
differences, the EXLU 2013 and CAMA 2013 figures were generally 
considered most accurate. 

c. Aerial imagery (Jan. 2013) of the area was also used to verify
information.

d. PUD resolutions and master plans were obtained / downloaded
from Royal Palm Beach, West Palm Beach, Wellington and Palm
Beach County.
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Enclave Analysis  

Consistent with the enclave legislation the following tables were developed. 
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Exhibit A – Parcel Distances in .25 Acre Increments 
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Exhibit B – Parcel General Densities 
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Exhibit C – General Communities 
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Exhibit C. 1 – General Communities Breakdown 

Following seven pages
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Acreage Acreage 15,827 0.78 0.78 0.87 0.05 3.49

Total 15,827 0.78 0.78 0.87 0.05 3.49

Bay Hill 
Estates PUD

Bay Hill 
Estates PUD

194 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Total 194 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Baywinds Baywinds 643 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Total 643 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Bella Terra Bella Terra 115 3.78 3.76 3.76 3.43 4.38

Total 115 3.78 3.76 3.76 3.43 4.38

Binks Binks Forest 585 1.60 1.67 1.67 0.65 4.29

Binks Point 90 5.51 5.51 5.51 5.51 5.51

Meadow Wood 99 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55

Total 774 2.05 1.67 1.67 0.65 5.51

Breakers West Breakers 
Pointe

35 1.43 1.43 1.43 1.43 1.43

Breakers West 56 2.48 2.49 3.62 0.98 3.62

Total 91 2.08 1.43 1.43 0.98 3.62

Canal Pine 
Acres

Canal Pine 
Acres

37 0.22 0.19 0.19 0.10 1.55

Total 37 0.22 0.19 0.19 0.10 1.55

Carleton Oaks Carleton Oaks 142 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Total 142 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Counterpoint Counterpoint 828 4.24 3.55 3.55 2.07 5.70

Total 828 4.24 3.55 3.55 2.07 5.70

Crestwood 
Area

Crestwood 570 5.15 5.15 5.15 5.15 5.15

Residential Density Analysis - Minto West

9 of 16

Note: Single border is intentional on page bottom for 
next seven pages.



Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Crestwood 
Area

Cypress Head 161 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60

Cypress Key 
Mxd

142 4.17 4.17 4.17 4.17 4.17

Estates of 
Royal Palm 

319 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60

Grand View 
Condo

289 11.13 11.13 11.13 11.13 11.13

Kensington 
Condos

163 8.30 8.30 8.30 8.30 8.30

Other - 
41/43/17

3 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11

PB Colony 510 5.00 4.52 4.52 4.49 5.50

Preserve at 
Crestwood

81 4.05 4.05 4.05 4.05 4.05

Royal Palm 
Beach Condo

56 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37

Strathmore 
Gate

279 6.23 6.21 5.82 5.82 6.91

Weybridge 96 9.64 9.64 9.60 9.60 9.67

Total 2,669 5.59 5.15 5.15 0.11 11.13

Deer Run Deer Run 256 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.14 0.40

Total 256 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.14 0.40

Deer Run Plat 
2

Deer Run Plat 
2

55 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.09 0.66

Total 55 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.09 0.66

Delwood Delwood 27 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.14 0.37

Total 27 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.14 0.37

Entrada Acres Entrada Acres 33 0.26 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.70

Total 33 0.26 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.70

Fox Trail Fox Trail 220 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.13 0.60

Total 220 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.13 0.60

Highland 
Dunes

Highland 
Dunes

2,000 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Highland Dunes Total 2,000 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65

Ibis Golf & 
Country Club

Ibis Golf & 
Country Club

2,097 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Total 2,097 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

La Mancha 
Area

Bella Vita 45 9.54 9.54 9.54 9.54 9.54

Country Club 
Views

57 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03

Country Club 
Village

30 5.70 5.70 5.70 5.70 5.70

Elysium 50 4.02 4.08 4.08 2.10 4.08

Fairways 40 7.22 5.78 5.78 5.78 11.54

Hawthorn 321 5.05 7.07 7.07 1.67 7.07

Huntington 
Woods

199 3.84 3.84 3.84 3.84 3.84

Indian Trails 195 4.56 5.39 5.39 2.52 5.60

La Mancha 1,493 2.56 2.43 2.93 1.83 4.33

Lantern Walk 124 7.78 8.14 8.14 7.12 8.14

Palm Beach 
Trace

111 14.72 14.72 14.72 14.72 14.72

Royal Palm 
Beach 

200 7.90 7.90 7.90 7.90 7.90

Royal Palm 
Trails

41 13.21 13.21 13.21 13.21 13.21

Royal Pines 
Estates

112 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78 4.78

Trails at RPB 182 13.58 13.58 13.58 13.58 13.58

Whispering 
Pines

97 5.79 5.79 5.79 5.79 5.79

Total 3,297 5.11 3.14 2.93 1.67 14.72

Las Flores 
Ranchos

Las Flores 
Ranchos

37 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.20

Total 37 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.20
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Little Ranches 
Trail

Little Ranches 
Trail

3 0.17 0.20 0.20 0.11 0.20

Other 7 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.11

Total 10 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.20

Lox Groves Lox Groves 1,846 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.06 5.64

Lox Groves 
Duck Puddle

26 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20

Silver Lakes 1 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Total 1,873 0.49 0.20 0.20 0.06 5.64

Madison Green Madison Green 1,145 2.31 2.31 2.31 2.31 2.31

Total 1,145 2.31 2.31 2.31 2.31 2.31

Mandell Mandell 63 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.40

Total 63 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.40

Mezzano 
Condo

Mezzano 
Condo

238 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Total 238 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Nautica Lakes Nautica Lakes 218 3.40 3.38 3.38 3.38 3.43

Total 218 3.40 3.38 3.38 3.38 3.43

Osprey Isles Osprey Isles 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Total 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Other - 
40/42/29

Other - 
40/42/29

11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Total 11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Other - 
40/42/34

Other - 
40/42/34

15 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.20

Total 15 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.20

Other - 
40/43/05

Other - 
40/43/05

17 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.06 0.20

Total 17 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.06 0.20

Other - 
40/43/15

Other - 
40/43/15

12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.03 0.22

Total 12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.03 0.22
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

PortoSol PortoSol 498 1.99 1.99 1.99 1.99 1.99

Total 498 1.99 1.99 1.99 1.99 1.99

Royal Palm at 
Saratoga

Royal Palm at 
Saratoga

666 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28

Total 666 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28 2.28

Rustic Lakes Rustic Lakes 71 0.24 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.80

Total 71 0.24 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.80

Santa Rosa 
Groves

Santa Rosa 
Groves

108 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.11 0.47

Total 108 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.11 0.47

Seminole 
Estates

Seminole 
Estates

378 6.10 6.10 6.10 6.10 6.10

Total 378 6.10 6.10 6.10 6.10 6.10

Silver Lakes Silver Lakes 12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Total 12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Spa at Sunset 
Isles Condo

Spa at Sunset 
Isles Condo

232 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00

Total 232 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00

Stonewall 
Estates

Stonewall 
Estates

297 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Total 297 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Sunny Urban 
Meadows

Sunny Urban 
Meadows

74 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.07 0.20

Total 74 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.07 0.20

Tall Pines Tall Pines 18 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.11 0.22

Total 18 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.11 0.22

Tall Pines Area Tall Pines Area 2 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Total 2 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10

Timbercreek Timbercreek 5 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90

Total 5 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90

Waite Waite 17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.20
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Waite Total 17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.20

Wellington Barrington 
Woods

38 2.97 2.97 2.97 2.97 2.97

Casa Nella 
Foresta

38 6.05 2.08 2.08 2.08 10.46

Georgian 
Courts

13 17.86 17.86 17.86 17.86 17.86

Hidden Pines 67 4.18 4.18 4.18 4.18 4.18

Montery on the 
Lake

16 5.34 5.34 5.34 5.34 5.34

Paddock Park 2 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36

Palm Beach 
Little Acres

1 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49

Pinewood East 
of Wellington

187 1.06 1.08 0.88 0.88 1.32

Sheffield 
Woods

79 4.35 4.35 4.35 4.35 4.35

Tree Tops of 
Wellington

2 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.50

Wellington 
Paddock Park

254 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.71

Wellington 
Pines

21 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08

Wellington 
Pinewood

421 1.41 1.39 1.39 0.71 2.95

Wellington 
Sugar Pond

699 3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88 3.88

Total 1,838 2.73 2.97 3.88 0.36 17.86

White Fence White Fence 30 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.21

Total 30 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.21

Willows Charolasi 
Condo

44 22.00 22.00 22.00 22.00 22.00

Cloister Pointe 41 8.14 8.14 8.14 8.14 8.14

Modern Villas 19 8.51 8.51 8.51 8.51 8.51
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Total  Tot Units Avg Dnsty           Median        Mode            Min        Max

Willows Park View 
Condo

44 20.04 20.04 20.04 20.04 20.04

Royal Garden 
Villas

10 8.21 8.21 8.21 8.21 8.21

Royal Village 
TH

39 18.08 18.08 18.08 18.08 18.08

Timbercreek 16 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90

TimberCreek 
Townhomes

1 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90 8.90

Willows 981 2.88 2.89 2.76 2.76 3.52

Total 1,195 5.13 2.89 2.76 2.76 22.00

Willows Area Colony RPB 9 6.82 6.82 6.82 6.82 6.82

Greenway 
Village

149 14.81 14.02 14.02 14.02 16.23

Greenway 
Village South

354 15.10 15.92 15.92 12.03 17.73

SPARROW 
RUN

30 4.28 4.28 4.28 4.28 4.28

Strathmore 
Gate

225 6.30 6.97 6.97 5.53 6.97

Village Green 
Condo 1

78 5.94 5.94 5.94 5.94 5.94

Village Walk 88 5.86 5.86 5.86 5.86 5.86

Total 933 10.87 12.03 6.97 4.28 17.73

Windjammer 
Cove

Windjammer 
Cove

59 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Total 59 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87 5.87

Total 39,478 2.40 0.95 0.87 0.03 22.00
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Disclaimer 
This report, analysis and conclusions represent the opinion of Warner Real 
Estate Advisors, Inc., based on data provided by published sources including the 
U.S. Census, the University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, the Palm Beach County Property Appraiser, and various local 
governments in combination with our own in-house expertise.  An effort has been 
made to obtain the latest applicable data from reliable sources.  Any change 
within the study area, such as unknown developments and changes in economic 
conditions, could influence projections and conclusions.  For these reasons, no 
representation or warranty, express or implied, is herewith being made as to 
the accuracy or completeness of the data sources upon which this report is 
based. 
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Warner Real Estate Advisors, Inc. 
Real Estate Research, Market Studies & GIS  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

December 16, 2013 

Ms. Tara W. Duhy, Esq. 
Lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A. 
515 North Flagler Drive, Suite 1500 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401 

Re: Minto West – Non Residential 

Dear Tara, 

Enclosed you will find a non-residential analysis which establishes the amount of 
non-residential intensity for the area around  the Minto West Agricultural Enclave. 
This study updates the January 7, 2008 study prepared for the Callery – Judge 
Grove Agricultural Enclave.   
As in the 2008 study, this analysis was done by computing the amount of existing 
and proposed non-residential square feet within a five-mile surrounding area and 
then comparing this to the existing and projected population within that area. 
Using this information, per capita ratios were then computed. These computed 
per capita ratios were applied to the expected Minto West enclave population to 
determine the amount of non-residential demand consistent with the surrounding 
area.  
This analysis demonstrates that the amount and type of non-residential 
requested by Minto West is consistent with the surrounding area. 
Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Warner,  
Warner Real Estate Advisors, Inc. 

Palm Beach Gardens, Florida  
Voice: 561-758-5105 

E-mail: WREA_INC@Bellsouth.net 
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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this analysis is to demonstrate that the requested amount of non-
residential uses proposed for Minto West is consistent with the non-residential 
uses (on a per capita basis) surrounding the project.    Below is a list of the major 
findings of this analysis. 

1. The requested 6,500 homes will generate a demand for 1.1 million sq. ft.
of commercial (retail, office and R & D) and Industrial.  The project is
proposing 1.1 million sq. ft. of retail, office,   R & D and Industrial and thus
is providing a balance of supply and demand for these aggregated uses.
Additionally, Minto West provides Hotel and Commercial Recreation uses,
similar to the surrounding area. (See Table E)

2. Based on the characteristics of the surrounding area, the proposed Minto
West non-residential uses are consistent with the per capita rates that
currently exist in the surrounding community for these aggregated uses.
There is a demand for additional Industrial in the area.

3. The five mile study area currently has approximately 6.7 million sq. ft. of
existing and approved commercial and industrial uses, which will serve the
existing and projected population of 115,749. (See Table C)

4. Since the last study (2008), several new commercial projects have been
granted land use approvals. Thus the per capita non-residential demand
for the study area has increased since the last study.

Enclave Analysis 
As stated, using surrounding developed areas, population and existing and 
planned non-residential uses were computed/inventoried.  
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Total Ac. Sq. Ft. Existing Sq. Ft. Unbuilt Hotel Rms 
Existing

Hotel Rms 
Planned

Ex. Comm 
Rec (Acres)

Total Sq. Ft Total Hotel 
(Rooms)

Total Comm 
Rec (Acres)

Total 3,540 6,738,277 3,893,115 162 215 1,700 10,631,392 377 1,700

Commercial 2 767 3,106,941 2,233,232 5,340,173          
Industrial 141 478,061            889,440 1,367,501          
Hotel 26 - - 162 215 0 377
Commercial Rec 1700 - - 1700 1700
Other Non Res 3 906 3,153,275         770,443 3,923,718          

1) See Attachment A for inventory of non-residential.

Note: Numbers are rounded for all tables.

Table A - Non-Residential Analysis of Enclave Five Mile Study Area 1

3) Other Non Res includes Hospitals, Proposed Community College,Nursing Homes, ALF's, Public Schools, Civic Assembly,
Institutional, Utility  Gov. Use and Vacant Land of these uses.

2) Commercial includes  Retail, Office, and R & D; Hotel and Commercial Recreation are also Commercial but have been
broken out throughout this analysis due to the distinct units of measuring each.

Homes Proj. Pop. @ Build out 2

Total (Existing and 
Potential) 39,478 115,749 

1) See Residential Analysis  for  inventory of residential areas.
2) PPH of 2.932 is based on 2010 Census for Study Area.
Excludes current approval for Minto West

Table B - Housing and Population Five Mile Area  1
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Total Sq. Ft. / Rms/ 
Ac Existing and 

Planned
Total Pot. Pop @ Buildout Per Capita Sq Ft / Rm/ Measure

Total Sq Ft 1 10,581,392 115,749 91.42 Sq Ft 1

Commercial 5,340,173 115,749 46.14 Sq Ft
Industrial 1,367,501 115,749 11.81 Sq Ft
Hotel 377 115,749 0.0033             Rms
Commercial Rec 1,700 115,749 0.0147             Ac
Other Non Res 3,873,718 115,749 33.5 Sq Ft

1) Totals are for Commercial, Industrial and Other Non Res.

Table C - Non-Res Ratio Demand Calculation for Enclave Five Mile Area

Homes (Application) Population Total Demand /
Per Capita Sq. Ft. Measure

Total Sq Ft 6,500 19,058 1,742,283          Sq Ft
Above Nmb is for Ret, Off, R&D & Ind

Commercial 6,500 19,058 879,337          Sq Ft
Industrial 6,500 19,058 225,075          Sq Ft
Hotel 6,500 19,058 62 Rms
Commercial Rec 6,500 19,058 280 Ac
Other Non Res 6,500 19,058 637,871          Sq Ft *

Note: PPH of 2.932 is based on 2010 Census.
* Other Non Res includes proposed community / state college campus.

Table D - Minto West Homes/Pop and Non Res. (Demand)
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Land Use Demand Supply Surplus /              
Deficit () Measure

Total Sq Ft Sq Ft

Commercial 879,337 900,000 20,663       Sq Ft
Industrial 225,075 200,000 (25,075) Sq Ft
Hotel 62 150 88             Rms
Commercial Rec 280 127 (153)          Ac
Other Non Res 637,871 0* (637,871)    Sq Ft

Note: Per PBCO Comp Plan R & D is allowed in retail and office.
* Minto West proposes a 3,000 student community college, which will fall below the square footage demand indicated.

Table E Supply and Demand Comparison for 6,500 Res Units

Conclusion of Enclave Non-Residential Analysis 

The amount and type of non-residential development requested in the Minto West Enclave Future Land Use application is 
consistent with the intensity of use and non-residential character of the surrounding area. 
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Exhibit A – Five Mile Radius  with Existing and Proposed Non- Residential  
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Table F – Summary of Non-Residential Uses and Quantities 
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Attachment A 
Detail Use and Sq. Ft. of Non Residential 
(Refer to Exhibit A for Property Location) 
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

1 Orange Blvd Commercial Publix Commercial

 84,899  0 Built  0.15 12.85  0  0  0.00Retail

 5,223  0 Built  0.09 1.28  0  0  0.00Office

 3,018  0 Built  0.05 1.26  0  0  0.00Retail

 15.38  93,140  0  0  0  0  0.10Map Id  Totals Avg.

2 Orange Blvd Commercial Commercial

 0  0 Built  0.00 0.29  0  0  0.00Retail

 0  0 Built  0.00 0.15  0  0  0.00Retail

 0  0 Built  0.00 1.27  0  0  0.00Retail

 14,714  0 Built  0.14 2.44  0  0  0.00Retail

 0  17,643 Unbuilt  0.19 2.18  0  0  0.00Retail

 5,190  0 Built  0.19 0.63  0  0  0.00Retail

 0  17,643 Unbuilt  0.14 2.91  0  0  0.00Retail

 9.87  19,904  35,286  0  0  0  0.09Map Id  Totals Avg.

3 Acreage Commercial

 4,158  0 Built  0.06 1.51  0  0  0.00Retail

 1.51  4,158  0  0  0  0  0.06Map Id  Totals Avg.

4 Acreage Commercial

Notes: Lack of double line on bottom is intentional.  FAR computations are for illustration purposes and 
are not used in any conclusions.
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

 6,000  0 Built  0.09 1.48  0  0  0.00Retail

 1.48  6,000  0  0  0  0  0.09Map Id  Totals Avg.

5 Acreage Commercial

 0  128,636 Unbuilt  0.10 29.53  0  0  0.00Retail

 5,561  0 Built  0.10 1.23  0  0  0.00Retail

 30.76  5,561  128,636  0  0  0  0.10Map Id  Totals Avg.

6 Acreage Commercial

 6,804  0 Built  0.08 1.98  0  0  0.00Retail

 1.98  6,804  0  0  0  0  0.08Map Id  Totals Avg.

7 Lox Groves Commercial

 6,169  0 Built  0.04 3.97  0  0  0.00Retail

 3.97  6,169  0  0  0  0  0.04Map Id  Totals Avg.

8 Lox Groves Commercial

 35,263  0 Built  0.16 4.93  0  0  0.00Retail

 4.93  35,263  0  0  0  0  0.16Map Id  Totals Avg.
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

 103,509  0 Built  0.33 7.14  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 103,509  0 Built  13.17 0.18  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 7.32  207,018  0  0  0  0  6.75Map Id  Totals Avg.

83 RPB Utility Other Non Res

 5,897  0 Built  0.01 15.23  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 15.23  5,897  0  0  0  0  0.01Map Id  Totals Avg.

84 School Board Other Non Res

 302,692  0 Built  0.13 54.97  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 54.97  302,692  0  0  0  0  0.13Map Id  Totals Avg.

85 Willows Other Non Res

 4,393  0 Built  0.25 0.40  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 4,393  0 Built  0.02 5.42  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 5.82  8,786  0  0  0  0  0.14Map Id  Totals Avg.

86 RPB Gov Area Other Non Res

 45,125  0 Built  0.06 16.30  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 45,077  0 Built  0.10 10.25  0  0  0.00Other Non Res
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

 12,370  0 Built  0.05 6.13  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 21,770  0 Built  0.14 3.50  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 10,860  0 Built  0.10 2.44  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 19,920  0 Built  0.13 3.53  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 42.16  155,122  0  0  0  0  0.10Map Id  Totals Avg.

87 RPB Gov Area Other Non Res

 9,835  0 Built  0.12 1.90  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 1.90  9,835  0  0  0  0  0.12Map Id  Totals Avg.

88 PB Colony Other Non Res

 6,526  0 Built  0.18 0.84  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 1,598  0 Built  0.10 0.38  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 1.22  8,124  0  0  0  0  0.14Map Id  Totals Avg.

89 School Board Other Non Res

 180,760  0 Built  0.14 30.00  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 73,200  0 Built  0.08 20.00  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 50.00  253,960  0  0  0  0  0.11Map Id  Totals Avg.

90 Crestwood Square Area Other Non Res
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

 16,493  0 Built  0.05 7.68  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 51,195  0 Built  0.07 16.98  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 24.66  67,688  0  0  0  0  0.06Map Id  Totals Avg.

91 School Board Other Non Res

 122,559  0 Built  0.19 15.03  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 15.03  122,559  0  0  0  0  0.19Map Id  Totals Avg.

92 Wellington Other Non Res

 9,959  0 Built  0.05 5.00  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 5.00  9,959  0  0  0  0  0.05Map Id  Totals Avg.

93 Wellington Other Non Res

 29,192  0 Built  0.13 5.00  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 5.00  29,192  0  0  0  0  0.13Map Id  Totals Avg.

94 School Board Other Non Res

 167,690  0 Built  0.19 19.98  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 19.98  167,690  0  0  0  0  0.19Map Id  Totals Avg.
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Unbuilt  

Sq. Ft.

Built 

 Status
PA_Acres FARCom_Rec

_Ac. Blt

Hotel Rms 

Blt

Built   

Sq. Ft.

Hotel 

Rms 

Unblt

Detail Project List of Non Residential Analysis Five Mile Radius From 

Minto West 

95 Wellington Paddock Park Other Non Res

 5,388  0 Built  0.05 2.72  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 2.72  5,388  0  0  0  0  0.05Map Id  Totals Avg.

96 School Board Other Non Res

 152,535  0 Built  0.12 30.00  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 30.00  152,535  0  0  0  0  0.12Map Id  Totals Avg.

97 Ibis Golf & Country Club Other Non Res

 2,903  0 Built  0.03 2.05  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 2.05  2,903  0  0  0  0  0.03Map Id  Totals Avg.

98 Orange Blvd Commercial Other Non Res

 30,510  0 Built  0.11 6.66  0  0  0.00Other Non Res

 6.66  30,510  0  0  0  0  0.11Map Id  Totals Avg.

 3,540
 6,688,277  3,893,115 Grand Total:  0.24 162  215  1,700 Avg.

 FAR computations are for illustration purposes and 
are not used in any conclusions.
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Disclaimer 
This report, analysis and conclusions represent the opinion of Warner Real 
Estate Advisors, Inc., based on data provided by published sources including the 
U.S. Census, the University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, the Palm Beach County Property Appraiser, and various local 
governments in combination with our own in-house expertise.  An effort has been 
made to obtain the latest applicable data from reliable sources.  Any change 
within the study area, such as unknown developments and changes in economic 
conditions, could influence projections and conclusions.  For these reasons, no 
representation or warranty, express or implied, is herewith being made as to the 
accuracy or completeness of the data sources upon which this report is based. 
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Exhibit 16  
Applicant's Public Facilities Table  

 
VIII. Public Facilities Information 

A. Traffic Information 

In order to be accepted on the day of intake, the application must include the Traffic Study (as 
Attachment H) and a Traffic Review letter from the PBC Traffic Division (ph. 561-684-4030).  The letter 
must state if the application is consistent with FLUE 3.5-d at the maximum proposed future land use 
designation trip generation.  If a project is not consistent with FLUE 3.5-d at the maximum 
intensity/density, the letter must also state that reduced intensity/density that is consistent with the policy.  
Call 684-4030 or visit  http://www.pbcgov.com/pzb/planning/FLU.htm  for more information.   

 Proposed Maximum 

Current FLU 

Provided as Attachment H. 

Proposed FLU 

Difference 

Significantly 
impacted roadway 
segments that fail 
(Long Range) 

Significantly 
impacted roadway 
segments for Test 2 

Traffic Consultant 
 

B. Mass Transit Information 

Nearest Palm Tran 
Route(s) 

Route 40 

Nearest Palm Tran 
Stop 

Bus Stop No. 3246, Southern Blvd at Seminole Pratt Whitney Road 

Nearest Tri Rail 
Connection 

Route 40, Stop No. 1, Downtown West Palm Beach Tri-Rail Station 

C. Potable Water & Wastewater Information  

The application must include a Potable Water & Wastewater Level of Service (LOS) comment letter as 
Attachment I. This letter should state the provider/s of potable water and wastewater is/are able to 
maintain their current level of service standard established by the potable water provider, while 
accommodating the increase of density/intensity of the proposed amendment.   

Potable Water & 
Wastewater 
Providers 

Seminole Improvement District 

Nearest Water & 
Wastewater Facility, 
type/size 

Seminole Improvement District; 0 miles; 750,000 gal/day facility  
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D. Drainage Information 

Provide Drainage Statement as Attachment J. 
 

E. Fire Rescue 

Nearest Station Station No. 22 

Distance to Site 0 miles 

Response Time Ranges from 3:30 – 10:30 (average call time is 9:45) 

Effect on Resp. Time Provided as Attachment K. 
 

F. Environmental  

Significant habitats or species Provided as Attachment L. 

Flood Zone* Zone: X500, Panel: 0050B 

Wellfield Zone* Provided as Attachment M. 
 

G. Historic Resources 

Provide Comment Letter as Attachment N. 
 

H. Parks and Recreation – Residential Only 

Park Type Name and Location Level of 
Service* 

Population 
Change 

Change in 
Demand 

Regional Okeeheelee North Park 0.00339 10,864.94 36.83 AC 

Beach Phil Foster Park 0.00035 10,864.94 3.80 AC 

District Seminole Palms Park 0.00138 10,864.94 15.00 AC 
 

I. Libraries – Residential Only 

Library Name Royal Palm Beach Branch 

Address 15801 Orange Blvd 

City, State, Zip Loxahatchee, FL 33470  

Distance 1.8 miles 

Component Level of Service Population 
Change 

Change in 
Demand 
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Collection  2 holdings per person 10,864.94 21,729.88 

Periodicals 5 subscriptions per 1,000 persons 10,864.94 54.32 
Info Technology $1.00 per person 10,864.94 $10,864,94 

Professional staff 1 FTE per 7,500 persons 10,864.94 1.45 FTE

All other staff 3.35 FTE per professional librarian 10,864.94 4.85 

Library facilities 0.34 sf per person 10,864.94 3,694.08 SF 
 

J. Public Schools – Residential Only 
Provide Comment Letter as Attachment O. 

 Elementary Middle High 
Name Golden Grove Western Pines Seminole Ridge 

Address 5959 140th Ave. N 5959 140th Ave. N 4601 Seminole Pratt Whitney Rd. 

City, State, Zip West Palm Beach, FL 
33411 

West Palm Beach, FL 
33411 

Loxahatchee, FL, 

Distance 0.138 miles 0.138 miles 1.11 miles 
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Exhibit 17 
Applicant's Traffic Study 

 
To view Applicant's Traffic Study please see the Planning Division's Minto West web page 
labeled (Attachment H - Traffic Study): 
 

http://www.pbcgov.com/pzb/minto/planning.htm  
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Exhibit 18 
Applicant's Disclosure of Interest 

 

 
 

 

PALM BEACH COUNTY • ZONING DIVISION FOAM#~ 

DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS- PROPERTY 

[TO BE COMPLETED AND EXECUTED BY THE PROPERTY OWNER(S) FOR EACH APPLICATION 
FOR COMPR.EH1!NSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT OR DEVELOPMENT ORDER] 

TO: PALM BEACH COUNTY PLANNING, ZONING AND BUILDING EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, OR HIS OR HER OFFICIALLY DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVE 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF PALM BEACH 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, this day personally appeared . 
John F. carter , hereinafter referred to. as "Affiant," who 
being by me first duly sworn, under oath, deposes and states as follows: 

1. Affiant Is the [ ) Individual or [-I] VIce President {pos/llon • e.g,, 
president, partner, trustee) of Minto PBLH, LLC (name and type of 
entity • e.g., ABC Corporation, XYZ Limited Partnership] that holds an ownership 
Interest In real property legally described on the attached Exhibit "A" (the "Property"). 
The Property Is the subject of an application for Comprehensive Plan amendm~nt or 
Development Order approval with Palm Beach County. 

2. Alflan.t's address Is: ~400 West Sap!ple·f!oad, Sul!p 200 

Coconut Creek. ·eL-33073 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit "B" Is a. complete lfsllng of the names and addresses of 
every person or entity having a five percent or greater Interest In the Property. 
Disclosure does not apply to· an Individual's or entity's Interest In any entity 
registered with the Federal Securities Exchaoge Commission or registered pursuant 
to Chapter 517, Florida Statutes, whose lnterest·Js for sale to the general public. 

4. Affiant acknowledges that this Affidavit Is given to comply with Palm Beach County 
policy, and will be relied upon by Palm Beach County In Its review of application for 
Comprehensive Plan amendment or Development ,Order approval affecting the 
Property. Affiant further acknowledges that he or she Is authorized to execute this 
Disclosure of Ownership Interests on behalf of any and all Individuals or entitles 
holding a five percent or greater Interest In the Property. · 

5. Affiant further acknowledges that he or she shalf by affidavit amend this disclosure to 
reflect any changes to ownership Interests In the Property. that may occur before the· 
date of final public hearing on the application for Comprehensive Plan amendment 
or Development Order approval. 

8. Affiant further states that Affiant Is familiar with the nature of an oath and wll~ the 
penalties provided by the laws of the State of Florida for falsely swearing to 
statements under oath. 

Disclosure of Beneficial Interest - Ownorshlp form 
Page1 of 4 

Revised 08/26/2011 
Web Format 2011 

PALM BEACH OOUNTY· ZONINO DIVISION FORMII..,QL 

DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS - PROPERTY 

(TO BE COMPLETEO AND EXECUTED BYTHE PROPERTYOWNER(S) FOR EACH APPLICATION 
FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT OR OEVELOPMENT ORDE~J 

TO: PALM BEACH COUNTY PLANNING, ZONING AND BUILDING EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, OR HIS OR HER OFFICIAllY DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVE 

STATE OF flORIDA 
COUNTY OF PALM BEACH 

BEFORE ME, the under~lgned author1ty, Ihls day personally appeared . 
John F. CBr1er , here Inaner relerred to.as "Allhml,· who 
being by me Ilrst duly sworn, under oath, deposes and states as follows: 

1. ANlanl Is the [ J IndMdual or (poslllon • e,g" 
president, pertner, trustee] of (namB end type of 
entl/y • e.g., ABC Corporarlon, holds an ownership 
Intereslln real property legally descrbed on the al1ached I j "A" (the ·Property"). 
The Proper1y Is the sUb/eel of an applloatlon for ComprehensIve Plen emendmt;lnl Of 

Development Order approval wllh Palm Beach County. 

2, Alftaf\I'a address Is: ~4DOWoat 8a!llp""~0"d, S!lll~ 200 

Coconyt Ctetk, "ti.- 33013 

3, AUached hereto as Exhibit "B~ Is a. oomplete listing of the names and addresses 01 
every person or entlty having a five percenl or greater Interest In the Propel1y. 
Disclosure does not apply to an Individual's or enuty's Interest In any enllly 
regfstered wl!h the Federal Securities Exchange Commission or registered pursuant 
to Chapter 5t7. Florida StaMes, whose Interest ls for sale 10 the general pubJic. 

4, Affiant acknowledges that this Aflldavil Is given to comply with Palm Beaoh County 
poJloy, and wil l be relied upon by Palm Beach County In Its review of appllcallon lor 
Comprehensive Plan amondmenl or Development .Order approval affecting the 
Property. Alltant further acknowledges that he or she Is authorized to execute this 
Disclosure 01 ownership interests on behalf ot any and all Individuals or enlltles 
holding a live percent or greater Interesl In the Property. . 

5. Afflent fur1her acknoWledges thai he or she shal by afl1davlt amend this dlsolosure to 
reflect any ohanges 10 ownership Inlerests In the Property. thai may occur before Ihe ' 
date of final public hearing on the appllcallon for Comprehensive Plan amendment 
or Developmenl Order approval. 

6. Afllanl lurlher slales Ihat Aillant Is familiar with the nature of an oath and with the 
penalties provided by the laws of the Stale 01 Florida for falsely swearing to 
statements under oath, 

Dl5ck»ure 01 BenaficlallnlallNlI- Ownorsllip form 
P~g810t4 

RevlGlld 08J2M!Gl1 
Web FormBI2011 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY- ZONING DIVISION 
FORM#....2!L 

7. Under penalty of perjury, Affiant declares that Affiant has examined this Affidavit and 
to the best of Affiant's knowledge and belief Ills true, correct, and complete. 

;:.Jo:<.:.h::..:.n.;...;F''-'C""a'""rte::..r ______ _ , ~fllant 

(Print Affiant Name) 

The foregoing Instrument was acknowledged before me this ~ day of Jurv , 
20~. by John F •• Cartor ' [ J who Is personally 
known to me or [ ] who has produced :Sbt?.\1\A pe\\1~ l<.., klC\1?:~ 
as Identification and who did take an oath. 

CJ).. LA . . 

· .. ···~ 
· · otary Public 

PAMKEtiNEDV . 
MY COMYISS!ON f FF012920 1/ " 

EXPIRES:July1,2017 . Alt\ ~ 
Bondtd Thru Not•ll' Pijb!i:UIMiorwcJ.ers 11--+_:__::::,;__.!.;::.!!::.L:::.C~:.=~I---

Disclosure ol Benellolallnterest- Ownership form 
Page 2 of 4 

(Print Notary Name) 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

State of Florida at Large 
My Commission Expires:. j Uv"f. l 1 Z,U \7 

Revl&ed 08/2612011 
Web Format 2011 

PAlM BEACH COUNTY· ZONING DIVISION 
FORM'~ 

7. Under penallY 01 perJury, Alflant declares that Affiant has examined this Affidavit end 
to the besl of Afflent's knowledge and beltef It is trua, correct, and complete. 

SAYETH NAUGHT. 

~Jo~hill"LF.~C~.~rto~, _______ , ~fllant 

(Print AUiant Name) 

The foregoing Instrument was acknowledged before me this ~ day of >Jum.L-__ _ 
20~, by John F .. Cartor ,[ 1 who Is personally 
known to me or[ 1 who hes produced "fibbbA. bg\\l;s:. el...,. LlCf~ 
as Ident1flcallon and who did lake an oath, 

(Print Notary Name) 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

Slate of Florida al Large 
My Commission Expires :. j V\.oy tiC» \ 7 

Disclosure 01 BSll8llo1allnlerasi- OWflol"hip tonn Ravlsnd 011/26/201 1 
Page 2 014 Wab Formal 2011 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY· ZONING DIVISION 

EXHIBIT"A" 

PROPERTY 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

FORM#...M._ 

Sectlons1, 2, and 3, Township 43 South, Range 40 East: EXCEPTING from said Section 3, that 
part thereof lying North of the following described Une;'BEGINNING at a point on the West line of 
said Section 3, and 1343.16 feet Northerty of the Southwest corner of Section 3; thence run 
Northeasterly along the South line of Canal "M" right-of-way a distance of 4096.52 feet, more or 
less, to a point on the North line of said Section 3; said point being 2447.94' Weaterfy of the 
Northeast comer of said Section 3. 

ALSO: 
Section 12, less the East 1/2 of the Southeast 1/4 thereof. Allin Township 43 South, Range 40 
East, Palm Beach County, Florida. 

ALSO: 
Sections 5, 6 and the North 1/2 of Sections 7 and 8, In Township 43 South, Range 41 East, less the 
North 250 feet of said Section 5 and 6, conveyed to the City of West Palm Beach by Deed dated 
July 26, 1956, end recorded September 25, 1956, In Oeed Book 1156, Page 68, for Canal "M" 
right-ot-way, which deed was corrected In part by a corrective quit-claim deed dated October 1, 
1963, and filed October 8, 1963, In O.R. Book 924, Page 965, Palm Beach, County, Florida. 

LESS AND EXCEPT: 
SemlnolelmproVt!ment District parcel, recorded In Official Records Book 14034, Page 1147, of the 
PubHc Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
The School District of Palm Beach County parcel, ~corded In O.R. 14566, Page 1779, of the 
Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Water Control District parcel, recorded In Official Records Book 6062, Page 1118, of the 
Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florfda. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Water Control Dlatrlct parcel, recorded In Official Records Book 9949, Page 611, of the 
Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
The School District of Palm Beach County parcel, recorded In O.R. 9169, Page 136, of the Public 
Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

DlsCio1ure of Beneficial Interest· OWnership lonn 
Page3 of4 ' 

Revised 08/2612011 
Web F01mat2011 

PALM BEACH COUNTY . ZONING DMSfON fOfUl • ....lI!L 

PROPERTY 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
SectIonI1 , 2, and 3, Township 43 South, Range.O East: EXCEPllNG from Illd Section 3, that 
part thereof lying North of the roBowIng deliCrlbett Ilne;'BEGINNING at a point on the West Rna ot 
laid Section 3, Ind 13043.16 feel Northerly of the SouthWest corner ofSectJon 3; thence run 
Notthoulerly along the South line of Canal -M" rfghl-of-way. distance of 4096.52 leel, more or 
leaa, to e point on the North line of eald Seellon 3: ,eld pOint being 2"47.94' Weeterfy of the 
Northeu! comer of laid Section 3. 

ALSO: 
Seellon 12, I8ellhe East 112 of the Southeeet 114 thereof. AI In Townahlp 43 South. Range 40 
Eaat. Plrm Beach County, Florida. 

ALro. 
SiclIona5, 6 and the North 1/2 ofSectioot 7 wid 6,In TO'ImIhIp 43 South. Range 41 e..t.1eu the 
Nor1h 250 feet of Ud Seclon 51R! 6., conveyed 10.,. CIty otWell Pafm Beach by Deed dated 
July 28, 1956, and recotdId Septamber25, 1Q58, 1n Deed Book 1156, PIIge 68, forcan.t V 
~,whk:tI deed was corrected In part by a conecav. quII-dMn deed dated October 7, 
1963. and lied 0cZber8, 1963," OA Book 92.4, Page D&5, Palm Beach, Coootv, Fkx1dL 

LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Sernmfa Improvement DiItrfct parcel, recorded In 0II\ci11 Records Book 14034, Page 1147. of the 
PubIc Recordt of Palm Beach ColWy. Fkw\da. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
The School DIIt1tct of Palm Beech County parcel, recorded In O.R. 14666, Page 1779, of the 
Pub8c Record, of Palm Beach County, FJorfda. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Weier Control Dlltrict parcel, recorded In 0ff\cIal Racordt Book 6062, Plg8 1116, of the 
Public Recorda of P8Im Beach County, Florlde. 

AND LEIS AND EXCEPT: 
SemlnoleWeferContrd Disbict percel, recorded In otr\CIaI Records Book 9949, Pmge 611. of the 
PublIc Recorda of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LEIS AND EXCEPT: 
The School DIstr1d of Palm Beach County ~ recorded In O.R. 9189, Page 13(1, Oflhe PubBc 
Recorda of Palm Beach eoooav. Florida. 

RrAnd oeI2tiI201 1 
Web Form&t2011 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY· ZONING DIVISION 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 

EXHIBIT"A" 

PROPERTY(~~~~~ 

FORM#...M_ 

The School District of Palm Beach County parcel, recorded In O.R. 9232, Page 1206, of the Public 
Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Sliver lake Enterprises; Inc. parcel, recorded In O.R.14034, Page 1119, of the Publfo Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Sliver Lake Enterprises, Inc. parcel, recorded In O.R. 14676, Page 953, ofthe Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Sliver lake Palm Beach, LLC parcel, recorded In O.R. 15391, Page 764, of the Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Pratt-Whitney Road parcels, recorded In O.R. Book 1544, Page 378, O.R. Book 10202, 
Page 430 an~ O.R. Book 10289, Page 488, of the Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. · 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Grove MarketPlace parcel, recorded In O.R. Book 10113, Page 1668, of the Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Grove Marl<et Place retention parcel, recorded In O.R. Book 10101, Page 452, ofthe Public 
Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Water Control District parcel, recorded In Official Records Book 2902, Page 1351, of the 
Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

Disclosure of Beneficial Interest· Ownership form 
Page 3of4 Revised 08/25/2011 

Web Fonnat2011 

PALM BEACH COUNTY - ZONING DIVISION 
FORM,.....l!L 

EXHIBIT "A" 

PROPERTY (",,~,.~ 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT; 
The School District of Palm Beach County parcel, recordad In a.R. 9232, Page 1206, oftha Public 
Records of Palm BeaCh County, FlorIda. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
SJlverlaka Enterprises; Inc. parcel, recorded In C.R. 14034, Paga 1119, of the Publlo Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND lESS AND EXCEPT: 
Sliver lake Enterprises. Inc. parcel, recorded In OR 14676, Page 953, of the Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Ronda. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Silver Lake Palm Beach, llC parcel, recorded In C.R. 15391, Page 764, of the Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Seminole Pratt-Whitney Road parcels, recorded In a.R. Book 1544, Page 378, O.R. Book 10202, 
Page 430 a~ a.R. Book 10289, Page 488, of the Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. ' 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Grove Market Plsce parcel, recorded In a.R. Book 10113, Page 1668, of the Public Records of 
Palm Beach County, Florida. 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
Grove Market Place retenUon parcel, recorded In C.R. Book 10101, Page 452, oftha Public 
Records of Palm Beach County, Florid;" 

AND LESS AND EXCEPT: 
SemInole Waler Control District parcel, recorded In OffIcial Records Book 2902, Page 1351, of the 
Public Records of Palm Beach County, Florida. 

OllnlD'lJra of Banellclallnter(lst - ONnerahlp fofm 
Paga3of4 • Ravllad 08126/20'1 

Web Fonnllf20l1 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY· ZONING DIVISION FORM#~ 

EXHIBIT ''B" 

DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS • PROPERTY 

Affiant must Identify all entities and Individuals owning five percent or more ownership 
interest In the Property. Affiant must Identify Individual owners. For example, if Affiant Is 
an officer of a corporation or partnership that Is wholly or partially owned by another 
entity, such as a corporation, Affiant must Identify the other entity, its address, and the 
Individual owners of the other entity. Disclosure does not apply to an Individual's or 
entity's Interest In any entity registered with the Federal Securities Exchange 
Commission or registered pursuant to Chapter 517, Aorlda Statutes, whose Interest Is 
for sale to the general public. 

Name Address 

1 00% Ownea;hlp of Minto pel H I I C Is b)l Uneal descendanla of I ruing Greenberg and Gilbert Greenbe[g 

1400 Wesl Samplp Road Syile 200 Cooonyl Creek FL 33013 

Disclosure ol BenellclaJ lnlerest • Ownership lonn 
Page4 ol4 

Revised 08/25/2011 
Web Format2011 

PALM BEACH COUNTY · ZON1NG DlVlSlON FORM • .....I!i-

EXHlsrr " B" 

DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS - PROPERTY 

Alllant must ldenlify aI entities and ~uals owning live percent or more ownership 
Interesl ln tho Property. Affiant must Identify Individual owner • . For example, " Affiant Is 
an officer of a corporation or partnership that Is wholly or partially owned by another 
entity, such as a corporation, Affiant must ldentlly the other entIty, Its address, and the 
Individual ownBfS of the other entity. DIsclosure does not apply 10 an lndMdual's or 
entity's Interest In any entity registered with the Federal Securities Exchange 
Commission or registered porsuant to Chapter 517, Aorida Statutas, whose interest Is 
lor aale to the general pobllc. 

Name Addr ... 

'nos awn_tibia 01 Uin la pel H II C II by 60111 M'C,Men" af lMng Gttrmb,rg , ocI r-Pbnd a,eeob,lg 

fiOO Will S.mplo ROad adm 200 Cqt;prM Cr. FL ;POl3 

DiIdDal.l.oI Benllldallnlernt · ~ form 
Page 4 014 

RMed 0&l25I2011 
Wtb Formlt20ll 
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Exhibit 19 
Applicant's Originally Proposed Text Amendments 

 
1.1 Managed Growth Tier System 

 
Policy 1.1‐a has been omitted for brevity 

 
Policy 1.1‐b:   Tier Re‐designation Criteria:  In addition  to  the  criteria  for amending a  future  land use 
designation,  the County shall apply  the  following standards  to allow  for  the redesignation of a Tier  to 
respond to changing conditions. 
 

Items No. 1 and 2 have been omitted for brevity 
 
If any property not within a Sector Plan area  is removed from an assigned tier through the future  land 
use amendment process, as allowed for under this policy, the Planning Division shall conduct a Study to 
determine  the property’s  impact on  the  tier system,  the appropriate  tier designation  for  the property 
and if and how tier boundaries need to be further adjusted in the area of the property. In making these 
determinations, the Study shall employ the criteria  listed above  for evaluating adjustments to the tier 
system.   
 
This Policy shall not apply to Agricultural Enclaves established pursuant to Section 163.3162(5), Florida 
Statutes. 
 
 
2.2.5 Agricultural 
 

Policy 2.2.5‐a through Policy 2.2.5‐c have been omitted for brevity 
 

Policy  2.2.5‐d:  The  County  shall  recognize  Agricultural  Enclaves  pursuant  to  Florida  Statutes  section 
163.3162(5) by assigning the Agricultural Enclave (AGE) Future Land Use Designation through a Future 
Land Use Amendment process  in accordance with the procedures set forth  in Florida Statutes Chapter 
163 for Agricultural Enclaves.  Utility outparcels lying within and surrounded by a qualifying agricultural 
enclave may also be assigned the AGE Future Land Use Designation.The assignment or amendment of an 
Agricultural Enclave pursuant to section 163.3162  shall not be limited by the provisions of the Managed 
Growth Tier System. Therefore, an Agricultural Enclave is permissible in all areas of the County and may 
include a mix of any of the land use categories identified in this Plan.  The site specific plan amendment 
ordinance  adopting  an  Agricultural  Enclave  future  land  use  shall  include  a  Conceptual  Plan  and 
iImplementingpPrinciples that establish the mix of land uses,and the range of densities and intensities of 
each  land use, and that demonstrate compliance with s. 163.3162(5), Florida Statutes. The Conceptual 
Plan shall include a Site Data table establishing an overall density and intensity for each land use within 
the project consistent with  the  requirements of s. 163.3162, Florida Statues, as well as minimum and 
maximum percentages for the acreages of the Transects shown on the Plan and other binding standards. 
The Conceptual Plan and Implementing Principles can only be revised through the Future Land Use Atlas 
amendment process. All development orders must be  consistent with  the adopted  cConceptualpPlan 
and iImplementingpPrinciples. Bona fide agricultural uses shall be permitted until such time as a specific 
area of the Enclave physically converts to the uses permitted by such development orders. 
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Policy 2.2.5‐e: The Agricultural Enclave conceptual plan shall include a series of transect zones which act 
as the essential elements of the project and allow the clustering of the density to promote a variety of 
neighborhoods  and  housing  types  and  to  act  as  transition  areas  between  the  Enclave  and  adjacent 
existing communities. Each Agricultural Enclave shall  include at  least one Neighborhood Zone and one 
Village Center. Each neighborhood may be developed according to the appropriate transect zones based 
on the density assigned on the conceptual plan. The following transect zones and other components are 
permitted: 
 

• Natural Transect ‐ shall consist of active recreation, pastures, greenspace within rural parkways 
and open space  including agriculture, preservation, conservation, wetlands, passive recreation, 
greenways,  landscaping,  landscape  buffers,  water  management  tracts,  and  wellfields.  A 
minimum  of  40%  of  the  Enclave  total  acreage  shall  be within  this  transect.  All  entitlement 
density associated with the Natural Transect may only be transferred to another transect within 
the  Agricultural  Enclave.  The Natural  Transect  shall  define  the  boundaries  of  an  Agricultural 
Enclave except where the Enclave abuts schools or commercial areas. The Natural Transect may 
also  be  located  throughout  the  Enclave  to  provide  open  space  and  connectivity within  and 
between neighborhoods.  

 
• Rural Parkways – The conceptual plan shall recognize Thoroughfare Right‐of‐Way Identify Map 

roadways within the Enclave as corridors that act as regional connectors of neighborhoods and 
zones within the project and connecting to the surrounding communities by designating these 
roadways as Rural Parkways. These corridors shall be designed with opportunities for alternate 
modes of transportation such as pedestrian pathways, bike lanes and equestrian trails. Only the 
greenspace  portions  of  rural  parkways  shall  contribute  to  the  minimum  Natural  Transect 
requirements. 

 
• Natural Transect Open Space – Open lands and landscape buffers shall include linked public or 

private pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian trails when possible and shall be used to define and 
connect different neighborhoods and zones. The  linked open space network shall be available 
for passive recreation. The Conceptual Plan shall include appropriate separations and buffering 
from  the  surrounding existingcommunities. A minimum of a 100  foot  separation edge will be 
provided. 
 

• Rural Transect – The Rural Transect  shall  consist of  sparsely  settled  lands  including managed 
woodlands, agricultural  lands, and equestrian estates. A  range of very  low densities  from one 
unit per 20  acres  to  a maximum of one unit per  two  acres  is permitted. Equestrian Centers, 
accessory  commercial  recreation  facilities  associated  with  the  equestrian  centers,  and 
Neighborhood and Village Centers are permitted within this Transect zone. A minimum of 20% 
and a maximum of 25% of the Enclave total acreage shall be within this Transect. 
 

• Sub‐urban  Transect  –  consists  of  low‐density  residential  areas  with  some  potential  for  the 
mixing  of  uses.  The  Sub‐urban  Transect  shall  develop  at  an  overall  gross  density  ranging 
between one unit per  two acres  to  six dwelling units per acre. An  interconnected network of 
streets  shall  link  each  sub‐zone  together  to  form  cohesive  neighborhoods  and  an  organized 
transportation network  that allows  for bicycle and pedestrian  circulation. Each neighborhood 
shall have a gathering space, such as a green or park, connected by a network of streets that will 
allow most residents to  live within a 5‐10 minute walk of a green space. A maximum of up to 
40%  of  the  Enclave  total  acreage  shall  be within  this  Transect.  The  Sub‐urban  Transect  shall 
consist of the following sub‐zones: 
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o Neighborhood  Edge  Zone  –  The  Neighborhood  Edge  Zone  shall  be  developed  at  a 

minimum gross density of one unit per two acres and a maximum gross density of one 
unit  per  acre.  Neighborhood  Edge  Zones  shall  comprise  a maximum  of  20%  of  the 
Agricultural Enclave total acreage. The Neighborhood Edge Zone may abut the Natural 
Transect, Rural Transect  the Neighborhood General Zone or  the Neighborhood Center 
Zone. 
 

o Neighborhood General Zone – The Neighborhood General Zone shall be developed at a 
minimum gross density of 1 unit per acre and a maximum gross density of 3 units per 
acre,  and  may  include  small‐scale,  neighborhood‐serving  uses  where  appropriate. 
Neighborhood  General  Zones  shall  comprise  a maximum  of  30%  of  the  Agricultural 
Enclave total acreage. The Neighborhood General Zone may abut the Natural Transect, 
Rural Transect, or the Neighborhood Edge and Neighborhood Center Zones of the Sub‐
urban Transect. 

 
o Neighborhood Center Zone – The Neighborhood Center Zone shall contain a minimum 

gross density of 4 units per acre, and shall contain a minimum of 20% of the Enclave’s 
units. Neighborhood Centers  shall be pedestrian‐friendly,  incorporate  residential uses 
integrated  in mixed‐use buildings, which enfront publicly accessible open  spaces, and 
shall  be  linked  to  the  adjacent  residential  neighborhoods  through  pedestrian  and 
vehicular interconnections. The mixed‐use component shall be designed as a Traditional 
Marketplace  Development,  or  utilize  the  Neighborhood  Center  provisions  of  a 
Traditional  Neighborhood  Development  in  the  ULDC.  Those  portions  of  the 
Neighborhood Center Zone not developed as a TMD or TND Neighborhood Center, shall 
be  located within  a ¼ mile  (5 minute walk)  radius  to  commercial, mixed‐uses, public 
spaces,  or  schools  to  encourage  alternative modes  of  transportation.  Neighborhood 
Center  Zones  shall  comprise  no  more  than  10%  of  the  land  area  of  the  entire 
Agricultural  Enclave.  The  Neighborhood  Center  Zone  may  abut  the  Neighborhood 
General Zone, or the Natural Transect where it consists of a Rural Parkway, and arterial 
roadways. 
 

o Village Center – A portion of  the Neighborhood Center Zone may be designated as a 
Village  Center.  The  Village  Center  shall  be  designed  as  a  Traditional  Marketplace 
Development,  a pedestrian‐friendly  retail  and office development.  The Village Center 
shall  incorporate  some  residential uses  integrated  in mixed‐use buildings and  shall be 
linked to the adjacent residential areas through pedestrian and vehicular interconnects. 

 
Policy 2.2.5‐f has been omitted for brevity 

 
Policy 2.2.5‐g: The Agricultural Enclave Zoning shall be rezoned through one of the following options: 
 
• The  Agricultural  Enclave  shall  be  rezoned  to  Agricultural  Enclave  Overlay.  a  Traditional  Town 

Development including a Traditional Market Development and aAMaster Plan shall be submitted at 
the  time of  the  rezoning application.   The Master Plan shall be submitted  in compliance with  the 
Unified Land Development Code (ULDC) and the Technical Requirement Manual;  
 

• The  Agriculture  Enclave  Overlay  can  be  rezoned  as  a  A  single  development  order  or  series  of 
individual development orders consistentwith: 
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a. The Conceptual Plan and iImplementingpPrinciplesof the Ordinance adopting the Future 

Land  Use  Atlas  Amendment  establishing  the  Agricultural  Enclave.required  in  Policy 
2.2.5‐d and 2.2.5‐e; 
 

b. New Urbanism Design Guiding Principles of the Ordinance adopting the Future Land Use 
Atlas Amendment establishing the Agricultural Enclave. [This is redundant] 

 
Policy 2.2.5‐h has been omitted for brevity 

 
Policy 2.2.5‐i: At the time ofrezoningThe Site Plan submitted for any portion of an Agricultural Enclave 
shall  incorporate  appropriate  new  urbanism  concepts,  which  may  include:will  includedesign 
requirements, including the following new urbanism concepts: 
 
• Neighborhood Design–As appropriate,Neighborhoods within the Sub‐urban Transect shall bebased 

on a street design that fosters alternate modes of transportation such aspedestrian pathways, bike 
lanes  and/or  equestrian  trails.Neighborhoods  shall  consistof  low‐density  residential  areas, which 
may  include  the  mixing  of  uses.As  appropriate,Neighborhoods  shall  contain  centrally  located 
gathering places, and major buildings. 
 

• Internal Street Network–Land use categories within the Conceptual PlanSub‐urban Transects shall 
be developed, to the extent practicable, with enhancedconnectivity, such as providing connectivity 
between  neighborhoods,  schools,  civicuses,  and  retail  uses  where  appropriate.  Streets  shall  be 
configured  to  provideefficient  circulation  systems  for  pedestrians,  non‐motorized  vehicles  and 
motorists,and serve to functionally integrate the various activities in each zone. Streets andsquares 
that are internal to the neighborhoods should be designed to be a safe,comfortable, and interesting 
environment to the pedestrian. 
 

• Civic & Recreation – Appropriately  scaled  concentrations of  civic and  institutionalactivity  shall be 
distributed  in proximity  to  the  individual neighborhoods  and withinall  land use  categories  to  the 
extent  practicableNatural,  Rural  and  Sub‐urban  Transect  zones.  Civic  sites  and  gathering  places 
shallbe  located at  important  sites  to  reinforce community  identity. A  range of parks,  fromtot‐lots 
and village greens  to ball  fields and passive parks  should be distributedwithin or near  residential 
neighborhoods. 

 
• WaterStormwater  Management  Systems  –  The  water  retention  systems  shall  be  designed  to 

provideconnectivity with the open spaces and buffers where appropriate. 
 

2.4  Transfer of Development Rights 
 

Policy 2.4‐a has been omitted for brevity 
 
Policy 2.4‐b: The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program  is the required method for  increasing 
density within the County, unless:  
 

1. an  applicant  can  both  justify  and  demonstrate  a  need  for  a  Future  Land  Use  Atlas  (FLUA) 
Amendment and demonstrate that the current FLUA designation is inappropriate, as outlined in 
the Introduction and Administration Element of theComprehensive Plan, or 
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2. an  applicant  is  using  the Workforce Housing  Program  or  the Affordable Housing  Program  as 
outlined  in Housing Element Objectives 1.1 and 1.5 of  theComprehensive Plan and within  the 
ULDC, or 

3. an applicant proposes a density increase up to, but not exceeding, the density proposed by and 
supported by a Neighborhood Plan prepared in accordance with FLUE Objective 4.1 and formally 
received by the BCC. To date, thefollowing Neighborhood Plan qualifies for this provision: 
a. West Lake Worth Road Neighborhood Plan, or 
 

4. This Policy  shall not  apply  to Agricultural  Enclaves  established pursuant  to  Section 163.3162, 
Florida Statutes. 

 
 
III.  FUTURE LAND USE ATLAS REGULATION 
 
C.  FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS  
 
This section identifies the categories, uses, design criteria and any special requirements associated with 
the future land use designations contained in Goals 1 and 2 of the Element. 

 
Table III.C 

 

Future Land Use  FLU Category 
Tier 

Urban/Sub & Glades 
USA 

Exurban  Rural  Ag Reserve  Glades RSA 

Rural Residential 
RR‐20, RR‐10  ‐‐‐  X  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 

RR‐5  ‐‐‐  X  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 
RR‐2.5  ‐‐‐  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 

Urban Residential  LR, MR, HR  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 

Agriculture 

AP  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  X 
SA  X  X  X  X  ‐‐‐ 
AgR  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  X  ‐‐‐ 

Ag Enclave  X  X  X  X  X 

Commercial Low 
CL‐O  X  X  X  X  ‐‐‐ 
CL  X  X  X  X  ‐‐‐ 

Commercial High 
CH‐O  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 
CH  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 

Industrial 
IND  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  X  ‐‐‐ 
EDC  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 

Commercial Recreation  X  ‐‐‐  X  X  X 
Parks & Recreation  X  X  X  X  X 

Conservation   X  X  X  X  X 
Institutional & Public Facilities  X  X  X  X  ‐‐‐ 

Spoil  X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  X 
Transportation & Utilities  X  X  X  X  X 

Traditional Town Development & 
Multiple Land Use 

X  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐  ‐‐‐ 
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Table III.C.2 
Maximum Floor Area Ratios (FARs) For Non‐Residential Future Land Use Categories’ and Non‐

Residential Uses. 
 

Future Land Use  FLU Category 
Tier 

Urban/Sub & 
Glades USA 

Exurban  Rural  Ag Reserve  Glades  

Rural Residential 
All Residential 
Categories  

.35 (Low Density) 
.45 (Medium & High 

Density) 
.20  .20  .15  .20 

Agriculture 

AP  Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed  .10 
SA  .15  .15  .15  .15  .15 
AgR  Not allowed  Not allowed Not allowed .15  Not allowed 

Ag Enclave  (9) (9) (9) (9)  (9)

Commercial Low 
CL‐O  .35  .20  .20  .20  .20 

CL 
.20 w/o PDD1,3

.25 w/ PDD1,3 
.10 

1.0 w/ TMD 
.10 

1.0 w/ TMD 
.10 

.40 w/ TMD  .10 

Commercial High 

CH‐O 
.35 w/o PDD

.50‐.85 w/ PDD2  Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed  Not allowed

CH 
.35 w/o PDD1

.50‐.85 w/ PDD2 

.85‐1.0 3 
Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed 

Industrial 
IND  .45  Not allowed Not allowed .45  .45 
EDC  .45  Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed  Not allowed

Commercial Recreation  .10‐.50  Not allowed  .05  .05  .05 
Parks & Recreation  .10‐.45  .10  .10  .10  .10 

Conservation   .05  .05  .05  .05  .05 

Institutional & Public Facilities  .1‐.45  .20  .10 
.15 
.35 6 

.10 

Transportation & Utilities  .10‐.45  .10  .05 
.05 
.15 7 

.05 

Traditional Town Development & 
Multiple Land Use 

1.0  Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed  Not allowed 

Notes: 
1. For Commercial Low (CL) and Commercial High (CH), the maximum allowable FAR for non‐retail projects is .50. 
2. For Commercial High (CH) and Commercial High Office (CH‐O), the maximum allowable FAR is .50 for MUPD, and .85 for MXPD, as 

defined in the ULDC. 
3. A  maximum  FAR  up  to  1.0  may  be  permitted  to  allow  for:  infill  development;  mixed‐use  development  (MXPD);  Traditional 

Neighborhood Development (TND); Traditional Market Place Development (TMD); or Lifestyle Commercial Centers (LCC). 
4.  For Ag Reserve TMDs the FAR is calculated on the total area of the development, including both the developed and preservearea. 
5. Only future  land use designations of Commercial Low  located  in the Agricultural Reserve Tier and approved prior to January,2002, 

shall be allowed to develop at this FAR. 
6. An FAR greater than .15 is only permitted for hospitals and related hospital campus uses. 
7. An FAR greater than .05 is only permitted east of S.R. 7 
8. Institutional  and  Public  Facilities  uses  within  any  FLU  designation  are  allowed  to  utilize  the  maximum  allowable  FAR  of 

theInstitutional  and  Public  Facilities  FLU  designation  per  the  applicable  Tier.  In  the  case  of  multiple  or  mixed  use  projects, 
onlyproposed institutional and public facility uses shall be permitted to exceed the FAR of the project’s FLU designation. 

9. Maximum FARs for non‐residential uses within an Agricultural Enclave shall be indicated in the Site Data of the adopted Conceptual 
Plan for each Agricultural Enclave. 
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Exhibit 20 
Applicant's Public Benefits and Outreach 

 
 

 

DRAINAGE 

MINTO WEST 
PUBLIC BENEFIT OVERVIEW 

Potential to address ITID flooding by accepting approximately 160 cfs of ITID discharge 
(1"/day) through the SID system through oonstruction of an inverted siphon under theM­
Canal that ties into the Minto West M-2 canal. Additionally, this dischage will be on-peak 
and not wa~ing for the C-51 to recede. 

Provide a flowage easement for regional water storage for 250 acres of lake: 

Land cost for 250 acres: $3,400,000 

Accept drainage from existing school sites for water quality treatment in the Minto West 
system to increase developable acreage at the school sites by shifting on-site water 
detention to Minto West stormwater management system. 

-------------------ProP's"hare fees-tiiai-cari'be-t'iir(jeiea-b';it1ecouilt'Yia-addresslon9siandin9re9fO'riar-

TRANsPoRT ATION deficiencies, the majority of which are required without the project, that do not currently 
have any identified funding source 

ECONOMIC 

SID bond financing could be utilized to phase road impact fee payments as compared to 
paying road impact fees at time of building permit 

Construction of 17 centerline miles of public roads within Minto West that will enhance 
regional connectivity and public safety travel times. 

Accommodate Public Transit in the central-western region of the County by construction 
of Park-and-Ride facilities and Palm Tran Terminals along Seminole Pratt-Whitney Road . 

Create 800 new annually recurring jobs during construction for the next 20-30 years. 

Create 3,100 new long term jobs post-construction. 

$1 .0 billion economic impact during the construction phase of Minto West 

$350 million annual recurring economic impact at build out of Minto West. 

DRAINAGE 

1===='='=' 
TRANSPORTATION 

MINTO WEST 
PUBLIC BENEFIT OVERVIEW 

- - - - -
Potential to address ITID flooding by accepting approximately 160 cfs of ITID discharge 
(1 "/day) through the SID system through construction of an inverted siphon under the M­
Canal that ties into the Minto West M-2 canal. Additionally, this dischage will be on-peak 
and not waiting for the C-S1 to recede. 

Provide a flowage easement for regional water storage for 250 acres of lake: 

Land cost for 250 acres: $3,400,000 

Accept drainage from existing school sites for waler quality trealmenl in the Minto West 
system to increase developable acreage at the school sites by shifting on-site water 
detention to Minto West stormwater management system. 

- - ,====,==,=,======,===-== 
Prop share fees thai can be targeted by the County to address long standing regional 
deficiencies, the majorily of which are required wilhout the project, that do not currently 
have any identified funding source 

SID bond financing could be utilized to phase road impact fee payments as compared to 
paying road impact fees at time of building permit 

Construction of 17 centerline miles of publ.c roads within Minto West that will enhance 
regional connectiv~y and public safety travel times. 

Accommodate Public Transit in the central-western region of the County by construction 
of Park-and-Ride facilnies and Palm Tran Terminals along Seminole Prall-Whitney Road. 

F: E~~NO;~C ----c~~at:~~ n;w an~u~lIy r~curr~ ng jOb~ dur~ng con-stru~tion ~o; the ~ext ;;-30 ~ear~. 
Create 3,100 new long term jobs post.construction . 

$1.0 billion economic impact during the construction phase of Minto West 

$350 million annual recurring economic impact at build out of Minto West. 
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MINTO WEST 
PUBLIC BENEFIT OVERVIEW 

!===============================================================- =:::: 
Project will provide needed mixed use community design to address historic land use 
imbalance and reduce vehicle miles travelled which place burden on east em county 

LAND USE/ facilities. 

SUSTAINABILITY Project will reduce reliance on well and septic, will connect to County water and sewer to 
utilize the existing $100 million County utility infrastructure investment in western 
community 

====================================----============================--== RECREATION 125 acre Regional Park including Community Center open to the public 

& CIVIC 67 acre Community Park open to the public 

50 acre Neighborhood Park open to the public 

15 miles of perimeter buffer to include a mix of walking, biking and bridle trails 

10 miles of pedestrian and bike pathways open to the public 

Over 450 acres of integrated water bodies for public scenic views 

M-2 Canal Linear Park (4 miles long) open to the public 

Recreation facilities proposed to be constructed and maintained by Sl D 

Civic site dedications include: 

New school stle 

Fire Station 

Sheriff Office Sub-station 

Governmental Uses 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::=:::::::=:::--:::::::::::::=::::::::::::=::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::-:= 
ENVIRONMENTAl Reduce by 1 billion gallons annually withdrawls from the M-Canal that could be used to 

recharge Grassy Waters Preserve and enhance flows to the Loxahatchee River 

Create 1 ,700 acres of open space which is over 55% of the total land area and would 
include substantial polishing marshes and flow ways to improve water quality and provide 
wetland habitats 

Minimal environmental impact as there are no natural wetland habitats on site 

MINTO WEST 
PUBLIC BENEFIT OVERVIEW 

--=======--== - --
Project will provide needed mixed use commun~y design to address historic land use 
imbalance and reduce vehicle miles travelled which place burden on eastern county 

LAND USE! facilities. 

SUSTAINABIUTY Project will reduce reliance on well and septic, will conned to County water and sewer 10 
utilize the existing $100 million County utility infrastructure investment in western 
community 

RECREATION 

& CI VIC 

'25 acre Regional Park including Community Center open to the public 

67 acre Community Park open to the public 

50 acre Neighborhood Park open to the public 

'5 miles of perimeter buffer to include a mix of walking , biking and bridle trails 

, 0 miles of pedestrian and bike pathways open to the public 

OVer 450 acres of integrated water bodies for public scenic views 

M-2 Canal Linear Park (4 miles long) open to the public 

Recreation facilities proposed to be constructed and maintained by SID 

Civic site dedications include: 

New school site 

Fire Station 

Sheriff Office Sub-station 

Governmental Uses 

-------------Reei'li;;{i"by11iflifongalloriS-iirinuaTiYwilhd'rawi'sfroiniiiitM-Canal"ifiiiloould tutlisedto 
ENVIRONMENTAL rocharge Grassy Waters Preserve and enhance flows 10 the loxahatchee River 

Create 1,700 acres 01 open space which is over 55% of the total land area and would 
include substantial polishing marshes and flow ways to irrprove water quality and provide 
wetland habitats 

Minimal environmental impact as there are no natural wetland habitats on site 
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Minto West Public Outreach 
 

• Mailed a postcard to 18,000 homes in the Western Communities announcing our 
acquisition of the property and proposed development plans; 

• Created a web site named www.Mintoinfo.com that served as a community wide 
information portal for Minto West development plans; 

• Converted an existing 2,000 square foot building at Minto West to a Community Center 
to conduct information meetings and design workshop meetings with residents; 

• Conducted informational meetings and design charrettes at the Community Center that 
included hundreds of residents from The Acreage and the Town of Loxahatchee Groves. 

• Developed a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) brochure based on input and questions 
received during meetings at the Minto West Community Center that was mailed to 
18,000 homes;  

• Mailed a newsletter to 18,000 homes in the Western Community each month throughout 
the project review process; 

• Mailed a personal invitation letter to the 900 residents who live immediately adjacent to 
the Minto West property boundary encouraging their participation in the informational 
meetings being held at the Minto West Community Center; 

• Attended numerous meetings and workshops with community stakeholders such as the 
Acreage Athletic League, Indian Trail Improvement District, Acreage Landowners 
Association, the Town of Loxahatchee Groves, Loxahatchee Groves Water Control 
District, Village of Royal Palm Beach, City of West Palm Beach, City of Wellington, City 
of Palm Beach Gardens, Chamber of the Palm Beaches, Northern Palm Beach County 
Chamber of Commerce, Central Palm Beach County Chamber of Commerce and the 
Economic Council of Palm Beach County; and 

• Participated in the Acreage Jam Fest with an informational booth. 
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Exhibit 21 
Applicant's Agricultural Classification Letter 
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\YE~T P\t \1 8 &M'tl• F'Lf)RIU \ 3340 1 
l u : (viH I :l:;tl-3230 11 ~x: (uOI) :lt;:";-,1!)(,3 

MINTO PBLH LLC 
4400 W SAMPLE RD STE 200 
POMPANO BEACH FL 33073 

G \R\' R . :-;IKOLI ,.,, (;F.~ 
J•l\a...~ U HAf'• Cotsn 

R£: Granting of the Agricultural Classification 
Property Control Number OD-41-43-06-00-000-1020 

Dear MINTO PBLH LLC: 

We have granted your application for agricultural classification, which also included a visual 
inspection of your property referred to by the above property control number. It is a 
classification of your property and not an exemption; therefore, it is reflectP.d only in the 
assessed valuation or your property. The assessment notice and the tax bill will not show that 
the agricultural classification is granted. 

If you have any questions regarding the classification of your property, please contact the 
Agriculture Department of the Property Appraiser's Office at (561)355-2646 or (561)355-2517. 

Very truly yoors, 

Gary R. Nikolits, CFA 
Palm Beach County Property Apprctlser 

Diane Pendleton, Manager 
Agriculture Department 

DP 
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MINTO PBLH LLC 
4-400 W SAMPLE RO STE 200 
POMPANO BEACH FL J:1073 

JU[ .J () 

G 'R~ K . Nll"" .II~. ( ; PA 
I'~UI Il>' ..... c .... '''', 
......... "" .~ .. 

RE: Granting of the Agricultural Classification 
PToperty Control Numba- 00-41-43-06-00-000-1020 

Dear MINTO P8LH LLC: 

We have granted your application for agrlculturill classification, which also Included a viswl 
lnspection of your property referred to by the above property control number. It Is a 
dM~ifirntion ofyotJr ~ and r>Ot an e~emptlon; thereforp, it is rnf\f!dP.d nnty In the 
assessed valuatlofl of your property. The assessrrteI1t notice and the t:ax bI~ wij not show that 
the agricultural dassJflcatlon is !;Iranted. 

If you have any questions regartling the classification of your property, please contact the 
Agriculture Department of the Property Appraiser's otfice at (561)355-2&46 or (S61)355-2S17. 

very truly-,'OlH"S, 

Gary R. Nikolits, CFA 
Palm 6eact1 COuntv Property Appraiser 

Diane Pendleton, Manager 
Agriculrure Department 
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Exhibit 22 
Potable Water and Wastewater Letter (dated 10/25/13) 

 

Seminole Improvement District 
o .. rd orSuptrvison 
Janet Kroll, Pre;idenl 
Jaral Srem, StcreuuyfTre:l$Urer 
Maurice Berry, Supervisor 

October 25, 2013 

Re: Willingness to Serve Water and Wastewater 

To wbom it rnny concern: 

Ken Ca55<:1, Dbtrld MAJU~gor 
Terry E. Lewis, District Counsel 

This letter is to advise you the Seminole Improvement District is willing to provide the necessary 
water and wastewater services within its jurisdictional boundaries. 

Water and wastewater services may be provided throua!J any combination of the following 
including but not limited to existing facilities, expansion of facilities and infrastructure, or 
intcrlocal agreements. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need additional information or have any questions. 

Sincerely 

£.-rrff~ 
Kenneth G. Cassel 
District Manager 

CC: Board of Supervisors 
Terry E. Lewis, Disttict CoW1sel 

Oltlrlcl 0111«: 
Severn Trent Mana&cme:nt Scrvic:e.s 
210 N Universily Drive, Sune 702 

Coni Sprin&S> Florida 33071 

M«<in& Loc•llon: 
Seminole Improvement Dill1rict 

400 I Seminole-Pratt Wbilncy Road 
Loxaharchee, Florida 

Seminole lmprovcment District 

u .. r"I""Sup<nloo .. 
J_ Kroll, Pm ...... 
Jon>! SI<n!, ~IT...-.r 
MooIrke Beny, s-m-

Oecobn Z's, 201) 

R~: Willingness 10 Scmo Waler IUId Wastewater 

To .... '00m it may oonum: 

K .. CQoeI, DiJlria ~ 
Ton}' IS. l..owi .. Oil" itt C_I 

Thill kncr it to IIdvise ~ou!he Scmioole Improvcment District is willi", to provide the noce5!I8I')' 

water and .... ·uICWlltcr servke.s within itS juriodictionaJ boundaria , 

Water and WIISIewatCf S<:TViccs may be provid<:d Ihrouih any combination of the following 
includinjj but 001 limited to existinll facilities. expansiQII of facilities and infrastructw-e, or 
interlocal agrftm<1lu. 

Please f..,1 free to conllllCl me if ~ou need additional information Or have any questi0n5. 

Sincerely 

£-#~ 
Kmnetb O. Cassel 
District MlUIII&tt 

CC: BoardofSlIJXmllOfS 
Ten')' E. Lewil, District COURsd 

PbltktOm.., 
Severn TRIll M..,.......,IScrv>c<o 
210 N U.lvcn.ily Drl~ S .... 702 
Cotal Spinss, f~ JJO"/I 

Mwlo,lMod .. , 
Sominolc J~ DisIricI 

01()() 1 SaIrInoI<-l'nln Wl>iIn<y It .... 

\..oxaha«""', I'lori<Ia 
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Exhibit 23 
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) Letter (dated 4/16/14) 

 

SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

April16, 2014 

Bryan M. Davis, CNU-A 
Principal Planner/Urban Designer 
Planning Division, Planning, Zoning and Building Department 
Palm Beach County 
2300 North Jog Road 
West Palm Beach, FL 33411-2741 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

RECEIVED 
APR 2 9 2014 

PLANNING DIVISION 

It was a pleasure meeting with you and other Palm Beach County planning staff on 
March 28 to discuss South Florida Water Management District plans with respect to 
overall watershed management issues within the northern Palm Beach County Area. 
As noted, we are just beginning to re-initiate the federal planning process for the area, 
wrth a primary objective of delivering enough water to provide restoration flows to the 

.Loxahat~hee River Northwest Fork. The planning effort wi ll concentrate on solutions 
within the watershed that will better able us to mana~e water to support this focus. 

Wit"h·}~sp~~i tb' the d·eh·e~al ·~~ed~<wW~1ri'~iie watershed , our focus will be on providing 
stor~.g?. ·and- ·.~ater !=!Uality treatment to support supplemental deliveries through the 
Grassy Watifrs ·rre~~~e without compromising the integrity of this important ecological 
system; and utilizing the G-161 and G-160 structures that have already been 
constructed in support of this project. Although it is too early in the planning process to 
provide certainty with respect to the volume of storage needed, it would be important 
that" this storage be near the M-Canal to allow ease of deliv·~ry and to the greatest 
extent possible be separate from the overall surface water !TJanagement features for 
any proposed ·deVelopment within the area .. A feature··tnat supports the local flood 
improverf!erJt goals while allowing .. stored Vfat~r to be ayajlab[e tq ~.ssist if"! meeting the 
restoratibn D6ws fo the Loxaryatche·e··River .. wouid. likery ·~.ave br6~d ~upporf . . 

it will be._if!!P~rtant for .us .. tp stay in touch as· we re-~ni~rat~ .~he CERP planf)ing. ~roce~s. 

Sincerely _ ,, 

~~·~~ .. 
Thom.as M. Teets, AICP ·. ·. · · . . 
Fe.deral P91icy Ch!ef · · . , · 
Office· o(E\ierglades Policy and Coordination 

.·'··, ....... . 

·= :. >. 
f ... ;·': .. · .... 

lMT/pav 

3301 Gun Clul> Road, West Palm Beach, l'lorida 33400 • (561) 686-8800 • I'l. WATS 1-S00-432-20.J5 
Mailing Add_ress: P.O. Box 24680, West Palm B.!o~h. FL 3:.1416~16$0 • www.s fwmd.gov 

SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

April 16, 2014 

Bryan M. Davis, CNU·A 
Principal Planner/Urban Designer 
Planning Division , Planning, Zoning and Building Department 
Palm Beach County 
2300 North Jog Road 
West Palm Beach, FL 33411 -2741 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

RECEIVED 
APR Z 9 201\ 

PLANNING DIVISION 

It was a pleasure meeting with you and other Palm Beach County planning staff on 
March 28 to discuss South Florida Water Management District plans with respect to 
overall watershed management issues within the northern Palm Beach County Area. 
As noted, we are just beginning to fe-initiate the federal planning process for the area, 
with a primary objective of delivering enough water to provide restoration flows to the 
.Loxahat9hee River Northwest Forie The planning effort will concentrate on solutions 
within the watershed that will better able us to manage water to support this focus . 
'. ~" . '·w' · ·'· " ' · ' " ,·,,·.·., ·;,' c·· ·,' 
VVit~ .r~s·p·e~l t6- the g'eneral 'needs 'wlttiiri'tne watershed, our focus will be on providing 
stora.gi, 'and' .~ater quality treatment to support supplemental deliveries through the 
Grassy Wale-is ''Pre$~rVe without compromising the integrity of this important ecological 
system; and utilizing the G·161 and G-160 structures that have already been 
constructed in support of this project. Although it is too early in the planning process to 
provide certainty with respect to the volume of storage needed, it would be important 
that'this storage be near the M·Canal to allow ease of deliv'~ry and to the greatest 
extent possible be separate from the overall surface water management features for 
any proposed development within the area. ' A feature" that supports the local flood 
improvenwot goal$ ."'!'hile allowing,.slored ",!,ater to be a~ailab!e tq assist in. meeting the 
restoratibn nows fo the loxahatchee' River would likefy Ii.ave br6~d .support.' , 

It will be important for.us,tp stay in touch as we re-iniliate the CERP planr)ing process. '. ' . ' . ... . . . , 
Sincerely _ 

~~~ .. 
Thomas M. Teets, AIC? 
Fe_deral Polley Chief 
Office ot'Everglades Policy 'and Coordination 

TMT/pav 

-'- . ~ .,' 
:,. 

>. '. 
.,' .. '. 

3 .. 0 1 Gun Club R,,"-J, W ... t Palm Bead .. Flotld~ 3J.I()!, • (561 ) 686-S800 • I'L WATS 1.8t(l.n~-2Q.l5 
M,ilingAdd..,..: P.O. Box 246110, West P.lm Se<><:r. fll3-t16-16SO • www.<fwmd,gov 
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Exhibit 24 
Applicant's Letter to School District (dated 07/01/14) and School District's 

Response Letters (dated 07/17/14 and 07/21/14) 
 

Cotleur& 
Hearing Landscape Architects I Land Planners I Environmental Consultants 

1934 Commerce Lane · Suite 1 · Jup~er, Florida · 33458 • Ph 561.747.6336 · Fax 561.747.13n · www.cotleurhearing.com · Lie# LC-C000239 

July 1, 2014 

Ms. Kristin Garrison 
Palm Beach County School District 
Director of Planning and Real Estate Services 
330 Forest Hill Boulevard 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33406 

Re: Minto West 
CH Project #130518 

Dear Ms. Garrison: 

On behalf of Minto PBLH, LLC, I would like to thank you for taking the t ime to meet with our team 
yesterday. As we discussed, the Master Plan resubmitted to the County on June 23rd contained a 
reduced residential dwelling unit count of 4,549 units. The revised residential unit count represents an 
increase of only 1,053 student-generating units above t he currently adopted 2,996 residential units. 

Total Dwelling Unit 
Breakdown Elementary 

500 Age Restricted DU -
600 Multi-family DU 0.08 
3,449 Single-family DU 0.15 

Dwelling Units 
Elementary 
Students 

4,549 Total Units 565 

1,053 FLU Request 116 

FLUA Dwelling Unit Breakdown 
600 Multi-family DU 
453 Single-family DU 

1,053 DU Tot al 

Student Generation Multipliers 
M iddle High Total 

- - -

0.04 0.06 0 .18 
0.06 0.08 0.29 

Middle Students High Students Total Students 

231 312 1,108 

51 72 123 

Cotleur& 
Hearing landscape Architects I l and Planners I Environmental Consultants 

1934 Commerce lane . Su ~e 1 . Jup~er, Florida . 33458 . P h 561.747.63:>6 . Fa)( 561.747.1377 . WIW>'.colleurhearing,com • Lie ' LC-COOO239 

July 1, 2014 

M s. Kristin Garrison 
Palm Beach County School District 
Director of Planning and Real Estat e Se rvices 
330 Forest Hill Bou levard 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33406 

Re: Minto West 

CH Project #130518 

Dear M s. Garrison: 

On beha lf of Minto PBl H, LLC, I would li ke to thank you for taking t he time to meet w ith our team 
yesterday. As we discussed, the Master Plan resubmitted to the County on June 23'" contained a 
reduced residential dwelling unit count of 4,549 un its. The revised residential unit count represents an 
increase of only 1,053 student-generating unit s above t he currently adopted 2,996 resident ial unit s. 

Total Dwelling Unit 

Breakdown Elementary 

500 Age Restricted DU -
600 Mult i-fami ly DU 0.08 
3,449 Single-family DU 0.15 

Dwelling Units 
Elementary 

Students 

4,549 Tot al Units 565 

1,053 FLU Request 116 

FLUA Dw elling Unit Breakdown 

600 M ulti -fami ly DU 

453 Single-family DU 

1,053 DU Total 

Student Generation Multipliers 

Middle High Total 
- - -

0.04 0.06 0.18 
0.06 0.08 0.29 

Middle Students High Students Total Students 

231 312 1,108 

51 72 123 
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Minto West 
Letter to School District 
July 1, 20 14 
13-0518 

Schools Capacity 

Loxahatchee 
860 

Groves E.S. 

Golden 
749 

Groves E.S. 

Osceola 
1054Creek 1,075 

M.S. 

Western 
1,054 

Pines M .S. 

Seminole 

Pratt 2,463 

Whitney H.S. 

Additional Additional 
Students Students 

(Total) (FLU Only) 

282.5 (50%} 58 (SO%) 

282.5 (SO%) 58 {SO%) 

115.5 (50%} 26.5 (52%) 

115.5 (SO%) 24.5 (48%) 

312 {100%) 72 {100%) 

October October 
October October 

FTE 2013 2013 
2017 2017 

Utilization Utilization 
Enrollment Utilization (Total) (FLU Only) 

454 53% 86% 59% 

522 70% 107% 77% 

617 57% 68% 60% 

1,120 106% 117% 109% 

2450 99% 112% 102% 

Despite this reduction in impact, the Applicant remains committ ed to dedicating a 12-acre school site 
on the property to the School District. At this time, the Applicant is unable to construct a school on the 
12-acre land dedication site as we discussed in our meeting on June 30th. The required impact fees will 
be paid to the School District to assist in the District's construction of a school in the future. 

Per staff's request, we will present the Seminole Improvement District (SID) board the opportunity to 
relieve the School District of their current drainage payments. Please note that the Applicant is only 
able to present this request to the SID board. 

We look forward to continue working with staff on any questions or comments you may have. Should 

you have any questions please contact Kate DeWitt or myself. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. 

Donaldson E. Hearing ASLA, LEED® AP 

DEH/mlb 

CC: John Carter - Minto Communities 
Tara Duhy- Lewis Longman & Walker 
Kate DeWitt - Cotleur & Hearing 

Minto West 
Letter to School District 
July 1,201 4 
13-05J 8 

Schools Capacity 

loxahatchee 
860 

Groves E.5. 
Golden 

749 
Groves E.5. 

Osceola 
1054Creek 1,075 

M.5. 
Western 

1,054 
Pines M.5. 
Seminole 

Pratt 2,463 
Whitney H.5. 

Additional Additional 
Students Students 
(Total) (FLU Only) 

282.5 (50%) 58 (50%) 

282.5 (50%) 58(50%) 

115.5 (50%) 26.5 (52%) 

115.5 (50%) 24.5 (48%) 

312 (100%) 72 (100%) 

October October October October 

FTE 2013 2013 
2017 2017 

Utilization Utilization 
Enrollment Utilization (Total) (FLU Only) 

454 53% 86% 59% 

522 70% 107% 77% 

617 57% 68% 60% 

1,120 106% 117% 109% 

2450 99% 112% 102% 

Despite this reduction in impact, the Applicant rema ins committed to dedicating a 12-acre school site 
on the property to the School District. At this time, the Applicant is unable to construct a school on the 
12-acre land dedication site as we discussed in our meeting on June 30th. The required impact fees will 
be paid to the School District to assist in the Distr ict's construction of a school in the future . 

Per staff' s request, we will present the Seminole Improvement District (SID) board the opportunity to 
relieve t he School District of their current drainage payments. Please note that the Applicant is only 
able to present this request to the SID board . 

We look forward to continue working with staff on any questions or comments you may have. Should 
you have any questions please contact Kate DeWitt or myself. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cotl eur & Hearing, Inc. 

Donaldson E. Hearing ASLA, LEED- AP 

DEH/mib 

CC: John Carter - Minto Communities 
Tara Duhy -lewis Longman & Walker 
Ka te DeWitt - Cotleur & Hearing 
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July 17,2014 

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 

PLANNING AND REAL ESTATE SERVICES 

3300 FOREST HILL BLVD., SUITE C-110 
W EST PALM BEACH, Fl 33406 

PHONE: 561-434-8020 I FAX: 561-434-8815 
WWW.PALMBEACHSCHOOLS.ORG/PLANNING • 

Mr. Donaldson E. Hearing, Principal 
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. 
1934 Commerce Lane, Suite 1 
Jupiter, Fl 33458 

Re: Minto West- 4,549 total units 

Dear Mr. Hearing: 

KRISTIN K. GARRISON 
DIRECTOR 

MICHAELJ. BURKE 
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 

STEVEN G. BONINO 
CHIEF OF SUPPORT OPERATIONS 

I am in receipt of your letter dated July 1, 2014 regarding the Minto West project. District Planning staff has re­
reviewed your proposal and concurs with your analysis regarding the number of potential students to be 
generated from the proposed development based on the District's adopted multipliers. Your table shows 2013 
and 2017 school utilizations. In 2017, Golden Grove Elementary, Western Pines Middle and Seminole Ridge High 
will exceed 100% FISH utilization. These are the schools primarily serving your development. It is clear that, at a 
minimum, the boundaries for your development will probably be changed to other schools so that the students to 
be generated can be accommodated. 

The District asked for a financial contribution to be able to expand existing campuses or build new to 
accommodate students to be generated from the proposed development, which you have not consented to 
doing. You have agreed to provide the District with one elementary school site at 12 net acres. District staff will 
impose conditions regarding the timing and the delivery of the site. 

Consistent with the practice of most other local governments, the District requests that Seminole Improvement 
District (SID) exempt the School District from.drainage fee charges. You stated that this issue will be presented to 
the SID Board. Please inform us of the outcome If It has already been presented, or let us know the date of the 
upcoming meeting so that we may attend. 

Sin~~ 

~~.C.P. 
Director 

KKG:ml 

cc: John Carter, A.I.C.P., Vice President, Minto Communities 
Tara W. Ouhy, Shareholder, lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A. 
Steven G. Bonino, Chief of Support Operations, School District of Palm Beach County 
Angela D. Usher, Manager, School District of Palm Beach County 

The School District of Palm Beach County, Florida 
A Top-Rated District by the Florida Department of Education Since 2005 

An Equal Education ~pportun/ty Provider and Employer 

July 17, 2014 

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 

PLANNING ANO REAL ESTATE SERVICES 
3300 FOREST Hill BLVD., SUITt C-ll0 
WEST PALM BEAOI, FL 33406 

PHONE: 561-434-8020/FAX: 561-434-8815 
WWW.PALMBEACHKHOOLS.05G(PIAHNING . 

Mr. Donaldson E. Hearing. Principal 
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. 
1934 Commerce Lane, Suite 1 
Jupiter, FL 33458 

Re: Minto West - 4,549 total units 

Dear Mr. Hearing: 

KRISTIN K. GARRISON 
DIRECTOR 

MICHAELJ. BURKE 
CHIEF OPERATING OFflaR 

STEVEN G. BONINO 
CHiEf Of SUf'f'ORT OPERATIONS 

I am in receipt of your letter dated July 1, 2014 regarding the Minto West project. District Planning staff has reo 
reviewed your proposal and concurs with your analysis regarding the number of potential students to be 
generated from the proposed development based on the District's adopted multipliers. Your table shows 2013 
and 2017 school utilizations. in 2017, Golden Grove Elementary, Western Pines Middle and Seminole Ridge High 
will exceed 100% FISH utilization. These are the schools primarily serving your development. It is clear that, at a 
minimum, the boUndaries for your development will probably be changed to other schools so that the students to 
be generated can be accommodated_ 

The District asked for a financial contribution to be able to expand existing campuses or build new to 
accommodate students to be generated from the proposed development, which you have not consented to 
doing. You have agreed to provide the District with one elementary school site at 12 net acres. District staff will 
impose conditions regarding the timing and the delivery of the site. 

Consistent with the practice of most other local governments, the Dlstrfct requests that Seminole Improvement 
District (SID) exempt the School District from drainage fee charges. You stated that this Issue will be presented to 
the SID Board. Please Inform us of the outcome If It has already been presented, or let us know the date of the 
upcoming meeting so that we may attend. 

Director 

KKG:ml 

cc: John Carter, A.I.C.P., Vice President, Minto Communities 
Tara W. Duhy, Shareholder, Lewis, Longman & Walker, P.A. 
Steven G. Bonino, Chief of Support Operations, School District of Palm Beach County 
Angela D. Usher, Manager, School District of Palm Beach County 

The SChool Olstrict of Palm Beach County, Florida 
A Top-Rated District by the Florida Department of Education Since 200S 

An Equal Education 9pportunlt)/ Prolliderand Employer 
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July 21, 2014 

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 

PlANNING AND REAL ESTATE SERVICES 

3300 FOREST HILL BLVD., SUITE C-110 

WEST PALM BEACH, Fl 33406 

PHONE: 561-434-8020 I FAX: 561-434-8815 

WWW.PALMBEACHSCHOOLS.ORG/PtANNING 

Bryan Davis, Project Manager 
Palm Beach County Planning Division 
2300 Jog Road, 2nd Floor 
West Palm Beach, ·FL 33411 

KRISTIN GARRISON 
DIRECTOR 

RE: Minto West Future Land Use (FLU) Amendment (Revised Letter) 

Dear Mr. Davis 

MICHAELJ. BURKE 
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 

STEVEN G. BONINO 
CHIEF OF SUPPORT OPERATIONS 

The School District Planning and Real Estate staff reviewed the subject future land use (FLU) 
amendment request for an approximate 3,791 acre site located south of the Intersection of Orange 
Boulevard and Seminole Pratt Whitney Road, north of solll Street N, east of 1901h Terrace N and w of 
140

1
h Avenue. From the data provided, the existing FLU categories are: Agricultural Enclave on 

3,737.92 acres, and Rural Residential 10 (RR-10) on the remaining 53 acres. The existing FLU 
categories, at their maximum development, would allow for a total of 2996 residential units. 

The requested FLU is for Agricultural Enclave to allow for a total of 4,549 units per letter received by 
the School District from the applicant on July 1, 2014. 

Following is an analysis of the potential impacts the proposed development could have on the public 
school system based on the School Board adopted multipliers. The analysis was conducted for the 
total development and for the development based on the FLU change only. 

Units Elementary Middle Students High Students Total Students 
Students 

4549 TOTAL UNITS S65 231 312 1108 
2996 CURRENTlY ALLOWED 
1553 FLU REQUEST 

1053 FAMILY RES. UNITS 116 51 72 123 
500 AGE RESTRICTED 0 0 0 0 

The School District has not received a detailed phasing schedule. The proposed development is located 
In SAC 420 E and 421 E. Since the project is located in 2 SACs, there are two elementary and 2 middle 
schools currently serving the proposed development. 

The School District of Palm Beach County, Florida 
A Top-Rated District by the Florida Department of Education Since 2005 

An Equal Education Opportunity Provider and Employer 

July 21, 2014 

THE SCHOOL OISTRICT OF 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, fL 

PlANNING ANO REAL Es rATE SUIVICES 
3300 FOREST HlllBlVO., SUITE c-no 
WUTPAlM BEACH, FL 33406 

PHONE: 561-434-8020/FAX: 561-434-8815 
WWW.PAIMBEACIISOIOOU.ORG/P!"!'NNING 

Bryan Davis, Project Manager 
Palm Beach County Planning Division 
2300 Jog Road, 2nd Floor 
West Palm Beach, Fl33411 

KRISTIN GARRISON 
OjR~CTOR 

RE: Minto West Future land Use (flU) Amendment (Revised letter) 

Dear Mr. Davis 

MICHAELJ. BURKE 
CHIH OPERATING OFfiCER 

STEVEN G. BONINO 
CHIEF Of SUPPOIITOPERATIONS 

The School District Planning and Real Estate staff reviewed the subject future land use (flU) 
amendment request for an approximate 3,791 acre site located south of the Intersection of Orange 
Boulevard and Seminole Pratt Whitney Road, north of 50lh Street N, east of 1901h Terrace Nand W of 
140lh Avenue. From the data provided, the existing FLU categories are: Agricultural Enclave on 
3,737.92 acres, and Rural Residential 10 (RR-lO) on the remaining 53 acres. The existing FLU 
categories, at their maximum development, would allow for a total of 2996 residential units. 

The requested FLU is for Agricultural Enclave to allow for a total of 4,549 units per letter received by 
the School District from the applicant on July 1, 2014. 

Following Is an analysis of the potential Impacts the proposed development could have on the public 
school system based on the School Board adopted multipliers. The analysis was conducted for the 
total development and for the development based on the FLU change only. 

Units Elementary Middle Students High Students Total Students 
Students 

4549 TOTAL UNITS 565 231 312 1108 
2996 CURRENTLY ALLOWED 
1553 FLU REQUfST 

1053 FAMILY RES. UNITS 116 51 72 123 
500 AGE RESTRICTED 0 0 0 0 

The School District has not received a detailed phasing schedule. The proposed development Is located 
In SAC 420 E and 421 E. Since the project Is located In 2 SACs, there are two elementary and 2 middle 
schools currently serving the proposed development. 

The School Dlstrltt of Palm Beach County, Florida 
A Top'Rated District bV the florida Department of Edutatlon Since 2005 

An Equol Education Opportunlfy Provider and Employer 



 

 
14-3 FLUA & Text Amendment Staff Report E - 141 Minto West Ag Enclave (LGA 2014-007) 

 
  

Page 2 of 2 
Date July 21, 2014 

SUBJECT: Minto West: FLU Amendment (Revised) 

The schools currently serving the proposed development and their existing and proposed utilization 
from the impacts from the development are contained in the following table. 

SCHOOLS CAPACilY ADDITIONAl ADDITIONAl OCTOBER FTE OCTOBER OCTOBER OCTOBER 2017 
STUDENTS STUDENTS 2013 2013 2017 UTILIZA liON flU 
(TOTAL) (FLU ENROlLMENT UTiliZATION UTILIZATION AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT TOTAl ONlY 
ONlY) STUDENTS 

LOXAHATCHEE 860 283 58 454 53% 86% 60% 
GROVES 
ElEMENTARY 
GOlDEN GROVES 749 283 58 522 70% 108% 77% 
ELEMENTARY 
OSCEOlA CREEK 1075 116 26 617 57% 68% 68% 
MIDDLE 
WESTERN PINES 1054 116 26 1120 106% 117% 109% 
MIDDLE 
SEMINOlE PRATT 2463 312 72 2450 99% 112% 103% 
WHITNEY HIGH 

BASED ON FY 14/18 PROJECTIONS DATED APRil2013 

The majority of this development is currently in Golden Groves Elementary and Western Pines Middle 
Schools' boundaries. These schools are projected to be highly utilized therefore boundary changes 
may be necessary. The applicant has agreed to contribute a 12 acre net elementary school site for a 
public elementary school to the School District In relation to this project. Should there be any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~ ~ICP, Manager 
Planning and Real Estate 

c: Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur & Hearing, INC. 

Steven Bonino, School District of Palm Beach County 
Kristin Garrison, School District of Palm Beach County 

The School District of Palm Beach County- Rated "A" by the Florida Department of Education 2005- 2012 
"Home of Florida's First LEED Gold Certified School" 

www.palmbeachschools.org 
The School District of Palm Beac/1 County Is an Equal Education Opportunity Provider ~nd Employer 

Page 2 012 
Date JulV 21, 2014 

SUBJECT: Minto West: FLU Amendment (Revised) 

The schools currently serving the proposed development and their existing and proposed utilization 
from the Impacts from the development are contained In the following table. 

SCHOOLS CAPACITY ADDITIONAL ADDITIONAL OCToaER FTE OCToeEII OCTOBER OCTOBER 2017 
STUDENTS STUDENTS 2013 2013 2017 UTILIZATION flU 
(TOTAL) (flU ENROLLMENT UTILIZATION UTILIZATION AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT TOTAL ONLY 
ONLY) STUDENTS 

lOXllHATCHEE 860 283 58 454 53% 86% 60% 
GROVtS 

ELEMENTARV 

GOLDEN GRDVfS 749 283 58 S22 70% 108% 77. 
ElEMENTARY 

OSCEOLA CREEK 1075 116 26 617 57% 68% 68% 
MIDDLE 

WE$TfIlN PINES 1054 116 26 1120 106% 117% 109% 
MIDDLE 

SEMINOLE "'" 2463 312 72 2450 99% 112% 103% 
WHITNEY HIGH 

8ASEDON FY 14/18 PROJECTIONS DATEO APRIL 2013 

The majority of this development Is currently In Golden Groves Elementary and Western Pines Middle 
Schools' boundaries. These schools are projected to be highly utilized therefore boundary changes 
may be necessary. The applicant has agreed to contribute a 12 acre net elementary school site for a 
public elementary school to the School District In relation to this project. Should there be any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sin~erely, '& 4L 
~e" Alep, Manage, 
Planning and Real Estate 

C: Donaldson Hearing. Cotleur &; Hearing, INC. 

Steven Bonino, Sthool District of Palm Beach County 
Kristin Garrison, School Dlstrlcl of Palm Beach County 

The School Olstrict of Palm Beach COllnty - Rated NA~ by the Florida Department of Education 2005 _ 2012 

~Honl e of Florida's First lEEO Gold Certified SchoolN 

www.palmbeachscl\ools.Qrg 

The School Olslrlct of Polm Beach CQunty Is an Equal Educatlon Opportunity Provider ~nd Employer 
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Exhibit 25 
Memo from K. Todd to V. Baker (dated 6/11/14) 

 

County Adml.nisnatlon 

P.O. Box 1989 

West Palm Beach. a. 33102· 1989 

(56\) 355·2030 

F/\X: (561) 355·3982 

www.pbcgov.com 

• 
l'alm BeaCh County 

Board of County 
Comndssloners 

Priscilla /\. r..ylor, Mayor 

Paulette Burdick. Vice Mayor 

Hal R. Valechc 

SheUey Vana 

Steven L. 1\brams 

"!!ary Lou Berger 

jess R. Santamaria 

County Adminisnator 

Robert Weism an 

TO:· 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 
PALM BEACH COUNTY 

Verdenia C. Baker, Deputy County Administ'r 

Ken Todd, P.E., Water Resource Manager~ 

June 11, 2014 

COSTING OF MINTO WEST DRAINAGE 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR ITID 

Per your r..equest, I have reviewed both the additional drainage 
features that have been offered to ITID over and above what 
Minto needs to develop its project, as well as other possible 
drainage improvements that could be offered by Minto to ITID 
as an offset for any impacts to ITID by the Minto West 
development. The concepts of these drainage features or 
improvements were discussed with the staff/consultants of the 
_various stakeholder entities: SFWMD, ITID, City of West Palm 
Beach (WPB), Palm Beach Aggregates, and Seminole Water 
Control District (SWCD) and are described briefly below. 
Following a brief description, I have put together a cost 
estimate for each of these concepts where it was possible to 
determine some specific details of the needed facilities . The 
detailed planning of s9me of the concepts is several years in 
the future . Therefore, an exact cost at this time would be pure 
speculation. These concepts and costs can then be used as a 
tool in attempting to determine what benefit to the public 
these improvements may have during further n_egotiations 

---------~------mittJMintu-un-cmy-cteveiopmmtnmler recommen0at1on. Any-­
combinqtion of these concepts could be utilized to provide 

-----------1-------""i-cr-c.ti~---m'ainage reheffOrthe Acreage. Ult imately, a 

"An li<Jual Opportunity 
Affinnative Action Employer• 

@ printed on recyr;/ed p11per 

dete·ir:nination wjll need to be made by the County Commission 
as to whether the value added of these improvements 
outweighs the impacts caused by the development of Minto 
West. 

1 

County Admlnistn.tlon 

P.o.!Iox 1989 

Wesll'alm k ach. Fl. 3340Z, 1989 

(~1) l:':;·;W)(l 

FAX: (561) )55·l 98Z 

www.pbcgov.com 

• 
h im Beach County 

Bo" rd or County 

Commln lon. n 

I'JlScil1a It. n.y IQ'. M.yo. 

Paulen. Bur<lick. Vice !oU)'t>t 

Ilal R.. Valeche 

Shelley van.. 

SI"""n I..ltbrams 

~ary Lou krg. r 

Jess R. Santamaria 

Coun ty Itdm lnlStr:>tor 

TO~ 

FROM: 

DATE: 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 
PALM BEACH COUNTY 

Verdenia C. B~ker, Deputy County Adffiinistr7r 

Ken Todd, P.E., Water Resource Manager~ 

June 11, 2014 

RE: COSTING OF MINTO WEST DRAINAGE 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR ITID 

Per your request, I have reviewed both the additional drainage 
features that have been offered to ITIO over and above what 
Minto needs to develop its project, as well as other possible 
drainage improvements that could be offered by Minto to ITID 
as an offset for any impacts to ITIO by the Minto West 
development. The concepts of these drainage features or 
improvements were discussed with the staff/consultants of the 
various stakeholder entities: SFWMO, ITIO, City of West Palm 
Beach (WPB), Palm Beach Aggregates, and Seminole Water 
Control District (SWCO) and are described briefly below. 
Following a brief description, I have put together a cost 
estimate for each of these concepts where it was possible to 
determine some specific details of the needed facilities. The 
detailed planning of some of the concepts is several years in 
the future. Therefore, an exact cost at this time would be pure 
speculation. These concepts and costs can then be use~ as a 
tool in attempting to determine what benefit to the public 
these improvements may have during further n.egotiations 

----------i- -----with- Mfnro-on-any-develop·m-e-nr <m1er fecOmmenClatlOn. Any­

combin~tion of these concepts could be utilized to provide 
----------i-----~a\:ldltIO"ria1l:1 ralOage relier forthe Acreage. Ultimately, a 

determination wjll need to be rryade by the County Commission 

'M Equo"I """,""""II)' 
~'Iw.l<tlo>t EmpIoy<r' 

as to whether the value added of these improvements 
outweighs the impacts caused by the development of Minto 
West. 

1 
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I. Minto provides 1" of their permitted discharge to ITID 

The SWCD currently Is permitted by the SFWMD ·a discharge 
capacity of 2" per day removal rate through the M-2 Canal into 
the C-51 Canal. Minto does not need the entire 2" per day of 
discharge- to meet their water management needs. They can 
design their surface water management system using 1" per day 
discharge to meet their needs. Therefore, Minto has offered to 
ITID the other permitted 1" per day to help with ITID's need for 
additional drainage capacity. Water from ITID would be a pass 
through in the Minto West lake system. Minto would have to 
increase their lake system by approximately 250 acres (as 
estimated by Minto's consultant) to be able to include runoff from 
ITID's discharge, thus utilizing the entire permitted 2" per day. All 
discharge would then proceed through the permitted structure 
from the Minto West subdivision into the existing SWCD M -2 
Canal which discharges into the C-51 Canal. 

ITID currently is permitted by SFWMD a discharge rate of 0.25" per 
day removal rate or 274 cfs in peak flow (unconditional) for all of 
ITID's M-1 Basin watershed. ITID has said they need 1100 cfs peak 
flow (4 x 274 cfs) in order to provide their adopted level of service 
for all of ITID. The adopted LOS is to lower their canal levels to a 
defined elevation within ,3 days after the 10-year 24-hour storm 
event. Because of the difference in size between the Minto parcel 
and the ITID M-1 Basin watershed, the Minto 1" of discharge 
capacity is equivalent to 0.15" per day for ITID. The 1" per day 
removal rate (0.15" for ITID) equates to 168 cfs in peak flow (1100 
cfs x 0.15= 168 cfs) for ITID. So, the extra benefit of the 1" per day 
removal rate offered by Minto to ITID is an additional 168 cfs peak 
flow added to the 274 cfs peak flow ITID already has from SFWM D. 
In terms of removal rate that equates to taking ITID from 0.25" per 

------------~·uv-te-OA-O!!.-per--clay. AlthougA4t:ter:-e-is- a-clefiAite- aeneHH fl­
additional drainage capacity with this offer by Minto, it still leaves 

------------li-l~nly-48%-eHI'le-way-rew81'ci-thefr-adopted-goat-of-1!Lper-day­

removal rate. 
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I. Minto provides 1" oftheir permitted discharge to ITID 

The SWCD currently Is permitted by the SFWMD · a discharge 
capacity of 2" per day removal rate through the M-2 Canal into 
the C-51 Canal. Minto does not need the entire 2" per day of 
discharge· to meet their water management needs. They can 
design their su rface water management system using 1" per day 
discharge to meet their needs. Therefore, Minto has offered to 
ITIO the other permitted 1" per day to help with 1TI0's need for 
additional drainage capacity. Water from ITIO would be a pass 
through in the Minto West lake system. Minto would have to 
increase their lake system by approximately 250 acres (as 
estimated by Minto's consultant) to be able to include runoff from 
ITIO's discharge, thus utilizing the entire permitted 2" per day. All 
discharge would then proceed through the permitted structure 
from the Minto West subdivision into the eXisting SWCO M-2 
Canal which discharges into the C-51 Canal. 

ITIO current ly is permitted by SFWMD a discharge rate of 0.25" per 
day removal rate or 274 cfs in peak flow (unconditional) for all of 
ITID's M-1 Basin watershed. ITID has said they need 1100 cfs peak 
flow (4 x 274 cfs) in order to provide their adopted level of service 
for all of ITID. The adopted LOS is to lower their canal levels to a 
defined elevation within ,3 days after the 10-year 24-hour storm 
event. Because of the difference in size between the Minto pa rcel 
and the ITIO M·l Basin watershed, the Minto 1" of discharge 
capacity is equivalent to 0.15" per day for ITIO. The 1" per day 
removal rate (0.15" for rTlO) equates to 168 cfs in peak ftow (1100 
cfs X 0.15= 168 cfs) for ITIO. So, the extra benefit of the 1" per day 
removal rate offered by Minto to ITtO is an additional 168 cfs peak 
flow added to the 274 cfs peak ~ow tTID already has from SFWMO. 
In terms of removal rate that equates to taking ITIO from 0.25" per 

-------------day-to-O;4Q!'-per-day,--Al~h-there-is-a-definjte-benefit-in-­

a~dition al drainage capacity with this offer by M into, it still leaves 
------------FFID-only-40%-oHhe-way-towattHneir-adopted-goal-of-11Lper-day--­

removal rate. 
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The ITID M-1 basin in this area has a control elevation of 16.0' 
NGVD and Minto proposes to have a control elevation of 16.5' 
NGVD. for the Minto West development. Although it may be 
possible that a gravity structure could be used to move water 
from ITID into the Minto. West lake system due to the possible 
higher water elevations in the ITID system after a major storm, it is 
likely that a pump would be needed to accomplish this. Therefore, 
for the purposes of this cost evaluation a pump is proposed. It is 
assumed the pump station would be owned and operated by mo. 

Let's put a cost to this offer. Minto has indicated the offer of 168 
cfs equates to an additional 250 acres of lakes within their system. 
The County Engineering Department recently purchased some 
parcels in the Acreage for $28,300 per acre. Should ITID purchase 
250 acres to construct storage lakes they would pay approximately 
pay the same amount for this land. So, the land cost calculations 
will utilize this value. This also assumes that the land is vacant. 
Obviously, if property with homes had to be condemned; then the 
price would be much greater. So, the land cost would be 250 acres 
x $28,300 = $7,075,000. The construction value (per Minto) of the 
additional lakes is approximately $8,500,000. This value is a 
reasonable construction cost estimate for 250 acres of Jake 
construction and earthwork. Therefore, the cost to Minto for this 
added benefit to ITID for the additional discharge capacity of 0.15" 
per day is estimated at $7.0 Million (land) + $8.5 Million 
(earthwork)= $15.5 Million. 

SFWMD has priced out pump stations at about $10,000 per cfs. 
That would mean the pump station for this option would cost 
somewhere in the vicinity of$ 3 Million. Option II is similar to this 
option with the outfall using a pump into the City of WPB M Canal 
instead of a gravity connection into the SWCD M-2 Canal that flows 
to the C-51 Canal. 

Total Estimated Cost- $18.5 Million 
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price would be much greater. So, the land cost would be 250 acres 
x $28,300 = $7,075,000. The construction value (per M into) of the 
add itional lakes is approximately $8,500,000. This value is a 
reasonable construction cost estimate for 250 acres of lake 
construction and earthwork. Therefore, the cost to Minto for th is 
added benefit to ITID for the additional discharge capacity of 0.15" 
per day is estimated at $7.0 Million (land) + $8.5 Million 
(earthwork) = $15.5 Million. 

SFWMD has priced out pump stations at about $10,000 per cfs. 
That would mean the pump station for this option would cost 
somewhere in the vicinity of $ 3 Million. Option II is similar to this 
option with the outfall using a pump into the City of WPB M Canal 
instead of a gravity connection into the SWCD M-2 cana l that flows 
to the C-51 Canal. 

Total Estimated Cost - $18.5 Million 
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II. Discharge from ITID into Minto System-Then into City of WPB 
M Canal 

The City of WPB has determined they could accept discharge from 
the western communities, if Minto is willing. This option is similar 
to the Option I with the difference being that the outfall from 
Minto would be into the M Canal instead of the M-2 Canal. Minto 
would provide the storage within their development that would 
be necessary to move water from the M-2 Canal into their lake 
system (as offered in by Minto in Option I) and then pumped into 
the M Canal. Although it may be possible that a gravity structure 
could be used to move water from ITID into the Minto West lake 
system due to the probable higher water elevations in the ITID 
system, as previously mentioned it is likely that a pump station 
will be needed. Therefore, for the purposes of this cost evaluation 
a pump is proposed. The ITID M-1 basin in this area has a control 
elevati.on of 16.0' NGVD and Minto proposes to have a control 
elevation of 16.5' N~VD for the Minto West development. · 

Also, due to the difference in elevation between the M Canal 
elevation of approximately 18.0' NGVD and the flood elevation 
within the Minto development, it is unlikely that a gravity 
structure would work at this time. Thi~ option will require 250 
acres of land for 168 cfs or 0.15" removal rate. It will also likely 
require an additional pump station. So, an additional pump station 
is factored into this cost evaluation. It is assumed the pump 
stations would be owned and operated by ITID. 

Costs: Pump Station- 2@ $3 Million each= $6 Million 
l and- Previous calculation = $7.0 Million 
Earthwork- = $8.5 Million 

Total Estimated Cost : $ 21.5 Million 

111. Additional On-site Storage in Minto West 

Although additional storage has not been offered by Minto, ITID 
------ -------R-as-said-that-additiooal-storage wo-l,l.ta-prove-a-be+le.fit-to-thei.J:-­

ability to provide better f lood protection for the residents in the 
M-1 Basin in the Acreage. ITID has said that 5,000 Acre-feet (AF) of 
storage is needed to provide the level of service of flood 
protection they have adopted. 
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system due to the probable higher water elevations in the ITID 
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elevation of approximate ly 18.0' NGVD and the flood elevation 
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Earthwork- = $8.5 Million 

Total Estimated Cost: $ 21.5 Million 

III. Additional On-site Storage in Minto West 

Although additional storage has not been offered by Minto, ITIO 
---------------"has-said-that- additiooal-storage-would-prove- a-benefit-tO--theil=-­

ability to provide better flood protection for the residents in the 
M-l Basin in the Acreage. ITID has said that 5,000 Acre-feet (AF) of 
storage is needed to provide the level of service of flood 
protection they have adopted. 
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Therefore, costs could be determined for incremental amounts of 
storage (over and above the 1" removal rate offered by Minto in 
Concept I) that would be a benefit to ITID. Costs are shown below 
for an additional storage capacity of (1} 500 AF- 10% of adopted 
storage volume, (2) 1000 AF- 20% of storage volume and (3) 1250 
AF - 25% of storage volume, all within Minto West that could be 
used exclusively by ITID. The discharge for this additional storage 
could possibly &o in two routes. This option focuses on the first 
route which discharges via gravity into the C-51 Canal via the M-2 
Canal. The flow would have to take place after the Minto West 
project has bled down and the C-51 Canal stages have also come 
down so there isn't an adverse impact to the regional system. 
These costs would be added to the costs shown in option I as the 
facilities In this option are in addition to those listed in Option I. 
This option may or may not require a pipe connection if the 
additional storage is isolated from the main Minto West system. 
The second route is discussed in Option IV. 

(1) 500 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 63 cfs. 
500 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 63 cfs ·= 250 acr~s/168 cfs x 63 cfs 
= 
94 acres of land required 
Cost: Land -94 acres x $28,300/acre = $2.66 Million 
Earthwork - 94 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $3.3 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost- $5.7 Million 

(2) 1000 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 126 cfs. 
1000 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 126 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 126 
cfs = 188 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 188 acres x $28,300/acre = $5 .. 32 Million 
Earthwork -188 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/CY = $6.7 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost- $12.0 Million 

- - ---------- -B)-1259-Af-b.leEklevm-iA-4 days-ls-tl:le-eq~i~eAHG-~8-tf:s-:.----

1250 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 158 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 158 
--------------ef-s-=-B-5-aeres-ef-laftcl-r-e~u i ree-- --:------ -----­

Cost: Land- 235 acres x $28,300/acre = $6.65 Million 
Earthwork-235 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $8.34 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost- $15.0 Million 
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Therefore, costs could be determined for incremental amounts of 
storage (over and above the 1" removal rate offered by Minto in 
Concept I) that would be a benefit to ITID. Costs are shown below 
for an additional storage capacity of {11 SOD AF - 10% of adopted 
storage volume, (21 1000 AF - 20% of storage volume and (3) 1250 
AF - 25% of storage volume, all within Minto West that could be 
used exclusively by ITID. The discharge for this additional storage 
could possibly gO in two routes. This option focuses on the first 
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Canal. The flow would have to take place after the Minto West 
project has bled down and the C-51 Canal stages have also come 
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These costs wou ld be added to the costs shown in option I as the 
facilities in this option are In addition to those listed in Option I. 

This option mayor may not require a pipe connect ion if the 
additiona l storage is isolated from the main Minto West system. 
The second route is discussed in Option IV. 

(1) 500 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 63 ds. 
500 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF '" 63 ds ';:: 250 acre,s/168 cfs x 63 cfs 

94 acres of land required 
Cost: land - 94 <lcres x $28,300/acre;:: $2.66 Million 
E<lrthwork - 94 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY '" $3.3 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost - $5.7 Million 

(21 1000 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 126 cfs. 
1000 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF '" 126 cfs;:: 250 acres/168 cfs x 126 
cfs ;:: 188 acres of land required 
Cost: land - 188 acres x $28,30D/acre = $5,32 Million 
Earthwork - 188 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/CY ::: $6.7 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost - $12.0 Million 

------------~(3}__1-250·AF-ble€l-down-in-4-days Is-the-equlvalent4G-l-S8·ds,c. - - -
1250 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF ::: 158 cfs '" 250 acres/168 cfs x 158 

--------------cfs-=-2-35-aeres-of-land-required 
Cost: land - 235 acres x $28,300/acre = $6.65 Million 
Earthwork-235 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $8.34 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost - $15.0 Million 
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IV. Additional On-site Storage in Minto West 

This option, similar to Option Ill, focuses on the second route 
which discharges via a pump station into Minto West from ITID 
and a pump station from Minto West into the City of West palm 
Beach M Canal. These costs would be added to the costs shown in 
option I as the facilities in this option are in addition to those 
listed in Option I. This option may or may not require a pipe 
connection if the additional storage is isolated from the main 
Minto West system. 

{1) 500 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 63 cfs. 
500 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 63 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 63 cfs 

94 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 94 acres x $28,300/acre = $2.66 Million 
Earthwork - 94 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $3.3 
Million 
Total Estimated Cost- $6.0 Million 

(2) 1000 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 126 cfs. 
1000 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 126 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 126 

cfs = 188 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 188 acres x $28,300/acre = $5.32 Million 
Earthwork -188 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/CY = $6.7 

Mill ion 
Total Estimated Cost- $12.0 Million 

{3) 1250 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent. to 158 cfs. 
1250 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 158 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 158 
cfs = 235 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 235 acres x $28,300/acre = $6.65 Million 
Earthwork - 235 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $8.34 
Million 

- --- - - -------l:eta-J..Estimat-ed--Gast $15.0 MiJI.iGA-· --- - ------

Note: The following concept (V) is listed as a possible option for providing 
storage for ITID. However, given the uncertainty of the availability and 
timing of this option it is really listed more for information purposes than for 
actual consideration at this time. 
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IV. Additional On-site Storage in Minto West 

This option, s imilar to Option III, focuses on the second route 
which discharges via a pump station into Minto West from ITID 
and a pump station from Minto West into the City of West palm 
Beach M cana l. These costs would be added to the costs shown in 
option I as the facilities in this option are in addition to those 
listed in Option I. This option mayor may not require a pipe 
connection if the additional storage is isolated from the main 
Minto West system. 

(1) SOD AF bled down i(l 4 days is the equivalent to 63 cfs. 
500 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 63 cfs = 250 acres/1G8 cfs x 63 cfs 

94 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 94 acres x $28,300/acre = $2.66 Million 
Earthwork - 94 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY '" $3.3 

Million 
Total Estimated Cost - $6.0 Million 

(2) 1000 AF bled down in 4 days is the equiva lent to 126 cfs. 
1000 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF = 126 cfs = 250 acres/168 cfs x 126 

cfs = 188 acres of land required 
Cost: Land - 188 acres x $28,300/acre = $5.32 Million 
Earthwork - 188 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/CY = $6.7 

Million 
Total Estimated Cost - $12.0 Million 

(3) 1250 AF bled down in 4 days is the equivalent to 158 cfs. 
1250 AF/4 days x 1 cfs/2 AF == 158 cfs = 250 acres/l68 cis x 158 
cfs = 235 acres of land required 
Cost: land - 235 acres x $28,300/acre = $6.65 Million 
Ea rthwork - 235 acres (average 8' deep) @ $2.75/ CY = $8.34 
Million 

______ _______ lotal_Estimat-ed-C-ost __ $l_S,O-Mi-Illon' _________ -

Note: The following concept (V) is listed as a possible option for providing 
storage for ITlD. However, given the uncertainty of the avaflability and 
timing of this option it is really listed more for information purposes than for 
actual consideration at this time. 
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V. C-51 Reservoir -

Phase I of the C-51 Reservoir is currently under construction just 
west of the l-8 Canal and on the west side of the existing SFWMD 
l -8 Reservoir. Phase I of the project represents a storage capacity 
of 17,000 AF and will be completed once project conditions 
included in a May 22, 2013 MOU with SFWMD are met (utility 
allocation agreements for storage, water use permits, etc). The 
ovyners of the C-51 Reservoir have proposed selling completed 
phases of the reservoir to a non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation that 
would be controlled by the participating utilities, allocating the 
storage capacity within the Reservoir for water supply purposes, 
which would also have a,·,positlve impact in reducing harmful 
discharges to the lake Worth lagoon. The plan for this project 
ultimately calls for the water to be discharged into the SFWMD 
Regional System to recharge surgical aquifer well fields, including 
conveyance through the C-51 Canal, LWDD canal system and other 
canal systems depending upon the participating utilities. Based 
upon preliminary modeling efforts, it is anticipated that Phase 1 of 
the C-51 Reservoir would provide 35 MGD for public water supply 
purposes and based upon a January 18, 2013 Report to the Palm 
Beach County and Broward County Water Resources Task Forces 
could be completed and delivered for $150,500,000. For water 
supply purposes, this $150,500,000 is reflected as a capital cost 
per . gallon of $4.30. Palm Beach County Utilities and other 
interested utilities expect an independent estimate by MWH 
Global within the next few weeks to compare to these numbers 
and then allocation discussions will move forward. 

Discussions at the Palm Beach County Water Resources Task Force 
have included the possibility that Phase 2 of the C-51 Reservoir 
would include drainage and flood control in addition to public 

· water supply, along with a corresponding improvement in the 
reduction of discharges to the lake Worth lagoon. With further 
discussion, it is possible that the storage capacity in Phase 1 of the 

- ------------&-51:-Reservo+r-eott1cl-be- a-Hocated-betweerrpubl1e-wat-er-stlf}ply­
and flood control or drainage purposes. Under this scenario, a 

- --- ---------,poi ti011 of-the-storage-capacity cottfd-be-ttSed-to-a-ccept-storm­
water discharges from surrounding areas including ITID. In fact, 
the L-8 Reservoir was used for this purpose in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Isaac to reduce flooding in the ITID and surrounding 
areas. 
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v . C·S1 Reservoir 

Phase I of the C-S1 Reservoir is currently under construction just 
west of the l-8 Cana l and on the west side of the existing SFWMD 
L-S Reservoir. Phase I of the project represents a storage capacity 
of 17,000 AF and will be completed once project conditions 
included In a May 22, 2013 MOU with SFWMD are met (utility 
allocation agreements for storage, water use permits, etc). The 
o-.yners of the C-S1 Reservoir have proposed selling completed 
phases of the reservoir to a non-profit 501{c}(3) corporation that 
would be controlled by the participating utilities, allocating the 
storage capacity within the Reservoir for water supply purposes, 
which would also have a-' positive impact in reducing harmful 
discharges to the Lake Worth l agoon. The plan for this project 
ultimately ca lls for the water to be discharged into the SFWMD 
Regional System to recharge surgica l aquifer well fields, including 
conveyance through the C-51 Canal, l WDO canal system and other 
cana l systems depending upon the participating utilities. Based 
upon preliminary modeling efforts, it is anticipated that Phase 1 of 
the C-51 Reservoir would provide 35 MGD for public water supply 
purposes and based upon a January 18, 2013 Report to the Palm 
Beach County and Broward County Water Resources Task Forces 
cou ld be completed and delivered for $150,500,000. For water 
supply purposes, this $150,500,000 is reflected as a capita l cost 
per . gallon of $4.30. Palm Beach County Utilities and other 
interested utilities expect an independent estimate by MWH 
Global within the next few weeks to compare to these numbers 
and then allocation discussions will move forwa rd. 

Discussions at the Palm Beach County Water Resources Task Force 
have included the possibility that Phase 2 of the C-51 Reservoir 
would include drainage and flood control in addition to public 

. water supply, along with a corresponding improvement in the 
reduction of discharges to the Lake Worth l agoon. With further 
discussion, it Is possible that the storage capacity in phase 1 of the 

- --- ---- ----- C-51-Re:servoir-could- be- allocated- between--public-water-supply­
and flood control or drainage purposes. Under this scenario, a 

- ------------ -pportiorrof--the-storage-capacrty-could- be-osed--to- accept-storm­
water discharges from surrounding areas including ITlO. In fact, 
the L-S Reservoir was used for this purpose in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Isaac to reduce flooding in the ITID and surrounding 
areas. 
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Because the focus of Phase 1 to date has been public water 
supply, use of this option would take coordination with the 
owners of the C-51 Reservoir, the interested utilities and SFWMD, 
including an appropriate methodology for allocating costs. One 
way to allocate cost would be to base it on storage capacity in 
acre-feet, but there may be other options. For example, if the 
$150,500,000 .from the January 18, 2013 Report were allocated 
by the 17,000 acre-feet of storage capacity, then that cost per 
acre-foot of storage would be $8,853. Using the aforementioned 
storage volumes of 500 AF, 1000 AF, and 1250 AF these equivalent 
values from 'the · C-Si Reservoir would be: $4.4 Million, $8.9 
Million, and & $11.1 Million respectively. 

It is anticipated that this storage would be available by the end of 
2016. 

Note: The following two concepts are listed because several members 
of the western communities have expressed an opinion that these 
properties be considered as an additional option for storage for ITID. 
These concepts were also discussed with the ITID consultant. However, 
given the uncertainty of the planning and the implementation schedule 
associated with these concepts, they are listed only for informat ion 
purposes rather than actual consideration as options at this time. 

VI. Moss Property 

The Moss property, which is approximately 2200 acres in size, is 
located just adjacent to the ITID Impoundment in the northeast 
corner of the Acreage near the L-8 Canal. The Moss property is an 
old pasture that was sold to the state several years ago and is now 
owned by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FFWCC). The Moss property is. adjacent to the "Corbett Area", 
although it is not physically connected at this time. It has been 
determined by the biologists from all the Agencies that this 
property is over-drained and needs to have water sent to it to re-

-----------~stablish--ffs---hyclr-eper-ie<:h-Beeat!se-~l'le-f:>repefty-ts---s=t:HI-iA-­

reasonable condition from an environmental standpoint, it is 
--- - - - - - --- --ootJbtftJI-the-Agencies-wottl-d-treat-this-area-.as-1H'es-efVoif':"'ft-otner­

words, the storage of water on this site would be limited. For 
purposes of this option it is assumed that no more than a foot of 
water depth would be allowed on the site. 

8 

Because the focus of Phase 1 to date has been public water 
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located just adjacent to the ITID Impoundment in the northeast 
corner of the Acreage near the l-8 Canal. The Moss property is an 
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--- -----------..establish-its-hydroperiod;-Beeause- the- preperty- is-stiII- in­
reasonable cond ition from an environmenta l standpoint, it is 

--- ------------ddoubtful-the-Agencie!-would-treat-thls-area-as-a-reservoir=-trrother­
words, the storage of water on this site would be limited. For 
purposes of this option it is assumed that no more than a foot of 
water depth would be allowed on the site. 
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The e-xisting 'mo Reservoir could provide the water to the adjacent 
Moss property with some improvements to its system by 
constructing an additional, outfall' structure that is capable of 
discharging 1100 cfs which would match the inflow capacity of the 
existing ITID pump station at the reservoir intake. It is noted that 

· the SFWMD staff has said that implementation of this concept 
would require approval from the FFWCC and the SFWMD. SFWMD 
has also pointed out that the discharge rate would need to match 
the hydrologic restoration plan that SFWMD would develop in the 
future. 

It is anticipated that the 1100 cfs rate would only be allowed for 
one day as part of the SFWMD future hydrologic restoration plan 
for this property. That rate is the equivalent of 274 cfs for four 
days which provides ITID with an additional 0.25" removal for 
those four days (the duration of a major rain event). After the one 
day of 1100 cfs discharge the structure would be closed and the 
ITID system would function as it does now. However, ITID would 
pick up an additional 0.25" removal rate. It is assumed that ITID 
would maintain these improvements. 

Anticipated Cost Components: 

Estimated Cost: Unkown 

VII. Gl Property 

ITID outfall Weir Box 
Outfall Pipe through ITID 
Levee Spreader Swale 
Moss Property Levee 

improvement 

This concept is very similar to the previous concept of storing 
water on the Moss property. The difference here is two-fold. First, 

· this concept would require that the entire property or an 
adequate amount of the property be available for use as an 

-------------<>nvironmental-restorat+on-area--oM~-sterage--ar-ea-fur-diseharges-­

from the ITID watershed. Given this, developing a meaningful cost 
----- ---------c·stimate-would-be-extremely-difficult wtthotrt-tJsing-many­

assumptions concerning land availability, quantity of land used as 
a retention area or environmental restoration area, and how the 
Iota Carol (previously EBT) property would interact. 
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