rise condominium buildings and office towers. Any new development 

within this District shall be encouraged to provide pedestrian connectivity to 

the waterfront. 



Figure 16-1 District Map & Boundaries 

Source: City of West Paim Beach, 2007 



Policy 1.1.2: The City shall develop and adopt regulations that give 
preference to infill development and the rehabilitation of existing structures 
to preserve the character and scale of the Downtown. The demolition of 
existing structures shall be discouraged in the absence of building permits 
for new construction. 

Policy 1.1.3: The City shall enforce vacant property regulations with fines 
and property liens on violators. 

Objective 1.2: The City shall preserve and create sites of civic prominence which 
provide identity, illustrate history, and instill value. Sites of civic prominence 
include, but are not limited to, the termination of vistas, important civic structures, 
gateways and significant open spaces. 

Policy 1.2.1: The Planning and Zoning Department shall identify current 
and potential civic sites and indicate their locations on the Regulating Map 
to highlight their importance within the urban fabric. 

Policy 1.2.2: The Planning and Zoning Department shall establish standards 
for the review of civic sites which recognize the importance and prominence 
of such sites and buildings. The Downtown Action Committee shall review 
and approve the design of sites of civic prominence. The review shall ensure 
the quality of design and development. 

Objective 1.3: The City shall encourage the preservation of downtown historic 
districts and historically significant buildings and sites to protect its historical 
character. 

Policy 1.3 .1: The Planning and Zoning Department and its Historic 
Preservation Division shall continue to apply the City's Historic 
Preservation Ordinance to the downtown area. 

Policy 1.3 .2: The City shall ensure the preservation of buildings and sites of 
historical value through the use of preservation tools such as Transfer of 
Development Rights, the Historic Preservation Ordinance, and Historic 
Conservation Districts, which preserve the character and streetscape of 
historic corridors. 

Policy 1.3.3: The Planning and Zoning Department shall encourage the 
designation of buildings and sites of historic importance by identifying 
potentially eligible properties and indicating them as sending sites on the 
Transfer of Development Rights Map included in the Zoning and Land 
Development Regulations. 

Policy 1.3.4: The Planning and Zoning Department shall maintain 
regulations and standards of review which ensure the compatibility between 
new buildings and historic structures and districts. 



Objective 1.4: The City shall encourage the creation and enhancement of public 
open spaces in the Downtown. 

Policy 1.4.1: The Planning and Zoning Department, in collaboration with 
the Parks and Recreation Department, shall develop and maintain a 
comprehensive parks and open space plan including recommended 
standards and locations for neighborhood parks and open spaces within the 
Downtown. 

Policy 1.4.2: The Planning and Zoning Department shall develop and 
maintain regulations that require the creation of public open spaces as part 
of major developments. A percentage of the development site shall be 
dedicated to public open space to provide relief from the higher densities 
introduced in the Downtown. 

Policy 1.4.3: The City shall promote the enhancement of existing public 
open spaces such as the City Commons and Waterfront Park, Howard Park, 
and other neighborhood parks. 

Policy 1 .4.4: The City shall recognize the pedestrian portion of the public 
rights-of-way and its elements as part of the public open space system and, 
as such, promote its enhancement. The Planning and Zoning Department, in 
coordination with the Engineer Services Department, shall develop 
standards for rights-of-way regarding all streetscape elements such as, but 
not limited to, street furniture, landscape, and sidewalk material. 

Goal 2: The City shall promote a variety of activities that support downtown West Palm 
Beach as the urban center of Palm Beach County and make it a memorable place of 
positive human interaction. 

Objective 2.1: The City shall promote the growth of the downtown employment 
base. 

Policy 2.1.1: The City shall create new or amend existing incentive 
programs, such as the Transfer of Development Rights, to encourage the 
development of the Quadrille Business District (QBD). The QBD will have 
the most intense development in the downtown and will create a new mixed 
use center, linking the Clematis Street retail corridor and CityPlace. 

Policy 2.1.2: The City shall enhance Quadrille Boulevard as an urban 
parkway through improvements in streetscape and the construction of a 
frontage road along the west side of the FEC corridor between Gardenia 
Street and Clematis Street. The new frontage road will create a fa9ade for 
the new Quadrille Business District and enhance the public realm along 
Quadrille Boulevard. A pedestrian connection shall be encouraged between 



Clematis Street and Banyan Boulevard, as well as from Gardenia Street and 

Okeechobee Boulevard. 

Objective 2.2: The Downtown Development Authority and the Community 
Redevelopment Agency, in cooperation with the City, shall promote viable and 
sustainable retail businesses. 

· Policy 2.2.1: The Downtown Development Authority and the Community 
Redevelopment Agency, in cooperation with the City, shall promote retail 
businesses along Clematis Street and Rosemary A venue as the main 
shopping and entertainment corridor, supporting the link between the 
Clematis Street retail corridor and the City Place development. 

Policy 2.2.2: The City's architectural design guidelines shall include 
storefront design standards that address proper window display, entry 
design, signage, lighting, fixtures, and other elements which support 
successful retail. 

Policy 2.2.3: The City, in cooperation with the Community Redevelopment 
Agency and the Downtown Development Authority, shall encourage the 
location of uses that specifically support a sustainable residential 
community, such as neighborhood commercial uses, including but not 
limited to, day care centers, schools, and grocery stores. 

Objective 2.3: The City shall promote cultural and art related uses within the 
downtown. 

Policy 2.3 .1: The City shall encourage that any available sites within the 
Cultural Arts District identified in the Regulating Map be utilized for 
cultural arts uses, arts-related activities, and educational facilities. An 
increased connectivity with surrounding cultural facilities through the 
creation of prominent at-grade pedestrian crossings between cultural 
facilities such as, but not limited to, the Convention Center and the Kravis 
Center for the Performing Arts shall be promoted. 

Policy 2.3.2: The City shall develop incentives that establish the Industrial 
Chic District as a neighborhood that supports emerging artists, galleries, and 
other creq.tive industries. 

Objective 2.4: The City shall encourage the construction of new housing and the 
renovation of existing housing within the Downtown for citizens of all income 
levels. 

Policy 2.4.1: The City shall implement the goals, objectives and policies 
contained in the Housing Element of the City's Comprehensive Plan ,vith 



regards to assisting the Community Redevelopment Agency and other 
public and private agencies in providing housing in the downtown area. 

Policy 2.4.2: The City shall promote the creation of workforce housing 
through the establishment of a Downtown Housing Strategy which 
incentivizes the provision of workforce housing units. The Downtown 
Housing Strategy will support the City's overall housing goals and shall be 
adopted within one year of the effective date of the adoption of the 
Downtown Master Plan Element of Amendment Round 07-01. The 
Downtown Housing Strategy shall specify recommendations for the 
following: 

1) Locations and allocation of workforce housing units by district. 
2) Minimum thresholds for the inclusion of workforce housing units in 

new development. 
3) Appropriate mix of unit types and sizes. 
4) Income eligibilities and targets ranges. 
5) Design considerations for unit typologies by district. 

Workforce housing incentives may include but are not be limited to: 

1) An expedited site plan approval and zoning review process for new 
developments which provide a minimum number of workforce housing 
units. 

2) A density bonus program allowing additional housing units, of which a 
portion are required to meet workforce housing requirements. 
Residential densities within downtown districts may be increased above 
the base floor area ratios as established within Downtown Master Plan 
Element Policy 3 .1.3. 

3) The waiver of Planning and Zoning fees for developments which 
provide a minimum number of workforce housing units. 

4) A Utility Fee Waiver for water and sewer capacity charges which meet 
guidelines for workforce housing. 

5) The completion of an Infill Housing Program by September 2008 for 
City and CRA-owned properties within the Northwest Neighborhood 
and Brelsford Park to support the creation of workforce housing. 

Goal 3: The Downtown area shall be a place of physical predictability consistent with the 
character of each District that ensures confidence for property owners as well as an 
aesthetic experience for residents and users. 

Objective 3.1: The City shall establish a regulatory framework for physical 
predictability that meets the intent and character of each district. 

Policy 3 .1.1: The City's Planning and Zoning Department shall develop and 
maintain a Regulating Map to identify each neighborhood, district and 



corridor and specify the maximwn allowed heights and densities and 
intensities for each neighborhood, district and corridor, assuring the 
protection and reinforcement of their character. The Regulating Map is a 
graphic docwnent that illustrates the buildable sites and designates open 
spaces in the master plan area. The Map indicates the downtown districts as 
defined in Policy 1.1.1 and the Urban Regulations; and the "Street Types" 
whose fronting buildings must follow all the pertinent regulations in order to 
.maintain uniform spatial definition of public spaces and continuity of 
building frontage. 

Policy 3.1.2: The City's Planning and Zoning Department shall maintain the 
Zoning and Land Development Regulations that outline the specific 
implementation measures and guidelines for each neighborhood, district and 
corridor, reinforcing the defining elements and character of each. The 
Zoning and Land Development Regulations implement the vision of the 
district through the regulation of their uses, Floor Area Ratios, building 
typologies, height and other elements necessary to preserve and enforce the 
character of each District. 

Policy 3.1.3: The City shall establish zoning designations which are 
compatible with the intent and defined character of each district, following 
the maximum densities and intensities established for each district and 
fwiher described within this policy. The intensities and densities described 
below are not intended to be a guarantee of capacity, and the actual capacity 
of individual properties may vary based upon site-specific design factors, 
such as lot size and configuration, parking, setbacks, etc. 

It is the intent of the new FAR-based regulations to create greater flexibility, 
architectural variety, more open space and public amenities. The conversion 
to FAR from the form-based code established by the 1994 Downtown 
Master Plan is intended to reach these goals without causing an inordinate 
burden on any property. Inno event, however, will the density and intensity 
for the DMP area under the FAR-based regulation exceed that allowed by 
right under the previous form-based code for the DMP area. (See Appendix 
I for maximum development capacity). 

A. Northwest Neighborhood District: The district is comprised 
of medium and low density mixed-use development located 
along Rosemary Avenue and Tamarind Avenue with 
residential uses in the interior. 

Tamarind A venue corridor: identified as a mixed-use 
corridor with a maximum height of two stories and an FAR 
of 1.00 allowed. Properties within the existing Tamarind 
A venue core between 6th Street and 9th Street are allowed a 
maximum height of five stories and a maximum FAR of 



2.75, excluding properties located at the southeast corner of 
Tamarind Avenue and 9th Street. Properties on the west side 
of Tamarind A venue, north of 9th Street, may be allowed 
additional height through special incentive programs to a 
maximum of four stories and 1.75 FAR. New buildings 
along this corridor shall be compatible in scale and character 
with the existing commercial structures as well as the 
adjacent residential uses. 
Palm Beach Lakes Boulevard corridor: properties within this 
corridor are allowed a maximum height of two stories and an 
FARof 1.0. 
Rosemary Avenue corridor: identified as a mixed-use 
corridor within the district. Along the corridor, properties 
north of ih Street, west of Rosemary A venue are allowed a 
maximum height of two stories and an FAR of LOO. 
Properties located south of ih Street to the south side of 4th 

Street are allowed a maximum height of four stories and an 
FAR of 1.75. The west side of Rosemary Avenue, between 
2nd Street and the north side of 3rd Street, are allowed a 
maximum height of five stories and an FAR of 2.75. 
The interior area of the district shall be residential uses with 
a maximum density of 14 dwelling units per acre and a 
maximum height of two stories. Accessory residential units, 
such as outbuildings, are permitted. Existing multifamily and 
commercial structures may be renovated and retained within 
the neighborhood. 
Multifamily residential uses may be permitted for properties 
south of the alley immediately north of Second Street with a 
maximum density of 20 dwelling units per acre and a 
maximum height of three stories through incentives. 

B. Industrial Chic District: The district is a mixed-use district 
which permits residential, limited commercial and arts­
related uses. 

Maximum FAR of 2.75 with a maximum height of five 
stories is assigned to the district. 
Properties located north of 11 th Street shall have a base FAR 
of 1.0 and height of two stories but shall be permitted to 
increase density through special incentives to a maximum 
FAR of2.75 and a height of five stories. 

C. Brelsford Park District: The district is comprised of a mixed­
use commercial corridor located along North Dixie Highway 
with primarily residential uses on the interior. 



Dixie Highway and J1h Street corridors: maximum FAR of 
2.75 with a maximum height of five stories. 
The interior of the neighborhood shall be primarily 
residential with a maximum of 14 dwelling units per acre 
and two stories in . height. Through incentives, the density 
may be increased to a maximum of 20 dwelling units per 
acre and a maximum height of three stories. Accessory 
residential units such as outbuildings are permitted. Limited 
office and arts-related uses shall be permitted. The 
orientation and scale of the development shall be compatible 
with those of the residential neighborhood with appropriate 
front, side, and rear setbacks. 
Bed-and-breakfast establishments may be permitted with 
special requirements. 

D. Providencia Park District: The district is primarily residential 
with a professional office overlay that allows the conversion 
of existing residential structures into professional office 
between Olive Avenue and Dixie Highway. No bonus FAR 
is permitted in this district. 

The maximum density shall be 14 dwelling units per acre 
and a maximum height of two stories. Accessory residential 
units such as outbuildings are permitted. New construction, 
whether for residential or office use, must be in scale and 
character with single-family development. Office uses shall 
be permitted as defined by the Providencia Park Professional 
Office overlay. 

E. Loftin District: The district is a mixed-use district with 
emphasis on residential uses. The district serves as a 
transition area between the more commercial Quadrille 
Garden district and Flagler Waterfront, and the residential 
Providencia Park district. The district is divided into two 
different areas: 

District Corridors: The district shall be mixed-use with an 
FAR of 2.75 and a maximum height of ten stories for 
properties located along Dixie Highway between 8th Street 
and 6th Street, for properties along Olive Avenue between 
Eucapyptus Street and 6th Street and for properties located 
south of 7th Street and north of 6th street between Olive 
Avenue and Dixie Highway. Properties located north of 
Eucalyptus Street along Olive A venue and the block 
immediately north of Loftin Boulevard, as well as the 
properties located on the east side of Olive A venue shall 



have a maximum FAR of 2.75 and a maximum height of 
five stories. A limited number of properties west of Flagler 
Drive east of Olive A venue between J1h Street and 8th Street 
shall have a maximum density of 14 dwelling units per acre 
and a maximum height of two stories. Properties located 
between Eucalyptus Street, 6th Street, Olive Avenue and 
Dixie Highway, and properties located along Dixie 
Highway north of Eucalyptus Street may be allowed bonus 
height and density through special incentive programs to a 
maximum height of twelve stories and a maximum FAR of 
3.25. 
District Interior: A limited number of properties located 
north of i 11 Street, not located along the district corridors, 
shall be mixed-use with an FAR of 1. 75 and a maximum 
height of four stories. 

F. Quadrille Garden District: This district, comprised of 
mixed-use commercial development and residential uses, is 
divided into four main areas as follows: 

Lakeview corridor: South of Trinity Place, the area is 
defined as a mixed-use with a maximum FAR of 7.00 and a 
maximum height of twenty-five stories. No bonus densities 
are permitted in this area. 
Quadrille Boulevard corridor: This mixed-use area adjacent 
to Quadrille Boulevard has a base FAR of 2.75 and a base 
building height of ten stories. Properties within the corridor 
may receive additional density through incentive programs 
to a maximum building height of fifteen stories and a 
maximum FAR of 3.75. Additional height and density shall 
be oriented along the Quadrille Boulevard corridor, and step 
down towards Dixie Highway. 
District Interior: The remainder of the district is mixed-use, 
including commercial, residential, and ground-floor retail. 
The maximum building height is ten stories with a maximum 
FAR of 2.75. For properties north of Banyan Boulevard, 
additional height may be achieved through special 
incentives to a maximum of fifteen stories and an FAR of 
3.75. 
Loftin corridor: The Loftin corridor is restricted to a 
maximum height of five stories with an FAR of 2. 75. 

G. Clematis Waterfront District: This district is divided into 
two distinct areas as follows: 



Clematis street corridor, including Clematis North and 
Clematis South: Maintaining the historic character of this 
corridor, the mixed-use buildings in this corridor are 
required a retail frontage on the first floor. Buildings within 
the corridor are allowed a maximum height of five stories 
and an FAR of 2.75. Additional height is not permitted 
within this corridor. 
Clematis transition area: This area includes the properties 
along the south side of Banyan Boulevard to the alley, and 
the north side of Datura Street to the alley, between 
Rosemary A venue and Olive A venue. Within this area, 
buildings are allowed a maximum height of ten stories with 
an FAR of 2.75. Additional height may be achieved 
through special incentives to a maximum of twelve stories 
and an FAR of 3.25. 

H. Quadrille Business District: This district 1s divided into 
three distinct areas as follows: 

Banyan Boulevard corridor: The properties located 
immediately north of Banyan Boulevard, between 
Rosemary Avenue and Tamarind Avenue, shall be mixed­
use with a base FAR of 1.0 and a maximum height of two 
stories, except for the properties located adjacent to 
Rosemary Avenue which have a base FAR of 2.75 and a 
maximum height of five stories. Properties located 
immediately south of Banyan Boulevard, between 
Rosemary Avenue and Tamarind Avenue, shall be mixed­
use with a base FAR of 2.75 and a maximum height often 
stories. In order to create new through-street configurations 
per Policy 1.1.1, additional height may be achieved through 
special incentives to a maximum of fifteen stories with an 
FAR of 3. 7 5 within the entire corridor. The additional 
height shall be oriented toward Banyan Boulevard, with a 
maximum height of five stories permitted along 2nd Street. 
The properties located between on the north side of Banyan 
Boulevard between Rosemary A venue and Quadrille 
Boulevard shall have a base FAR of 2.75 and a maximum 
height of ten stories. Additional height may be achieved 
through special incentives to a maximum of 25 stories and 
an FAR of 6.5. Any additional height shall be oriented 
along Quadrille Boulevard and Banyan Boulevard and step 
down towards Rosemary A venue with a maximum height 
of seven stories. 
South District: Properties south of the alley between Datura 
Street and Evernia Street shall have a maximum FAR of 



1.75 and a maximum height of eight stories. Additional 
height may be achieved through special incentives to a 
maximum of ten stories with an FAR of 2. 75 for properties 
west of Rosemary A venue. Properties east of Rosemary 
A venue may achieve, through special incentives, a 
maximum height of twenty-five stories and an FAR of 5.5. 
Any additional height shall be oriented along Quadrille 
Boulevard and shall step down towards Rosemary A venue 
with a maximum height of seven stories. 
District Interior: The remaining properties within the 
district shall have a base FAR of 2.75 and a height of ten 
stories. Properties located east of Rosemary A venue may 
achieve, through special incentives, a maximum height of 
twenty-five stories and an FAR of 5.5. Any additional 
height shall be oriented along Quadrille Boulevard and 
shall step down towards Rosemary A venue with a 
maximum height of seven stories. 

I. Transit-Oriented Development: This district is comprised of 
three different areas: 

Intermodal Transit Facility: Located west of Tamarind 
A venue, the Intermodal Transit site will support mixed-use 
development adjacent to transit services. Buildings on this 
site are allowed to a maximum height of twenty-five stories 
with an FAR of 7.00. No bonus densities are permitted in 
this area. 
Tamarind Corridor: The corridor provides a focus for office 
and residential uses, as well as some limited retail and 
services will support area employees and residents. The base 
FAR for properties east of Tamarind is 2.75 to a maximum 
height of ten stories. The Tamarind Avenue corridor may 
receive additional density through incentive programs to a 
maximum height of fifteen stories and an FAR of3.75. 
District Interior: The remainder of the district is mixed-use 
with a focus on residential uses. The maximum FAR 
allowed is 2.75, with the maximum building height limited 
to ten stories. Additional density may be achieved through 
special incentives for workforce housing or open space to a 
maximum of 3.25 FAR and a height often stories. A limited 
number of properties located between Fern Street and the 
north side of Evernia Street, along Sapodilla A venue have a 
base FAR of 1.75 and a maximum building height of eight 
stories. For these properties additional height may be 
achieved through special incentives for workforce housing 



or open space to a maximum of ten stories and an FAR of 
2.75. 

J. Clearlake District: This district is primarily comprised of 
single-use office, hotel, or residential developments with 
limited ground-floor retail and services. The maximum 
allowed FAR is 7.00 within the district to a maximum height 
of twenty five stories. No bonus density is permitted within 
the district. 

K. Cultural Arts District: This district is primarily comprised of 
educational, cultural, and civic uses with a maximum FAR 
of 2. 7 5. The district is a maximum of five stories in height, 
with limited residential and commercial uses also permitted. 
No bonus density is permitted within the district. 

L. CityPlace District: This densities and intensities of this 
district are contained within the CityPlace Development of 
Regional Impact regulations. 

M. Flagler Waterfront: The district is primarily comprised of 
various waterfront green open spaces and single-use 
developments, such as residential and commercial, with 
ground floor office and retail components. The permitted 
base FAR is 2.75 to a height of five stories. Additional 
density may be achieved through special incentives to a 
maximum height of fifteen stories and an FAR of 3.75. 

Policy 3.1.4: The City shall establish zoning regulations which fulfill the 
following general conditions and requirements: 

A. To promote infill development, lots less than 55 feet in width are 
not required to provide parking. Those properties may increase 
their base FAR O. 7 5 points through special incentives. This 
provision does not apply to the Northwest Neighborhood, 
Brelsford Park and Providencia Park Districts. 

B. Properties which have received the Downtown Action 
Committee's approval for the transfer of development rights 
before the adoption of this amendment may complete the 
transfer to the approved receiving site even if the transfer results 
in an FAR that exceeds the FAR for which the site is eligible. In 
those cases where the development is seeking a new site plan 
approval or a modification of an existing approved site plan, the 
Downtown Action Committee. shall review the project to 
determine the appropriate building configuration and design. 



These properties are not eligible for special incentives to 
increase height and FAR. 

C. The City has identified specific areas within the Downtown 
Master Plan where an increase in density and intensity is 
appropriate. These areas will be subject to special incentives to 
promote the protection of historically significant structures, the 
creation of workforce housing and open space, among others. 
The incentive programs will be of a defined duration and will 
not change the base development rights. Properties designated as 
historic or historically-eligible shall not be appropriate for 
incentives to increase height or density. Any development 
incentive program within the Downtown area shall comply with 
the development caps and mix of uses required by the 
Transportation Element Objective 2.2.5 for the Downtown 
TCEA. 

D. New planned developments shall not be permitted and existing 
planned developments shall not expand. However, existing 
developments of regional impact may expand, provided that 
they meet the statutory requirements pertaining to developments 
of regional impact. If a planned development expires or is 
abandoned, the properties included within the planned 
development will be deemed to have the FAR, building heights, 
and zoning for the district in which the properties are located. 

E. The Fern Street Overlay, approved by the City Commission 
through Ordinance 3961-06, is recognized by the current Master 
Plan update and will be maintained as approved and amended. 

Objective 3.2: The City shall promote an enhanced architectural design quality for 
all downtown development. 

Policy 3.2.1: The Planning and Zoning Department shall maintain and 
implement architectural design guidelines which provide specific 
requirements for elements such as building facades, storefronts, fenestration, 
openings, articulation, materials, signage, lighting, roofing, and building 
variation. The guidelines shall aim to ensure an attractive and active public 
realm by addressing compatibility, articulation, safety and architectural 
variety and details. 

Policy 3.2.2: The Planning and Zoning Department shall create a balance 
between building height and street section in order to ensure comfort of the 
pedestrian realm. 



Policy 3.2.3: The City shall consider an architectural review board 
composed of design and planning professionals to review the architectural 
quality and compliance with the architectural design guidelines of major 
projects, developments adjacent to historic structures, and projects in 
historic conservation districts. 

Policy 3.2.4: The City shall promote and encourage the implementation of 
green building practices as exemplified in the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) standards or the Florida Green Building 
Council. 

Goal 4: The City shall encourage multiple modes of safe, comfortable, and efficient 
transportation systems. 

Objective 4.1: The city shall seek a balance between motorized vehicular 
circulation and pedestrian comfort on downtown streets. 

Policy 4.1.1: The City shall evaluate the feasibility to restore Dixie 
Highway and Olive A venue to two way operation. 

Policy 4.1.2: The City shall promote improvements that increase pedestrian 
comfort on downtown streets. 

Policy 4.1.3: The Planning and Zoning Department shall develop 
regulations that mandate ground floor pedestrian-friendly uses where 
appropriate, and promote continuity in pedestrian travel by reducing 
vehicular intrusions. Continuous ground floor uses promote an urban 
environment that facilitates pedestrian movement. 

Objective 4.2: The City shall encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation and implement strategies that mitigate the impact of single occupancy 
vehicles in downtown streets in support of the goals established by the 
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area as outlined in the Transportation 
Element. 

Policy 4.2.1: The City shall explore expanding trolley routes to connect 
Downtown with surrounding neighborhoods. Service shall be continued as 
long as ridership demand and budgetary support exist. The City shall 
provide shelters, when feasible, and convenient headways to encourage the 
use of the service. 

Policy 4.2.2: The City, in coordination with Palm Tran, the South Florida 
Regional Transportation Authority, and Palm Beach County, shall develop 
strategies to increase the safety, comfort, and accessibility of transit users by 
providing additional bus shelters, improved lighting, and other public 
facilities. 



Policy 4.2.3: The City shall encourage the use of bicycles through the 
provision of bike racks, storage facilities, showers, and bike lanes, where 
appropriate, that provide safe access and connect Downtown with other 
neighborhoods. 

Policy 4.2.4: The City shall encourage the development of a major 
intermodal transportation center by facilitating the construction of the Palm 
Tran transfer station, the improvement of the Seaboard Train Station, and 
other site improvements to increase safety, comfort and accessibility for 
transit users. 

Policy 4.2.5: The City shall assist with and encourage the adoption and 
implementation of the South Florida East Coast Corridor Study, which seeks 
to provide public transit options within the existing FEC Railroad corridor. 

Policy 4.2.6: The City shall promote a balance ofland uses to achieve 
shorter trip lengths and reduce dependency upon automobiles. 

Policy 4.2.7: The City shall assist and encourage the development and 
implementation of the Transit Oriented Development Area. 

Objective 4.3: The City shall develop strategies by 2009 to manage the downtown 
parking supply and demand following the recommendations of the 2005 parking 
study prepared by Desman Associates. 

Policy 4.3.1: The Planning and Zoning Department, in coordination with 
the Parking Administrator, shall develop alternatives to the provision of 
required off-street parking, including payment into a central parking fund, 
the allowance of shared parking, and other such options that recognize the 
urban conditions of the downtown area. 

Policy 4.3.2: The City shall institute a plan to strategically locate parking 
garages and discourage the creation of new surface parking lots to maintain 
the integrity of the urban fabric. The City shall adopt regulations to improve 
the aesthetic quality of existing surface parking lots and enhance existing 
parking garages adding active uses on the first floors when possible. 

Policy 4.3.3: The City shall develop a parking management program as a 
means to make more efficient use of parking resources. Parking 
management measures may include signage, adjustable parking rates and 
other strategies. 

Policy 4.3.4: The City shall consider the implementation of a downtown 
parking impact fee. 



1.1994 DMP - B.i:se 
Building Type 

APPENDIX I 

Downtown Master Plan Area 
Maximum Development Capacity 

I II Ill IV Total 
Total Properly Area 6,032,497 712,778 10,734,298 2:,005J55 13,452,231 
Maximum Building height \stories) 2 4 5 15 
Gross Development Capacity 2,851,112 53,671.480 30,077,325 86,599,927 
Adjusted Gross development ca1)acity" 2,423,445 46,157.481 25.866.500 74,447,425 

Net development capaci.ty {2J 883 units 1,454,067 27,694,489 15,519,900 44,668,456 
(1)·..a. pETce-rt;;gE- wa.s ced1...:..:.-1.,e,.:1 f;-on, the ma-,Jmun, ,develcpment capad::ir fo .ac..."':>url for se-jbackS- and sidewalks 
(2) A percenfa.;ie was 0:-:,i,d, .. JDto?d from tMe .J.djt.tsted grcs.s di;,velc,ome-nt c.ap~ci~y k1 .a,o::-Juntfo-.r part-:ing areas, ,:nases, ,ard effi,~~ncy 

2. DMP -1994 - Incentive Programs 
a. RIP - Bonus density.'intensity 
Building Type I II Ill IV Total 
Total Properly area 712,778 ·10,734,293 
Adcl.itional Building Height (stories) NIA 1 3 NJ,4. 
Additional Gross Oevelo1}ment Capacity 712,778 32,202,894 
Adjusted Gross Development Capacity (1) 605,861 27.594,48& 
Net Development Capacity (2l 363,517 16,616,693 16,980,210 

b. TOR - Transfer density/intensity 
Receiving Area 8-Story (Ill 8-Story (Ill) 10-Story 20-Story Total 
Total Property area 104,271 2,554,102 2,727,221 2,280,.311 7,665,905 
Additional Building Height (stories) 4 3 5 5 
Additional Gross Bonus Area 4H,OS4 7.662,306 13,636,105 11,401,5:.S 33,117,050 
Adjusted Gross Bonus Area 354.,521 13,512,960 11,590,689 9,691,322 28,149,493 

1. 2007 DMP - Base 
Ec1uivatent 1994 DMP Building Ty11e I II m IV Total 
Total Property Area 6,032,497 712,778 10,734,298 2,oos,155 13,452,231 
Base FAR 14 du.lacre 1.75 2.7:5 7.00 
Net development capacity 833 units 1,247,362 29,519,320 14,036,085 44,802,766 

Note: Since the majority of the downtown is a mixed-used area, the net development capacity estimated for 
the proposed amendment is not easily translated into a realistic maximum build-out density and/or 
intensity. The overall capacity for non-residential uses is limited by the caps set forth within the 
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) language included in the Transportation Element 
Objective 2.2.5. The maximum build-out density can be calculated by the difference between the overall 
downtown net development capacity (44,802,766 square feet) indicated on the table above, and the 
maximum allowed for non-residential uses (15,073,970 square feet), based on the TCEA. Unit counts 
estimated by assuming an average unit size of 1,000 square feet would yield a maximum density scenario 
of29,728 units (based on 29,728,000 square feet ofresidential uses). 

However, a more realistic projection of Downtown development is based upon trend estimates and future 
projections that indicate by the year 2015 the total number of residential units downtown will reach 12,761 
units (per Palm Beach County 2007 Population Allocation Model) and the non-residential uses will occupy 
10,146,006 square feet of development (per 2007 Lambert Advisors Market Analysis). 



This table has been included as an appendix to the Downtown Master Plan Element. 

APPENDIX I (continued) 

Downtown Development Projections 

Total 
Residential Residential 

units units tJc,n-residential {sf) 
Total Development 2007 4,5£4 9,346.006 
New oroiects under construction - 2009 21:45 tr 599 2,&DCGD 
Dev-elopment projection 2015(1! 6,127 12,726 420,000(2) 

- - - .. {t}:::,a-s.~d en ~.aim E-6.'!!ch Cw-.;t•rt 2007 Pop..1iatic:n ..:1lb::...'1ton n~<1e: fer :ZC lo ant Ut;!1zmg i:s 1,7~ rerscns._P2f hCUsehoki :_p;h_i 
f.J! Eas.-:d c-n ;..arrcer Ad\ff5'X'f Market ,.!..-,al~:sis 

Total Non-
Residential (s.f) 

9.726.006 
H),146.00fl 

Residential to 
Non-Residential 

Ratio 
0.49 
0.68 
1.25 

Note: This table was amended after 3rd Reading to include the best available data from the Palm Beach 
County 2007 Population Allocation Model and it has been included as an appendix to the Downtown Master 
Plan Element. 

TCEA 
Reoufred Ratic 

G.39 
0.42 
OAS 
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