


ORDER OF BUSINESS

The normal order of business for Hearings on agenda items is as follows:

Staff presentation

Applicant presentation (when applicable)

Board Member questions of Staff and Applicant
Public Comments — 3 minute limit per speaker
Rebuttal or closing arguments for quasi-judicial items
Motion on floor

Vote of Board

NEW BUSINESS

A. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CAPACITY ANALYSIS AND FUTURE LAND USE
ELEMENT POLICY MODIFICATIONS FOR THE COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL
LAND USE DESIGNATION AND CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED LAND
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR THE CREATION OF A MIXED-USE
ZONING OVERLAY DISTRICT FOR A DETERMINATION ON THEIR
CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT
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TOWN OF LAKE PARK
SPECIAL CALL PLANNING & ZONING BOARD
MEETING AGENDA
AUGUST 22,2016
Immediately Following the
Local Planning Agency Meeting

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

Judith Thomas, Chair

Martin Schneider, Vice-Chair
Anthony Bontrager

Lanac Barnes
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Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Judith Thomas X
Lanae Barnes X

The Motion carried 3-0, and the Minutes of the May 4, 2015, Local Planning Agency Meeting
were approved.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Chair Thomas clarified for the record that the Planning & Zoning Board sits as the Local Planning
Agency (LPA) which is governed by Florida States Statutes and deals with issues of future land
use of parcels located within the municipality.

Chair Thomas reviewed the Public Comments procedure.
ORDER OF BUSINESS
Chair Thomas outlined the Order of Business.

NEW BUSINESS

A) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CAPACITY ANALYSIS AND FUTURE LAND USE
ELEMENT POLICY MODIFICATIONS FOR THE
COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL LAND USE DESIGNATION

STAFF PRESENTATION

Nadia DiTommaso addressed the Local Planning Agency (LPA) and introduced the group who
have been working together on this project: Scott Schultz, Town Planner; Alex David of Alex
David & Associates; Camilo Lopez, Graphic Designer (not present) and Jerry Bell (not present).

Ms. DiTommaso stated the LPA will focus on the Comprehensive Plan Capacity Analysis which
requires modifications and also a few Comprehensive Plan policies of the Future Land Use
Element which require modification.

Alex David of Alex David and Associates addressed the LPA and stated that several years ago the
Town up-dated the Comprehensive Plan and had a vision for this area. He stated there are only
two (2) Policies within the Future Land Use Element which need to be revised to get the Town
where they want to be. The Policies, which have been discussed in previous Mixed-Use
Workshops are:

e Policy 9.6
e Policy 3.4.3.1
o Residential and Commercial
o Mixed-use Zoning Districts and Overlays

2



Mr. David explained the revisions which apply to both Policies for the mixed-use redevelopment
initiative would allow for a maximum of 40 units per acre and a maximum FAR (Floor Area Ratio)
of 2.5 in the Urban Neighborhood Edge Sub-District; a maximum of 60 units per acre and a
maximum FAR of 4.0 in the Urban Edge Sub-District, and a maximum of 80 units per acre and a
maximum FAR of 6.0 in the Urban Waterfront Block Sub-District.

Ms. DiTommaso stated that during the several previously held Public Workshops in which the
Town received feedback/suggestions from the public, the corridor was identified as consisting of
all parcels on Federal Highway extending from Silver Beach Road on the south, to Palmetto Drive
on the north end, and all parcels on the east side of Federal Highway extending to Lake Shore
Drive and one parcel deep on the west side of Federal Highway. She explained that the Town
Future Land Use Map identified only one parcel as being within the commercial/residential land
use designation on the west side of Federal Highway, however, when coordinating the next step
of the project with the State it was discovered that in 2009 the Town adopted a
commercial/residential land use designation which extends back to 2 Street. Ms. DiTommaso
stated that with this late discovery, there is an advantage and a disadvantage. The advantage is
there is now more land area to work with, and the disadvantage or set-back is that the initiative has
now been divided into two (2) Phases which is a good thing, but for the fact that Phase 2 will need
more time to be completed. Staff is going to be focusing solely on Phase 1 of the initiative which
includes only the east side of the corridor. Ms. DiTommaso stated Staff has incorporated the Urban
Neighborhood Edge proposal for the purposes of the Comprehensive Plan Amendments to keep
the same limits as discussed throughout the Workshops, however there may be a need for further
Comprehensive Plan Amendments once we move through Phase 2 of the initiative for the west
side of the Corridor, which Staff would like to further workshop with the public so as to create
additional development options given the unique land use configuration west of the corridor. Ms.
DiTommaso stated that another important component of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment is
the Capacity Analysis, which Alex David will review.

Mr. David stated in order meet State requirements, they needed to determine if the infrastructure
currently in place is able to handle the new development and the intensifying/densifying of the
area. The components reviewed were: Transportation, Potable Water, Sanitary Sewer, Solid
Waste, Parks & Recreation and Schools. Mr. David stated that each component has associated
standards, and each of the components were found to be satisfactory, with the exception of Parks
& Recreation if the area were to be built to the maximum potential, which is highly unlikely. He
stated the deficiency would be approximately two (2) acres if the population were to be maximized
in this area, and would require either the Town to purchase land or receive donations from
developers.

Ms. DiTommaso stated those are the two (2) pieces that are integral to the Comprehensive Plan
Amendments for the purposes of the LPA review. She stated that Staff has developed Land
Development Regulations which are in line with the proposals and they will be presented this
evening. There is a recommendation required from the LPA on the Comprehensive Plan
Amendments, with an identification that the Land Development Regulations are consistent with
the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Chair Thomas suggested that Ms. DiTommaso



move forward with the Land Development Regulations in order for the public to understand how
this will affect the future land use.

Ms. DiTommaso gave a Power Point presentation (an attachment to these Minutes) and reviewed
the Federal Highway Corridor boundaries, existing conditions and build-out visuals, the Future
Land Use Map, the Zoning Map and the underlying zoning district designations. Ms. DiTommaso
stated that the intent is to create an additional development option within the Corridor. She stated
Staff wants the future of Lake Park to be a sustainable one, and the creation of this waterfront
development option along the Corridor will be a benefit to the Town. Ms. DiTommaso stated that
the many comments/suggestions which were received from the public during the previous Public
Workshops were incorporated into the Land Development Regulations (LDR) and many of the
provisions are a result of the participation of the Town Commission, the Planning & Zoning Board
and the public.

Ms. DiTommaso discussed Land Development Regulations and reviewed the Density and
Building Heights for the Urban Neighborhood Edge (maximum 6 stories — for the time being unitl
it is further workshopped in Phase 2), the Urban Edge (maximum 10 stories) and the Urban
Waterfront Block (maximum 15 stories).

Ms. DiTommaso explained that the LDR’s as submitted, provide for the typical categories that
would be found in an overlay district:

Purpose and Background: The purpose and intent of the MUZ mixed-use zoning overlay district
is to establish a corridor which creates a live, work and play environment which utilizes mixed-
use development concepts and which permits a combination of usually separate uses within a
unified development district area. Ms. DiTommaso stated this provides for several incentives
which will be touched on when parking and landscaping are discussed.

Conflicts: Where conflicts exist between the mixed-use zoning overlay district special regulations
in this section and other applicable sections of the Town Code, the special mixed-use regulations

shall apply.

General Requirements and Special Regulations: Location restrictions within the boundaries of
the corridor; roadway access requirements; unity of title and unity of control documents; building
height restrictions and density. Outlines the location of the mixed-use development and identifies
the three (3) sub-districts, as well as the configuration of the site, building heights and unity of title
documents which will be very important.

Site Plan Review: In adherence to Chapter 78 of the Town Code, all mixed-use proposals will be
considered development proposals and subject to the site plan approval process requiring Planning
& Zoning Board review and Town Commission approval.

Urban Design Principles: Ms. DiTommaso stated that urban design principles and urban design
are very important and explained that this development option has been structured to provide a
significant amount of flexibility, but there are certain urban design principles and urban design
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objectives that need to be adhered to: That mixed use promotes economic and social well-being;
that streets serve the needs of the pedestrian and the automobile; that proposed squares and plazas
provide collective identity and a place for social activity and recreation; that public buildings,
facilities, and spaces are symbols of the community and convey identity and pride through their
architectural clarity and civic functions; that carefully placed buildings delineate and define public
spaces and lots and blocks; that streets are designed and act as amenities to the development and
as quality public space.

Urban Design Objectives: Ms. DiTommaso explained that urban design objectives identify that
developments must bring many of the activities of daily living, including dwelling, shopping and
other activities, within walking distance; to reduce the number and length of automobile trips to
relieve traffic congestion; to provide internal vehicular circulation to relieve traffic impact on
arterial roads; to provide defined public spaces and streets that allow the citizens of the Town to
observe and watch over the collective security; to provide sites for civic buildings; to provide
flexibility for the development strategies that evolve over time.

Permitted Uses: Ms. DiTommaso stated the permitted uses in the MUZ overlay district are
outlined in the underlying zoning district designations, per the Town Zoning Map. She stated that
Staff understands that some of the current uses in the Code are antiquated and Staff is currently
working through a Code overhaul process that includes modernizing our underlying zoning district
uses however, the uses are still usable and will not prevent viable development since there is
always an opportunity to link similar uses. The overlay identifies some common uses in mixed-
use type developments and provides for additional provisions that are in line with the uses, as well
to provide for prohibitions of certain uses that are discouraged and prohibited. One of these uses
is identified as Child Care Facilities and Schools: Schools shall not be permitted within mixed-
use development proposals unless these uses are amenity driven and strictly provide a child care
service to the residents living within the proposed mixed-use development. It also identifies certain
uses such as Entertainment Use and Food/Beverage Establishments, with a caveat that because the
underlying Code applies whereby the sale of alcohol near certain uses is currently prohibited, this
would need to be amended as a Code modification to allow for the sale of alcohol for these types
of establishments along the Federal Highway Corridor.

Property Development Standards: Ms. DiTommaso stated that additional property development
standards are identified in the packets and are moving forward to the Town Commission in the
form of an Ordinance. One item highlighted are parking requirements: there has been a significant
amount of flexibility built into the overlay Code to allow for flexibility in the parking spaces
required and flexibility in the shared parking and the off-street parking provisions. Particularly
listed are calculations for multi-family residential dwelling units, which the underlying Code
requires a higher number of parking spaces, for example: Multi-Family Residential Dwelling
Units: 1 space / 1 bedroom unit ; 1.5 spaces / 2 bedroom unit / 1.75 spaces / 3 or more bedroom
units ; plus 1 guest space for every 3 overall dwelling units. Additionally, the General
Retail/Personal Services and Entertainment Uses are at 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area; Business Offices: 1 space per 500 square feet of gross floor arca; Food/Beverage
Establishments: 8 spaces per 1,000 square feet of patron area. Live-work configurations. Shall
comply with residential requirements for dwelling units and commercial requirements for non-
residential uses.



Ms. DiTommaso stated that Mixed-use developments in all Sub-districts may provide the required
parking off-site, where the off-site parking is within seven-hundred fifty (750) feet of the
development.

Drainage of Streets and Rights-of-Way: 1dentifies raised curb and gutter drainage systems shall
be the preferred method utilized within the MUZ overlay district. Alternate drainage systems shall
be approved at the discretion of the Town and FDOT during the site plan review process for a
proposed mixed-use development. South Florida Water Management District standards

Landscaping Requirements: Landscaping also provides for flexibility in the overlay area,
particularly in the reduction in the landscape buffer requirement: Five (5)-foot landscape buffer
widths are required along Federal Highway and along the side streets. The widths can be achieved
using diamond cutout features whereby the centerline of the diamond is at least 5 feet wide and
trees shall be spaced no more than 20 feet apart. Landscape buffers along Lake Shore Drive and
interior lot lines adjacent to residential parcels shall be a minimum of 10-feet wide and incorporate
a combination of trees (maximum spacing of trees shall be 20 feet for Lake Shore Drive and 40
feet for interior lot lines), hedges (minimum 4 feet in height planted 2-feet on center). Additional
plantings that add color and distinction are encouraged within all landscape buffers.

Scott Schultz, Town Planner, stated that the Town has reached out to various utility companies,
such as Secacoast Utilities; Florida Power & Light, AT&T and Comcast Ultilities, to get an
understanding of the easements and the infrastructure along Federal Highway and Lake Shore
Drive. Their load capacities currently are slated for lower intensity commercial and residential.
Should the development become high density and high rise development, for example in the Urban
Waterfront Block adjacent to the Marina, then the possibility of rerouting the infrastructure would
exist. Mr. Schultz further explained that Seacoast and FPL is based on load capacity and may
require improvements or increased capacities depending on future development. The Landscaping
Code will require increased flexibility for utilities and will be looked at again moving forward.

Open Spaces and Recreation Areas: Ms. DiTommaso stated that flexibility has also been
incorporated here in that open spaces are not necessarily green spaces but are classified as
designated, or private open spaces and shall be subject to the following requirements: The street
area on the side adjoining the designated open space and consisting of the curb, street tree
landscape strip and sidewalk/walkway shall count towards the square footage of the open space.
She stated that private open spaces shall be subject to the following requirements: Private open
spaces shall be provided in the form of colonnades, courtyards, terraces, lawns, communal gardens,
and landscaped roof terraces, ctc. Mixed-use developments shall reserve a minimum of ten (10)
percent of the site for common, private open space and private open spaces shall be shaded, and
their ground surface shall be a combination of paving materials, lawn, ground cover, flowers, and
SO on.

Lighting: Identifies that street lighting shall be provided in the mixed-use development area and
shall include: Street lighting which shall be provided in these areas: commercial and live-work
unit driveways and parking areas, sidewalks and pedestrian passages, commercial establishment
entryways, recreation areas, and multi-family residential common areas and entryways. Outdoor
lighting of these areas shall comply with the Town Code requirements for lighting. All light
fixtures shall be of a pedestrian scale, with a maximum height of eighteen (18) feet and a maximum



spacing between fixtures of sixty (60) feet or such other spacing as may be required for identified
uses. Design enhanced light sources are preferred.

Walls/Fences: Shall be regulated pursuant to the Town Code reguiations for business/commercial
districts. Chain link fencing is prohibited in all mixed-use developments. Walls and fences are
also prohibited within 10 feet of any street front property line, unless the wall is being used to
satisfy the buffering/separation requirement between mixed-use lots and residential lots as defined
in the Town Code. All walls and fences shall be consistent and harmonious with the architectural
character of the mixed-use development.

Signage: A master signage plan will be required for all mixed-use development proposals.
Signage shall be regulated pursuant to the Town Code. While wall signage is permitted,
freestanding signage is discouraged, but for directional and instructional-related signage. Window
signage must contain a uniform appearance.

Setbacks/Build-to Requirements: The MUZ overlay provides flexibility in setbacks with the
Federal Highway side being dictated by the 5-foot landscape buffer as discussed, with an additional
10 feet for walkways and/or outdoor dining areas or other outdoor spaces, which promotes the
urban design principles which provide for a usable space that caters to the pedestrian as a user of
the development, A street side activity component is required and shall be integrated and
compatible with those uses integrated into the mixed-use development.

Architectural Guidelines. Ms. DiTommaso reviewed the provisions of the Architectural
Guidelines and stated that visuals would also be provided later. Architectural guidelines, as set
forth in Chapter 78 of the Town Code shall be used as the basis for the overall design theme or
style proposed for a Mixed-Use development and shall also be applicable to all residential
components. Ms, DiTommaso reviewed as follows:

Storefronts shall be provided on the first floor of mixed-use buildings and shall be directly
accessible from a street frontage or a designated open space as follows: For properties with two or
more frontages, storefronts shall be located on a minimum of two frontages, with priority given to
frontages on a designated open space and the primary street. Storefronts shall have a transparent
clear glazed area of not less than seventy (70) percent of the fagade area.

Colonnades are encouraged and shall have a minimum unobstructed clear height of twelve (12)
feet and a minimum clear width of ten (10) feet.

A minimum of thirty (30) percent of all building street walls shall be fenestrated with windows.
Mirror type glass is prohibited.

The height of an accessory building shall not exceed the height of a principal building.

Weather protection features shall be required along provided storefronts.



Awnings, balconies, stoops, stairs, open porches, and bay windows shall be permitted to extend
into the minimum required setbacks, to a maximum of 5 feet, except when abutting private
property: Roof eaves, chimneys, signs, and ramps may encroach into all setbacks. Porticoes,
canopies, and colonnades shall be guttered, and drainage shall be deposited onsite.

The primary entrance of a building shall provide access to a street or a designated open space. The
primary entrance to the upper levels of a mixed-use building with colonnades shall be through the
colonnaded area along the front property line.

Building facades shall not run for more than 100 feet without providing a break in the fagade by
integrating an open walkway or similar type design feature.

Stories shall be scaled back at the 37 story and every 4 stories thereafter so as to integrate recessed
interest to the structure and provide urban comfort. Federal Highway and Lake Shore Drive
recesses shall be greater than recesses provided along side streets, however, all recesses shall
provide architectural interest and may be achieved using various architectural techniques. This is
being done in an effort to break the massing of the proposed building and can be loosened if the
Board desires to allow full flexibility where the recesses are located.

Building Placement Standards. The MUZ leaves flexibility for design creativity to meet the intent
of the overall Town vision for mixed-use development. These guidelines are intended to provide
criteria for design, while allowing flexibility to architects, landscape architects, developers and
builders in the implementation of developments within the order to achieve diversity and
individually distinctive developments - while always keeping in mind the urban design principles
and objectives to create useable aesthetically pleasing spaces and structures.

Ms. DiTommaso and Mr. Schultz showed visuals (attached and made a part of these Minutes
within the Power Point Presentation) which were created by the urban designer and explained the
various components incorporated in the visuals. She stated the purpose of the visuals is to bring
the guidelines full-circle and identify how they can be incorporated within an example block
development for the Urban Waterfront Block and the Urban Edge areas.

Alex David addressed the topic of Transfer of Development Rights and explained it is the ability
of taking any unused floor area, density or height, certain percentages of what you would be
allowed to build on your property and transferring it to another site. The site where it is coming
from is the sender site, and the development site with any increases in intensity and density would
be the receiver site. Basically, this is economic and does not deal with the land itself, but deals
with the allowable development on the site. Mr. David stated the reason this topic is being
discussed is because of three sites located in the Town that have come up during the Workshops:
700 Federal Highway, 600 Federal Highway and 624 Federal Highway. He stated that 600 Federal
Highway is designated as Historic, and 700 Federal Highway and 624 Federal Highway have been
deemed as historically significant. Mr. David explained that these three (3) sites, in an effort to
preserve them, would be able to take the development rights from their site and sell them to a
developer to increase height, density and intensity at another site within the mixed-use overlay.
Mr. David stated that the transferring of development rights is not a Town involved business, as it
is between property owners, however, the Town would manage the application process and the
transfer of development rights would be memorialized by the Town. Mr. David noted a correction
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that needs to be made on Page 23 (2 a, b & ¢) — wherein the allowable height for transfer on the
three (3) parcels should read 5 stories, rather than 6 stories, and therefore, the height would come
down on the three (3) parcels from 65’ to 55°. Ms. DiTommaso noted that due to the corrections
mentioned by Mr. David, the Building Heights section in the General Requirements and Special
Regulations of the LDR’s (page 4), will need to be amended since the maximum transfer is §
stories, the language which identifies the maximum transfer by sub-district, will need to be revised
o 5 stories in the Urban Waterfront Block and 3 stories in Urban Edge, with the Urban
Neighborhood Edge to be determined in Phase 2, unless further modified this evening.

Regarding economic impacts, Ms. DiTommaso reviewed the Projected Analysis and stated some
of the reasons a mixed-use development option is important for this Corridor is to bring back the
idea of diversifying the Town’s tax base. From an economic standpoint, a single development
alone will significantly increase the number of construction jobs and permanent jobs; will create
an increase in sales tax revenue;, and create an increase in assessed value for the Town.
Additionally, there will be an increase in services for the residents in the area to create a
live/work/play environment. Ms. DiTommaso mentioned there is an Economic Impact Analysis
available which was put together some months ago by Staff and also including in the Board’s
packets.

Scott Schultz, Town Planner, reminded the LPA that the Town is moving forward with the
Complete Streets Initiative and will be workshopping on the topic. The Town is hoping to align
with Palm Beach County and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), both of whom are
putting together their own county-wide policies. The Town will run a separate process in hopes of
creating a Town-wide policy which is in line with the concurrent efforts by the County and the
MPQ. Board Member Schneider asked the County’s timeframe for completion of the Complete
Streets Initiative. Mr. Schultz stated he does not know the County’s timeframe, however the MPO
has finalized their policy.

Ms. DiTommaso addressed the question of where do we take the Comprehensive Plan
Amendments and the Land Development Regulations from here. She stated if Staff receives a
favorable recommendation from the LPA and the P&Z Board this evening, the next important step
to move the process along is to bring this to the
Town Commission and hopefully get a favorable recommendation by the Commission for the
Comprehensive Plan Amendments. At that point, Staff would submit the Comprehensive Plan
Amendments to the State for review, which is a process that can take anywhere from 30-60 days.
Upon completion of the State’s review, everything would be taken back to the Town Commission
to adopt both the Comprehensive Plan Amendments and the Land Development Regulations into
the Town’s Zoning Code. The Comprehensive Plan piece is important because it needs to move
forward before any additional pieces can be put in place.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Thomas McCracken — Has concerns about the change in the definition of the waterfront block.
Mr. McCracken stated that the Planning & Zoning Board and the Town are outside of their
jurisdiction to the re-zone the property located at the southeast corner of Silver Beach Road and
U.S. 1, as the property was purchased with County funds to be a park and was not intended for



development. Mr. McCracken proposed that the waterfront block should be redefined as the block
west of U.S. 1 to include the Marina District and one block west to 2" Street. He stated that a
structure on the east side of U.S. 1 would block the waterfront view and cut off access to the
Marina. Mr. McCracken stated there will also be a problem with the restriction of alcohol at this
location per current zoning.

Rick Sartory — Mr. Sartory addressed the LPA on behalf of the Palm Beach North Chamber of
Commerce, which is formerly known as the Northern Palm Beach County Chamber of Commerce
— their footprint goes from Mangonia Park to the County Line at the Village of Tequesta. Mr.
Sartory stated that the plan was reviewed by the Chamber’s Government Affairs Committee and
the Chamber encourages the continued development of the Plan. The Chamber feels that the
development of Mixed-Use along U.S. One is critical for the economic success of the Town and
is in line with the continued development of the U.S. 1 thread in Northern Palm Beach County.
The Chamber believes the Town is on the right path and encourages the Town to continue dialogue
for a final plan which will eventually go before the Chamber of Commerce for a formal
endorsement. This plan is critical to the economic benefits, job growth, tax revenue, etc., as Ms.
DiTommaso described earlier.

Gary Hines — Mr. Hines stated that he is a Palm Beach County native and a 27-year economic
development professional in the Palm Beach County area. Mr. Hines applauds the forward-
thinking efforts and is in support of the mixed-use initiative and encourages the Town to develop
U.S. 1, particularly with the hopeful integration of Class A office space.

Tim Stevens — Mr. Stevens stated that he is a former Town Commissioner, the former Chair of the
Planning & Zoning Board and a Lake Park property owner. He stated he is a strong supporter of
economic development along the U.S. 1 Corridor, but feels that the LPA/P&Z Board and Town
Commission need more information before they will be able to make an informed decision about
the agenda items. He also explained that he has been out of the loop with this initiative for the
past few years and actually just focused-in on the initiative at this stage. Due to the time limit, he
will address only five (5) knowns/unknowns: 1) The need for additional workshops and feedback
involving the impact on the single-family home property owners between U.S. 1 and 2™ Street.
He feels the Town should fully include these properties in the LDR Amendments from the
beginning, rather than in Phase 2. The Comp Plan is not truly comprehensive if we are arbitrarily
segregating the west properties of the Urban Neighborhood Edge and postponing Phase 2 to an
unknown date. 2) There is no date on when Phase 1 will be completed or what it will look like.
Moving forward with the development on the east side (Phase 1) is unfair to the residents on the
west side because they are left in limbo while Phase 1 goes forward. He feels that heights and
units-per-acre should be staggered from west to east. 3) There is no information or date given for
Staff completion of the Town Code Overhaul Up-Date Project on uses and no information is given
for when specific developmental regulations for mixed-use will be adopted. Mr. Steven’s
questioned how Staff can expect the LPA/P&Z Board to determine whether proposed LDR’s are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan when the terms within the proposed language are not yet
defined? 4) There are no proposed language changes to the Comprehensive Plan Policies 9.2, 9.3,
and 9.4 - only 9.6 is being amending despite the interrelated use of these Policies which all fall
under Objective 9 and should be included in the change to the Comprehensive Plan. 5) It is
unknown if the Economic Impact Analysis includes the single-family properties within the Urban
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Neighborhood Edge. Mr. Stevens stated that he applauds the efforts of Staff and the Town
Commission but believes that additional information is needed and the inclusion of residents west
of U.S. 1 in order to maximize the potential of the waterfront — which is one of Lake Park’s greatest
assets. Mr. Stevens suggested that these items be tabled until the August 1st Planning & Zoning
Board Meeting in order to get additional information and answers to the unknowns.

Dodi Glas — Gentile, Glas, Calloway & O’Mahony, Ms, Glas stated that she has been monitoring
the previous Mixed-Use Workshops and has spoken with Staff, and while the Board is sitting as
the LPA she has a comment for consideration regarding a specific Comprehensive Plan Text
Amendment that is being considered - specifically the language for the 80/20 maximum/minimum
of residential use. Ms. Glas asked the LPA to consider not placing this restriction in the
Comprehensive Plan for specific parcels that talk about maintaining the mix within the overlay
area in its entirety, especially small parcels. On the Code side, Ms. Glas suggested design standards
in the LDR’s for a waiver provision within the overlay for smaller lots. Ms. Glas also suggested
that Staff look at flexibility for staggered setbacks for high rise buildings for both individual
character the creation of a certain aesthetic.

Trudi Brown Clark — Lake Park resident. Ms. Clark asked regarding the LDR’s — will existing
properties be grandfathered-in or will they be required to conform to the new regulations within
the MUZ. Ms. Clark expressed a concern for the provision of parking for 80 units per 1 acre. She
asked if income diversity is being considered in the mixed-use development and expressed that
utilities should be placed underground. Ms. Clark requested a copy of the presentation.

Cynthia Grey - Lake Park resident. Ms. Grey stated before anything is developed, she would like
to see a Vision Statement incorporated for what the Town of Lake Park wants to be. She stated
that there are mixed-use commercial buildings on Park Avenue which have been unoccupied for
years and asked what is the justification or guarantee for constructing more mixed-use and
commercial buildings if Lake Park is unable to attract businesses and people to these structures
due to the perception of Lake Park. '

BOARD DISCUSSION

Board Member Barnes thanked the public for a lot of great comments and stated the comments
will be taken into consideration. She thinks the initiative is great and needed for Lake Park and
would simply like Staff to look into the parking to ensure developments will have sufficient
parking. She is in favor of a mix of uses which will essentially be dictated by market trends so as
to avoid vacancies.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated that he has a lot of very technical questions and he has had only had
a few days to digest all of this information. He stated that he will ask all of his questions, but his
intention is most likely to request a continuation of these items in order to have the questions
addressed by Staff and to continue to absorb and fully understand all of the provisions. Vice-Chair
Schneider had the following suggestions/comments regarding the Comp Plan:
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— Comprehensive Plan Policy 9.6.: Questioned why the (non) mixed-use redevelopment
project having a maximum 20 units per acre has been stricken out. Ms. DiTommaso
responded that it should not have been stricken.

— Comprehensive Plan Policy 9.6.: Questioned why “parking in front of businesses is
discouraged”. Suggested that it be “off-street parking is discouraged” because we may
want on-street parking on the side streets.

— Would like to consider Dodi Glas’ recommendation about the 80/20 min./max., as it was a
good comment and it might be looked at district-wide.

Chair Thomas stated she had comments relating to the Comprehensive Plan. She asked if the
Town has received any comments from IPARC, especially regarding density. Ms. DiTommaso
responded that she has not received any feedback from any of the recipients of the IPARC notice,
particularly the neighboring communities. Chair Thomas asked if a developer is guaranteed to be
able to build to 80 units per acre, or is it contingent upon the developer meeting site plan standards.
Ms. DiTommaso responded the developer would have the ability to get to 80 dwelling units per
acre only if they can meet the site plan standards. They would not have the ability to circumvent
any of the Land Development Regulations unless a waiver process allows them to do so.

Chair Thomas asked if we are currently at or above our LOS for Parks since we are only missing
2.25 acres for parks at build-out. Mr. David responded the current LOS for parks is 21.5 acres
per 1,000 permanent residents and at maxed out levels it would be 34 acres per 1,000 permanent
residents. Existing park acreage is 31.9, so there would be a deficit of 2.1 acres at build out
maximums. Chair Thomas questioned how the deficit might be addressed and Mr. David
responded that developers could donate.

Chair Thomas asked about the potential for development based on our currently approved
Comprehensive Plan, at build out we would only be adding 380 units. Ms. DiTommaso stated that
the existing potential increase without any changes is an additional 380 units. With the proposed
mixed-use changes and potential maximum build out, it could generate an additional 2,318 units
at maximum build-out, according to the Consultant’s analysis.

Vice-Chair Schneider pointed out a possible mismatch between the increased population of 5,000
people, based on the number of units, to the number of students, which is 343. He asked that these
numbers be looked at more closely.

Vice-Chair Schreider asked if the Capacity Analysis takes into account peak hour traffic analysis
or daily? Mr. David responded the numbers should be based on the peak. He asked if the LOS
was looked at on Park Avenue, Silver Beach Road and Northlake Boulevard or juston U.S. 1. Ms.
DiTommaso stated that Staff will have the Consultant research this however, it is likely only Silver
Beach for which data is available from the County.

Chair Thomas questioned the Urban Waterfront Block at the southeast corner of Siiver Beach Road
and U.S. 1. If the property is designated through an Interlocal Agreement with Palm Beach County
for Marina/waterfront usage and the Town has proposed high density on the parcel, are TDR’s
provided for the parcel. She also questioned if the use is to be ground level boat parking, what
happens to the air rights that could occur on that property. Ms. DiTommaso stated that per the
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Interlocal Agreement with PBC, the Town would be required to keep 27 boat trailer spaces and 18
vehicular parking spaces. Additionally, this parcel in particular would carry a specific process
since it is publicly owned.

Vice-Chair Schneider asked if there is anything in the Interlocal Agreement (for the publicly
owned lot) requiring that the parcel has to be a park, or that the requirement is to just provide for
boat-trailer parking availability. Ms. DiTommaso stated the Interlocal requires boat-trailer and
vehicular parking spaces only. Additionally, Staff has had conversations with the County
regarding an “air rights development’ option and the County indicated that as long as the Town
retains the number of boat trailer parking spaces and vehicular parking spaces, they are satisfied,
but that this would of course also need to be vetted through the Palm Beach County Board of
County Commissioners.

The Town Attorney commented that the purchase of the property came through the County’s bond
money to preserve public access to the waterfront, so therefore, the County would need to be
assured that any development of the site continues in the spirit of the County’s expenditure money
and the public’s approval of the Referendum for the acquisition of the property. In the past, the
discussions with the County have always been as long as public access to the waterfront is satisfied,
there is potential for the development of the site.

There being no other questions from the LPA, Chair Thomas asked for a motion to move forward
with the amended Capacity Analysis and Policy Amendments of the Future Land Use Element of
the Comprehensive Plan. Vice-Chair Schneider moved to continue the item to the next LPA
Meeting of August 1, 2016. The motion was seconded by Board Member Barnes and the vote was
as follows:

Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Anthony Bontrager X
Lanac Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 in favor of continuing the item to the next Local Planning Agency Meeting of
August 1, 2016.

There being no further business before the Local Planning Agency, the meeting was adjourned at
9:00 p.m.

Respegtfully Submitted,

Kimberly B. Rowlgy
Planning & Zoning Board Recording Secretary

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD APPROVAL:

Judith Thomas, Chair, Town of Lake Park Planning & Zoning Board
DATE:

13

































































































































PLANNING & ZONING BOARD RECOMMENDATION

Vice-Chair Schneider asked for a motion to continue this item to the August 22, 2016, Special Call
Local Planning Agency Meeting. Board Member Barnes made the motion to continue and it was
seconded by Board Member Bontrager. The vote was as follows:

Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Anthony Bontrager X
Lanae Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 in favor of continuing the item to the August 22™ Special Call Local Planning
Agency Meeting.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS
There were no comments from the Community Developrment Director.
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Board, Board Member Bontrager made a motion to
adjourn. The motion was seconded by Board Member Barnes, and the vote was as follows:

Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Anthony Bontrager X
Lanae Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 and the Meeting was adjourned by Vice-Chair Schneider at 7:10 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kintberly B. Rowley
Planning & Zoning Board Recefding Secretary

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD APPROVAL:

Judith Thomas, Chair
Town of Lake Park Planning & Zoning Board

DATE:







'RESPONSES TO'

JULY 11, 2016
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

AMENDMENTS/
CAPACITY ANALYSIS

(REVISED)



REVISED — August 2016

TOWN OF LAKE PARK — CAPACITY ANALYSIS

DATE OF REVIEW: August 1, 2016

PROJECT APPLICANT: Town of Lake Park

REQUEST: Change the Mixed Use Zoning Overlay District
(Commercial/Residential land use designation) development

density and intensity standards as follows:

FROM a maximum of 20 units per acre and a maximum FAR

of 2.5 (62 acres);
Maximum Number of Units: 1,240 DU's
Persons Per Household: 2.47
TOTAL PERSONS: 3,063
Maximum Square Feet (FAR 2.5) 6,751,800 sq. ft.

TO a maximum of 40 units per acre and a maximum FAR of
2.5 in the Urban Neighborhood Edge sub district (38 acres),
a maximum of 60 units per acre and a maximum FAR of 4.0
in the Urban Edge sub district (19.5 acres), and a maximum
of 80 units per acre and a maximum FAR of 6.0 in the Urban
Waterfront sub district (4.5 acres).

Maximum Number Units by Sub-District by Acreage:

Urban Neighborhood Edge: 1,520 DU'’s
Urban Edge: 1,170 DU'’s
Urban Waterfront Block: 360 DU's
TOTAL: 3,050 DU's
Persons Per Household: 2.47
TOTAL PERSONS: 7,534
Maximum Number Non-Residential Square Footage by Sub-District:
Urban Neighborhood Edge: 4,138,200 sq. ft.
Urban Edge: 3,397,680 sq. ft.
Urban Waterfront Block: 1,176,120 sq. ft.
TOTAL: 8,712,000 sq. ft.

Change in Number Units: 3,050 — 1,240 = +1,810 additional DU's at Maximum Buildout
Change in Non-Residential Square Footage: 8,712,000 — 6,751,800 = +1,860,200 sq.
ft. additional Non-Residential Square Footage

Change in Number Persons: 7,534 — 3,063 = +4,471









REVISED — August 2016

Schools:

LOS Standard - Enroliment not to exceed 110% of capacity (measured in Concurrency

Service Areas (CSAs))
Estimated impact of maximum build out — +799 students (+344 elem., +176 middle,

+280 senior)

Current enroliment, elementary schools in CSA 5 — 3,744 students

Projected elementary school enroliment at maximum build out — 4,088 students
Capacity, elementary schools in CSA 5 - 5,104 student stations (80%)

Current enroliment, middle schools in CSA 5 — 1,512 students

Projected middle school enroliment at maximum build out — 1,688 students
Capacity, middle schools in CSA 5 - 2,756 student stations (61%)

Current enrollment, high schools in CSA 5 — 1,523 students

Projected high school enroliment at maximum build out — 1,803 students
Capacity, high schools in CSA 5 — 1,733 student stations (104%)

Sources:
October 2015 FTE Report School Concurrency Table, Paim Beach County Public

Schools



























-ZONING/LDR
PROVISIONS

(REVISED - INCLUDES PARKING
RESEARCH AND MIXED-USE
EXAMPLES)
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Sample Mixed-use Developments
in the Southeast Florida Region far

Lake Park Mixed-Use Overlay District

08.12.16

Sample MU Developments

Town of Lake Park





















Applicability

5
y
F

# Name

01 -Ten Aragon Condo

A. On-site figure ground
B. Retrofit development
configuration. Ability to
expand + increase
horizontally.

02 - The Palace at Coral Glades

C. On-site figure ground
D. Retrofit development
configuration. Ability to
expand + increase in height,

04 - Gables Wilton Park

E. Retrofit and shrink
development configuration.
100% lot coverage.

05 - The Mark at Cityscape

F. Retrofit development
configuration. Ability to
expand, vertically and
horizontally.

Urban Waterfront Block: Sample MU Development relationship to actual site.

Town of Lake Park



# Name

01 -Ten Aragon Condo
A. Retrofit and shrink in height
{10 sty. max). Ability to expand
horizontally.

' 02 - The Palace at Coral Gables

B. Retrofit development

A. B. configuration. Ability to
expand horizontally +
vertically.

03 -The Manor at Flagler Village

C. Retrofit and shrink
development configuration
to 50%, Ability to increase
height 10 sty. max.
04 - Gables Wilton Park

D

D. Retrofit and shrink
c. . development configuration
to 25%,

06 - 5th Avenue at Delray

E. Retrofit development
configuration. Ability to
expand, vertically and
horizontaily.

**Note: Typical Urban Edge
sub-division block utitized to
E. conduct analysis.

Urban Edge Typical Block: Sample MU Development relationship to actual site.

Town of Lake Park






The Motion carried 3-0 and the June 6, 2016, Planning & Zoning Board Meeting Minutes
were approved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Chair Thomas outlined the Order of Business.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Thomas McCracken — Mr. McCracken stated he is concerned that the plan should have included
the whole western corridor of U.S. 1. He believes that the waterfront block parcel should include
the direct western block to Silver Beach Road to 2™ Street and the water access problems and the
parks problem will be solved if the Town lets the development go on the west side and leave the
parking lot on the east side alone. Mr. McCracken asked if the waterfront parcel on the southeast
corner of U.S. 1 and Silver Beach is calculated in the parks/recreation LOS? Mr. McCracken
stated he does not believe that it is within the Town’s jurisdiction to zone public lands that were
bought by Palm Beach County for public access. Mr. McCracken stated there is a 500 limitation
in Lake Park for alcohol sales surrounding public parks and will the marina area be exempt?

NEW BUSINESS

A. PROPOSED LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS FOR THE CREATION
OF A MIXED-USE ZONING OVERLAY DISTRICT (AND DETERMINATION OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN).

BOARD MEMBER DISCUSSION

Chair Thomas asked the Board for questions/comments regarding the Land Development
Regulations for the creation of the mixed-use zone.

Board Vice-Chair Schneider suggested having a break in the entire block between the two (2)
towers and suggested design language to break up the solid wall.

Vice-Chair Schneider suggested adding a definition for Active Uses for the ground floor.
Vice-Chair Schneider stated that the developer will be receiving the density and intensity for free
if this plan goes into effect and there may be an opportunity for the Town to get something from
the developer — perhaps create a fund for parks if they develop a certain density.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated that the Complete Streets Initiative will cost a lot of money — so
perhaps a mixed-use building should pay into a Complete Streets fund to pay for the required
infrastructure.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated it is important to have anyone who builds under the mixed-use
category meet Florida Green Building Standards or the LEED Standards.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated the Green Initiative should include stormwater retention and rainwater
retention and reuse on the buildings since they will not have much landscaping.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated he would like to see at least on a preliminary basis, what type of uses
will be within the mixed-use district.



Vice-Chair Schneider stated he would like to see justification for the significant parking rate
reduction and whether there was a comparison to other densely populated area parking rates and
also for residential.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated public benefits should be defined and who determines whether the
public benefit is appropriate or sufficient for the amount of density that the developer is gaining.
Vice-Chair Schneider asked how the Town will deal with Phase 2. What is the timeframe for when
Phase 2 will come along so that people in that area aren’t in limbo?

Vice-Chair Schneider stated it appears that most designs are showing the upper stories as
residential and asked if consideration was given for office space on the upper stories as there might
be a market for Class A office space on the upper stories.

Vice-Chair Schneider questioned the Transfer of Development Rights, as there are only three (3)
properties that can donate anywhere in the receiving area, can the transfers be cumulative or is
there something in place to prevent the accummulation of both density and intensity.

Vice-Chair Schneider questioned if a hotel is considered residential? He stated a hotel might be a
good use for the upper stories but it would not be allowed unless it’s defined in the definitions,

Board Member Barnes stated that the waiver provision suggested by Dodi Glas was a good idea
as requiring 20% to be commercial is a big number for some buildings. She stated that a lot of the
condos downtown that allow commercial on the ground floor are still sitting empty and there is a
shortage of parking. She believes commercial uses should be kept on the ground floor when
possible.

Chair Thomas expressed her concern with the development that will occur along the east side of
U.S. 1 as it relates to stormwater, considering the major flooding that occurs now along Lake Shore
Drive when the Town is not at build cut. 1f we don’t have a master developer who is going to be
controlling or managing this area, how are we going to manage water on these parcels. Chair
Thomas stated that there needs to be a more comprehensive plan so that in the long term, regardless
how these parcels are developed, the Lake Shore Drive flooding issue is fixed. Perhaps developers
can pay into a fund or the Town can create an impact fee to take care of Lake Shore Drive
infrastructure. Chair Thomas stated that she has discussed this with Staff and it should be
addressed in the LDR’s and the Comprehensive Plan.

Chair Thomas suggested the possible establishment of a public benefits fund.
Chair Thomas asked Mr. David for clarification on the Transfer of Development Right to receivers.

Chair Thomas stated that the Planning &Zoning Board is not ready to move forward with LDR’s
in its current form since they have not approved the land use.

Vice-Chair Schneider asked Staff to look at maximum block size because of cross streets in order
to prevent super blocks.

Vice-Chair Schneider questioned if the power lines will be underground as is the case with most
large mixed-use developments.



Vice-Chair Schneider asked if Staff has looked into placing water and sewer in the street rather
than in easements.

Vice-Chair Schneider made a motion to continue the item to the next Planning & Zoning Board
Meeting of August 1, 2016. The motion was seconded by Board Member Barnes and the vote was
as follows:

Aye Nay
Judith Thomas X
Martin Schneider X
Lanae Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 in favor of continuing the item to the next Planning & Zoning Board Meeting of
August 1, 2016.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS

The Community Development Director thanked the public for their suggestions and comments
and stated that she will respond to all of the public comments in the form of a response document
within the next agenda packet. Vice-Chair Schneider asked the date of the next P&Z Meeting. Ms.
DiTommaso stated the next regularly scheduled Planning & Zoning Board Meeting is August 1%,

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Board, Chair Thomas asked for a motion to adjourn.
Vice-Chair Schneider made the motion and it was seconded by Board Member Barnes. The vote
was as follows:

Aye Nay
Judith Thomas X
Martin Schneider X
Lanae Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 and the Meeting was adjourned by Chair Thomas at 9:30 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD APPROVAL:

Judith Thomas, Chair
Town of Lake Park Planning & Zoning Board
DATE:







B. VARIANCE REQUEST(S) BY ATLAS SIGN INDUSTRIES AND DUNWAY
MISKEL BACKMAN LLP, AS AGENT FOR THE PROPERTY OWNER, ALERT
REALTY LC, OF 900 NORTHLAKE BOULEVARD, FOR SIGN VARIANCES TO
APPENDIX A, ARTICLE I, DIVISION I: SECTION 5-6(C)(2}E) MAXIMUM
AREAS, SECTION 5-6(C)(2)(F) MAXIMUM HEIGHT, SECTION 5-6(C)(2)(G)
MINIMUM SETBACKS, SECTION 5-6(2)(A) MAXIMUM NUMBER, SECTION
5-9(B)(3) LANDSCAPING, AND CHAPTER 78, ARTICLE V: SECTION 78-
142(C)(7) MINIMUM NUMBER OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET SPACES, OF THE
TOWN OF LAKE PARK CODE OF ORDINANCES.

C. VARIANCE REQUEST(S) BY ATLAS SIGN INDUSTRIES AND DUNWAY
MISKEL BACKMAN LLP, AS AGENT FOR THE PROPERTY OWNER, ALERT
REALTY LC, OF 924 NORTHLAKE BOULEVARD, FOR SIGN VARIANCES TO
APPENDIX A, ARTICLE I, DIVISION I: SECTION 5-6(C)2)(E) MAXIMUM
AREAS, SECTION 5-6(C)(2)(F) MAXIMUM HEIGHT, SECTION 5-6(C)}(2)(G)
MINIMUM SETBACKS, AND SECTION 5-9(B)(3) LANDSCAPING, OF THE
TOWN OF LAKE PARK CODE OF ORDINANCES.

Vice-Chair Schneider stated there is a request to continue [tem B and Item C to the Special Call
Planning & Zoning Board Meeting of September 12, 2016. Board Member Bames made a motion
to continue the items and the motion was seconded by Board Member Bontrager. The vote was
as follows:

Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Anthony Bontrager X
Lanae Barnes X

The vote was 3-0 in favor of continuing Item B and Item C (Variance Requests) to the September
12th Planning & Zoning Board Meeting.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS

There were no comments from the Community Development Director.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Board, Vice-Chair Schneider asked for a motion to

adjourn. Board Member Barnes made the motion and it was seconded by Vice-Chair Schneider.
The vote was as follows:

Aye Nay
Martin Schneider X
Anthony Bontrager X
Lanae Barnes X

W]



The vote was 3-0 and the Meeting was adjourned by Chair Thomas at 7:20 p.m.

Respectfully Submigted,

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD APPROVAL:

Judith Thomas, Chair
Town of Lake Park Planning & Zoning Board

DATE:



















2.

Is the proposed Special Exception Use consistent with the Town’s land development and
zoning regulations and all other portions of this Code?

The Site Plan which has been submitted meets the Land Development Regulations
and all other portions of the Town Code.

CRITERIA MET

Is the proposed Special Exception Use compatible with the character and use (existing and
future) of the surrounding properties in its function; hours of operation; type and amount of
traffic to be generated; building location, mass, height and setback; and other relevant factors
peculiar to the proposed special exception use and the surrounding property?

North Congress Avenue corridor has developed with a variety of intensive
commercial uses including gas stations, department stores, retail, fast food
restaurants, and financial institutions. The scale and intensity of the proposed self-
storage facility is compatible with the character of the surrounding properties. The
County Engineering Department has verified that the Site meets the County’s traffic
concurrency standards.

The Applicant’s proposed development meets the Town’s Land Development
Regulations regarding building setbacks. The self-storage facility is generally
compatible with the mass, and height of the character of the surrounding area.
Furthermore, the character of the proposed self-storage facility has design features
that are incorporated into the ALDI store and RaceTrac gas station that recently
received site plan approval, as well as the Bank of America and Sonic restaurant built
a few years ago along the Congress Avenue corridor. The proposed self-storage
facility, as reviewed by Staff and its Consultants, meets the Town’s Architectural
Guidelines.

While the self-storage facility is to be open to customers at all hours via secured
entrances, this type of establishment is not expected to cause any type of nuisance
primarily because patrons of these establishments come and go within a short
timeframe and the fact that the actual storage units that will be internalized inside
the two buildings. However, it is noted that the Phase I implementation plan will
provide outdoor storage of boats, cars, RV’s and the like on the site until construction
of the Phase II building begins. This outdoor storage area is to be heavily landscaped
and screened from public view per plan sheets LP1 — 4 so as to minimize any visual
nuisance. Staff recommends a condition that the Phase I outdoor storage area be
utilized only for the parking of vehicles and no vehicle may be repaired, have parts
installed, or other work such as testing/running of engines so as to further protect
the commercial corridor and nearby residential development on Congress Avenue
from any noise-based nuisances.

CRITERIA MET



4. Will the proposed Special Exception Use on the Site create a concentration or proliferation of
the same or similar type of use, which may be detrimental to the development or redevelopment
of the area?

While the Town has several office/warehouse buildings in its industrial area, built
many years ago without any architectural interest, there are no self-storage facilities
located in the Town of Lake Park and the nearest such [acilities include Public
Storage located at 3601 Blue Heron Blvd (approx. 1.4 miles from the site); Public
Storage at 401 Northlake Blvd (approx. 2.5 miles from the site); and, a storage facility
currently being constructed at 545 Northlake Blvd. (approx. 2.4 miles from the site).
Approval of this special exception use will not create a concentration or proliferation
of the same or similar type of use,

CRITERIA MET

5. Will the proposed Special Exception Use have a detrimental impact on surrounding properties
based on:

a.

The number of persons anticipated to be using, residing, or working on the property as a
result of the special exception use;

The proposed use is not expected to have a detrimental impact on the surrounding
properties based on the number of persons using, residing or working on the
property. The proposed use has anticipated patronage that is estimated to occur
primarily outside of peak AM/PM traffic hours and on the weekends. The Site Plan
meets the Town’s Land Development Regulations which have been enacted in order
to mitigate adverse impacts on surrounding properties.

CRITERIA MET

The degree of noise, odor, visual, or other potential nuisance factors generated by the
special exception use.

Due to the nature of the use, it has the potential to create noise via the loading or
unloading activities at loading zones, but not odor or visual nuisances. Loading zones
are located on the north, south and western elevations (1 each) of the Phase I building
and two on the western elevation and 1 on the southern elevation of the Phase 11
building. However, noise that may be generated is not expected to exceed what
already exists in the area, such as loading dock activity of Aldi, RaceTrac, Sonic or
Walmart.

CRITERIA MET

The effect on the amount and flow of traffic within the vicinity of the proposed special
exception use.

The Palm Beach County Traffic Division has submitted a Traffic Concurrency Letter
to the Town that verifies the projected traffic upen the affected roadways is within



acceptable level of service and therefore consistent with the County’s Traffic
Performance Standards.

CRITERIA MET

6. Does the proposed Special Exception Use:

a.

Significantly reduce light and air to adjacent properties?

The proposed development will not reduce light and air to adjacent properties.
Lighting at the site is comparable to the Aldi store to the west.

CRITERIA MET
Adversely affect property values in adjacent areas.

Developing on a vacant parcel raises the property value of the subject Site and
therefore, will not adversely affect property values in the adjacent areas.

CRITERIA MET

Deter the improvement, development or redevelopment of surrounding properties in accord
with existing regulations.

The proposed Special Exception Use is not a deterrent to the improvement,
development or redevelopment of surrounding properties.

CRITERIA MET

Negatively impact adjacent natural systems or public facilities, including parks and open
spaces.

The proposed Site is not within or in close proximity to any naturally sensitive areas
or parks. While the Palm Beach County conservation area is nearby, it is not adjacent
to the Site and is actually separated by other parcels measuring more than 1,200 feet
in width. The PUD has satisfied concurrency standards for the adjacent public
facilities which verifies that the proposed use will not be a negative impact.

CRITERIA MET

Provide pedestrian amenities, including, but not limited to, benches, trash receptacles,
and/or bicycle parking.

The Site Plan includes a continuous pedestrian network, trash receptacles, and an
outdoor seating area. Bike racks have also been incorporated into the Site Plan, A
pedestrian pathway around the perimeter of the Site provides connectivity to and
from developments to the west of the site that front North Congress Avenue.

CRITERIA MET









10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Park Avenue West Extension as part of the construction of the Site, shall also be
subject to the review and approval of the Community Development Director and
Public Works Director.

Should any disruption to the surrounding entrance/exit streets and parking areas
along North Congress Avenue or the Park Avenue West Extension, or Water Tower
Road occur such that the daily operation of nearby businesses is adversely
impacted, the construction activities shall cease until the Applicant has secured the
written approval of the Community Development Director.

All landscaping as shown on the Site Plan and the Landscaping Plan shall be
continuously maintained from the date of the issuance of the Certificate of
Occupancy by the Town. The Owner/Applicant shall replace any and all dead or
dying landscape material so as to maintain the quantity and quality of the
landscaping shown on the approved Site Plan and Landscaping Plan,

The hedge material for the Site shall be maintained at five feet unless otherwise
noted on the approved plans for the site or the PUD.

Safe and adequate pedestrian passage shall be maintained along each of the Site’s
entrances.

The Owner shall ensure that any and all contractors use commonly accepted
practices to reduce airborne dust and particulates during construction on the Site.
The dumpster shall be screened as noted on the Site Plan and kept closed at all
times. All dumpsters shall be acquired from the approved franchise supplier for the
Town of Lake Park.

Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the Owner or Applicant shall
provide certification from the Landscape Architect of record that the plant
installations on the Site are in accordance with the approved Site and Landscaping
Plans.

The Site is to be subject to the Unity of Control for the PUD. A copy of the recorded
Unity of Control is required prior to the issuance of any building permit.

Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner or Applicant shall submit
copies of any other permits required by other agencies, including but not limited to
Palm Beach County Health Department, Palm Beach County Land Development
Division, South Florida Water Management Division and the State of Florida
Department of Environmental Protection.

Any revisions to the approved Site Plan, Landscape Plan, architectural elevations,
signs, Statement of Use, photometric plan, or other detail submitted as part of the
Application, including, but not limited to, the location of the proposed
improvements or additional, revised, or deleted colors, materials, or structures,
shall be submitted to the Community Development Department and shall be subject
to its review and approval.

Cost Recovery. All professional consulting fees and costs, including legal fees
incurred by the Town in reviewing the Application and billed to the Owner shall be
paid to the Town within 10 days of receipt of an invoice from the Town. The failure
of the Applicant to reimburse the Town within the 10 days from the town’s mailing
of its invoice will result in the suspension of any further review of plans or building

activities, and may result in the revocation of the approved Development Order.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The Applicant is required to submit a Cash Surety in the amount equal to the 110%
of the perimeter infrastructure and landscaping improvements of Phase 2 in the
event Phase 2 does not get completed within the required timeframes. The Cash
Surety Bond is required prior to the issuance of a building permit for Phase 1.

The Phase | outdoor storage area may only be utilized for the parking of vehicles
and no vehicle may be repaired, have parts installed, or other work such as
testing/running of engines.

The existing landscaping currently surrounding the site within the PUD that is in
need of replacement shall be replaced as part of the development of the site in
accordance with the approved planting plans and to specification. Additionally, if
any existing landscape material is damaged as part of development of the Phase I1
portion of the project that it shall be replaced to approved specifications.

All easement abandonments/releases must be completed prior to building permit
issuance for Phase 1 construction.

The Owner or Applicant shall initiate bona fide and continuous development
of the Site within 18 months from the effective date of this Development Order.
Failure to do so shall render the Development Order void. Once initiated, the
development of the Site shall be completed within 18 months.
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Zoning/Existing Use of Adjacent Properties:

North: C-2 Vacant South: C-2 US Army Reserve Qutpost

East: C-2 Water Detention Pond West: C-2 Race Trac / Aldi Grocery Store

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS:

1. Please discuss how the Special Exception use is consistent with the goals, objectives,
and policies of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.

The Special Exception use (Self Storage Facility - "Warehouse Storage") is consistent with
the following goals, objectives and policies of the Town's Comprehensive Plan:

See attached Consistency Statement as prepared by iPlan & Design, LLC

2. Please discuss how the proposed Special Exception is consistent with the land
development and zoning regulations and all other portions of the Town of Lake Park
Code of Ordinances.

The Special Exception use (Self Storage Facility - "Warehouse Storage”) is consisten with
the land development and zoning regulations of the Town of Lake Park:

See attached Consistency Statement as prepared by iPlan & Design, LLC

3. Please explain how the proposed Special Exception use is compatible with the character
and use (existing and future) of the surrounding properties in its function; hours of
operation; type and amount of traffic to be generated; building location; mass; height and
setback; and other relevant factors peculiar to the proposed Special Exception use and the
surrounding property.

The Special Exception use is compatible with the character and use {existing and future)
of the surrounding properties in its function; hours of operation; type and amount of traffic
to be generated; building location; mass; height and setback; and other relevant factors
peculiar to the proposed Special Exception use and the surrounding property.

See attached Compatibility Statement as prepared by iPaln & Design, LLC




Please cxplain how the establishment of the proposed Special Exception use in the
identified location does not create a concentration or proliferation of the same or similar
type of Special Exception use, which may be deemed detrimental to the development or
redevelopment of the area in which the Special Exception use is proposed to be developed.

The introduction of this Special Exception use in this location will not proliferate the same or
similar uses creating a detrimental condition for the development or redevelopment of the
area.

See attached Concentration/Proliferation Analysis as prepared by iPlan & Design, LLC

Please explain how the Special Exception use does not have a detrimental impact on
surrounding properties based on; (a) The number of persons anticipated to be using,
residing, or working on the property as a result of the Special Exception use; (b) The
degree of noise, odor, visual, or other potential nuisance factors generated by the Special
Exception use; (c) The effect on the amount and flow of traffic within the vicinity of the
proposed Special Exception use.

The introduction of this Special Exception use in this location will not have a detrimental
impact on surrounding properties with respect to a. number of persons; b. degress of noise
odor, visual, or other potential nuisance factors generated by the Special Exception use;

c. effect on the amount and flow of traffic within the vicinity of the proposed SE use.

See attached Impact Analysis as prepared by iPlan & Design, LLC

Please explain how the proposed Special Exception use meets the following requirements;
(a) does not significantly reduce light and air to adjacent properties; (b) does not adversely
affect property values in adjacent areas; (¢) would not be deterrent to the improvement,
development or redevelopment of surrounding properties in accord with existing
regulations; (d) does not negatively impact adjacent natural systems or public facilities,
including parks and open spaces; and (¢) provides pedestrian amenities, including, but not
limited to, benches, trash receptacles, and/or bicycle parking.

The introduction of this Special Exception use in this location will meet the following
requirements: a. does NOT significantly reduce light and air to adjacent properties,

b. does NOT adversely affect property values in adjacent areas; ¢. would not be a
detriment to the improvement/development/redevelopment of surronding properties;

d. does NOT negatively impact adjacent natural systems or public facilities (parks & open
spaces); and, e. provides pedestrian amenities, including, but not limited to benches,
trash receptacles, and/or bicycle parking.

See attached Requirements Analysis as prepared by iPlan & Design, LLC




Please provide the following:

I Fees:

2. Property Owners List:

3. Location Map

4, Site Plan:

5. Site Survey:

6.  Applicants staternent:

7. Warranty Deed:

1. Special Exception Fees:

0 - 149,995 sq. ft. = $750.00
+ 150,000 sq. ft. = $1,250.00

2. Escrow Fee: $800.00

Advertising costs:

The petitioner shall pay all costs of publication of
Public Hearing required in a newspaper of general
circulation within the Town. This cost will be
deducted from the escrow.

A complete list of property owners and mailing
addresses of all property owners within 300 feet of the
subject parcel as recorded in the latest official Palm
Beach County Tax Roll. Certified Mail will be sent to
all owners within 300 fect; postage will be deducted
from escrow.

A site plan drawn to scale indicating:

size of the buildings;

intended floor area ratios;

quantity of parking spaces;

intended access road(s);

the general type of construction in accordance

with the Florida Building Code and the Codes

of the Town of Lake Park; and,

6. availability and approximate location of
utilities.

il e

A certified boundary survey by a surveyor registered
in the State of Florida containing an accurate legal
description of the property and a computation of the
total acreage of the parcel.

On the Applicants letterhead please provide a
statement of interest in the property.

A Warranty Deed with an affidavit from the
Applicant stating that the Deed represents the current
ownership.


































































AN AD VALOREM TAX ANALYSIS OF

TRACT G1, CONGRESS BUSINESS PARK
SPACE BOX LAKE PARK
LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF
PARK AVENUE WEST
IN THE TOWN OF LLAKE PARK,
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

PREPARED FOR
IPLAN & DESIGN, LLC
C/0 MR. BRIAN CHEGUIS
5090 PGA BOULEVARD, STE 212
PALM BEACH GARDENS, FL. 33418
AS OF

AUGUST 8, 2016

BY

DOUGLAS B.LAWSON, MAI
LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LLC
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LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LL.C

Real Estate Appraisers and Consultants

9250 Alternate AlA, Suite A
North Paim Beach, FL 33403
Telephone: (561) 622-5533

August 10, 2016

iPlan & Design, LLC

¢/0 Mr. Brian Cheguis

5090 PGA Boulevard, Ste 212
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33418

RE: Space Box Development Site
Park Avenue West,
Lake Park, Florida

Dear Mr. Cheguis:

As requested, we have made an investigation and analysis of the above-referenced property
located on the north side of Park Avenue West, one block east of Congress Avenue in the
Town of Lake Park, Palm Beach County, Florida. The property contains a total of 4.665
acres, or 203,207 SqFt. The purpose of our assignment was to provide an analysis of the
probable Ad Valorem Tax resulting from various proposed development scenarios. The
analysis is as of August 8, 2016, the date of inspection.

The property consists of a Vacant Commercial Parcel located in the Congress Business Park,
a new planned unit development located at the northeast quadrant of Congress Avenue and
Park Avenue West.

The extent of research and analysis performed for this appraisal report is considered to
conform to the reporting requirements set forth under Standards Rule 2-2 of the Uniform
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

The three potential development scenarios for the Subject Site provided the following
projected ad valorem taxes. Based on the calculations and projections of a reasonable
assessment for the Subject Property, the planned use as a Self Serve Storage Facility
provides the highest indication of Ad Valorem Tax.



Mr. Brian Cheguis
August 10, 2016
Page Two

Summary of Projected Ad Valorem Taxes

Self Storage Facility $279,000
Retail Use $144,000
Typical Industrial Use $150,000

The opinion of value as well as every other element of this analysis is qualified in their
entirety by the general assumptions and limiting conditions which are an attachment to this
report and which are an integral part of the report.

A brief description of the property is contained in the attached appraisal. This appraisal
assignment was not made nor was the appraisal rendered on the basis of a requested
minimum valuation, a specific valuation, or amount that would result in the approval of a
loan. It is our opinion that the following appraisal report was prepared in conformity with
Uniform Standards of Professional appraisal Practice (USPAP). For your convenience, an
Executive Summary follows this letter. Should you have any questions regarding this
report, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LLC

e

Douglas B. Lawson, MAI
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ170

DBL (File #16082)

LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LLC
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that, to the best of our knowledge and belief:

1.

2.

10.

The statements of fact in this report are true and correct.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial, unbiased
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report
and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the
parties involved with the assignment.

My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting
predetermined resulls.

My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the
development or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the
cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated
result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of
this appraisal.

My analyses, opinions, and conclusion were developed, and this report has been
prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP) adopted by the Appraisal Standards Board of the Appraisal
Foundation and the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute.

The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the State of Florida relating to
review by the Department of Professional Regulation, Real Estate Appraisal Board,
and to the requircments of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly
authorized representatives.

Douglas B. Lawson has made a personal inspection of the appraised property that is the
subject of this report.

The appraiser has performed within the context of the Competency Provision of the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.
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11.

12,

13.

14.

As of the date of this report, Douglas B. Lawson has completed the requirements of the
continuing education program of the Appraisal Institute.

Douglas B. Lawson currently holds an appropriate state certification allowing the
performance of real estate appraisals in connection with federally related transactions
in the state in which the Subject Property is located.

No one else has provided significant professional contribution to the preparation of this
report.

We have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the
property that is the subject of this report within the three-year period immediately
preceding acceptance of this assignment. We have not previously appraised this

property..

LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LLC.

/-

Douglas B. Lawson, MAI
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ170
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LIMITING CONDITIONS

The certification of the appraisers is subject to the following conditions and to such other
specific conditions as are set forth by the appraisers in this report.

1.

Unless otherwise stated, the value appearing in this appraisal represents the opinion of
the Market Value or the Value Defined AS OF THE DATE SPECIFIED. Market
Value of real estate is affected by national and local economic conditions and
consequently will vary with future changes in such conditions.

The value estimated in this appraisal report is gross, without consideration given to any
encumbrance, restriction or question of title, unless specifically defined.

This appraisal report covers only the property described and any values or rates utilized
are not to be construed as applicable to any other property, however similar the
properties might be,

It is assumned that the title to the premises is good; that the legal description is correct;
that the improvements are entirely and correctly located on the property described and
that there are no encroachments on this property, but no investigation or survey has
been made.

No responsibility is assumed for matters legal in nature, nor is any opinion of title
rendered. In the performance of our investigation and analysis leading to the
conclusions reached herein, the statements of others were relied on. No liability is
assumed for the correctness of these statements; and, in any event, the appraisers’ total
liability for this report is limited to the actual fee charged.

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusions, the
identity of the appraiser or the firm with which he is connected, or any reference to the
Appraisal Institute or any of its designations) shall be disseminated to the public
through advertising media, public relations media, news media, sales media or any
other public means of communication without our prior written consent and approval.

It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil,
or structures, which would render it more or less valuable. The Appraiser assumes no
responsibility for such conditions or the engineering, which might be required to
discover these factors.
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8.

10.

11.

12.

We have not been provided with an Environmental Property Assessment pertaining to
the Subject site and are unable to report soil conditions in reference to contamination.
The existence of hazardous substances which may or may not be present on the property,
or other environmental conditions as a result of seepage from adjacent land users, were
not called to our attention nor did we become aware of such during our inspection. We
have no knowledge of the existence of such material on the property. However, we are
not qualified to test such substances or conditions. If the presence of hazardous
substances, or other environmental conditions, may affect the value of the property, the
value estimated is predicated on the assumption that there is no such condition on or in
the property or in proximity thereto that it would cause a loss in value. No responsibility
is assumed for any such conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge
required to discover them. The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.

The description of the land is based upon review of Palm Beach County Property
Appraiser’s Office records and our personal property inspection.

We relied on the site plans provided by the client and the maximum development square
footage for various alternative developments.

For purposes of this analysis, we have assumed completion of the Subject
Improvements based on the Site Plan provided by the client as of the 2016 tax year
(January 1, 2016). We have considered a reasonable market increase in the current
2015 assessments to apply to the Properties for this analysis.

We have estimated the likely assessed value for the Subject Site. The assessed value
and taxes are not currently available. A higher or lower figure derived by the County
would not have a substantial impact on our estimates.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

Intended User/Our Client

On August 3, 2016, Mr. Brian Cheguis for the iPlan & Design, LLC engaged Lawson
Appraisal Service to provide an Ad Valorem Tax Analysis on behalf of and specifically for
iPlan & Design, LLC. Our instructions included preparing an appraisal in accordance with
the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).

The Intended User is iPlan & Design, LLC and the Town of Lake Park. The client has not
advised us of any intended subsequent user of this appraisal. This report has been prepared
for no other purpose and for use by no other person or entity than for use by the client for the
purpose stated herein. Any other use of this appraisal is considered a misuse and therefore
the appraisers will not be held responsible for any outcome associated with such use.

Effective Date of the Appraisal/Date of the Report

The property was inspected August 8, 2016 the date of this analysis. The report was
prepared as of August 10, 2016.

Purpose and Intended Use of the Appraisal

Based on our client’s instructions, the purpose of our appraisal is to provide an estimate of
the probable Assessed Value and resulting Ad Valorem taxes under several development
scenarios. The function or intended use of this appraisal was to assist our client (Intended
User) in obtaining zoning approval for a multi-story Self Storage Facility .

Appraisal Report Format

Pursuant to our client’s instructions, we have prepared an Ad Valorem Tax Analysis. The
extent of research and analysis performed for this appraisal report is considered to conform
{o the reporting requirements set forth under Standards Rule 2 of the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice.

Market Value

According to the Department of the Treasury, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
(OCC), Final Rule, published within the Federal Register, Volume 53, Number 165, August
24, 1990, and as adopted by the Appraisal Foundation’s Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice (USPAP) Market Value is defined as:

“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market
under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently and
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knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this
definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from
seller to buyer under conditions whereby:

a. buyer and seller are typically motivated;

b. both parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what they
consider their own best interest;

c. areasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;

d. payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto; and

e. the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by
special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated
with the sale.”

Interest Appraised and Definition

The interest appraised herein is the Fee Simple Estate. The Dictionary of Real Estate
Appraisal (Fifth Edition 2010), by the Appraisal Institute, defines Fee Simple Estate as
follows:

“An ownership interest held by a landlord with the rights of use and occupancy
conveyed by lease to others. The rights of the lessor (the leased fee owner) and the
leased fee are specified by contract terms contained within the lease.”

Legal Description

Tract G1, of the Congress Business Park, Plat 2 , according to the Plat thereof, recorded in
Plat Book 119, Page 35, of the Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida.

Property History

The Public Records indicates the ownership of the appraised property as 657 Island, LLC.
They purchased the lot in May 29014 for $8,950,000..

Scope of Work

The scope of this analysis is to inspect the property, consider market characteristics and
trends, collect and analyze pertinent data, and develop an estimate of probable assessed
values under several development options. Douglas B. Lawson inspected the subject
property and site and surrounding areas on August 8, 2016.

A study of the appraised property’s supporting neighborhood was conducted regarding
access, land uses and trends, demographics, and market demand factors for similar
residential properties.
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The scope of our work included a search of Palm Beach County Property Appraisers Office
records, and our internal data base. The search for comparable properties was concentrated
in the north portion of the county. The Ad Valorem Tax Analysis report summarizes the
pertinent data, which has been collected and analyzed. Itis the written result of our findings
and analyses in developing our conclusion.

Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions

Extraordinary assumptions are defined by the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice as “...an assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be
false, could alter the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions. Extraordinary assumptions
presume as fact otherwise uncertain information about physical, legal or economic
characteristics of the Subject property; or about conditions external to the property, such as
market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in an analysis.” This
appraisal employs the following extraordinary assumptions:

» None.

Hypothetical conditions are defined by the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice as “...that which is contrary to what exists but is supposed for the purpose of
analysis. Hypothetical conditions assume conditions contrary to known facts about physical,
legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the
property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in the
analysis.” This appraisal employs the following hypothetical conditions:

» We have assumed completion of the Subject Improvements based on the Site
Plan provided by the client as of the 2016 tax year (January 1,2016). We have
considered a reasonable market increase in the current 2015 assessments to
apply to the Properties for this analysis.

Competency Provision

Lawson Appraisal Service, LL.C, and the signatories hereto, have substantial experience in
the valuation of similar-type properties. Accordingly, the signatories to this report consider
themselves qualified by education, training and experience to prepare an appropriate
analysis complying with the competency provision of The Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). The professional qualifications of the individuals
who prepared this report are included in the Addenda section of this report.
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE

The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 5th ed. (Chicago: Appraisal Institute, 2010) defines
Highest and Best Sue as follows:

“The reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property that
is physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that results in
the highest value. The four criteria the highest and best use must meet are legal
permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity.
Alternatively, the probable use of land or improved property—specific with respect
to the user and timing of the use—that is adequately supported and results in the
highest present value.”

In appraisal practice, the concept of Highest and Best Use represents the premise upon
which value is based. The determination of Highest and Best Use (maximum profitability)
results from the appraiser’s judgment and analytical skill. Data collected and analyzed for
the purpose of the neighborhood data, and particularly the site and improvement descriptions
were useful in arriving at a final conclusion.

In estimating Highest and Best Use as improved, there are essentially four stages of analysis:

1. Legally Permissible: What uses are permitted by zoning, private restrictions,
building codes, historic district controls and environmental regulations.

2. Physically Possible: What legally permitted uses are physically possible.

3. Financially Feasible: Which of legally permissible and physically possible uses
will produce a net return to the owner of the site.

4. Maximally Productive: From the financially feasible uses, the use which
produces the highest price or value is the Highest and Best Use.

The Highest and Best Use of the land (or site) if vacant and available for use may be
different from the Highest and Best Use of an improved property. This is true when the
improvement is not an appropriate use, but it makes a contribution to the total property value
in excess of the value of the site.

We have examined the four criteria that must be met to ensure that the current use is, in fact,
the Highest and Best Use of the property. Legally permissible uses involve zoning, deed
restrictions, and other legal entities, which may constrain use. The Subject site is zoned C2
Business District. The second constraint imposed on the possible use of the property is that
dictated by the physical aspects of the site such as size and shape, location, access and
availability of utilities, etc. We have not studied the costs and economics of each of the
possible uses. Based on our analysis, the planned Space Box development appears to be a
Highest and Best Use for the Site.
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AD VALOREM TAX ANALYSIS

We have been instructed to prepare an analysis of the likely Ad Valorem Tax for various
development scenarios that are allowed within the Congress Business Park PUD. Our
analysis involves an estimate of the potential Ad Valorem Tax based on Retail Use and
typical Industrial Use as compared to the estimated tax for the planned Space Box Self
Service Storage Facility.

In order to estimate the potential Ad Valorem Tax for a proposed property, the Palm Beach
County Property Appraisers Office Records were used to research the current assessment
and taxes on similar properties. The most recent records show the 2015 Market Value
estimate for land and improvements, the Assessed Value and the Taxable Value. The
estimate of Total Market Value is for tax assessment purposes only and takes into
consideration each of the factors enumerated in Section 193.011F.S. The Total Market
Value estimate may be less than the actual market value of the property. All values are as of
January 1% of each year displayed.

For the planned Space Box Storage Facility we gathered information on several seif storage
facilities in Northern Palm Beach County. The pertinent information on this data sample are
summarized as follows:

AD VALOREM TAX ANALYSIS - SELF STORAGE FACILITY

2013 Assessmeni

I 1
Building Year  Total Market Market Valie  Land Value Improvement  Assessment
Name/ i Area{§gF|)  Buil Vahe Per SoFt per Saft Yalwe Per SqFt Lommenty

7000 N. Milieny Trail 63.029 1986 $2.680.940 4254 $6.50 81,400,167 $22.21 One-story Self Storage Faciliy
Riviera Beach, FL

4085 Burns Road 140098 1995 $9.000.000 $6d.24 NIA NiA NA Ome-story Self Storage Facilin
Palm Beach Gardens. FL 2014 S5.038427 $36.11 includes clirmte controled umis
4801 E. Park Dnve 80,575 19%) 4,800,000 §$59.57 N/A N/A N/A One and nulti-story Self Storage Facility
Palm Beach Gardens. FL 044 $2.905.342 £36.06 includes climate controled wnits
8755 N. Miliwary Trail 37.065 1986 $2, 300,000 £75.54 N/A NIA N/A Ome and imdi-story Sell Storage Faciligy

Palm Beach Gardens, FL

3601 Blue Heron Beules ard 166,300 1976 $2,000.000 4207 N/A NiA N/A One-story Self Storage Facility
Raviera Beach, FL nis 83491564 52098 includes clirmie controled uniis
7301 Garden Road RUA LY w7 £1.408.708 $3598 $475 $955.567 S24.41 One-story Self Siorage Facility

Riviera Beach, FL

5300 Milatary Trail 104,420 2002 10,000,000 $95.77 N/A NIA NA One and multi-story Self Siwvrage Faciliy
Jupiter. FL

11655 US Highway | 88872 1998 $7.200.000 $81.02 NIA NiA NiA Multi-story Self Sworage Facility
North Palm Beach. FL includes chmate controled units
1401 Mercer Aveme 180,774 2000 SL4,000.000 $77.44 N/A NIA N/A Mult-story Self Storage Facility.
West Palm Beach, FL wngludes climate controled units
401 Northlake Boulevard 78,730 20006 $5.193.225 £65.96 $9.61 $4.255289 $54 05 One and mulli-story Self Storage Faciliny.
Morth Palm Beach, FL includes climate conlroled unils
Subject Property - Mini Storage 201600 2017 £1.50 Mult-siory Self Storage Facitity
Park Avemue West proposed estimated climate coniroled wnils

Lake Park, FL
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The ten properties provide a range in Market Value from $35.98 to $95.77 per SqFt with an
average of $64.01. It appears that many of the properties had their assessment appealed in
2015 and as a result, the breakdown between land and improvements is not available (N/A).
We have included the improvement assessment from 2014 if available. The Value of
Improvements ranged from $20.98 to $54.05, with an average of $32.30 per SqFt.

We considered the location and land value of the comparables as well as the age and
condition. Each were over ten years old resulting in a depreciated or reduced improvement
value. The Subject is assumed to be newly completed construction with no observed
depreciation, Another factor is the Floor Area Ratio (FAR), or the Land to Building Ratio.
Few of the self storage properties in the area are multistory like the Subject. We have
assumed completion of the project as planned and made reasonable projections of value
increases for the 2016 tax roll date.

In order to project the hypothetical Market Value Assessment for the planned use, we have
concluded at a market supported value of $60 to $70 per SqFt overall. As a secondary
indication, we have projected the value of Improvements at $57.00 per SqFt which is added
to the Estimated Assessed Land Value at $7.50 per SqFt. We have projected the 2016
Market Value Assessment for the planned Space Box use at $13,000,000, based on the
following two calculations.

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

201,600 SqFtx $60  per SqFt= $12,096,000
201,600 SqgFtx $70  per SqFt= $14,112,000
Reconciled at $13,100,000

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

Land Value Projection

203,207 SqFtx $7.50  per S5qFt= $1,524,053

Projected Value of Improvements
201,600 SqFtx  $57.00  per SqFt= $11,491,200
Rounded to $13,000,000

The Millage Rate for this area of Lake Park is 21.4245, which provides the following 2016
projection of Ad Valorem Taxes for the planned Space Box use, as if completed.

Projected 2016 Ad Valorem Taxes as Self Storage

$13,000,000 x 00214 = $278200
Rounded $278,000

13 LAWSON APPRAISAL SERVICE, LLC



Retail Use

As an alternate use as Retail, the site could accommodate about 58,000 SqFt in a one-story
center with required parking. We have gathered information on ten retail properties in
Northern Palm Beach County. The pertinent information on this data sample are
summarized as follows:

REAL ESTATE TAX ANALYSIS - RETAIL SHOPPING CENTERS

2015 Assessment
I 1
Building Year  Total Market Market Value Land ¥alue Improvement Assessment
Name/Location Ama(SoFy  Built Valug PerSqR per Saft Yalue PerSqfy Comments

801 Federal Highway 12,638 1976 51,004,506 £79.48 £8.40 616,090 $48.75 One-story Remil strip cemter
Lake Park, FL.

804 Federal Highway 11,200 1994 £860,000 $76.79 N/A NA N One-story Retail strip center
Lake Park, FL

421 Nerthlake Boulevard 15,888 1977 $1,649,147 $103 81 $9.61 $945,985 $59.54 Ore-story Retail strip center
North Palm Beach, FL

900 Northtake Boulevard 14,460 1966 $1,244,950 $86 10 $8.50 $889,337 $61.50 QOne-story Retail strip center
Lake Park, FL

2863 Northlake Boulevard 15,801 1977 $1,753,151 £110.95 £1168 $966,605 $51.17 One-story Rewil smip center

Nerth Palm Beach, FL

1224 Northlake Boulevard 68,314 1974 $4,622,997 $67.67 §6.25 £2,820,647 £41.29 QOne-story Reizil shopping center
Nerth Palm Beach, FL

3355 Miliary Trail 72915 1999 $£9.668,410 513260 18.83 6,502,864 $89.18 One-story Camrmunity shepping center
Jupiter, FL
4209 Northlake Boulevard 9,854 1562 §709,035 £71.95 $6.00 $482,205 £48.93 One-story Retal sthp cemer

North Palm Beach, FL

400 N. Congress Avenue 98,905 2008 £7.890,395 $79 78 §520 $5,880,501 $59.46 One-story Kohls Big Box Reuil
North Palm Beach, FL

4367 Northlake Boulevard 34,373 2001 $5,771,228 $167 89 $9.60 $3.687.490 $107.27 Cme-story Reiail shopping center
North Paim Beach, FL with bark and medical building
Subject Property - Retail Use 58,000 2017 $7.50 One-story Relail shopping cemer
Park Avenue West proposed estimated

Lake Park, FL.

The ten properties provide a range in Market Value from $67.67 to $167.89 per SqFt with an
average of $97.70. The Value of Improvements ranged from $41.29 to $107.27, with an
average of $64.12 per SqFt.

We have again considered the location and land value of the comparables as well as the age
and condition, and construction quality. Each were over eight years old resulting in a
depreciated or reduced improvement value. The Subject is assumed to be newly completed
construction.

In order to project the hypothetical Market Value Assessment for the planned use, we have

concluded at a value of $110 to $120 per SqFt overall. As a secondary indication, we have
projected the value of Improvements at $90.00 per SqFt then added this to the Estimated
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Assessed Land Value at $7.50 per SqFt.

We have projected the 2016 Market Value

Assessment for a new good-quality Retail use at $6,700,000, based on the following two

calculations.

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

58,000 SqFtx $110  per SqFt= $6,380,000
58,000 SqFtx  $120 perSqFt=  $6,960,000
Reconciled at $6,700,000

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

Land Value Projection

203,207 SqFtx $7.50  per SqFt= $1,524,053
Projected Value of Improvements
58,000 SqFtx  $90.00  per SqFt= $5,220,000
Reconciled at $6,744,053

The Millage Rate for this area of Lake Park is 21.4245, which provides the following

projection of Ad Valorem Taxes for the planned Space Box use.

Projected 2016 Ad Valorem Taxes as Retail

$6,700,000 x 00214 =

Rounded

$143,380
$143,000
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Industrial Use

As an alternate use as typical Industrial use, the site could accommodate about 92,000 SqFt
of building area in a one-story facility. We have gathered information on ten industrial
properties in Northern Palm Beach County. The pertinent information on this data sample
are summarized as follows:

REAL ESTATE TAX ANALYSIS - INDUSTRIAL/W AREHOUSE FACILITY
2015 Assessment
I 1
Building Year  Total Market Market Valoe Land Value Improvement  Assessment Adj. Priv
1874 Fiscal Count 84,712 1987 $4,192,826 $49 50 $4.00 £3,038,806 $3587 Viulti-tenant warehouse distribuion center,
Riviera Beach, FL
£011 Monetary Drive 77.828 1987-39  $3,400,000 $43.69 $2.94 $2,799,101 $35.97 viulti-tenant warehouse distribution center
Riviera Beach, FL
7830 Byron Drive 251,720 1988 $12,775,856 §50.75 $4.28 $10,361,564 $41.16 Miuli-tenant warehouse distnbution center.
Riviera Beach, FL
2001 N. Congress Avenue 164,757 1990 $6.502.311 $41.89 $4.28 £5.228,429 $31.73 Viulii-tenam warehowse distibution center
Riviera Beach, FL
1541 Dr. Martin Luther King Blvd 106,050 2003 $4.192.826 $39.54 $4.61 $3.038,806 $28.65 Multi-tenant warehouse dismribution center
Riviera Beach, FL
2000 Avenue P 59,351 1987 $4,192,826 $70.64 $4 44 $3,038,806 $51.20 viulti-tenant warehouse distribution center.
Riviera Beach, FL.
1177 W Blue Heron Boulevard 98,830 1984 $4.403,733 $44 56 $3.29 $3,184,850 3223 lingle-tenant warghouse distribution center
Riviera Beach, FL
5851 45th Street 312,446 2003 £15.828,075 $50.66 £190 £10.873,858 $34.80 Costco warehowse distriburion center
West Paim Beach, FL
5731 Premier Park Dnve 119,172 2007 $6,662.706 5591 $3.88 %4 878,752 $40.94 \ingle-tenant warehouse disiribuion center.
\West Palm Beach, FL
6965 Visla Parkway 77931 2008 $5,023,008 $64.45 $4.51 $3,787.941 $48.61 Multi-tentant Warehouse Flex Complex
West Palm Beach, FL
Subject Property - Indusirial 92,000 017 §7.50 Multi-tentant Warehouse Flex Complex
Park Avenue West proposed estimated
Lake Park, FL

The ten properties provide a range in Market Value from $39.54 to $70.64 per SqFt with an
average of $51.16. The Value of Improvements ranged from $28.65 to $51.20, with an
average of $38.12 per Sql't.

We have again considered the location and land value of the comparables as well as the age
and condition, and construction quality. Each were over eight years old resulting in a
depreciated or reduced improvement value. The Subject is assumed to be newly completed
construction.

In order to project the hypothetical Market Value Assessment for the planned use, we have

concluded at a value of $70 to $80 per SqFt overall. As a secondary indication, we have
projected the value of Improvements at $60.00 per SqFt then added this to the Estimated
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Assessed Land Value at $7.50 per SgFt.

We have projected the 2016 Market Value

Assessment for a new good-quality Retail use at $7,000,000, based on the following two

calculations.

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

92,000  SqFtx $70  per SqFt= $6,440,000
92,000 SqFtx $80  per SqFt= $7,360,000
Reconciled at $6,900,000

Projected 2016 Market Value Assessment

Land Value Projection

203,207 SqfFtx $7.50  per SqFt= $1,524,053

Projected Value of Improvements
92,000 SgFtx $60.00  per SqFt= $5.520,000
Reconciled at $7,044,053

The Millage Rate for this area of Lake Park is 21.4245, which provides the following
projection of Ad Valorem Taxes for the planned Space Box use.

Projected 2016 Ad Valorem Taxes as Industrial

$7,000,000

$149,800
$150,000

0.0214 =
Rounded
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Conclusion

The three potential development scenarios for the Subject Site provided the following
projected ad valorem taxes. Based on the calculations and projections of a reasonable
assessment for the Subject Property, the planned use as a Self Serve Storage Facility
provides the highest indication of Ad Valorem Tax.

Summary of Projected Ad Valorem Taxes

Self Storage Facility $279,000
Retail Use $144,000
Typical Industrial Use $150,000

We have not included the Non Ad Valorem Tax which is not applicable in this case. The
comparable Self Storage Facilities indicate a range from $0.08 to $0.10 per SqFt of building
area. This range would project a figure of about $16,000 to $20,000.
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DOUGLAS B. LAWSON, MAI

QUALIFICATIONS

Douglas B. Lawson is the Principal of Lawson Appraisal Service, LLC, a real estate
appraisal and consulting firm in North Palm Beach, Florida.

Mr. Lawson has been actively engaged in various phases of real estate appraisal since
1977. He has prepared appraisals encompassing most of the major categories of land and
buildings. Mr. Lawson has conducted appraisals for the purpose of sale/purchase,
insurable value, rental, financial, ad valorem tax, purchase price allocation and corporate
planning.

Mr. Lawson has been a resident of Palm Beach County, Florida, since 1955. He received
his secondary education from the University of Florida, where he graduated in 1978 with
a Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration, majoring in Real Estate and
Urban Land Development.

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
¢ Member of the Appraisal Institute -- MAI Certification No. 7581

¢ Qualified as an expert witness in Circuit Courts of Palm Beach and Martin Counties,
as well as in Federal Bankruptcy Court

¢ Board of Directors, South Florida Chapter of the Appraisal Institute, 1999-2003
o Licensed as a Broker with Florida Real Estate Commission — (License BK3001120)

+ State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, License RZ170, by the State of Florida,
Department of Professional Regulation, Real Estate Appraisal Board through
November 30, 2016.

APPRAISAL EDUCATION

e Society of Real Estate Appraisers / American Institute of Real Hstate Appraisers
Numerous appraisal courses and seminars between 1977 and 1986

s Appraisal Institute
Comprehensive Examination--Challenged and Passed, 1987
Standards of Professional Practice A & B, 1992, 1994, 1996
Standards of Professional Practice C, 1998, 2002, 2004
Litigation Valuation, 1993
USPAP Update, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014
Appraisal Review: Residential Properties, 1995



DOUGLAS B. LAWSON, MAI
Qualifications - Continued

Business Enterprise Valuation, 1999

Apartment Appraisal: Concepts and Applications, 1999

Appraising Automobile Dealership Facilities 2000

Standards and Ethics for Professionals 2003 and 2005

Florida State Law for Appraisers 2003, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014

Business Practices and Ethics 2003, 2006, 2012

Roles and Rules of Supervisors and Trainees, 2008, 2010

Appraising High Value and Historic Homes, 2008

Property Tax assessment, 2010

Small Hotel/Motel Valuation, 2010

Analyzing Operating Expenses 2010

The Uniform Appraisal Dataset from Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 2011

US Hotel Industry/HVS Hotel Market Studies & Valuation 2012

Lessons From the Old Economy: Working in the New 2012

HVS Hotel Valuation Software 2012, The US Hotel Industry 2012

Retail Center Analysis 2012

Fundamentals of Separating Real Property, Personal Property and Intangible Business
Assets 2013

Real Estate Finance Statistics and Valuation Modeling 2013

Attended over 120 hours of valuation seminars sponsored by the Appraisal Institute
during the past five years.

APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

+

Principal, Lawson Appraisal Service, LLC, Real Estate Appraisal and Consulting Firm,
Palm Beach Gardens, Florida—2009 to present.

President, Lawson Valuation Group, Inc., Real Estate Appraisal and Consulting Firm,
Palm Beach Gardens, 'lorida--1998-2009.

President, Lawson & Powel, Inc., Real Estate Appraisal and Consulting Firm, Palm
Beach Gardens, Florida, 1993 to 1998,

Vice President, R.C. Bennett & Associates, Inc., Palm Beach, West Palm Beach and
Palm Beach Gardens, Florida, July 1988 to August 1993.

Staff Appraiser, Callaway & Price, Inc., West Palm Beach, Florida, June 1977 to July,
1988.

Served as Special Magistrate for Palm Beach County Value Adjustment Board: 1987
through 1992, 2000, 2002 and 2003 through 2008, 2012-2014. Served/Approved as
Special Magistrate for Martin County Value Adjustment Board: 2011-2014 and Served
Miami-Dade County in 2013.

Bachelor of Science in Business Administration from the University of Florida, 1978,
majoring in Real Estate and Urban Land Development.



DOUGLAS B. LAWSON, MAI
Qualifications - Continued

TYPES OF PROPERTY APPRAISED

Appraisals made on the following types of property from individuals, corporations,
banks, attorneys, governmental agencies, savings and loans and mortgage companies:

Acreage Marinas

Adult Congregate Living Facilities Medical Buildings
Apartment Buildings Mobile Home Parks
Automobile Agencies Motels

Boat Yards Nursing Homes

Churches Office Buildings
Commercial Buildings Prison Facilities
Condemnations Planned Unit Developments
Correctional Facilities Ranches

Country Clubs Race Tracks

Day Care Facilities Recreational Vehicle Property
Duplexes Residential - High-Value and Historic
FEasements Restaurants

Foreclosures Retail Properties

Furniture & Furnishings Service Stations

Golf Courses Shopping Centers

Hotels Single Family Residences
Industrial Buildings Ski Resorts

Islands Special Purpose Properties
Landfills Subdivisions

[.andmark Properties Vacant Lots

Life Care Facilities Warehouses

Mr. Lawson has appraisal experience in Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Qklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia and Wisconsin.






