
ZC March 3, 2011  Page  229 

Application No. ZV/DOA-2010-01728 BCC District 04  
Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   
 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 
PLANNING, ZONING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

ZONING DIVISION 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Application No.: ZV/DOA-2010-01728 
Control No.: 1984-00152 
Applicant: Siemens Group, Inc. 
Owners: Mizner Trail Golf Club Ltd 
Agent: Urban Design Kilday Studios - Wendy  Tuma 
Telephone No.: (561) 366-1100 
Project Manager: Wendy Hernandez, Zoning Manager 
 

 
Location:  Generally located south of Camino Real; east of Powerline Road; west of Military 
Trail; and, north of SW 18th Street.  More specifically, north and east sides of Canary Palm 
Drive; the east and west side of Camino Del Mar; and northwest and southwest of Palm D'Oro 
Drive (Boca Del Mar PUD) 
 

 
TITLE:  a Development Order Amendment REQUEST:  to modify and redesignate uses, and 
add Pod's (Tracts), units, and access points on the Master Plan. 
 

 
APPLICATION SUMMARY:  
 

Proposed is a Development Order Amendment for the Boca Del Mar Development.  The 
1,945.96-acre development was originally approved by the Board of County Commissioners 
(BCC) on August 19,1971 as a Conditional Use for a Planned Unit Development (PUD).  The 
development has been modified 13 times through the public hearing process since its original 
approval.  The majority of changes were related to the commerical and civic pods located 
within the development.  On February 23, 2006, a request to redesignate 43.29-acres of golf 
course to residential use, add 236 units and add access points was denied by the BCC.  The 
current application is requesting to modify the Master Plan in order to redesignate 126.84-
acres of golf course to accomodate 390 single family, zero lot line, and multi-family units.   
Additionally, the applicant proposes to modify an existing recreation parcel (Tract 69A); provide 
a new neighborhood park; and add 9 ingress/egress points along Canary Palm Drive, Via De 
Sonrisa Norte, Camino Del Mar and Military Trail to provide access for these new units. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PROJECT HISTORY: 

 

The Boca Del Mar Development (originally known as Boca Granada) was approved at the 
August 19, 1971 BCC Hearing subject to conditions of approval as indicated in a letter from the 
Zoning Director and Minutes from that hearing (Exhibits E and F).  The approval was for 
10,576 units on 2,134 acres of land with a condition restricting the density to 5.47 dwelling 
units per acre (du/ac) (Figure 4 Original Master Plan 1971). Following that approval, the 
development went through a series of site, subdivision and plat approvals.   

 

On February 19, 1985, Calibre Boca Del Mar, LTD requested a Special Exception to amend 
the Master Plan for the Boca Del Mar Planned Unit Development to allow the addition of 5 
units to Tract 81.  The BCC approved the request and add 7 new conditions to the existing 
Development Order contained within Resolution R-1985-288 (Figure 5 Final Master Plan, 
Exhibit 3a).  The Master Plan, with conditions of approval, restricted the development to 
5.47du/ac. 
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After the 1985 approval, several Development Order Amendments were approved and one 
was denied by the BCC.  In addition, numerous administrative changes were approved by 
Zoning Division Staff for the different Pods within the development.   The following table lists 
the history of the Development Order Amendments (Prior approved Master Plan referenced 
the term Tracts, the current ULDC terminology for Tract is Pod, these terms are being used 
interchangeably throughout the Staff Report). 
 

Tract Number Application, Resolution and Request Approval Date 

Tract 27- Civic Pod 
(YMCA) 

84-152(A)  Resolution R-87-1111: Special 
Exception to amend the  master plan to allow a 
daycare center on Tract 27 

July 28, 1987 

84-152 (I)  Resolution R2002-1004: Development 
Order Amendment  to add an access point, add 
square footage and reconfigure the site plan 

June 19, 2002 

84-152 (DOA2004-224)  Resolution R2004-1371: 
Development Order Amendment to modify and 
delete conditions of approval 

Jun 14, 2004 

84-152 (DOA 2005-986)  Resolution R2005-2293: 
Development Order Amendment to modify a 
condition of approval 

November 17, 2005 

Tract 62- Civic Pod: 
(Congregate Living 
Facility) 

84-152 (B) Resolution R88-1539: Special 
Exception to amend the master plan to include an 
adult congregate living facility on Tract 62 

August 27,1987 

Tract 77 
Commercial Pod 
(Shopping Center) 

84-152 (C) Resolution R91-1466: Special 
Exception to amend the master plan to include a 
child day care center within Tract 77 

July 25, 1991 

84-152 (D) Resolution R95-107: Requested Use 
allowing a fitness center within Tract 77 

January 26, 1995 

84-152 (F) Resolution R95-1017: Order 
Amendment  for a Requested use to allow an 
Indoor Entertainment within Tract 77 

July 27, 1995 

84 -152 (G) Resolution R95-1321.3: Development 
Order Amendment to increase square footage; 
increase number of children in the daycare. 

September 28, 
1995 

Tract 15- Civic Pod 
(Place of Worship) 

84-152 (E) Resolution R95-115: Development 
Order Amendment to add an access point to Tract 
15 

January 26, 1995 

84-152 (H) Resolution R2000-1944: Development 
Order Amendment to add square footage; and 
modify and delete conditions of approval 

November 30, 2000 

Tracts 80A, 80B, 81 
and 82 

ORD 4795-City of Boca Raton: Approval of the 
involuntary annexation, subject to referendum 
vote.  The Referendum passed and the Master 
Plan was updated to note the deletion of these 
Pods. 

September 8, 2004 

Tracts 64B and C 
(Golf Course) 

Application 2004-826, Resolution 2006-283 denied 
the request by the BCC.  See below for additional 
information. 

February 23, 2006 

 

The last application (Application 2004-826) was submitted by Mizner Trail Golf Club, LTD, 
requesting to re-designate land uses; add units; and add access points on a 43-acre portion of 
the south golf course (Tracts 64B and C).  Prior to the hearings in 2005, the applicant closed 
the golf course.  The project was presented at several Zoning Commission (ZC) hearings 
(October 6, 2005 and December 1, 2005) each with lengthy discussions.  At the third ZC 
hearing on February 2, 2006, a final recommendation was to deny the request with a vote of 4-
3 was made.  On February 23, 2006, the application was denied by the BCC with a vote of 5-0 
(Commissioner Koons and Commissioner Aaronson were absent).  The denial was based on 
the failure to meet 3 of the 10 standards required for a Development Order Amendment (DOA) 
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to be approved pursuant to Article 2.B.2.B of the Unified Land Development Code (ULDC), 
Ordinance 2003-67, and 5 findings of fact in Resolution R2006-0283:  
 

ULDC Article 2.B.2.B-  

 #4: Design Minimizes Adverse Impacts;  

 #8: Other Standards; and, 

 #10: Changed Circumstances 
 
Resolution R2006-0283 

 The request is not consistent with the intent of the Palm Beach County Unified 
Land Development Code; 

 The request does not minimize adverse effects on adjacent lands;  

 The request would cause loss of an integral open space component and unifying 
element of an established community;  

 The request was inconsistent with the provision of the Palm Beach County 
Unified land Development Code regarding layout, function, and general 
development characteristics; and,  

 The request was not supported by changed circumstances that require a 
modification. 

 

The applicant appealed the BCC decision to the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit Court, a petition for 
writ of certiorari challenging the County’s denial of its application and asking the Court to direct 
the County to reconsider its action.  On September 11, 2006, the Circuit Court denied the 
petition without opinion.  The applicant brought a second amended complaint alleging, in sum, 
state and federal takings claims.  On August 18, 2008, the Circuit Court Judge found in favor of 
the County. 
 

 
MODIFICATION TO REDUCE OR RECONFIGURE EXISTING GOLF COURSE, PURSUANT 
TO ART.3.E.1.E.3:  
 

Pursuant to Art.3.E.1.E.3 of the ULDC, any request for modifications to reduce the acreage or 
reconfigure the boundaries of a golf course previously approved on the Master Plan shall meet 
3 criteria: Notice to Homeowners; Reduction of Open Space or Recreation; and Visual Impact 
Analysis Standards. In 2004-2005, the BCC directed Zoning Division Staff to prepare code 
amendments addressing golf course conversion. This code amendment (Ordinance 2006-004) 
addressed concerns related to the conversion of golf courses within the PUDs into residential 
uses. Before the 2006 code was adopted, the BCC required by policy that any applicant 
requesting golf course conversion to satisfy the aforementioned criteria as part of the submittal 
requirements. 
 

Staff has determined the applicant has satisfied the above submittal requirements:  

 Notice to Homeowners - Prior to submission of the application the applicant sent nearly 
7,000 pieces of mail, certified mail/return receipt, to property owners within the Boca Del 
Mar PUD.  Additionally, the applicant has indicated that they have met with the association 
directors and residents, of 14 communities, which directly boarder the subject property.  
The applicant stated that 4 communities did not accept the invitation to meet with the 
applicant to discuss the proposal.  Zoning Division staff has received a copy of the letter 
that the applicant sent to the residents prior to the submittal of this application.  The 
applicant also attended meetings on August 11, 2010, September 28, 2010, and December 
8, 2010 with the Boca Del Mar Master Improvement Association (BDMMIA).  

 

 Reduction of Open Space or Recreation – Boca Del Mar PUD was first approved under 
Resolution 3-Y-69. The regulations for PUDs at that time did not include requirements for 
open space.  Golf courses within this PUD were platted separately from the remainder of 
the PUD, and were not part of any open space dedication. In late 2003, the Zoning Code 
for PUDs (Ordinance 2003-067) was amended to require dedication of a minimum of 40% 
of the gross land area for open space. Pursuant to Art.1.I.2.O.13, Open Space  means 
“…unbuilt land reserved for, or shown on the approved site plan or PDP, as one or more of 
the following uses: preservation, conservation, wetlands, well site dedicated to PBCWUD, 
passive recreation, greenway, landscaping, landscape buffer, and water management 
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tracts. In the AGR district, open space shall also include unbuilt land area for bona fide 
agriculture uses”. The Code further states that any development approved prior to this 
requirement would be vested for the open space clearly shown on a development permit. 

 

 The applicant for Application 2004-826 submitted the Open Space Calculation and Analysis 
prepared by SPG, Sanders Planning Group, P.A. dated June 28, 2005.  According to the 
study, Boca Del Mar currently provides 644.24-acres of open space located within the 
residential and park tracts of the PUD and 54.12 acres of civic for a total of 698.36 acres of 
open space, in accordance with Ordinance 2003-069, as amended through Supplement 8.   
(This figure does not include the golf courses and clubhouses). The prior applicant was 
subject to the BCC’s direction on golf course conversion and they were required to 
demonstrate that the conversion of part of the south golf course into residential uses will 
not result in reduction of open space or recreation. The prior applicant satisfied both the 
BCC’s direction and code requirements.   

  

The BCC’s direction of golf conversion was codified in 2006, and the current applicant is 
subject to the 40% open space dedication (within the affected area) and has proven that 
the golf course conversion will not result in a decrease of existing opens space/recreational 
facilities. The current applicant states that (129.89 acres – i.e.126.84 acre of golf course 
and 3.05 acres of recreation pod), the proposed development will be providing a minimum 
of 51.96 acres of open space (40%) through the form of landscape buffers, retention, and 
outdoor recreation facilities as shown on the Preliminary Site Plans (See Figure 9).  The 
provision of this open space would bring the total open space acreage to 750.32 acres.   
 

Additionally, the current applicant analyzed the recreational requirements for the proposed 
residential units and compared them against the existing recreation for the Boca Del Mar 
PUD as a whole.  The applicant proposes to renovate the existing golf course club house 
(currently closed) for the use of the residents of the proposed residential units with open 
membership to the existing residents.  
 

 Visual Impact Analysis Standards- The purpose of the Visual Impact Analysis (VIA) is to 
assess the compatibility and impact of the proposed reconfiguration of the golf course on 
adjacent properties.  Urban Design Kilday Studios, agent for the applicant submitted the 
VIA (Figure 10) which included an aerial photograph showing adjacent structures/buildings 
located within a 1,000-foot radius of all property lines of the proposed site. In addition, the 
aerial shows the proposed residential layouts superimposed over the south golf course. A 
set of line of site illustrations (cross-sections) are also prepared to depict how their 
proposed development would integrate into the existing development with distances 
between the existing and the proposed homes.    
 

Staff utilized the applicant’s VIA to assess whether there is any compatibility issues and 
negative impact generated from this request on adjacent properties. Staff’s summary on the 
VIA is located within Standards 2 and 4 in the Findings portion of this report. 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Tract 71 

Tract 72 

Tract 78A 
Tract 61A 

Tract 61B 

Tract 57 

Tract 59 

Tract 65 

Tract 63 

Tract 80 
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FINDINGS: 
Development Order Amendments:  

 

Applications for Conditional Uses, Requested Uses and Development Order Amendments 
must be found generally compatible with the other uses permitted in a district, but require 
individual review of their location, design, configuration, intensity and/or density and may 
require the imposition of conditions to ensure the appropriateness and compatibility of the use 
at a particular location. 
 

When considering a Development Order application for a Development Order Amendment 
(DOA), the BCC and ZC shall consider standards 1 – 9 indicated below.  A DOA, which fails to 
meet any of these standards, shall be deemed adverse to the public interest and shall not be 
approved. Staff has reviewed the request for compliance with the standards that are expressly 
established by Article 2.B.2.B and provides the following assessment:   
 
1. Consistency with the Plan – The proposed use or amendment is consistent with 

the purposes, goals, objectives and policies of the Plan, including standards for 
building and structural intensities and densities, and intensities of use. 

 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant indicated in the Justification Statement that: “This application is proposing to 
increase the density to 5.22 units per acre by adding 390 units to the PUD.  This increased 
density is below the allowable 8 dwelling units per acre and therefore consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.” 
 
Staff‘s Analysis: Staff has determined that the request is in compliance with Standard 1 
based on the following analysis. 
 

The Planning Division has reviewed the application and found the requests to be consistent 
with the policies, purposes, goals and objectives of the Palm Beach County Comprehensive 
Plan (Plan).  The Boca Del Mar Development was approved prior to the County implementing 
the Plan.  After the adoption of the Plan in 1989, all lands that comprise Boca Del Mar were 
given a designation of High Residential 8 (HR-8).  The HR-8 FLU designation requires 
residential development within the PUD District to achieve a minimum density of 5 dwelling 
units (du/ac) and allows for, but does not entitle the applicant to or require, development at a 
maximum density of 8du/ac.  
 
o  Densities-Unit Count for the Overall PUD 
 

In the 1971 approval, the BCC granted the maximum number of units and density with the 
approval of the Conditional Use (Exhibits E and F and Figure 4).  The maximum allowed 
density and unit count were carried forward on the Final Master Plan dated September 4, 1984  
and then to the current approved plan dated September 27, 1995 (Figures 5 and 6).  Over 
time, each pod was being constructed within its units/density shown on the Final Site or 
Subdivision plan; however, the Master Plan was never updated to reflect the actual built units 
in each pod.  During the review of this application, the Zoning Division Staff required the 
applicant to update the Master Plan showing the existing and proposed unit count and density 
for the entire PUD.  Therefore, the density designation for the entire PUD should reflect a 
density of 5.02du/ac (9,773 dwelling units on 1945.96 acres).  It is important to note that a 
specific amount of units (density) were assigned to individual pods of the Boca Del Mar PUD 
when it was first approved by the BCC and was shown on the Master Plan. The number of 
units in some of these pods was reduced during the final approval by the Development Review 
Officer (DRO). Minor adjustment and limited transfer of units from one pod to another were 
allowed at DRO’s final approval of each pod as long as the overall units and density approved 
by the BCC were not increased. Once these units are reduced or transferred at the final plan 
approval the concurrency affiliated with these units is also adjusted, and the units/density 
originally approved by the BCC are lost.  
 

o  Density Restriction versus FLU Designation 
 

Although the site’s FLU designation allows a maximum density of HR-8; the original 1971 
approval restricted the PUD density to a maximum of 5.47du/ac.  In 1985, through Conditions 
of Approval the BCC further reduced the unit count by 28 units for the overall Master Plan.  
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Therefore, the current request to increase the density to 5.22du/ac will not exceed the 
maximum density as governed by the condition restriction unless a modification is being 
requested.  No condition changes are proposed with this request. Planning Division staff 
determined that the current request will not create any inconsistencies with the Plan, and the 
Zoning Division staff also concluded that the updated unit count on the Master Plan will not 
create inconsistencies with the 1971 Density Condition of Approval. 
 

o  Workforce Housing (WFH) 
 

Because the application is requesting more than 10 units, the development must be in 
compliance with the Workforce Housing Program (WHP) as regulated in the ULDC Article 
5.G.1.C.2.  The subject property has an HR-8 FLU designation and the applicant is not 
requesting for any density bonus.  
 

Therefore the required Workforce Housing would be based on: 
390 units x 2.5% of standard density = 9.75 (rounded up) or 10 units of WHP. The applicant 
has also chosen the Limited Incentive Option, which requires a commitment by the applicant to 
designate 50% of the required units under a range of income level, deed restricted these units 
as WFH  for a period of 15 years. 
 

CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, this application would be subject to 
Planning- Workforce Housing Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 
2. Consistency with the Code - The proposed use or amendment complies with all 

applicable standards and provisions of this Code for use, layout, function, and 
general development characteristics.  The proposed use also complies with all 
applicable portions of Article 4.B, SUPPLEMENTARY USE STANDARDS. 

 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant’s Justification Statement indicated that “…the proposed amendment complies 
with all applicable standards and provisions of the Code for the use, layout, function, and 
general development characteristics, and all portions of Article 4.B, Supplementary Use 
Standards. The application is proposing three residential product types, Single-Family 
Residential, Zero Lot Line Residential and townhouse style Multifamily Residential. This 
application is consistent with the Article 4.B, Supplementary Use Standards and the additional 
property development regulations for specific house types found in Article 3 of the Code.”  
 

Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the request is not in compliance with Standard 2 based on the 
following analysis. 
  
Standard 2 describes two requirements that must be met in order to comply with this standard.  
The first portion requires the applicant to demonstrate that: "The proposed use or amendment 
complies with all applicable standards and provisions of this Code for use, layout, function, and 
general development characteristics." The second portion of Standard 2 requires the applicant 
to demonstrate whether: "The proposed use also complies with all applicable portions of Article 
4.B, Supplementary Use Standards." 
 

It is important to note that even though the following analysis addresses Standard 2, there is a 
reason to include analysis of Standard 4 (Design Minimize Adverse Impact) as these two 
standards are closely interrelated in terms of demonstration of compliance to meet a) the 
layout, function and general development characteristics under Standard 2; and b) the 
proposed design minimizes adverse effects on adjacent properties under Standard 4.  
 

As previously stated, the request is to allow 390 units consisting of 3 housing types of single-
family, zero-lot-line and multi-family, and the proposed amendment is to modify and re-
designate uses, i.e. to convert a golf course (which was shown on the Master Plan) for the 
addition of residential units into an existing master planned community; and to add residential 
tracts and access points.  Staff has determined that the request does not comply with the first 
set of requirements under Standard 2, even though the proposed homes do satisfy the latter 
part (Supplementary Use Standards of Article 4.B) of Standard 2.  Supplementary Use 
Standards only include definitions and property development regulations such as setbacks, lot 
dimensions for the proposed single-family (Art.4.B.122), zero lot line (Art.4.B.142) and multi-
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family (Art.4.B.87) units. The preliminary site/subdivision plans of the residential tracts 
submitted by the applicant meets the minimum requirement of Article 4.B, and property 
development regulations.  
 

The following analysis explains why these requests are not in compliance with the applicable 
provisions pertaining to layout, function and general development characteristics and are 
presented under headings of:  
 

 Planned Development District Purpose and Intent 

 Layout, Function and General Development Characteristics –Property Development 
Regulations  

 Objectives and Standards for PDD and PUD including Circulation, Access, and Cul-de-
sac 

 

Findings of Facts under each of these headings will also be utilized to determine whether the 
request is in compliance with Standard 4, Design Minimize Adverse Impact. 
 
o  Planned Development District Purpose and Intent 
 

Boca Del Mar was approved as a Conditional Use to allow a PUD. It was a master planned 
community that incorporated some of the following planning principles with the golf course 
being a prime design feature of the PUD. Pursuant to Article 3.E, Planned Development 
District (PDD) of the ULDC, the purpose and intent of a PDD is to: 
 

“…to provide opportunities for development patterns which exceed the expectations of the 
standard zoning districts, and allow for the creative use of land [Art.3.E.1.A.1].” These types of 
planned developments are “…to encourage ingenuity, imagination on the part of, architects, 
landscape architects, engineers, planners, developers and builders to create development that 
promotes sustainable living, address traffic impacts, encourages alternative modes of 
transportation, creates logical street and transportation networks, preserves the natural 
environment, enhances the built environment, provides housing choices, provides services to 
the community, encourage economic growth, encourage infill development and redevelopment 
and minimizes impacts on surrounding areas through the use of flexible and innovative land 
development techniques.”  The ULDC further states under Art.3.E.2.A.1 that a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) “…is to promote imaginative design approaches to the residential living 
environments”.   

 

In addressing whether the proposed use and amendment are in compliance with Standard 2, 
Consistency with the Code, the applicant responded that the proposed housing types meet 
property development regulations of Art.4.B and Art.3. However, in the Justification Statement 
the applicant did not address whether the proposed modification to remove the golf course, 
which is a key design feature of the PUD, functioning as a green area/open space/recreation 
amenity and replacing it with 390 residential units, would allow the integrity of the Master Plan 
to be maintained. The applicant also did not address how the proposed layout and general 
development characteristics will enhance the built environment, and will minimize impacts on 
the surrounding areas. The issue here is not about availability of density. The golf course 
which was closed in 2005 may not be currently serving the community as originally intended; 
however, it still exists to provide a physical separation between residential pods. The 
responsibility lies with the applicant to demonstrate how the proposed amendments will be 
able to minimize the impacts on surrounding residential subdivisions when the golf course is 
redeveloped. This should be typically done through the use of flexible and innovative land 
development techniques or the promotion of imaginative design approaches to the existing 
residential living environments of a master planned community. In Staff’s professional opinion, 
the applicant’s design does not address adverse impacts created by the loss of the golf course 
on the existing residents. 
 
o  Layout, Function and General Development Characteristics - Property Development 
 Regulations 
 

The Preliminary Site and Subdivision plans are provided to show the proposed design of the 
new residential Tracts (Figure 9).  Each of the proposed housing types would be required to 
meet the minimum property development regulations for the district which are generally:   
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 Front: 25’- single family, zero lot line and multi-family 
 Side: 0’ and 10’- 15’ zero lot line; 7.5’ single family; and 15’ multi-family 
 Rear: 10’-15’ single family, zero lot line and multi-family  
 

Many of the homes within the surrounding communities that abut the golf course have 
minimum setbacks based on the 1969 or 1973 Codes, as amended.  The setbacks at that time 
were measured from roads (30 feet and 60 feet of road widths) and had separations from other 
residential structures (5 foot per storey per structure).  Those units which were constructed 
adjacent to the golf course would have minimal to no setback.  In addition, landscape buffers 
were intentionally not required in order to maintain the views to this amenity.  Under the current 
code existing structures which do not meet the setback requirements of the current ULDC are 
considered non-conforming; however, they are vested under Article 1 for information clearly 
shown on the approved site or subdivision plans.   
 

The current code would require setbacks of 7.5 feet to side property lines and 15 feet for rear 
property lines for single family homes, providing a minimum separation of 15 feet and 30 feet 
between two homes.  In site planning new developments, the ULDC does not require 
compatibility buffers between Pods which have the same single-family residential uses.  The 
code does require a minimum width of 10 feet buffers to be provided between single-family 
and multi-family Pods, in order to address compatibility issues between the uses.  The code is 
a minimum guideline and does not account for every site situation, the intent of the PDD code 
is to encourage ingenuity and imagination on the part of design professionals, and it is the 
responsibility of the applicant to meet this intent.  The redevelopment of this master planned 
golf course affects the layout, function and character of the existing homes which were 
designed to take advantage of views and setbacks and separations provided by an open 
space/recreation amenity.  An example to support Staff’s determination is Pod 64A.  The golf 
course provided approximately 200 feet of separation (a fairway and a LWDD Canal 49) 
between the homes in Tract 54W (Camino Woods I) and Tract 61A (Patios Del Mar II and 
Woodbriar).  With the development of Tract 64A, the rear of the homes in Tract 61A will be 10 
feet from the new street versus what they have, which is a vista of an open space area and a 
canal.   

  
  
This Master Planned development was designed to incorporate a golf course, or recreation 
amenity intertwined around 24 pods of the southern portion of Boca Del Mar. Removal of this 
integral design element of the PUD impacts the existing developments as it relates to layout 
and general development characteristics. A 43-acre recreational tract is being proposed with 
amenities that exceeds code. However, this amenity is reserved for the new homeowners and 
will be open for membership to others.  The addition of this recreational amenity will not benefit 
the existing homeowners nor will it resolve their reliance that the golf course amenity would 
remain after they purchased their homes. 
 
o  Objective and Standards for PDD and PUD –Circulation/Access/Cul-de-sac 
 

Article 3.E emphasizes the need for provision of a network of continuous non-vehicular 
circulation system connecting to buildings, and amenities within a PDD. This design objective 
is repeated in several areas of the ULDC, as follows: 
 

~200’ 

10’ 50’ 
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Article 3.E.1.C Design Objectives (PDD) 
b.  Provide a continuous, non-vehicular circulation system which connects uses, public 

entrances to buildings, recreation areas, amenities, usable open space, and other land 
improvements within and adjacent to the PDD; 

c.  Provide pathways and convenient parking areas designed to encourage pedestrian 
circulation between uses; 

 

Article 3.E.2.A.1. Purpose and Intent 
c.  the creation of a continuous non-vehicular circulation system; and
g.  the reduction of land consumption by roads and other impervious surface areas; and 
 

Article 3.E.2.B.1. Design Objectives (PUD) 
b.  Provide a continuous non-vehicular circulation system for pedestrians and non-

motorized vehicles; 
 

Staff’s analysis focuses on how well the proposed layout of units/amenities/circulation is being 
integrated into an existing site design.  
 

The applicant outlines in their justification statement that Boca Del Mar provides for a variety of 
uses connected by a hierarchy of streets including thoroughfare arterials, internal collector 
streets and local streets.  These streets provide for the appropriate sidewalks, cross walks, 
and signalization at cross walks that allow for pedestrians to circulate through the 
development.   The Justification Statement indicates that in all of the previous site plan 
approvals parking and pedestrian connections were made depending upon the type of use, 
including civic areas, assisted living facilities and multi-family projects. However, the 
Preliminary Master Plan and Site/Subdivision Plans depicted a different scenario.  Even 
though the applicant has illustrated sidewalks running along each of the proposed new streets, 
there is no provision for interconnection with the existing tracts, the usable open space or 
recreation tract proposed with this plan.  The lack of internal circulation requires the residents 
to drive to the recreation areas, open spaces or adjacent tracts, which in turn generates more 
traffic on the roads, and fails to meet the above objectives and standards for a PDD and PUD. 

 
The graphic above is one example where inter-connectivity is not provided from the adjacent 
residential tracts to the park and recreation facility. The layout and function of the new tracts do 
not interrelate to one another as a PUD should be designed with cross connection minimizing 
access points along existing internal roads.  In addition, the proposed access roads serve few 

No 
Connection 

Pathway 
Shown 

No 
Connection 
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residential units due to the narrow configuration of each pod.  As seen in the Figure 9, the 
Preliminary Site/Subdivision Plan and the Figure 10 Visual Impact Analysis, these graphics 
clearly indicate that the applicant is creating new roads, each of which ends in cul-de-sacs.   
 

On January 28, 2011, the applicant and his agent met with Zoning Division Staff to discuss 
improved circulation system, providing additional connecting links to establish a more cohesive 
sidewalk/pathway system between the existing and proposed residential tracts and amenities. 
Staff indicated that the improved circulation system will be further reviewed at Final Plan 
Approval by the Development Review Officer contingent upon the approval of the BCC on the 
development order amendment. 
 

 Access 
 

The applicant proposes to add 8 new access points internal to the PUD and 1 external access 
point is being added off Military Trail to accommodate the new residential and recreational 
tracts. The applicant concludes throughout the Justification Statement that they have taken 
great care to analyze and review the placement of these access points.  
 

While the application may meet the minimum traffic regulations, the applicant’s proposal and 
plan do not address and depict how the proposal satisfies Art.3.E.2.B.1.g, Purpose and Intent, 
which states: “…the reduction of land consumption by roads and other impervious surface 
areas”.  Rather, the proposed layout results in an increase of land consumption by roads and 
impervious surface areas by the addition of streets in the cul-de-sac form.   
 

 Cul-de-sac 
 

The applicant originally requested for a Type II Variance to allow 100% use of cul-de-sacs 
within the affected area, with their application submittal on July 21, 2010.  Staff instructed the 
applicant to re-analyze the request, as it needed to include the entire street network for Boca 
Del Mar.  Article 3.E.1.C.2 Performance Standards allows up to 40% of the streets in a PDD to 
terminate in a cul-de-sac or dead-end.  An applicant may request a waiver from the BCC to 
allow an additional 25% and anything above that would require a Type II Variance.  The PUD 
has a total of 226 local streets, with 81 (36.7%) terminating in a cul-de-sac.  With the addition 
of 14 local streets, of which 8 will be dead-ends/cul-de-sacs the percentage will increase to 
37.2%.  Figure 11 Street Layout Plan, indicates that the request for the variance is no longer 
needed. 
 

In light of the above issues related to pedestrian and vehicular circulation, staff has further 
analyzed the entire circulation pattern of the PUD, and determined that the applicant has not 
taken into consideration the existing vehicular/pedestrian network of the PUD when 
establishing the proposed walkway and road way system resulting in little or no inter-
connectivity between the new Pods and the amenities.  Only small portions of Pods 64-B, C 
and E are within close proximity to the recreation pod (69A) and the neighborhood park, and 
are designed with no connectivity.  Pods 64A, D, F and G require the applicant to drive to the 
park or the recreation building as recreation amenities are not proposed within the individual 
Pods.   
 

Additionally, although the development as a whole meets the code requirements for the 
number of cul-de-sacs, the proposed layout and function of the design will require residents to 
drive rather than encouraging them to use the pedestrian system which is an objective and 
standard as stated above. 
 
CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, then this application would be subject to 
Zoning- Site Design and Landscape Conditions of Approval, which require the applicant to 
submit an improved pedestrian circulation plan, provide additional landscaping to address 
visual impact. It is important to note that these recommended conditions do not necessarily 
address all areas of impact relating to layout, function and the PDD purpose and intent 
because Staff cannot utilize conditions to address details of a redesign of this development. 
 
3. Compatibility with Surrounding Uses – The proposed use or amendment is 

compatible and generally consistent with the uses and character of the land 
surrounding and in the vicinity of the land proposed for development. 
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Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant indicated that “The proposed layout of single family, single family (zero lot line) 
and multi-family units have been carefully designed to take into account the surrounding 
existing development in terms of types of homes (multi-family, townhomes, single-family), 
existing buffers, existing views, proximity to the proposed development area, and dimensions 
of the proposed development area.  All of these factors helped determine the placement and 
type of the proposed homes as well as buffers, access locations, retention areas, and 
recreation areas…….In terms of density, these existing developments average 10.12 dwelling 
units per acre.  The proposed project consists of similar types  of units at an overall density of 
approximately 3 dwelling units per acre, well below the average densities of surrounding 
existing development which is 10.12 dwelling units per acre (per the plats).” 
 

Staff‘s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the request is in compliance with Standard 3 based on the 
following. 
 
The 126.84-acre parcel is intertwined within the existing PUD, abutting 24 existing residential 
Pods within Boca Del Mar and 3 external to the PUD.  The proposed development includes a 
mix of single-family, zero-lot line, and multi-family housing types, consistent with the residential 
uses that directly abut the parcels. The proposed residential uses will only create compatibility 
issues if there are differences in housing types (such as single family versus multi-family) or 
building height (such as one story versus three or more story). The ULDC addresses 
compatibility through the application of landscape buffers. The widths of buffers in the ULDC 
are minimum guidelines, and do not address all types of unique site situations. In this scenario, 
a 5 to 10-foot wide buffer is being proposed along the perimeter of the new pods. The widths of 
these buffers will be addressed under Standard 4, Design Minimizes Adverse Impact. 
  
CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, this applicationit would be subject to Zoning 
–Landscape Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C.  

 
4. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact – The design of the proposed use minimizes 

adverse effects, including visual impact and intensity of the proposed use on 
adjacent lands. 

 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant stated that: “…great care was utilized in developing a Master Plan for the 
application property. Included in the project’s initial analysis was a determination of the types 
and intensities of surrounding properties, existing views, and existing access points. Several 
housing types were considered and the current mix of single family, zero lot line and 
townhouse style multi-family (and the type of multi-family in terms of size, unit count, and 
architectural features) is the result of designing multiple layouts utilizing aerials in order to 
determine which design would provide minimum impact and a maximum benefit in terms of 
utilizing an abandoned golf course for a residential project which provides quality new homes 
which will enhance existing conditions and values. The type of design provides for landscape 
buffers and open space exceeding the minimum code requirements which will be maintained 
by the new homeowners’ association to the benefit of the new development as well as the 
benefit of the surrounding developments, as discussed further under Changed Conditions and 
Circumstances.” 
 

In addition, the applicant provided a comparative density analysis for the pods within the 
development.  They concluded that the subject site is surrounded by similar unit types and 
their densities exceed those that are being proposed.  
 

Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the request is not in compliance with Standard 4 based on the 
analysis, and is presented under the following headings. Some of the Finding of Facts have 
been referenced in Staff Analysis of Standard 2.  
  

 Planned Development District Purpose and Intent 

 Layout, Function and General Development Characteristics  

 Objectives and Standards for PDD and PUD Circulation, Access and Cul-de-sac 

 Open Space 
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 Exemplary Design 
 

o  Planned Development District Purpose and Intent 
 

See Staff’s Analysis under Standard 2, Consistency with Code  
 
o  Layout, Function and General Development Characteristics 
 

See Staff’s Analysis under Standard 2, Consistency with Code  
 
o  Objectives and Standards for PDD and PUD Circulation, Access and Cul- de-sac 
 

The layout of the parcels are existing and designed, developed and functioned as a golf course 
and open space until 2005 when it was closed, and is functioning as a fallow open space.  
There exists a pathway that serves the golf course/open space and residents as a connection 
between the homes and the open space.  The applicant’s proposed change in use, function 
and layout fails to demonstrate how the design incorporates the objectives by providing more 
internal and non-vehicular circulation, reducing vehicular traffic which impacts on the existing 
residents. Also see Analysis under Standard 2. 
 

o  Open Space 
 

The applicant states in the Justification Statement that great care has been taken in master 
planning the subject site; analyzing the types of housing and intensities of the surrounding 
properties, taking into consideration existing views and access points.   The applicant contends 
that they analyzed multiple layouts utilizing aerials in order to determine which design would 
provide a minimum impact and maximum benefit of the site, while enhancing existing 
conditions and value, and minimizing the visual impacts.  The applicant concludes that the 
design provided (Figures 7, 8 and 9 Preliminary Plans) landscape buffers and open space that 
exceed the minimum code requirements, and therefore, addresses the adverse impact on the 
surrounding communities.     
 

Staff concluded that when reviewing the proposed development one must consider the 
concept of a neighborhood: size, boundaries, open spaces and recreation, proximity to civic 
and commercial areas and the internal road and pedestrian networks.  In this case, focus must 
be placed on the redevelopment of a master planned community and its effect on the 
surrounding neighborhoods. The Visual Impact Analysis (VIA) (Figure 10) is a planning tool 
used to assist the designer in visualizing how the proposed changes impact the existing 
development.  The key issues of the request to convert a golf course into residential use 
revolve around the loss of usable open space and recreation, the vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation and interconnectivity; the layout and function of the design and their impacts on the 
existing community.   
 

Open space is a major element in the design and analysis of a development, having two 
functions- recreation and environmental enhancement or protections.  Although open space 
was not a requirement when Boca Del Mar PUD was approved in 1971, a letter from the then 
Zoning Director, Bill Boose, indicated that the golf course would be considered as open space. 
Boca Del Mar PUD as a whole meets the code requirements for open space. The golf course 
was included as an integral component of the development since its inception as evidenced by 
correspondence between the original developer and County Staff, Conditions of Approval 
requested by the City of Boca Raton (Exhibits G and H) and the Declaration of Restrictions 
relating to Tracts 64-A, 64-B 64-C and 64-D (Exhibit I) further support this position. One of the 
restrictions of the Declaration limited the Property (golf course) to be used for “…no purpose 
other than a golf course, and customarily related activities, including but not limited to, tennis 
and swimming”. Although the Declaration of Restrictions has an expiration date of 2012, the 
approved Master Plan governs the use of the property. Any changes to uses indicated on a 
Master Plan would be subject to the procedures established in the ULDC.    
 

Following the review of these documents, Staff has concluded that the conversion to allow the 
additional units will have a negative impact on the 24 residential pods and 3,281 units adjacent 
to the golf course. The integration of the golf course into the residential tracts provides visual 
and spatial separation between different housing types within the PUD. In addition, 3 other 
developments that are not part of the PUD are either contiguous or adjacent to the golf course: 
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Palm D’Oro (Petition 80-183) with 136 units, Boca Del Mar III (Petition 78-45) with 68 units, 
and the third development (Parkside) is located within the City of Boca Raton, east of Military 
Trail. Of these three developments, Boca Del Mar III would have the most impact with the 
development of the single family homes directly adjacent to the existing homes.  Staff has 
determined that the original visual quality provided by the golf course for the adjacent 
residences will be eliminated.  
 

The 24 pods adjacent to the golf course are designed in a manner that takes advantage of 
their proximity to the amenity. The building placement, circulation patterns, and other elements 
allow the residents to enjoy the direct access and views of the golf course.  As previously 
indicated under Standard 2, Consistency with the Code, the applicant has failed to evaluate 
how the loss of this open space and replacement with residential units would impact on the 
overall design, layout, and function of the existing community. 
 

In the Justification Statement, the applicant indicates that the plans that he submitted were 
based upon the analysis of the building types and placement of the existing structures.  
However, the Justification Statement does not support his assertion that the VIA depicts limited 
impact on the surrounding neighborhoods.  On January 28, 2011, the applicant submitted a 
revised VIA plan with additional notes depicted the proposed layout to demonstrate that either 
there is no impact or all potential negative visual impact has been addressed through the 
placement of buildings or provision of open space.  In staff’s opinion, it provided additional 
information on where the applicant believes the impacts are; however, staff cannot conclude 
from the revised VIA that overall layout and design will not have an impact on the adjacent 
property owners. 
 

Although the installation of landscaping, buffering, and screening enhancements along 
perimeter site boundaries is typically an appropriate method of mitigating visual impacts, the 
proposed site plans do not utilize these tools sufficiently enough to accomplish the objectives 
in part, because the existing developments do not incorporate the same buffers. Furthermore, 
the physical constraints of the site, with its long, narrow configuration and central placement 
throughout the community make it difficult to provide a sufficient reduction in impact, while still 
achieving the intensity of use proposed by the applicant.   
 
o  Exemplary Design 
 

Pursuant to ULDC Art.3.E.2.A.4, Applicability for current PUD District requirements, a rezoning 
to the PUD District or a Development Order Amendment (DOA) to a previously approved PUD 
shall only be granted if a project exceeds the goals, policies and objectives in the Plan. In 
addition, the minimum requirements of the ULDC and the design objectives and performance 
standards in this Article, which include but are not limited to, sustainability, trip reduction, cross 
access, buffering aesthetics, creative design, vegetation preservation, recreation opportunities, 
mix of uses, mix of unit types, safety and affordable housing. The proposed Preliminary 
Site/Regulating Plans for the 126.84-acre site provides the following in furtherance of the PUD 
exemplary design objectives in accordance with Art.3.E.2.A.4:  
 

 3 housing types;   
 Landscape focal points within all of the cul-de-sac islands in the proposed 

development; 
 An additional 4.02-acre neighborhood park containing a fitness trail and workout 

equipment above the minimum requirements of Parks and Recreation requirements. 
In addition to the change in use of the golf course to residential, the applicant is 
proposing to renovate the existing golf course club house for the use a recreational 
amenity for the proposed residents and open to membership for existing residents;   

 Decorative street lighting at the development entrances; 
 Decorative paving treatment at the entrances of each tract and incorporated into the 

recreation area; 
 A fountain to be located in the existing lake in Pod 64A; 
 Incorporating existing vegetation to remain within open space, recreation, civic and 

other miscellaneous areas; 
 Upgraded quality and quantity of plant materials within select perimeter landscape 

buffers; and, 
 Decorative planting within the entrance median from Military Trail. 
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While staff recognizes the majority of these amenities, features, and details as exemplary 
elements at the minimum level to comply with the ULDC, staff does not find that the overall 
layout of the proposal to reflect the exemplary design standards or applying of an imaginative 
design approach to retrofit residential units in a golf course that was originally incorporated into 
a residential community.  Staff has identified the following areas of concern with the proposal:  
 

 8 of the 14 proposed streets terminate in a dead-end or cul-de-sac, thereby 
compromising a continuous and interconnected transportation network (see Staff’s 
analysis of Cul-de-sac as listed above);   

 Building placement for the zero lot line and single family homes are situated in a 
standard layout on roads with minimal or no curvature;  

 Plan layout is one-sided in almost all cases due to the narrow lot configuration and 
proposed intensity. The applicant could have proposed a more varied configuration if 
the number of units were reduced; 

 The pedestrian circulation and connectivity to existing tracts, open spaces and 
recreation areas is minimal to non-existent; conflicting with the requirements to reduce 
traffic trips on the road and pervious areas; 

 The recreation and civic areas are isolated from the residential buildings rather than 
being integrated within each of the new tracts; and, 

 The proposed development eliminates the community amenity that supports a quality 
layout function, design and character for the existing residential setting 

 

Although this application differs from the previous application, DOA 2004-826, Staff concludes 
that there are similar impacts of the design and redevelopment by the removal of the golf 
course/open space element has negative affects on the adjacent home owners.  As stated 
earlier under Open Space, the use, design and integration of open space is a key land use 
element in development, providing separation, passive recreation, an environmental 
enhancement, and visual open corridors that created a function and character for the 
surrounding residents.    
 

Staff did ask the prior applicants to redesign with a less intense development plan along with 
compliance with other DOA standards of the Zoning Code; the prior applicant did not address 
these issues resulting in a denial of the request by the BCC. The current applicant has not 
submitted a less intense development plan instead the proposal extends over the entire 126.84 
acres of golf course, close to triple the land area of the prior request, and proposes 390 units 
versus 236 units (+154). The proposed density may not be as high as the prior 2004 request 
(number of units over land area); however, the negative impact expands upon more 
communities. The major design constraint is the narrowness of each tract of land.  The original 
intent of this land use is for a golf course/open space/recreation, and not as a residential use.  
If the intent was to have residential, the lot layouts would have been designed differently, not 
necessarily intertwining between the Tracts, or with the narrow widths in some cases.  
Although the applicant states in the VIA that they curved some of the roads, or placed the lots 
furthest from the existing residential units, these measures alone do not eliminate affects on 
the existing residents.  The units proposed in Pods 64A, B and D (adjacent to LWDD Canal 49) 
for example, are long and linear with the homes on one side, road directly abutting the existing 
residential units.  Placement of lot location or the addition of minimal buffers may not mitigate 
impact, but would require a significant redesign.  There is little design effort proposed under 
the current plans, to incorporate innovative design to replace golf course views with open 
space/landscape buffer to compensate those neighbors that will be impacted by this proposed 
conversion of land use.  
 

Installation of landscaping, buffering, and screening enhancements along perimeter site 
boundaries represents a fundamental approach to mitigate visual impacts. The applicant 
proposes to increase the minimum buffer width from 5 feet to 10 feet, including additional 
shrub/hedge material adjacent to the abutting residential tracts. Staff considers this proposal to 
be inadequate to mitigate the visual impacts of the proposed development, particularly in light 
of the unique circumstances and integral nature of the subject site within the surrounding 
residential environment.  To this end, staff considers the perimeter planting scheme to be far 
from adequate to offset the degradation of a visual asset that stands as an integral and 
fundamental component of an existing and master planned residential environment. 
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CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval,  the applicant would be required to install 
additional landscaping to minimize impact as imposed by Zoning – Landscape Conditions of 
Approval. It is important to note that these conditions may not be able to address all areas of 
impact due to the physical constraints of the site while still achieving the intensity of use 
proposed by the applicant. Staff cannot utilize conditions to address details of a redesign of the 
development without remanding this application back to the Development Review Officer. 
 
5. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact – The proposed use and design 

minimizes environmental impacts, including, but not limited to, water, air, storm 
water management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and the natural functioning of 
the environment. 

 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant stated in the Justification Statement that: “The proposed amendment does not 
result in significantly adverse impacts to the natural environment.  The affected area contains 
limited amounts of existing native vegetation.” 
 
Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the request is in compliance with Standard 5 based on the following 
analyses. 
 

The Department of Environmental Resource Management (ERM) indicates that the site 
contains limited amounts of existing native vegetation; is not located within a Well field 
Protection Zone; and that no significant environmental issues are associated with this 
application beyond compliance with ULDC requirements.   
 

Information alleging contamination of the existing golf course has been submitted to the 
County. The County has forwarded this information tom the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP). The DEP has acknowledged an open investigation into the 
golf course maintenance facility, but has not come to any conclusions at this time.  
 

CONCLUSION:  If the Board recommends approval, this application would be subject to 
Environmental Resources Management Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 
6. Development Patterns – The proposed use or amendment will result in a logical, 

orderly and timely development pattern. 
 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant stated: “…the proposed development of single and multi-family homes in this 
section of Boca Del Mar is completely consistent with the established development pattern of 
single and multi-family homes currently existing on the abutting properties.  In many areas of 
the plan, the proposed intensity of development is significantly less than the intensity closes to 
it.  As also previously indicated, Boca Del Mar PUD currently has one of the most intense 
residential land use permitted by the current Comprehensive Plan (HR-8).  This intensity in this 
location with its wide variety of housing types is logical due to the location of Boca Del mar in 
the eastern part of Pam Beach County with many commercial services, employment 
opportunities, and transportation infrastructure located in close proximity.  

A review of the previous 12 amendments approved for Boca Del Mar indicates favorably the 
need to adjust the original primarily residential master plan to provide a variety of uses needed 
to make a more diverse community including ACLF’s, schools, and churches.  Given the 
extremely limited vacant residential land in the Eastern Palm Beach County area (especially in 
South County), the proposed thoughtful layout is entirely compatible with the immediate 
surrounding and regional development patter for the area.” 
 

Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the request is not in compliance with Standard 6 based on the 
following analysis. 
 

The 126.84-acre subject site is surrounded by properties that have been developed for 
residential purposes.  At an average of 3.0du/ac for the gross affected acreage the proposed 
development is generally consistent with the overall gross density of Boca Del Mar (5.02du/ac 
existing and 5.22du/ac proposed).  The density assigned as a future land use designation does 
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not entitle development, nor does it justify a development pattern in a built environment. 
 

The applicant construes in the justification that “…the 12 previous amendments approved for 
Boca Del Mar indicates the need to adjust the original primarily residential master plan to 
provide a variety of uses needed to make a more diverse community including ACLF’s, 
schools, and churches.” 
 

This statement; however, does not support the actual request.  The applicant is not proposing 
ACLF’s, Schools, or Places of Worship; and the contention that because there were 12 
previous changes does not support the need for a change through the Public Hearing process 
or result in a justification as a development pattern.  As stated earlier in the Project History 
summary, the development has not undergone any changes to the residential components 
since the 1985 approval.  The 13 applications following that approval were for YMCA, Places 
of Worship and commercial pods, requested changes to add square footage, new uses, and 
reconfiguration of the site plans, in order to make the tracts more viable to the community.  The 
proposed request diminishes a recreation and open space amenity that was thought to have 
been a part of the development since it original approval.   
 

The applicant fails to justify the need for additional housing in the area, or how the proposed 
request is consistent with the development pattern for the area, or the built Boca Del Mar 
development. 
 

CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, it would be subject to all applicable 
Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 
7. Consistency with Neighborhood Plans – The proposed development or 

amendment is consistent with applicable neighborhood plans in accordance with 
BCC policy. 

 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant stated that: “Boca Del Mar is not located within the geographic boundaries of a 
neighborhood plan study area or overlay”.  
 
Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that this Standard does not apply to the applicant’s requests.    
 
8. Adequate Public Facilities – The extent to which the proposed use complies with Art. 

2. F, Concurrency. 
 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant stated that: “This development order amendment application includes a 
companion Concurrency Reservation application for an additional 390 dwelling units… 
Adequate public facility capacities for other services will be confirmed through review of this 
application.” 
 

Staff’s Analysis: 
Staff has determined that the proposed request is in compliance with Article 2.F Concurrency, 
subject to proposed conditions of approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 

CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, this application would be subject to 
Engineering Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 
9. Changed Conditions or Circumstances – There are demonstrated changed 
conditions or circumstances that necessitate a modification. 
 

Applicant’s Statement: 
The applicant alludes to the fact that golf courses were a standard recreational amenity utilized 
by many PUDs (Exhibits I and J), and because of its popularity the courses were able to be 
maintained by the fees that were collected.  The applicant quotes the New York Times for the 
reason that the popularity of golf has dwindled and that fewer players provide for less revenue 
and in turn closure of golf courses. 
 

The applicant considers the property to be “blighted” and this is a change of circumstance that 
currently affects the communities which abut the property.  He stated 3 main reasons on how 
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the blight affects the communities:  
 

1.  The residences which enjoy the previous golf course views now look out at an 
 open  space which receives minimum maintenance required by the County. 
2. The property becomes an attractive nuisance. 
3. The current status quo has become an economic blight for the surrounding 
 property owners. 

Furthermore, the applicant considers the site to pose potential health and safety risk to the 
residents states due to lack of maintenance, people trespassing and infestation of pests- 
opossum, raccoons, and insects.   The applicant states that because of the uncertainty of the 
future, the home values could continue to decline if this proposed development does not act as 
the catalyst to cure the blight.   
 

Staff’s Analysis:  
Staff has determined that the request is not in compliance with Standard 9 based on the 
following analysis: 
 

The applicant states that the closing of the golf course has created a deteriorated or “blighted” 
condition for the surrounding property owners because they have to look out onto an area of 
open space which is minimally maintained.  Whether a property owner chooses to maintain 
his/her property at minimum standard does not justify a changed circumstance to allow a 
change in use.  
 

Secondly, the applicant suggests in their justification statement that the property has now 
become an “attractive nuisance”, whereby they are attracting trespassers which vandalize the 
property.  It is the responsibility of all property owners to maintain their property pursuant to the 
Property Maintenance Code of Palm Beach County to remove hazardous objects which may 
likely to attract vandals.  Additionally the applicant states that the open space has caused 
complaints by residents over pests such as raccoons, opossums and insects.  Many 
developments throughout the County are developed with open space or preserves.  These 
areas have natural wildlife (mammals and birds) and insects.  The fact that wildlife exists within 
a development does not necessarily result in a pest problem.   
 

The third reason stated under the applicant’s changed circumstance suggests that there is an 
economic blight for the surrounding property owners, due to the uncertainty of what the future 
holds for the property as well as the previous issues.  Staff has not received any analysis on 
the economic blight of the surrounding homeowners.  Throughout the entire County many 
residents have had reductions in the values of their homes due to the economic times, but it 
does not lend itself to the suggestion of economic blight.  The property owners in Boca Del Mar 
have a master planned community and they rely on that plan for what is certain and how it is to 
be developed.    The applicant does not provide information to conclude that the change in use 
cures what they conclude to be economic blight.   
 

The applicant states in the Justification Statement that there are no vacant residential parcels 
of any size which extend several miles from the site and that the development of this site 
supports eastern infill policies.  The justification does not discuss or suggest that there is a 
housing shortage nor does it justify why the change in use is better suited for this property.  
Unlike the previous application the applicant does not argue that a housing shortage in this 
area exists or why the subject site would be better suited for housing in this economic time.  
They present no testimony to address the supply, demand, and alleged importance of new 
housing opportunities as opposed to resale, rental, or other alternatives for existing housing 
opportunities within Boca Del Mar and the surrounding communities.  The applicant fails to 
support the concept that housing values would be increased from the change of view from 
open field, poorly maintained as it is, to intense housing and additional roadways. The existing 
neighbors, through meeting discussions and written correspondence, do not agree with this 
assumption. The applicant must provide more facts and documentation in order to support his 
position.   
 

During the hearing of  Application 2004-826 (Mizner Trail Golf Club, LTD versus Palm Beach 
County), the Judge concluded that the economic value of the golf course parcel as housing 
was purposely diminished in order to increase density on surrounding residential pods through 
an increase in density on each of these pods. The idea is that the original developers/owners 
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of the Boca Del Mar PUD had already received the financial value of the residential 
development potential of the golf course when they off-loaded the density to other residential 
pods of this PUD.  
 

The golf course/recreation/open space element is an integral part of the residential 
development. The importance of a master planned community is the security of the 
homeowners that the original vision will be sustained over time. Minor modifications or uses 
consistent with the original vision are allowed; however, in this case, the removal of the golf 
course is contrary to the original intent of this development designed in creating an innovative 
and sustainable community.  Closing of a use or lack of maintenance of a property, at the 
decision of the property owner, does not qualify as a reason for changed circumstances to 
justify a need to change a use of a property to residential. 
 
CONCLUSION:  If the ZC recommends approval, this application would be subject to all 
applicable Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C. 
 

 
FINAL CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 

Since the Boca Del Mar Master Plan was first established in 1971 (See Figure 4), the 1945.96-
acre subject site has supported primarily residential uses, golf courses and ancillary uses.  
Additionally, through the original 1970’s planning and preparation for the approval there were 
several pieces of correspondence between County staff and the developer that referred to 
density as well as the use of the golf course. The golf course was to be maintained as a golf 
course for use by the residents.  The site has been planned, designed, and constructed with 
the golf course as the key design component for the entire development with emphasis on 
enhanced compatibility to the residential pods abutting it.  The original design of the residential 
pods took advantage of the golf course through views of open and natural areas. The current 
proposal, in many cases, reduces or partially eliminates these amenities thereby impacting the 
existing residents in a negative manner. As previously stated, a master plan community 
provides some levels of reliance to the residents that the key design feature of their community 
will remain and be maintained over time.  Minor modifications or uses consistent with the 
original vision are allowed; however, in this case, the removal of the golf course is contrary to 
the original intent of this development designed in creating an innovative and sustainable 
community. 
 
Staff recommendation is for denial of the request to modify and redesignate uses, and add 
PODs, units, and access points on the Master Plan, for failure to comply with the following 
Standards of Art.2.B.2.B of the ULDC:   

Standard 2 -Consistency with the Code;  
Standard 4 - Design Minimizes Adverse Impact;  
Standard 6 - Development Patterns; and, 
Standard 9 - Changed Conditions or Circumstances 
 

If the Zoning Commission votes to recommend approval of the request, then the approval shall 
be subject to the Conditions of Approval as indicated in Exhibit C.  It should be noted that the 
listed Conditions of Approval may address some issues raised in the standards of review, such 
as pedestrian circulation and landscape buffering; however, as stated under Staff’s Analysis of 
the Standards 2,4,6 and 9, they do not address all areas of impact because we cannot utilize 
conditions to address details of a redesign of the development. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
o  Postponement Request 

 

The applicant requested a postponement of this application from the January 7, 2011 and 
January 27, 2011 hearings to the March 3, 2011 and March 31, 2011 hearings in order to 
review the staff report and meet with them to discuss issues. 

 

o  Meetings on January 19, 2011 and January 28, 2011 
 

Subsequent to the request for postponement the applicant and agent met with staff to discuss 
issues and concerns the applicant had on the report.  The applicant requested an opportunity 
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to respond and/or submit additional documentation related to the issues staff wrote in the staff 
report.  An additional meeting was held on January 28, where staff more specifically discussed 
the Visual Impact Analysis and the pedestrian circulation issues.  At this meeting it was 
determined that any new supportive information would be submitted at time of the hearing.  
The applicant’s proposed changes to pedestrian circulation plan are to address proposed 
conditions and issues staff raised on Consistency with the Code and Design Minimizing 
Adverse Impact.  
 

As a result of these meetings, staff also revised/reorganized the Staff Report to address some 
of the issues raised by the applicant and to clarify staff’s findings, recommendations and 
conditions of approval to the Board.   
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY: At the time of publication, staff had received numerous 
contacts from the public in the form of letters, emails and phone calls.  A total of 240 contacts 
were received prior to publication of this report, 214 in opposition and 26 in support.  General 
reason’s for opposition include lack of recreation areas, need for open space, devalue homes, 
overcrowding of the community; impact on infrastructure; environmentally toxic land; additional 
housing is not needed; amendment may be invalid; too many existing vacancies in the area, 
developer will degrade the quality of life; too much traffic, pollution, increased school class 
size, and detrimental to the wildlife that inhabits the area; additional units will be too close to 
existing units; roads will surround my units; many bought property for the golf course and open 
space view, do not want change.  The few comments in support feel the development will be 
well planned have economic benefits, County could use taxes, jobs would be created and the 
area would be cleaned up. 
 

Staff met with the Second Coalition Against Mizner Development on November 9, 2010 where 
they submitted copies of Petitions of 14 communities, which abut the golf course, in opposition 
to the development.  Their documents indicate opposition in 892 households.  On January 5, 
2011 a revised document was submitted to the Zoning Division with signed resolutions from 20 
communities, with 2,185 households in opposition to the proposed request.  Additionally staff 
received an email that the Boca Del Mar Master Improvement Association voted against the 
proposed development on Wednesday December 8, 2010. 
 

 
ACTION BY THE ZONING COMMISSION:  At the January 7, 2011 Zoning Commission 
Hearing the Board recommended postponement to the March 3, 2011 hearing with a vote of 6-
0. 
 
ACTION BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS:  At the January 27, 2011 BCC 
Hearing the Board recommended postponement to the March 31, 2011 hearing with a vote of 
7-0. 
 

 
MOTION:  To recommend Denial of the Development Order Amendment to modify and 
redesignate uses, and add POD's, units, and access points on the Master Plan. 
 
If the Zoning Commission determines to recommend approval of the request, the the approval 
shall be subject to Conditions of Approval as contained in Exhibit C.
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Figure 1 Land Use Map 
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Figure 2 Zoning Map 
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Figure 12 Conceptual Elevations dated 07/21/2010 
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TABULAR DATA: 
 

 
 

 
EXISTING 

 
PROPOSED 

Property Control 
Number(s)  

00-42-47-27-56-000-0691 
00-42-47-26-05-641-0000 

Pending 

Land Use Designation: High Residential (HR-8) Same 

Zoning District: 
AR with a Conditional Use for 
a Planned Unit Development 

Same 

Tier: Urban/Suburban Same 

Use: 

Overall Development: 
Planned Unit Development 
including residential, civic, 
commercial, and recreational 
uses. 
Affected Area:  
Tracts 64 A, B, C, and D-Golf 
Course; and  
Tract 69B- Recreation 

Overall Development: Planned 
Unit Development including 
residential, civic, commercial, 
and recreational uses. 
 
Affected Area: (New Tracts) 
Tract 64A-Zero Lot Line 
Tract 64B-Multi-family 
Tract 64C-Zero Lot Line and 
Park 
Tract 64D-Zero Lot Line 
Tract 64E -Multi-family 
Tract 64F -Multi-family 
Tract 64G-Single-family 
Tract 69B-Recreation 

Acreage: 
Overall Development:  
1945.96 acres 

Overall Development:  
same  
Affected Area: 129.88 acres 

Dwelling Units: 

Overall Development: 
Master Plan: 10,149 units1 
Final Site/Subdivision Plans: 
9,773 units (0 units located 
within the affected area) 

Overall Development:  
10,163 (9,773 + 390)  
Affected Area: 390 units 
  16 Single-family 
  65 Zero Lot line 
  309 Multi-family 

Density: 
Overall Development: 
 5.02 du/ac 

Overall Development: 
5.22du/ac 

Access: 
Multiple access points to the 
88 existing Pods 

9 new access points. 

1 See information under Findings-1 Consistency with the Plan.  The unit count on the Master Plan indicated maximum density 

on some Tracts, versus the actual number of units site planned.   
 
SURROUNDING LAND USES: 

 

 NORTH:  
 FLU Designation:  High Residential (HR-8)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Single Family/Special Exception (RS/SE)  
 Supporting:  Residential (Via Verde, Control No 81-171)  
   
 NORTH:  
 FLU Designation:  Low Residential (LR-2)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Single Family/Special Exception (RS/SE)  
 Supporting:  Residential (Boca Grove, Control No 80-214)  
   
 SOUTH:  
 FLU Designation:  Medium Residential (MR-5)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Single Family/Special Exception (RS/SE)  
 Supporting:  Residential (Boca Pointe, Control No 73-085)  
   
SOUTH (surrounded by Boca Del Mar):  
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 FLU Designation:  High Residential (HR-8)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Medium Density/Special Exception (RM/SE)  

  Supporting:  Residential (Palm D'Oro), Control No 1980-183) 
 
SOUTH (surrounded by Boca Del Mar): 
 FLU Designation:  High Residential (HR-8)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Single Family/Special Exception (RS/SE)  
 Supporting:  Residential Boca Del Mar III (Petition 78-45) 
 
SOUTH: 
 FLU Designation:  Open Space (S) and Multi-family (RM-15) 
 Zoning District:  Open Space (S) and Multi-family (RM-15) 
 Supporting:  Residential and open space: Deercreek Country Club 
 City of Deerfield Beach, Broward County 
 
 EAST:  
 FLU Designation:   RL, Residential Low,3.5 du/ac 
 Zoning District:   R1A, Residential One Family dwelling- 2200 sqft  
 R1C , Residential One Family dwelling- 1500 sqft 
 Supporting:  Residential  
 City of Boca Raton, Palm Beach County 
 
 WEST:  
 FLU Designation:  High Residential (HR-8)  
 Zoning District:  Residential Planned Unit Development District (PUD)  
 Supporting:  Residential (Boca Del Mar III, Control No 78-045)  
   

Surrounding Uses of the Affected Area of Tracts 64A-D 
 

Twenty-four Tracts, within the Boca Del Mar PUD, are directly adjacent to the golf course, 
comprising of 3,281 units.  Three other Developments, not part of the PUD, are adjacent to the 
golf course: Palm D’Oro (Petition 80-183) with 136 residential units, Boca Del Mar III (Petition 
78-45) with 68 residential units, and the third development is located within the City of Boca 
Raton comprising of residential units.  Approximately 900 units have direct views of the golf 
course.  The units directly adjacent to the proposed conversion comprise of a mix of residential 
use types, single family, zero lot line, townhouses and multi-family. 
 

 

o  Signage 
 

The applicant proposes to incorporate ground mounted entrance signs for each new Tract.  
The Preliminary Regulating Plan, Figure 8 page 2, depicts an 8-foot high and 60 square feet 
dimensions for signage.   
 
o  Architecture 
 

Preliminary elevation renderings were provided and can be seen in Figure 12.  The proposed 
unit type and count does not require complying with Article 5.C. 
 
o  Recreation and Neighborhood Park 
 

In addition to the change in use of the golf course to residential, the applicant is proposing to 
renovate the existing golf course club house for the use a recreational amenity for the 
proposed residents and open to membership for existing residents.  An approximately 4 acre 
neighborhood park is also proposed adjacent to the clubhouse and Tracts 71 and 72 and the 
proposed Pods 64-B, C and E. 
 
 
 
 
  
 



ZC March 3, 2011  Page  279 

Application No. ZV/DOA-2010-01728 BCC District 04  
Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   
 

 

STAFF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
 
FUTURE LAND USE (FLU) PLAN DESIGNATION:  High Residential 8 units per acre (HR-8) 
 

TIER:  The subject site is in the Urban/Suburban Tier. 
 

FUTURE ANNEXATION AREAS:  The subject site is within the future annexation area of the 
City of Boca Raton.  
 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION:  The subject site is located within one mile of the 
City of Boca Raton, the City of Deerfield Beach and Broward County 
 

CONSISTENCY WITH FUTURE LAND USE (FLU) PLAN DESIGNATION:  The Planning 
Division has reviewed the request for a Development Order Amendment (DOA) to allow for the 
conversion of the  126.84-acre golf course to a residential use and add 390 units to the 
existing Boca Del Mar PUD. The request is consistent with the site's HR-8 Future Land Use 
designation. The development was approved in 1971 as Conditional Use for a Planned Unit 
Development.  Boca Del Mar, known as Boca Granada in 1971, was reviewed under the 1969 
Code as a Conditional Use for a Planned Unit Development.  At that time Palm Beach County 
did not have a Comprehensive Plan, but did address density based on zoning district and unit 
type.   
     

District Single-Family Two-Family Multi-family 
1 or 2 store  

Multi-family  
Over 2 story 

A-1 5.8 5.8 8.7 12.44 

R-1AA 5.8 6.7 10.88 12.44 

R-1A 5.8 7.25 10.88 14.5 

R-1 7.25 7.9 12.44 21.77 

R-2 8.7 8.7 14.5 21.77 

 
The zoning at the time of the original approval was A-1.  Over the course of the review and 
then final decision the development was conditioned to 5.47 dwelling units per acre.   The golf 
course ceased operation in 2005. There are no policies in the Comprehensive Plan that 
specifically address the conversion of recreational uses to residential uses within an 
established PUD. 
 

DENSITY:  The HR-8 Designation has been applied to the entire PUD, including the land area 
for the golf course at the implementation of the 1989 Comprehensive Plan. Currently the 
request for 390 units is less than the available standard density for the subject parcels for this 
DOA (129.89  acres, 779 units) and is less than the total dwelling unit potential for the entire 
Boca Del Mar PUD (5,794 units).  
 

Maximum density for Boca Del Mar (with PUD Density): 
1945.96ac x 8 units per acre = 15,567 units 
Units approved per Site Plan = 9,773 units 
Total dwelling unit potential for Boca Del Mar PUD = 5,794 units 
 

Maximum density of affected area: 
(Standard Density) 129.89ac x 6 units per acre = 779 units total 
(With PUD Density) 129.89ac x 8 units per acre = 1039 units total 
Total dwelling unit potential for subject parcels = 1039 
 

WORKFORCE HOUSING:  Since the request is greater than 10 units, compliance with the 
Workforce housing Program (WHP) will be mandatory.  
 

Per the changes to the WHP (ORD 2010-005) the applicant must choose a Development 
option regarding the required WHP units (ULDC Article 5.G.1.C.2.). The applicant has chosen 
Option 2, Limited Incentive. This option is applicable when the request consists of a FLU 
designation of MR-5 through HR-18 and is requesting a density bonus of less than 50%. The 
applicant has HR-8 and is requesting 0% density bonus. Therefore the required Workforce 
Housing will be calculated as follows: 
 

390 units x 2.5% of standard density = 9.75 (rounded up) = 10 units of WHP required 
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Since the request of 390 units does not utilize any PUD density or Density bonus the other 
percentage range requirements are not applicable. 
 

Additionally, the Limited Incentive Option requires that the applicant shall designate 50% of the 
required units as Low Income: 60-80% Area Median Income (AMI); and 50% as Moderate 
Income: 80-100% AMI; and For Sale” units are deed restricted for a period of 15 years.  
 

SPECIAL OVERLAY DISTRICT/NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN/PLANNING STUDY AREA:  The 
subject site is not within located within a special overlay district, neighborhood plan, or special 
planning area. 
 

FINDINGS:  The request is consistent with the site's HR-8 land use designation of the Palm 
Beach County Comprehensive Plan. 
 

 
ENGINEERING COMMENTS: 
 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
Petitioner has estimated the build-out of the project to be December 31, 2015.  Total net new 
traffic expected from this project is 2,973 trips per day, 283 trips in the PM peak hour.   
Additional traffic is subject to review for compliance with the Traffic Performance Standard.   
 
The following roadway improvements are required for compliance with the Traffic Performance 
Standards: 

a.  Second south approach left turn lane at Powerline and Camino Real 
b.  Second west approach left turn lane and exclusive east approach left turn lane at 

SW 18th St and Military Trail 
 

ADJACENT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE (PM PEAK) 
Segment: Military Trail from SW 18th St to Camino Real 
   Existing count: 3,177 
   Background growth: 247 
   Project Trips: 32 
   Total Traffic: 3,456 
Present laneage: 4LD 
LOS “D” capacity:  3,110 
Projected level of service: D* (meets LOS D using arterial analysis) 
 

 
PALM BEACH COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT: 
 
No Staff Review Analysis 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT COMMENTS:   
VEGETATION PROTECTION: The site has been previously cleared for a PUD with a golf 
course. 
 

CONTAMINATION ISSUES: Information alleging contamination of the existing golf course has 
been submitted to the County. The County has forwarded this information tom the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). The DEP has acknowledged an open 
investigation into the golf course maintenance facility, but has not come to any conclusions at 
this time.  
   
WELLFIELD PROTECTION ZONE: The property is not located with a Wellfield Protection 
Zone.  
 

IRRIGATION CONSERVATION CONCERNS AND SURFACE WATER: All new installations of 
automatic irrigation systems shall be equipped with a water sensing device that will 
automatically discontinue irrigation during periods of rainfall pursuant to the Water and 
Irrigation Conservation Ordinance No. 93 3. Any non stormwater discharge or the maintenance 
or use of a connection that results in a non stormwater discharge to the stormwater system is 
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prohibited pursuant to Palm Beach County Stormwater Pollution Prevention Ordinance No. 93 
15. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: There are no significant environmental issues associated with 
this petition beyond compliance with ULDC requirements. 
 

 

OTHER: 
 

FIRE PROTECTION:  The Palm Beach County Department of Fire Rescue will provide fire 
protection.   
SCHOOL IMPACTS: In accordance with adopted school concurrency, a Concurrency 
Determination for 390 residential units (81 single-family, 309 multi-family) was approved on 
August 17, 2010 (Concurrency Case #10072601C).  The subject property is located within 
Concurrency Service Area 21 (SAC 341B and SAC 342A).      
 

This project is estimated to generate approximately seventy-nine (79) public school students.  
The schools currently serving this project area are Verde Elementary, Omni Middle, and Boca 
Raton Community High. 
 

The Conceptual Site Plan (dated 11/15/10) shows two school bus shelter locations.  A bus 
shelter condition of approval has been applied to this petition request. 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION: Based on the proposed 390 dwelling units 2.34 acres of on site 
recreation is required. The plan submitted indicates there will be 2.85 acres of recreation 
provided, therefore, the Parks and Recreation Department standards have been addressed.  
 

CONCURRENCY: Concurrency is approved for the following:  
 

Overall Master Plan-
Residential Units 

+ 390 new units Total: 10,163 dwelling units 

Park/Recreation + .20-acre Total:  62.55 acres 

Golf Course Reduction in acreage Total 116.57 acres 

Tract 4-School, Public No change Total:73,200 sq ft (according 
to the Palm Beach County 
Property Appraiser web parcel 
information) 

Tract 15- Place of Worship No change Total:48,132 sq ft 
Which includes: 
Sanctuary/social hall 14,574 
sq ft 
Social hall: 9,452 sq ft 
Mikveh Bldg: 2,277sq ft 
Admin Bldg:5,740 sq ft 
Private School/youth & senior 
center: 16,089 sq ft 

Tract 24-Fire Station No change Total 7,228 sq ft 

Tract 26-School, 
Private/Place of Worship 

No change Total: 92,800sqft 
Which includes: 
48,050 sq ft Place of Worship 
44,750 sq ft Private School 

Tract 27- YMCA No change Total: 75,063 
Which includes: 
55,309 sq ft recreation 
building 
19,754 sq ft daycare (215 
children) 

Tract 32 Senior Motel No change Total: 192 units (according to 
the Palm Beach County 
Property Appraiser web parcel 
information)   

Tract 40-Assembly non-profit  No change Total: 8,500 sq ft 

Tract 77-Shopping Center No change Total:76,714 sq ft 
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which includes:   
15,000 sq ft fitness center 
9,570 sq ft billiard parlor 
6,099 sq ft daycare (156 
children) 

  
WATER/SEWER PROVIDER: City of Boca Raton 
 
FINDING:  The proposed Zoning Map Amendment complies with Article 2.F of the ULDC, 
Concurrency (Adequate Public Facility Standards). 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
EXHIBIT C 
Development Order Amendment 
 
 
ALL PETITIONS 
     1. All previous conditions of approval applicable to the subject property, as contained in 
Resolutions R88-1539 (84-152B), R-95-1321.3 (Petition DOA84-152G), R2000-1944 (84-
152H), and R2005-2293 (Application DOA2005-986), remain in full force and effect. The 
property owner shall comply with all previous conditions of approval and deadlines previously 
established by Article 2.E of the ULDC and the Board of County Commissioners, unless 
expressly modified.  (ONGOING:  MONITORING - Zoning) 
 
     2. All previous conditions of approval applicable to the subject property, as contained in 
Resolution R-85-288 (Control 84-152), have been consolidated as contained herein.    
(ONGOING:  MONITORING - Zoning) 
 
     3. The approved Master and Regulating Plans is dated November 15, 2010.   Modifications 
to the development order inconsistent with the conditions of approval, or changes to the uses 
or site design beyond the authority of the DRO as established in the ULDC, must be approved 
by the Board of County Commissioners or the Zoning Commission.  (ONGOING: ZONING - 
Zoning)  
 
     4. Previous Condition Number 7 of Resolution 85-288 which reads: 
The overall master plan for Boca Del Mar PUD shall be reduced by 28 units. This new Master 
Plan shall be certifed by the Site Plan Review Committee prior to certification of the site plan 
for this tract. 
 
Is hereby amended to read: 
 
Prior to final plan approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the property owner 
shall:  
a. update Master Plan to indicate the built number of units for each residential pod within Boca 
Del Mar; 
b. revise the site or subdivision plan for each proposed residential pods to reflect the required 
buffer pursuant to Landscape Condition 2.  
c. revised the site or subdivision plans adjacent to Tracts 64A-G to remove notations of the golf 
course use.(DRO: ZONING  Zoning) 
 
     5. Previous Condition Number 6 of Resolution 85-288 which reads: 
There will be no more than 80 units in Tract 81.  No further units may be added by Site Plan 
Review Committee approval.  
 
Is hereby deleted. (Reason: Tract 81 was annexed by the City of Boca Raton) 
 
BUILDING 
     1. Reasonable precautions shall be exercised during site development to insure that 
unconfined particulates (dust particles) from this property do not become a nuisance to 
neighboring properties. (ONGOING-CODE ENFORCEMENT-Zoning) (Previous Condition 1 of 
Resolution 85-288) 
 
     2. Reasonable measures shall be employed during site development to insure that no 
pollutants from this property shall enter adjacent or nearby survace waters. (ONGOING-CODE 
ENFORCEMENT-Zoning) (Previouis Condition 2 of Resolution 85-288) 
 
ENGINEERING 
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     1. Previous condition 3 of Resolution R-1985-288, Control No. 1984-152, which currently 
states: 
This development shall retain on site the first one inch of the storm water runoff per Palm 
Beach County Subdivision and Platting Ordinance 73-4, as amended. 
 
Is hereby deleted. [Reason: Drainage is a code requirement] 
 
     2. The developer shall construct concurrent with the issuance of the first building permit, a 
Left Turn Lane, East approach, on SW 18th Street at Marina Del Mar. (BLDG PERMIT: 
MONITORING  Eng) (Previous condition 4 of Resolution R-1985-288, Control No. 1984-152) 
 
     3. The Developer shall pay a Fair Share Fee in the amount and manner required by “The 
Fair Share Contribution for Road Improvements Ordinance” as it presently exists or as it may 
from time to time be amended. Presently The Fair Share Fee for this project is $200.00 per 
approved multi-family dwelling unit and $300.00 per approved single-family dwelling unit. 
(ONGOING: ENGINEERING  Eng)  (Previous condition 5 of Resolution R-1985-288, Control 
No. 1984-152) 
 
     4. In order to comply with the mandatory Traffic Performance Standards, the Property 
owner shall be restricted to the following phasing schedule: 
 
     a. No Building Permits for the site may be issued after December 31, 2015.  A time 
extension for this condition may be approved by the County Engineer based upon an approved 
Traffic Study which complies with Mandatory Traffic Performance Standards in place at the 
time of the request.  This extension request shall be made pursuant to the requirements of Art. 
2.E of the Unified Land Development Code. (DATE: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     b. Building Permits for more than 32 single-family dwelling units from Pod A and 32 
condo/townhome units from Pod B (or the equivalent of 61 peak hour trips from these two 
pods) shall not be issued until until construction commences to provide for two (2) south 
approach left turn lanes at the Camino Real/Powerline Road intersection.  The turn lanes shall 
be a minimum length of 450 feet plus a 100-ft taper or as approved by FDOT.  The 
construction shall also include any modifications to the receiving lanes determined to be 
necessary by FDOT.  (BLDG PERMIT: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     c. Building permits for more than 245 condo/townhome units (or the equivalent of 125 peak 
hour trips) shall not be issued until construction commences to provide the following geometry 
at the SW 18th Street/Military Trail intersection: 

West Approach - 2 exclusive lefts, 1 through and 1 exclusive right 
East Approach - 1 exclusive left, 2 throughs and 1 exclusive right. 

 
     5. Acceptable surety for the design, right of way acquisition, and the Construction 
Engineering and Inspection Costs as well as the construction for the offsite road improvements 
as outlined in Conditions No. E.4.b and E.4.c shall be posted with the Land Development 
Division on or before July 27, 2011.  Surety in the amount of 110% shall be based upon an 
acceptable Certified Cost Estimate provided by the Developer's Engineer.   At any time during 
the duration of the surety the County Engineer shall have the authority to determine that 
sufficient progress has not been made for any and all required work.  In the event such a 
determination is made, Palm Beach County shall have the right to request funds be drawn for 
the surety (surety drawn) and Palm Beach County may then complete all required work.  The 
County Engineer shall also have the authority to require that the surety amount be updated to 
reflect current anticipated costs at any time during the duration of the surety. (DATE: 
MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     6. The property owner shall provide to the Palm Beach County Land Development Division 
a road right of way deed and all associated documents as required by the County Engineer for 
the expanded intersection right of way and corner clip on SW 18th Street at Military Trail.  The 
right of way shall be dedicated in accordance with T-P-10-001 or as otherwise required by the 
County Engineer.  
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All right of way deed(s) and associated documents shall be provided and approved prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit or within ninety (90) days of a request by the County 
Engineer, whichever shall occur first.  Right of way conveyance shall be along the entire 
frontage and shall be free and clear of all encroachments and encumbrances.  Property owner 
shall provide Palm Beach County with sufficient documentation acceptable to the Right of Way 
Acquisition Section to ensure that the property is free of all encumbrances and 
encroachments, including a topographic survey.  The Grantor must further warrant that the 
property being conveyed to Palm Beach County meets all appropriate and applicable 
environmental agency requirements.  In the event of a determination of contamination which 
requires remediation or clean up on the property now owned by the Grantor, the Grantor 
agrees to hold the County harmless and shall be responsible for all costs of such clean up, 
including but not limited to, all applicable permit fees, engineering or other expert witness fees 
including attorney's fees as well as the actual cost of the clean up.   Thoroughfare Plan Road 
right of way conveyances shall be consistent with Palm Beach County's Thoroughfare Right of 
Way Identification Map.  The Property Owner shall not record these required deeds or related 
documents.  Palm Beach County will prepare a tax pro-ration. A check, made payable to the 
Tax Collector's Office, shall be submitted by the property owner for the pro-rated taxes.  After 
final acceptance, Palm Beach County shall record all appropriate deeds and documents.  
(BLDG PERMIT/ONGOING: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     7. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit or within ninety (90) days of a request by 
the County Engineer, whichever shall occur first, the property owner shall provide to Palm 
Beach County Land Development Division by warranty deed additional right of way for the 
construction of: 
a. A right turn lane east approach on SW 18th Street at Camino Del Mar 
b. A right turn lane east approach on SW 18th Street at Palm D'Oro Drive 
c. A right turn lane west approach on Camino Real at Camino Del Mar 
 
This right of way shall be a minimum of 280 feet in storage length, a minimum of twelve feet in 
width and a taper length of 50 feet or as approved by the County Engineer. The right of way 
should be continued across the intersecting roadway.  The property owner is responsible for 
acquiring all necessary right of way and for all right of way acquisition costs, including but not 
limited to, surveys, property owner maps, legal descriptions for acquisition and a title search 
for a minimum of 30 years.  This additional right of way shall be free of all encumbrances and 
encroachments and shall include Corner Clips where appropriate, as determined by the 
County Engineer.  Property owner shall provide Palm Beach County with sufficient 
documentation acceptable to the Right of Way Acquisition Section to ensure that the property 
is free of all encumbrances and encroachments, including a topographic survey.  The Property 
Owner shall not record the required right of way or related documents. After final acceptance 
of the location, legal sketches and dedication documents, Palm Beach County shall record all 
appropriate deeds and documents (BLDG PERMIT/ONGOING: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     8. The Property owner shall construct: 
 
i. A right turn lane east approach on SW 18th Street at Camino Del Mar 
ii. A left turn lane north approach on Camino Del Mar at SW 18th Street 
iii. A right turn lane east approach on SW 18th Street at Palm D'Oro Drive 
iv. A right turn lane west approach on Camino Real at Camino Del Mar 
v. A left turn lane south approach on Military Trail at the proposed entrance to Pod 64F 
 
Any and all costs associated with the construction shall be paid by the property owner.  These 
costs shall include, but are not limited to, utility relocations and acquisition of any additional 
required right-of-way.  
 
     a. Permits required from Palm Beach County for this construction shall be obtained prior to 
the issuance of the first building permit.  (BLDG PERMIT: MONITORING-Eng) 
     b. Construction shall be completed prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of 
Occupancy. (CO: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
     9. The Property owner shall construct: 
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i. A left turn lane northwest approach on Canary Palm Drive at Villa De Sonrisa Del Norte 
ii. A left turn lane southwest approach on Villa De Sonrisa Del Norte at Canary Palm Drive 
iii. A left turn lane northeast approach on Villa De Sonrisa Del Norte at Canary Palm Drive 
iv. A left turn lane southeast approach on Camino Del Mar at Palm D'Oro Drive 
v. A left turn lane southwest approach on Palm D'Oro Drive at Camino Del Mar 
vi. A left turn lane west approach on Canary Palm Drive at Palm D'Oro Drive 
 
Any and all costs associated with the construction shall be paid by the property owner.  These 
costs shall include, but are not limited to, utility relocations and acquisition of any additional 
required right-of-way. 
 
     a. Permits required from Palm Beach County for this construction shall be obtained prior to 
the issuance of the first building permit.  (BLDG PERMIT: MONITORING-Eng) 
     b. Construction shall be completed prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of 
Occupancy. (CO: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
    11. The property owner shall provide an acceptable drainage study identifying any historical 
drainage from offsite parcels, including proposed grading cross sections.  The project's 
stormwater management system shall be designed to address any historical drainage and 
shall not cause adverse stormwater management impacts to adjacent properties. The property 
owner shall provide drainage easements, as required, to accommodate offsite drainage. 
 
     a. Drainage study shall be provided the Land Development Division prior to final approval of 
the Site Plan by the DRO. (DRO: ENGINEERING-Eng) 
     b. Any required drainage easements shall be recorded prior to issuance of the first building 
permit. (BLDG PERMIT: MONITORING-Eng) 
 
    12. Prior to issuance of the first building permit within a specific tract, the property owner 
shall plat the entire subject tract in accordance with provisions of Article 11 of the Unified Land 
Development Code.  The platting of this project may be phased in accordance with a phasing 
plan acceptable to the Office of the County Engineer and approved by the Development 
Review Officer.  A phase should not be larger than what would reasonably be expected to be 
completed within the time frame of the posted surety, if any. (BLDG PERMIT: MONITORING-
Eng) 
 
LANDSCAPE - GENERAL-AFFECTED AREA OF APPLICATION 2010-1728 
     1. Prior to final plan approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the property 
owner shall submit a Landscape Plan to the Landscape Section for review and final approval.  
The Plan(s) shall be prepared in compliance with the conditions of approval as contained 
herein and all ULDC requirements. (DRO: LANDSCAPE - Zoning) 
 
LANDSCAPE - GENERAL-PODS 64 A THROUGH 64 G 
     2. Landscaping and buffering along the property lines of Pods 64 A-G, and shall consist the 
following: 
a. Pods 64A,B, D, and E – A Type I Incompatibility Buffer,  a minimum width of thirty (30) feet 
along the property lines adjacent to residential units, and a minimum width of fifteen (15) feet 
along the north property line abutting LWDD Canal 49;  
b. Pod 64C and G -  A Type I Incompatibility Buffer, a minimum width of thirty (30) feet along 
the property lines that abuts the existing residential units except in areas where it abuts a 
street right-of-way. A R-O-W Buffer, a minimum width of fifteen (15) foot along all street right-
of-ways;  
c.  Pod 64 F - A Type I Incompatibility Buffer, a minimum width of thirty (30) feet along all 
property lines except in areas where it abuts a canal or a street right-of-way. A R-O-W Buffer, 
a minimum width of twenty (20) feet where it abuts Canal E-3 adjacent to Military Trail and 
internal right-of-ways;  
d.  No easement encroachment shall be permitted in the above buffers; and 
e. In addition to the ULDC requirements for a Type I Incompatiblity buffer, the quantity of plant 
materials shall include: 

1)  Palms- one for each 25 linear feet of buffer length; and, 
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2) Shrubs – double quantity of the ULDC requirements. (DRO:ZONING-Zoning) 
 
     3. In addition to the ULDC requirements, a minimum of seventy-five (75) percent of all trees 
to be planted in the perimeter landscape buffers shall meet the following minimum standards at 
installation: 
a.  tree height: fourteen (14) feet; and, 
b. credit may be given for existing or relocated trees provided they meet ULDC requirements. 
(BLDG PERMIT: LANDSCAPE - Zoning) 
 
     4. All palms required to be planted on the property by this approval, except on individual 
residential lots, shall meet the following minimum standards at installation: 
a. palm heights:  twelve (12) feet clear trunk; 
b. clusters:   staggered heights twelve (12) to eighteen (18)  feet; and, 
c. credit may be given for existing or relocated palms provided they meet current ULDC 
requirements. (BLDG PERMIT: LANDSCAPE - Zoning) 
 
     5. A group of three (3) or more palms may not supersede the requirement for a canopy tree 
in that location, unless specified herein. (BLDG PERMIT: LANDSCAPE - Zoning) 
 
     6. Field adjustment of berm and plant material locations may be permitted to provide 
pedestrian sidewalks/bike paths and amenities, and to accommodate transverse utility or 
drainage easements crossings and existing vegetation.  All field adjustments shall be the 
minimum necessary to accommodate the aforementioned features and amenities.  (BLDG 
PERMIT: LANDSCAPE - Zoning) 
 
LAKE WORTH DRAINAGE DISTRICT 
     1. Prior to final plan approval signed and sealed canal-cross Sections for E-3, L-49 and L-
50 Canals shall be provided to LWDD.  The cross-sections must extend 50 feet beyond both 
sides of top of bank, and they are to be tied to an accepted horizontal control, either sectional 
or plat.  The cross-sections shall delineate all features that may be relevant, (i.e. buildings, 
edge of pavement, curbs, sidewalks, guardrails, grade breaks etc.).  The cross-sections shall 
be a maximum of three hundred feet apart, and a minimum of three cross sections is required.  
The cross-sections are to be plotted at one inch = ten (10) feet both horizontal and vertical for 
small canals, and one inch = twenty (20) feet for large canals.  All tract and/or lot lines, block 
lines, sections lines and easements shall be clearly depicted showing existing LWDD right of 
way.  Elevations shall be based on the NGVD (29) datum, with a conversion factor to NAVD 
(88) must be shown.  The cross-sections will be used to determine if LWDD will need to have 
the applicant convey an easement back to LWDD. (DRO: LWDD-ENG) 
 
     2. Prior to final plan approval the three (3) LWDD Canals be indicated on the Site Plan and 
Survey and all three canals must be labeled, tied to a horizontal control, either sectional or 
plat, and dimensioned as well as all recording information referenced above be shown on the 
Site Plan.  (DRO:  LWDD-ENG) 
 
     3. Prior to final plan approval all recording information per ORB 2217 PG 311, ORB 2217 
PG 314, and ORB 2336 PG 998 shall be shown on the Survey and Site Plan. (DRO: LWDD-
ENG) 
 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
     1. Prior to the recordation of the first plat, all property included in the legal description of the 
application shall be subject to a Declaration of Restrictions and Covenants acceptable to the 
County Attorney's office which shall include the following: 
a.   Formation of a single property owner's association, automatic voting membership in the 
association by any party holding title to any portion of the subject property, and assessment of 
all members of the association for the cost of maintaining all common areas.  
b.   All recreation parcels shall be deed restricted to recreation for the use of the residents of 
the development.  At the time of turnover of the POA/HOA, the recreation parcel shall be 
turned over to the association at no cost to the residents. 
c.   The property shall not be subject to the Declaration of Restrictions in phases.  Approval of 
the Declaration must be obtained from the County Attorney's office prior to the recordation of 
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the first plat for any portion of the development.  This Declaration shall be amended when 
additional units are added to the development. (PLAT: CO ATTY - Zoning) 
 
PLANNING 
     1. Prior to final approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the property owner 
shall record in the public records of Palm Beach County a Declaration of Restrictive 
Covenants, in a form acceptable to the Palm Beach County Attorney, which includes but is not 
limited to the following:  
 
 Guarantees the attainability of all required workforce units required per article 5.G. in the 
ULDC.  These units are to be distributed among the categories consistent with the 
requirements in Article 5.G. in the ULDC. (DRO: PLANNING  Planning) 
 
     2. On an annual basis, beginning February 1, 2012, or as otherwise stipulated in the 
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants for Workforce Housing, the property owner, Master 
Homeowners Association or individual Workforce Housing dwelling unit owner, shall submit an 
annual report/update to the Planning Division and HCD documenting compliance with the 
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants for Workforce Housing.  (DATE/ONGOING: 
MONITORING Planning/HCD)  
 
 
SCHOOL BOARD 
     1. The property owner shall post a notice of annual boundary school assignments for 
students from this development.  A sign 11” X 17” shall be posted in a clear and visible location 
in all sales offices and models with the following: 
      
                       “NOTICE TO PARENTS OF SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN” 
 
School age children may not be assigned to the public school closest to their residences.  
School Board policies regarding levels of service or other boundary policy decisions affect 
school boundaries.  Please contact the Palm Beach County School District Boundary Office at 
(561) 434-8100 for the most current school assignment(s). (ONGOING: SCHOOL BOARD) 
 
     2. Prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy (CO), the school bus shelter 
shall be constructed by the property owner in a location and manner acceptable to the Palm 
Beach County School Board.  Provisions for the bus shelter shall include, at a minimum, a 
covered area, continuous paved pedestrian and bicycle access from the subject property or 
use, to the shelter.  Maintenance of the bus shelter(s) shall be the responsibility of the 
residential property owner.  (CO: MONITORING  School Board.) 
 
SITE DESIGN 
     1. Prior to final approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the Site or Subdivision 
Plan shall incorporate a minimum five (5) foot wide continuous concrete sidewalk internal to 
each pod providing connectivity to the adjacent residential pods or recreational pod and the 
neighborhood park. (DRO: ZONING - Zoning)   
 
     2. Prior to final approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the Site or Subdivision 
plans for Pods 64A through G shall provide: 
a. A minimum separation distance of seventy-five (75) feet  between the external facades of 
each existing residential building and  proposed residential building.  
b. A minimum setback of fifty feet measuring form the external facade to the adjacent 
residential property line. (DRO:ZONING-Zoning) 
 
3. Prior to final approval by the Development Review Officer (DRO), the applicant shall 
provide amenities for each Open Space as shown on the Preliminary Site Plan – Overall dated 
November 15, 2010, including but not limited to: shade structure, seating areas, tot lots. 
Details of each open space shall be provided on the Final Regulating Plan. (DRO:ZONING-
Zoning) 
  
COMPLIANCE 
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     1. In granting this approval, the Board of County Commissioners relied upon the oral and 
written representations of the property owner/applicant both on the record and as part of the 
application process.  Deviations from or violation of these representations shall cause the 
approval to be presented to the Board of County Commissioners for review under the 
compliance condition of this approval.  (ONGOING:  MONITORING - Zoning) 
 
     2. Failure to comply with any of the conditions of approval for the subject property at any 
time may result in: 
a.     The issuance of a stop work order; the issuance of a cease and desist order;  the denial 
or revocation of a building permit;  the denial or revocation of a Certificate of Occupancy (CO);  
the denial of any other permit, license or approval to any developer, owner, lessee, or user of 
the subject property;  the revocation of any other permit, license or approval from any 
developer, owner, lessee, or user of the subject property;  revocation of any concurrency;  
and/or 
b.     The revocation of the Official Map Amendment, Conditional Use, Requested Use, 
Development Order Amendment, and/or any other zoning approval;  and/or 
c.     A requirement of the development to conform with the standards of the Unified Land 
Development Code (ULDC) at the time of the finding of non-compliance, or the addition or 
modification of conditions reasonably related to the failure to comply with existing conditions;  
and/or  
d.     Referral to code enforcement;  and/or 
e.     Imposition of entitlement density or intensity.  
 
Staff may be directed by the Executive Director of PZ&B or the Code Enforcement Special 
Master to schedule a Status Report before the body which approved the Official Zoning Map 
Amendment, Conditional Use, Requested Use, Development Order Amendment, and/or other 
zoning approval, in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.E of the ULDC, in response to 
any flagrant violation and/or continued violation of any condition of approval.  (ONGOING: 
MONITORING - Zoning) 
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View of Existing Club House 

View of Existing Club House 
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Examples of Vandalism 

Examples of Vandalism 
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View of an Existing Cart Path 

~er 
Trail 
GOL. CLUB 

Existing Signage & No Trespassing Sign 



ZC March 3, 2011  Page 348 

Application No. ZV/DOA-2010-01728 BCC District 04  
Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   

 

View of Former Golf Course 
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SPG 
28 June 2005 

Eric McClellan, Senior Planner 
Mary Ann K wok, Principal Planner 
Zoning Division - Public Hearing Section 
PBC Dept. of Planning, Zoning, & Building 
100 Australian Avenue, 4th Floor 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33406 

re: DOA 2004-00826 - Boca Del Mar P.D.D. - Mizner Trail 
PUD Pods - Open Space Calculations and Analysis 

Dear Mr. McClellan and Ms. Kwok: 

As Agent for Mizner Trail Golf Club, Ltd., we are submitting the revised Development Order 
Amendment Application and revised Master Plan for Boca Del Mar PUD, which modifies a 
43.29± acre portion (holes 3-8 only) of the 132.13± acre Mizner Trail Golf Club, Ltd. property. 
This area is currently platted in 2 pods as Boca Del Mar Plat No.7 tract 64B & tract 64C. 

Open space data for all Pods have been compiled into the attached 'open space chart' per 
direction established by Palm Beach County Staff in a meeting with the Applicants' Attorney on 
May 9, 2005. A package of Recorded Plats, Approved Site Plans, & aerials for Pod 4 is also 
attached with the data and/or areas of open space outlined in color, as appropriate. This shows 
that the existing golf course was not used to meet any Open Space requirement. 

(All plats & site plans provided are 50% reductions of site plans obtained from PBC Zoning files 
and recorded plats. These plans are to scale @ 50% of the original plan scale on 12" x 18" sheets.) 

The open space areas have been derived as follows: 
• Data Provided on Recorded Plat 
• Data Provided on Approved Site Plan 
• Where no data or incomplete data was provided on Recorded Plat and the approved 

Site Plan provides complete data, the approved Site Plan data was used. If both the 
Recorded Plat and the Approved Site Plan have no data or incomplete data, area 'take 
off calculations' were prepared and the area is depicted on the Plat or Site Plan. 

" Only on Pod 4, Del Prado Elementary School (#1741), no Plat or Site Plan, was 
available in the County Records. Therefore, both a REDI aerial @ I" = 150' (with the 
Pod Boundary drawn on) and a PBC Property Appraiser's aerial, with Pod Boundary 

Sanders Planning Group, p.a. 
Land Planning, Landscape Architecture, Town Planning LC 80 
6300 Northeast First Avenue, Suite 102, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33334 (954) 491-8890 Fax (954) 491-5832 
iandpian@belisQuth.net 
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LETTER/Zoning Review Section 
Boca Del Mar POO - Open Space 

DOA 2004-00826 Control # 84-152 
Mizner Trail 
28 June 2005 

Page 3 

depicted, are provided. These aerials depict a significant amount of open space on Pod 4 (the 
School in Pod 26 provides 61.3% open space). 

PUD Open Space Requirements per Code: 

• Ordinance (Resolution) 3-57 - No PUD Open Space Required 
(from 1957 to February 1973) 

No open space % was required per Section 14.26 Planned Unit Development (revised 

7-3-69) of the Code in effect at the time on the original approval for Boca Del Mar (5-

13-57 thru 2-17-72). The overall PUD Master Plan and Pod 51 (part of Plat No.1) were 
approved during this time when no PUD open space was required. 

" Ordinance 73-2 & Subsequent Ordinances - 35% PUD Open Space Required 
(from February 1973 to June 16, 1992) 

Ordinance 73-2 Section 500.21.J.I0 included within the 35% required open space all 
pervious area between lot lines & buildings, recreation areas & buildings, water 
bodies, parks, trails, & natural areas. Most of the Pods in Boca Del Mar were 
approved under the 35% open space. The Site Plan Review Committee required that 
all pods submitted during this time frame meet the 35% open space requirement on 
the pod itself. In many instances the site plan or plat data was incomplete, therefore, 
additional calculations are provided. The open space 'on lots was determined (where 
not provided) by using 40% lot coverage (Code) for buildings on single family lots 
(50% (code) for Zero lot line lots), 5% for driveways, and 10% for pools & patios 
(crediting only 5% per Code for open space). This resulted in 50% of the single 
family lot area and 40% of the zero lot line lot area as open space. 

• Unified Land Development Code - No PUD Open Space Required 
(from June 16, 1992 to January 2004) 

Even though there was no PUD open space requirement (for PUDs outside the Ag 
Reserve) during this time, we have provided open space calculations for the 7 Pods 
approved and/or revised during this time period. The open space on these Pods varies 
from 43% to 61 % (100% for Clubhouse). 

• Unified Land Development Code - 40% PUD Open Space Required 
(January 2004 to Present) 
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LETTER/Zoning Review Section 
Boca Del Mar POO - Open Space 

DOA 2004-00826 Control # 84-152 
Mizner Trail 
28 June 2005 

Page 3 

No Site Plans or Plats were approved since January 2004. Mizner Trail will meet the ULDC PUD 
requirement of 40% open space (including the L-50 canal/lake as open space) within the 43.29 acres 
per the open space definition in Article 18 and Table 3.E.2.C-lS. The site plans for the 43.29 
acres (]pods 64B-l, 64B-2, 64B-3, & 64C-l, 64C-2) provide 26± acres of open space (60± %), 1.S times 
the 40% required per Code. 

In addition, the PUD contains approximately 60 acres of Parks that provided an additional open 
space reservoir. 

Thank: you for your consideration of our request and we look forward to your approval of this 
application. 

Sincerely, 

Marvin L. Sanders, Sanders Planning Group, p.a. 
Agent for Mizner Trail Golf Club, Ltd. 
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, ' 

OPEN SPACE - BOCA DEL MAR PUD 4.26.05 

DOA2004-826 

(00) value calculated 00 (mp) acreage taken from Master Plan 

POD POD OPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE OPEN USES 
NUMBER (ACRES) PER STATS ON WITHOUT SITE SPACE 

SITE PLAN PLAN OR 
(ACRES) STATS % 

(ACRES) 

1E 58.08 (mp) 20.33 35 SF 
1W 33.69 (mp) 11.79 35 SF 
2 14.91 (mp) 5.22 35 SF 
3 5.716 3.583 62.7 TH 
4 15.01 (mp) - - schoof 
5 16.84 (mp) (16.84) 100 park 
6 12.5 8.42 71.1 TH 

10.5 (mp) 3.68 35 
7E 17.82 9.235 50.8 TH 
7W 18.07 (mp) 6.32 35 SF 
8 5.538 2.54 45.8 TH 

5.54 (mp) 
9 8.45 3.41 28.76 GC 

8.46 (mp) 
10 5.331 2.84 53.3 TH 

5.33 (mpt 
12 38.4 32.49 (84.6) SF 

36.38 (mp) 
13 36.586 6.82 (buffer) + 12.805 35 SF 

36.37 (mp) (19.625) 

14 6.8 4.1 60.3 TH 
15 4.657 - - civic 

4.6 (mp) 
16 9.00 (mp) (9.00) 100 park 

17E 18.88 5.03 21.1 SF 
18.95_(mp) 

17W 12.978 8.079 62.25 GC 
12.90_(mp) 

18 24.1 3.78 (15.7) TH&SF 
69.65 (mp) 21.95 10.95 53 

12.76 1.01 (8.9) 
5.36 0.59 (11.0) 
5.4 0.44 (8.2) 

69.57 16.77 
18A 10.54 5.9 56 TH 

15.27 (mp) 4.73 (mp) + 1.64 35 
7.54 

19 19.00 8.2 43.2 MF 
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Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   

 

POD POD OPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE OPEN USES 

NUMBER (ACRES) PER STATS ON WITHOUT SITE SPACE 
SITE PLAN PLAN OR 
(ACRES) STATS % 

(ACRES) 

20 5.645 3.06 52 GC&TH 
5.6 (mp) 

22 12.81 (mp) 4.48 35 MF 
33.03 (mp) 12.68 6.12 48.34 

7.54 4.49 55.3 
15.09 

23 6.18 2.163 35 TH 
16.17 (mp) 9.99 (mp) +3.5 35 

5.663 
24 2.36 (mp) - - civic{fire) 

26 15.00 - - school 
27 15.00 - civic (yMCA) 
28 5.158 2.35 45.6 TH 

5.16 (mp) 
29 14.88 (mp) (14.88) 100 park 
30 19.114 -tn 1"11", (63.9) SF I c..c. I 

19.11 (mp) 

31 26.695 15.403 (57.7) SF 
61.43 (mp) 34.735 (mp) + 12.16 35 

27.563 
31 A 28.695 15.403 (37.7) TH 

28.7 (mp) 
32 6.03 2.11 35 ACLF 

6.02 (mp) 
33 1.46 (1.46) 100 park 
34 25.81 9.03 35 SF 

26.9 (mp) 
3SE 20.5 (mp) 11.61 56.63 MF 
3SW 14.0 8.25 58.5 TH 

13.92 (mp) 
36 28.586 15.946 (55.8) GC 

28.6 (mp) 
37 14.26 (mp) 4.99 35 SF 
39 11.05 3.87 35 SF 
40 2.09 - - civic 
.111 12.00 (mp) (12.00) 100 park -.. 
42 15.2 0.14 + 5.35 35 GC 

5.49 
43 7.536 2.64 35 TH 

7.54 (mp) 
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Application No. ZV/DOA-2010-01728 BCC District 04  
Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   

 

POD POD OPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE OPEN USES 

NUMBER (ACRES) PER STATS ON WITHOUT SITE SPACE 
SITE PLAN PLAN OR 

(ACRES) STATS % 
(ACRES) 

44 5.29 3.02 (57.1 ) MF 
42.0 (mp) 13.78 7.8 56.6 

9.5 5.0+ 0.22 (52.6) 
16.04 

13.43 (mp) + 4.71 35 
20.75 

45E 11.05 (mp) 3.87 35 GC 
45W 11.22 6.57 58.56 GC 
46 6.341 - - clubhouse 

7.97 (mp) 
47 27.29 13.86 51 GC 

27.3 (mp) 
49 16.067 5.62 35 SF 

16.07 (mp) 
50 12.9 5.16 (40) SF 

14.84 (mp) 
52 27.28 18.97 69.3 SF 
53 19.13 (mp) 6.69 35 TH 

54E 14.66 3.49 26 SF 
14.42 (mp) 

54W 14.18 3.29 25.3 SF 
14.42 (mp) 

SSE/56 25.8 9.03 35 SF 
22.61 (mp) 

SSW 3.9 1.37 35 TH 
3.92 (mp) 

57 20.32 (mp) 7.11 35 SF 
58 13.43 (5.9) 44 SF 
59 8.51 (mp) 2.98 35 TH 
60 5.38 (5.38) 100 park 

61A 4.29 (1.89) 44 TH 
9.91 (mp) 5.62 (mp) 2.0 35 

61B 8.549 2.99 35 TH 
8.53 (mp) 

62 12.15 5.81 47.8 MF 
ACLF 

63 30.087 1 t.4B 56 MF 
30.09 (mp) 

65 48.27 (mp) 16.89 35 MF 

67 8.9 3.7 + 0.8 (50.6) MF 
3.38 (mp) + 1.183 35 

5.683 
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Application No. ZV/DOA-2010-01728 BCC District 04  
Control No. 1984-00152   
Project No. 00205-055   

 

POD POD OPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE OPEN USES 
NUMBER (ACRES) PER STATS ON WITHOUT SITE SPACE 

SITE PLAN PLAN OR 
(ACRES) STATS % 

(ACRES) 

68 7.24 (m~) 2.53 35 SF 
69A 3.20 (mp) - - clubhouse 
69 B 3.58 (mp) 1.25 35 MF 

71 14.67 (mp) 5.13 35 TH 
72 13.046 4.57 35 SF 

13.05 (mp) 
74 (14.04) mp 4.91 35 SF 

75A (18.06) mp 6.33 35 SF 
75B 3.029 2.29 (75.6) 

1.53 1.17 (76.4) SF&TH 
45.72 (mp) 3.08 2.44+ 2.86 (79.2) 

22.09 
38.08 (mp) 13.33 35 

75C 8.59 3.0 35 SF 
76C 2.041 1.31 64.4 TH 

2.04 (mpt 
77 7.00 (mp) - - commercial 

78A 18.92 10.62 (56.1) MF 

78 B 19.83 (mp) 6.94 35 SF 
79 16.0 8.2 (51.2) TH 
801 14.079 4.93 35 MF 

19.54 (mp) 
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OPEN SPACE - BOCA DEL MAR PUD 

DOA2004~a26 

(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

1E Plat 

Plat 
Plat 

1W Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

2 Plat 
Plat 

3 Plat 
Site plan 

4 aerial 11-02 
5 Site-.E!an 
6 Plat 

Plat 
Site plan 

7 Site plan 
7E Plat 

Plat 
Site plan 

7W Plat 

8 Plat 
Site plan 
Site plan 

9 Site..E!an 
10 Plat 

Site plan 
11 --

M - measured SP - site plan n/a - non available O.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: au",o OUIIQlnQ coveraQ8 1" % Orlveway T IUi'o COl/POOl aeCK (Wlln 0"10 V,b, cream reSUlts In 4U'Jo open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE 

REQUIRED 

02-03-77 35% 47.3% (P) 0.262 ac.+ 13.58 ae. 13.84ac. (41.3%) 33.486 ae. 
(50% of 27.157 Be = 1358 ae.) 

12-14-78 8.03 ac. (67.0%) 11.987 ae. 
07-08-83 1.42 ae. (37.6%) (50% of 2.83 ao.) 3.78 ae. 
08-25-82 35% 45.3% (P) 2.732 ae. + 2.204ae- 4.936ae. (48.1%) 10.254 ae. 

(40;)," of 5.51 0 !;IC = 2.204 ac.) 
01-20-83 0.331 ae.+ 1.76 ac. '" 2.091 ac. (34.6%) 6.047 ae. 

(40% of 4.40B ao = 1.76 ac.) 
02-28-85 4.00B ae. + 4.254 ae. '" 8.262 ac. (47.3%) 17,468 ae. 

(40% of 10.635 ac- 4.254 ae.) 
November 1978 35% 38.8% (P) 2.18 ae. (37.5"10) (50';'" of 4.362 ae.) 5.811ac. 

03-22-79 3.4 ac. (39.6%) (50% 01 6,792 ac.) 8.589 ae. 
08-27-81 35% 62.7%(P) 3.583 ae. (62.7%) 5.716 ae. 
11-13-79 3.58 ae. (62.7%) 5.716 ae. 

5.25 ae. (35%) 5.25 ac. E 15.01 ae. (MP 
10-26-88 100% 16.84 ae. (100%), 16.84 ac. (MP) 
06-08-78 35% 53.1% (P) 6.06 ac. (50.8%) 11.93 ae. 
06-21-79 6.16 ac. (55.6%) 11.07 ae. 
01-11-78 6.34 ae. (50.7%) 12.5 ae. 
07-0S-80 35% 100% SP 0.41 ae. (100%) 0.41 ae. 
03-22-S4 35% 51.4% (P) 2.42 ac. (50.2%) 4.S2 ae. 
04-27-84 6.72 ae. (51.6%) 13.01 ae. 
07-12-83 9.24 ae. (51.S%) 17.82 ae. 
02-29-79 35% 53.7% (P) 4.08 ae. + 4.66 ae. - S.74ae. (53.7%) 16.269 ae. 

(50%, of 9.319 ac = 4.66 ae.) 
03-29-79 35% 49.5% (P) 2.54 ae. (49.5%) 5.537 ae. 
12-11-79 2.539 ae. (45.8%) 
04-14-81 2.54 ac. (45.9%i 5.537 ac. 
09-09-81 35% 40.3%(~~ 3.51 ae • .<41.3%) S,49 ae. 
07-20-78 35% nfa 5.331 ae. 
08-12-80 53.3% (SP) 2.84 ac. (53.3%) 5.331 ae. 

---- --- ---- ---- ---

A - aerial 

PLAT! SITE PLAN 

Del Mar ViII a ge-sect,1 (32/131·133) 

Boca Del Mar T ra;,;t 1 - phase I (36/52,53) 
Boca Del Mar Tract 1 - phase II (46/19) 
Soli mar at Boca Del Mar - phase I (44f131 ,132) 

Soli mar at Boca Del Mar - phase II (45/56-58) 

Solimar at Boca Del Mar- phase III (50/123,124) 

Silver Woods - phase I (35/177,178) 
Silver Woods - phase 11'(37/28,29) 
Boca Casa PUD (43/29,30) 

School 
Park 
Sierra Del Mar 1 (34/190,191) 
Sierra Del Mar 2 (37/140-142) 
Sierra Del Mar '1 
Cloverfield Ree. area 
Court Yards at Boca I (47/130,131) 
CourtYards at Boca II (47/194,195) 
Court Yards at Boca I & II 
Cloverfield I (S9/53,54) 

Castel Gardens (37/39,40) 
Castel De! Mar 
Castel Royal 
The Woods at Boca Del Mar Condo 30/127.128 
San Simeon (43/103) 

NOT PART OF PUD 
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(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

12 Plat 
PIat 

Site plan 

13 Plat 

Site plan 

1. Plat 
Site plan 

15 Site plan 
16 Site_elan 
17E Site plan 
17W Site plan 
18 Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

Site plan 
Site plan 
Site plan 

Site plan 

Site plan 

18A Plat 
Plat 

Sit~Lan 

M - measured SP - site plan nla - non available O.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results In 50% open space 
LLL: OU% building coverage + 0% driveway + 1U% poot/pool deck (with b% U.::::i. credit) resutts in 4U% open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE 

REQUIRED 

07-20-78 35% 49.6% (P) 8.81 ao. (59.3%) 14.85 ae. 
03-14-79 8.03 ao. (42.0%) 19.08 ac. 
02-08-78 29.41 ae. (76.6%) 38.4 ac. 

03-30-78 35% 38.6% (P) 0,485 ae. + 13.63 ac. 14.11 ae. (38.6%) 36.584 ae. 
(50:,,, of 27.255 ac. <= 13.63 ao.) 

10-12-77 6.82 ae. + 5.33 ao. = 12.15 ae. (33.2%) 36.584 ao. 
(50(;'~' of 10.654 ae. - 5.33 ac.) 

06·02-81 35% 64.7% (P) 4.4 ae. (64.7%) 6.8 ao. 
10-08-80 4.4 ao. (64.7%) 6.8 ao. 
01·10-01 35% 53% SP 3.47 ae. i53%i ivi 6.54r ac. 
04-12-78 35% 100% 9.0 ao. 100% 9.0 ae. (MP 
04-07-81 35% 62.6% SP) 11.83 ae. (62.6%) 18.88 ae. 
06-12-84 35% 62.2% SP) 8.079 ac. (62.2%) 12.979 ae. 
10-28-82 35% 45.0% (P) 7.46 ac (39.5%). {50% of 14.91 ac.} 18.89 ac. 
02-18-82 2.757 ae. + 1.17 ae. = 3.93 ac. (71.2%) 5.522 ae. 

(50% of 2.33 ac. 1.178C.) 
03"01-79 0.734 ae. + 9.50 ae. = 10.23 ae. (43.5%) 23.509 ac. 

(50%, of 19.005 ac. = 9.50 ae.) 
01-25-79 1.205 ae. + 4.81 ae. = 6.02 ao. (46.3%) 12.874 ae. 

(50% of 9.612 ac. = 4.81 ac.) 
11-02-78 0.239 ac. + 1.9 ac. = 2.14 ao. (39.7%) 5.387 ae. 

(50% of 3.799 ac. '" 1.9 ac.) 
02-10·81 10.95 ae. (53.0%) 20.688 ae. 
04-16·80 3.23 ae. (60%) 5.4 ae. 
11-07-78 5.01 ae. + 8.72 ac. = 13.73 ae. (57.0%) 24.1 ac. 

(50~'o of 17.44 ae. = 8.72 ao.) 
11-07-78 2.53 ae. + 4.48 ae. = 7.01 ac. (54.9%) 12.76 ae. 

(50% of 8.95 ae. "" 4.48 ae.) 
05-10-78 0.12 ae. + 2.11 ae. = 2.23 ae. (40.7%) 5.48 ae. 

(50~·:) of 4.22 .. !C. = 2.11 ac.} 
04-08-88 35% 55.5% (P) 5.49 ao. (56.0%) 10.54 ae. 
12-21-82 2.98 ae. (63.1%) 4.72 ao. 
08-26-87 

- L. _5.:~ae. (56%) 10.54 ae. 

A - aerial 

i 

PLAT 1 SITE PLAN 

Montoya Estates - unit 1 (35/29-31 
Montoya Estates - unit 2 (37/11) 
Montoya Estates - units 1 & 2 

Thornhill Green (34/95,96) 

Booa Patio Village (42/131) 

Synagogue 
Park - Boca Del Mar No 6 (30f142, 143) 
Captiva 38,149-152 
Lage Del Mar Condo phases 1-15 
Boca Hamlet (45/0,9) 
Palacio Del Mar (44(39.40) 

Thornhill Estates (36/171) 

Thornhill Mews (36/125) 

Thornhill Village (351183,184) 

Boca Hamlet 
Palacio Del Mar 
Thornhill Estates 

Thornhill Mews 

Thornhill Village 

Calibre Court (59/66,67) 
Pineapple Walk Townhouses (4/78) 
Calibre Court 
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(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space jn lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

19 Plat 
Plat 

Site plan 
Site plan 

20 Plat 
Site plan 

21 -
22 Plat 

Plat 
Plat 
Plat 

Site plan 
Site plan 
Site plan 

23 Plat 
Site plan 
Site plan 

24 SUe plan 
25 
26 Site plan 
27 Site plan 
28 Plat 

Site plan 
29 
30 Plat 

Plat 
Site plan 

31 Plat 
Plat 
Plat 

31 A Plat 
Plat 

Site plan 
32 Site plan 

33 Site plan 

M - measured SP - site plan nla - non available O.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% poo!/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: bU'Yo building eovera!=je + 5% driveway + lU% pool/pool deck (with 5% U.::i. credit) results in 40% open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE 

REQUIRED 

06-12-80 35% nla 2.796 ac. 
07-29-81 nla nla 
05-31-89 8.9 ae. (46.8%) 19.0 ae. 

December 2003 (none req. 43.2% (SP) 8.2 ac. (43.2%) 19.0 ae. 
in 2003) 

02-14-86 35% 1.662 ac. + O.S. 4.904 ae. 
11-13-84 52.0% (SP] 2_94 ac. (52.0%) 5.645 ae. 

-
02-09-80 35% 1.31 ae. + common O.S. 33.03 ae. 
05-05-83 nl. 
07·08-83 nla 
12-21-83 nla 
08-08·79 52.8% (SP) 6.8 ae. (53.1%) 12.8 ac. 
04-13-82 4.49 ae. (59.5%) 7.54 ac. 
06-08-82 6.13 ae. (48.34%) 12.679 ae. 
01-13-80 35% 54.5% (P) 8.81 ae. (54.5%) M 16.17 ae. 
06-09-81 nla nla 
05-28-85 nla 6.18 ae. 
01-09-79 35% 77.7% SP) 1.82 ae. (71.7%) 2.36 ae. 

- -
12·20-96 none 61.3% SP 9.2 ae. (61.3%) M 15.0 ae. MP 
10-08-03 none 41.8% SP 6.27 ac. 41.8%) 15.0 ae. MP 
03-13-80 35% 0.761 ae. + O.S. 5.158 ae. 
02·13·79 45.6% (SP) 2.35 ac. (45.6%) 5.158 ac. 

100% 14.83 ae. 100% 14.83 ae. MP) 
10-26-78 35% 39.2% (P) 3.08 ae. (39.6%) (50% of 6.165 ac.) 7.787 ae. 
09-08-77 4.46 ae. (39.3%) (50% of 8,919 ac,J 11.327 ae. 
01-12-77 12.21 ac: (63.8 %) 19.114ae. 
08-25-77 35% 38.3% (P) 8.624 ae. (39.9%) (50~'" of 1'1.248 o1c.) M 21.598 ae. 
02-15-78 7.39 ae. (37.8%) (50~.:o of 14.783 ac.) M 19.563 ac. 
05-04-78 7.5 ae. (37.2%) '(50% of 15.0 ae.) M 20.148 ae. 
04-20-79 35% 4.83 ae. (48.8%) 9.89 ac 
09-17·79 7.03 ac. (41.0%) 17.12ac. 
09-09-80 55.2% (SP) 15.833 ac: (55.2%) 28.695 ae. 
01-29-85 35% 41.9% (SP) 2.528 ae. (41.9%) M 6.028 ae. 
10-29-86 ~1.2% (P) 1.18 ae. (81~~) 1 ~4_6_ ae~._ 

A-aerial 

PLAT I SITE PLAN 

Belmar Phase I (40/4) 
Belmar Phase II (30/142,143) 
Belmar Phases I, II, II!, & IV (older draWing) 
Boca Del Mar - Pod 19 phases I, II, III 

Las Brisas (39/55,56) 
Las Brisas at Boca Del Mar 
NOT PART OF PUD 
Mission Viejo (39f43,44) 
Kensingtonl (451160,161) 
Kensington II (46/17,1 B) 
Kensington III (4711,2) 
Mission Viejo 
Mission Viejo 
Kensington phases I, II, & III 
Thorn Hill Glen (39f35) 
Thorn Hill Glen'north 
Thorn Hill Glen south 
Fire Station 
NOT ON MASTER PLAN 
School 
YMCA 30185,86) 
Patios on the Park (39/93) 

Park 
Toledo Park Homes - sec. 1 (33/109,110) 
Toledo Park Homes - see.2 (35f163, 164) 
Toledo Park Homes sections 1 & 2 
Amberwoods of Boca (33/93·95) 
Amberwoods of Boca - fjrst add. (34/26·28) 
Amberwoods of Boca - second add. (34/155-157) 
PUD Tiburon 11- phase I (37/77,78) 
PUD Tiburon 11- phase II (38/40-42) 
Tiburon phases r, II, Ill, & IV 
Hotel commercial 
Park/maintenance ----
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(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

3. Plat 

Site plan 
35E Plat 

Plat 
Plat 

Site plan 
35W Plat 

Site olan 
36 Plat 

Site plan 
37 Plat 

Plat 
38 
39 Plat 

Site plan 
40 Site plan 
41 Site plan 
42 Plat 

Site plan 
43 Plat 

Site plan 
44 Plat 

Plat 
Plat 

Site plan 
Site plan 
Site plan 
Site. plan 

45E Plat 
45W Site plan 
46 Plat 

Site plan 

M - measured SP - site plan n/a - non available O.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: oUU/o DUlldlnq coverage + 0"/0 driveway + lU"/o pool/pool deck (with 0% U.:::i. credit) results in 4U% open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE 

REQUIRED 

12-20-79 35% 43.2% (P) 1.345 ac. + 9.80 ac. 11.15 ac. (43.2%) 25.8 ac. 
(50:::0 of 19.6 ac. 9.80nc.) 

09-24-74 nla 
09-18-82 35% 6.23 ac. (55.5%) 11.21 ac 
02-02·84 0.594 ac. + O.S. 3.825 ac 
03-13-89 nla 5.5839 ac. 
09-28-88 56.6% (SP) 11_6 ac. (56.63 %1 unreadable 
11-17-83 35% 59.1%(P) 8.28 ac. (59.1%) 14.0 ac 
04-26-83 8.28 ac. (59.1%) 14.0 ac. 
05-10-84 35% 6.673 ae. (23.3 %) + portion of 27.199 ac 

passive O.S. 
04-23-85 55.6% (SP) 15.946 ac. (55.6%) 28.686 ac 
04-20-78 35% 62% (P) 4.0 ac. (57%) 7.02 ac. 
10-26-78 4.85 ac. (67%) 7.24 ac 

03-21-78 35% 46.3% (P) 1.06 ac. + 4.06 ac. 5.12 ae. (46.3%) 11.05 ae 
(50% of 8.11 ac.= 4.06 RC) 

07-14-76 nla 
06-28·00 35% 56.0% SP) 1.17 ac. 56%} 2.09 ac. 
04-10·79 100% 12.0 ae. 100%) 12.00 ac. 
05-21-74 35% 59.5% (P) 9_04 aCi}'9,~,;') 15.2 ac. 
05-08-78 7.21 ac. 47.4% M 15.2004 ac. 
10-15·79 35% 0.567 ac. + O.S. 6.583 ac. 
12-12-78 62.1% (SP) 4.68 ac. (62.1%). 7.54 ae. 
02-18-82 35% nla 10.253 ae. 
02-02-85 8.02 ac. (58.2%) 13.78 ac. 
09-22-83 nla 18.84 ac. 
05-24-83 54.9% (SP) 8.02 ae. (58.2%) 13.78 ac. 
08-10-82 5.0 ac. (52.6%) 9.50 ac. 
03-22-83 4.777 ac. (51.1%) M 9.347 ae. 
12-08-93 none 3.02 ac. '(57.1%) 5.29 ae. 
01-21-80 35% 44.6 ac. P 4.24 ac. (44.Gac.) E 11.049 ac. 
08-12-80 35% 58.6% (SP) 5.57 ae. 58.55%) 11.22 ae. 
09-18-73 35% 100% (P) 7.966 ac. (100%) 7.966 ae. 
02-09-94 (none req. 6.341 ae. (100%) 6.341 ae. 

in 1994) 

A - aerial 

PLAT I SITE PLAN 

The Pines at Boca Del Mar (381196-198) 

Lakes of Woodhaven phase 1 (44f167-169) 
Lakes of Woodhaven phase 2 (441167-169) 
Boca Park (62f80-82) 
Phase I & II 
Boca Walk (46/175-177) 

Harbour Town of Soca (48/48-52) 

Villas Del Mar unit 1 (34f118,119) 
Villas Del Mar "nit 2 (35/172,173) 
NOT ON MASTER PLAN 
Whispering Woods (34/81,82) 

Civic 
Park 
Woodhaven Condos - phases 1, 2, 3 (301183) 

Woodhaven East Condo (38/98,99) 

The Songs sect 1 (44/41,42) 
Boca Palms (47171,72) (The Songs) 
Boca Colony - Boca Place (46/95,96) 
Wind Song phases II, III, & IV (The Songs) 
Boca Colony 
Boca Place 
Tawnhames of Wind song phase I (The Sanqs) 
The Glens 39/12,13) 
Club Royale Condo 
Boca Del Mar No 2 (30/80,81) 
Clubhouse 
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(MP) ~ master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

47 Site plan 

48 
49 Plat 

Piat 
Site plan 

50 Plat 

Site plan 
51 Plat 
52 Plat 

Site plan 
53 Plat 

Plat 
Plat 
Plat 
Plat 
Plat 

54E Plat 

Site plan 

54W Plat 

Site plan 

55E/56 Plat 
Site plan 

55W Plat 

Site plan 

57 Plat 

58 Plat 
Site plan 

59 Plat 

M - measured SP - site plan nla - non available O.S. ~ open space E - 35% estimated open space A -aerial 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: bU~/~ ourldmg coverage + 0% driveway + l U'Yo POOl/POOl {lecl:<:twltn 0"/0 U.:::i. creOlt} reSUlts In 4U% open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE I 

APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE PLAT I SITE PLAN 
REQUIRED 

01-08-86 50.8% SP) 13.86 ac. (50.8% 27.29 ac. Whitehall Condos at Camino Real 30/82-84 
- - GOLF COURSE 

07-22-76 35% 38.4% (P) 3_98 ac. (37.7%) (50% of 7.952 ac.) 10.548 ac. Brookfield sect 1 (32/28,29) 
07-21-76 2.19 ac. (39.7%) (50% of 4.380 e.o,) 5.519 ac. Brookfield - sect 2 (32/30,31) 
05-12-76 n/a 16.067 ac. Brookfield - sections 1 & 2 
07-21-77 35% 41.3% (P) 0.639 ac.+ 4.69 ac. 5.33 ac. (41.3%) 12.9 ac. Colony Woods (33f49,50) 

(50% at 9.37 ac. = 4,69 ac.) 
06-08-77 5.79 ac (44.88%) 12.9 ac. 
03-07-72 none 38.3% P 7.97 ac_ 38.3%) (50% of 15.95 ae,) M 20.81 ac. MP Portion of Boca Del Mar No 1 291148-150 
10-10·73 35% 52.0% (P) 7.498 ao. + 6.6B ao. -14.1S ac. (52.0%j 27.279 ac. Cameo Woods (30t8r ,88) 

(50% of 13.357 ae. =- 6.G8 ao.) 
06~26-73 18.89 ac. 169.2%) 27.28 ao. 

February 1975 3S% 49.1% (P) 2.B3 ac. (S7.7%) M 4.9 ac. Tiburon 1 phase 1 (31f99) 
08-04-77 1.57 ao. (48.9%) 3.21 ao. Tiburon 1 - phase 2 (33/69) 
May 1977 1.07 ao. (39.6%) 2.7 ao. M Tiburon i-phase 3 (33/193) 
09-07·78 0.27 ao. (26.5 %) 1.02 ae. Tiburon 1 - phase 4 (3S/103) 
OS-04-78 1.8 ac. (57.5%) 3.13 ac. Tiburon 1 - phase 5 (34f148) 
07-26-78 1.06 ao. (41.1%) 2.56 ao. Tiburon 1 - phase 6 (35f48) 
12-13-79 35% 53.7% (P) 3.14 ao. + 4.85ac. 7.19 ac. {53.7%} 13.399 ao. Camino Woods II (38/179) 

(50% of 8,097 ae."= 4.85 ae.) 
01-09-79 3.49 ac. + 3.75 ao. = 7.24 ao. (54.0%) 13.4 ao. 

'50':";' of 7,4980, '" 3.75 Ole.) 
May 1978 3S% 52.3% (P) 2.6 ao. + 4.20 ac. 6.80 ao. (52.3'10) 12.99 ao. Camino Woods (36f34,44) 

(50% lot B.30 Ole. = 4.20 1:1C.) 

10-10-78 3.29 ac. + 3.75 ac. = 7.04 ao. (54.3%) 12.97 ao. 
(50r~-:" of 7.49 Be. "" 3.75 Ole,) 

06-12-74 35% 43.7% (P) 9.32 ac. (43.7%) i('iO% of 18.64 Re.) 21.34 ac. Wind Drift (30/186,187,188) 
07·30-73 9.87 ao. (45.1 %) E . 21.88 ao. 
03-10-76 35% 38.3% (P) 0.92 ac. + 0.58 ao. 1.5 ao. (38.3%) 3.92 ao. Patios Del Mar (311221) 

(40'~-:-. of 1.45 ac. "" 0,58 80.) 

04-14-76 2.1 ac. (S3.8%) M . 3.9 ac. 
10-22-74 35% 46.9% (P) 2.83 ao. + 6.71 ao. 9.45 ao. (46.9%) M 20.32 ac. (MP) Terra Tranquilla (31/22) 

(50% of 13.4180. = 6.719.0.) 

07-28-77 35% 37.3% (P) 5.02 ao (37.3%) (50 0
/:) of 10.03 <10.) 13.45 ao. Boca Lane (33164-66) 

07-23-74 4.98 ao. (37.1%) (50'.:{] of 9.96 ae.) M 13.43 ao. 
08·05-80 35% 56.3% (P) 4.788 ao. (56.3%) 8.51 ac. IMP) Fairway Villaqe (40fSS) 
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(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

60 ola 
61A Plat 

Plat 
Site plan 

618 Plat 
Site plan 

62 Site plan 

63 Plat 
Site plan 

54 
65 Plat 

Plat 
Plat 

Planting 
Site plan 

66 
67 Plat 

Plat 
Site plan 
Site Plan 

67 maint. Site plan 
area 
66 Plat 

69A Site plan 

698 Site plan 

70 
71 Plat 

Plat 

72 Plat 
Site plan 

_.73 

M - measured SP - site plan nla - non available o.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space A- aerial 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% O.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: bU"/o bUilding coverage + b"lo driveway + W% ool/pool deck (with b% U.!::i. credlt} results in 40% open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE PLAT 1 SITE PLAN 

REQUIRED 

ola 100% 5.38 ac. 100%) 5.38 ac. MP) Park 
10-20-76 35% 44.0% (P) 2.47 ac. (44.0%) 5.61 ac. Patios Del Mar II (32/63-65) 
11-30-77 1.89 ac. (44.0%) 4.29 ac. Patios Del Mar Contempo (331178,179) 
03-26-86 1.89 ac~44.0%) 4.29 ac. Patios Del Mar Contempa 

March 1980 35% 58.4% (P) 4.99 ac. (58.4%) M 8.549 ac. Canary Palm Club (39/102,103) 
10-09-79 ola 8.51 ac. 
06-29-88 35% 47.8% SP 5.81 ac. e47.8% 12.15 ac. eMP) La Casa Del Mar (ACLF 
03-14-79 35% 56.2% (P) 16.92 ac. (56.2'1'0) 30.87 ac. Camino Real Village (37f13, 14) 
07-08-80 16.92 ac. (56.2%) 30.87 ac. 

MIZNER TRAIL GOLF COURSE 
OS-06-88 3S% 0.36 ac. + cammon O.S. 38.0 ac. Palms of Boca Del Mar (S91129-131) 
05-07-86 ola 5.732 ac. Summit Park (S3f104) 
09-24-81 3.623 ac. (80.S%) 4.499 ac. Wellesley Park at Boca Del Mar - phase 1 (43f66) 
02-25-87 56.8% (SP) 21.17 ac. (55.7%) M 38.0 ac. Palms of Boca Del Mar 
07-23-85 2.6 ac. (45.4%) M 5.732 ac. Summit Park 

NOT ON MASTER PLAN 
06-10-88 35% 0.9 ac. + O.S. 8.84 ac. Post Gardens of Boca Del Mar No 7 PUD 

(59f174,175) 
07-17-80 ola 3.44 ac. (MP) La Residence Condo (40f36) 
07-29-87 53.4% (SP) 4.5 ac. (50.6%) 8.9ac. Past Gardens at Boca Del Mar 
07-29-87 2.06 ac. (60.9%) M 3.38 ac. La Residence 
09-08-76 91.2% (SP) 1.14ac. (91.18%) 1.25 ac. Golf course maintenance building 

10-03-74 35% 41.8% (P) 0.42 ac. + 2.61 ac. "" 3.03 ac. (41.8%) 7.241 ac. Golf Vista (3116,7) 
(50% of 5.22 ac. '" 2.61 <le.) 

10-11-95 none 100% SP) 2.893 ac. (100%) 2.893 ac. Clubhouse 
10-11-95 none 55.0% SP 2.14 ac. (55.0% 3.89 ac. Coronado at Boca Raton - phase 1 & 4 Condo 

NOT ON MASTER PLAN 
08-30-78 35% 36.6% (P) 1.337 ac. (30.2%) 4.422 ac. lronwedge (35/89,90) 
03-29-79 4.039 ac. (39.4%) 10.248 ac. IronwedQe sec. 2 (37f43,44) 
03-09-78 35% 42.2% (P) 5.44 ac. (42.2%) (50% of 10.87 HC.) M 12.89 ac. The Greens (34f67,68) 
10-12-77 5.49 ac,·(42.1 %) (50?:;' of 10.07 ae.) 13.046 ac. 

---L --=---- -- .. NOT PART OF PUD 



Z
C

 
M

a
rc

h
 3

, 2
0

1
1

  
P

a
g

e
 3

6
2

 

A
p

p
lic

a
tio

n
 N

o
. Z

V
/D

O
A

-2
0

1
0

-0
1

7
2

8
 

B
C

C
 D

is
tric

t 0
4
 

 
C

o
n

tro
l N

o
. 1

9
8

4
-0

0
1
5

2
 

 
 

P
ro

je
c
t N

o
. 0

0
2

0
5
-0

5
5
 

 
 

 

 

(MP) - master plan P - plat 
(open space calculations are shaded) 
calculations for open space in lots: 

POD TYPE OF 
NUMBER DOCUMENT 

74 Plat 

Plat 

75A Plat 

75" Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

Plat 

Site plan 

Site plan 
Site plan 

75C Plat 
Site plan 

76C Plat 
Site plan 

n 
78A Plat 

Site plan 

7' " 
Plat 

7. Plat 

Site plan 
80 Site plan 

M - measured SP - site plan nla - non available D.S. - open space E - 35% estimated open space 

SF: 40% building coverage + 5% driveway + 10% pool/pool deck (with 5% D.S. credit) results in 50% open space 
LLL: OU"/o DUllolnq CQveraQe -t- tl"/o orlvewav -t- lU~o OOI/poOI !lec~Jwltn o~o U.:5. creDIt resUlts In 4U'Yo open space 

YEAR OPEN OPEN SPACE SITE 
APPROVED SPACE PROVIDED CALCULATIONS ACREAGE 

REQUIRED 

04·26-79 35% 57.8% (P) 0.6 ac. + 1.75 ac. - 2.35 ac. (45.2%) 5.2 ac. 
(50% of 3.494 <I.e, '" 1 .75 ac.) 

08-31-84 3.5 ac. + 2.66 ao. = 6.16 ac. (64.7%) 9.52 ac. M 
(50:,;-, of 5.31 ac, = 2.66 ac.) M 8.84 ao. (MPI 

01-25-79 35% 38.3% PI 6.92 ac. (38.3% (50% of 13.843 ac.' 1B.059 ao. 
09-28-78 35% 44.5% (PI 3.947 ac. + 10.84 ac. - 14.79 ac. (45.4%) 32.576 ac. 

(50% of 21.674 ac. = 10.84 aD.) 
05-04·78 1.4 ao + 0.68 ao. = 2.08 ac. (34.8%) 5.983 ao. 

(50~:ii of 1.369 ae. '"' 0.68 ae.) 
04·20-78 1.510 ac. + 2.13 ao ... 3.53 s.c. (50.7%) 7.162 ac. 

(50~':" of 4.268 ae. = 2.13 ac.) 
March 1990 0.2324 aC. + 0.41 ac. = 0.64 ac. (36.8%) 1.7376 ae. 

(50% of 0.8289 ac. "" 0.41 Be.) 
09-22·77 3.95 ac. + 10.91 ac. = 14.86 ac. (52.0%) 28.629 ao. 

(50% of 21.816 RC. = 10.91 ac.) 
08"10-77 1.17 ao. (76.4%) 1.53 ac. 
01-28-87 2.29 ac. (75.6%) 3.029 ac. 
07-30-87 35% 58.9% (PI 5,057 ac. (58.9%) 8.588 ae. 
10-29-86 1.17 ac+ 2.276 ao. = 3.45 ac. (40.1%) M 8.59 ao. 

(40% of 5.69 ac. = 2.276 ae.) 
01-09-86 35% 64.4% (PI 1.314 ac. (64.4%) 2.041 ao. 
03-10-93 none 1.31 ao. (64.4%)' 2.041 ao. 

08-14-89 35% n/a 10.B24 ao. 
10-26-88 56.1% (SPI 10.62 ac. (56.1 %) 18.92 ao. 
03-23-78 35% 42.9% (P) 1.394 ao. + 7.11 ao. 8.50 ac. (42.9%) 19.831 ao. 

(50":::) of 14.2?7 flO, - 7.11 ac.) 
06-19-81 35% 54.4% (PI 5.999 ac. + 2.71 ao. - 8.71 ac. (54.4%) 16.0 ao. 

(40';.':) of 6.787 ac. = 2.71 ae.) 
02-10-86 8.2 ac. (51.3%1 16.0ac. 
10-11-83 35% 53.7% (SP) 10.5 ac. (53.7%) 19.55 ao. 

--

A- aerial 

PLAT 1 SITE PLAN 

PUD Boca Club Colony phase 1 (37/B5,86) 

The Colony at l'Ermitage (49/40-42) 

Boca Chica 36/1-17 
Buenavista (35f131 , 132) 

Boca Alta Sec. 2 (34f146, 147) 

Boca Alta (34/120,121) 

Brook Haven of 80ca Raton (65/181,182) 

Buenavista 

BooaAlta 2 
Boca Alta 3 
La Vida (57/83,84) 

Boca Hermosa Gardens (521119) 

Neiohborhood commercial 
Back Bay Apts. phase 11l (63f101,102) 
Phases I, II, & III 
Boca Rio Development (34/90-92) 

Charleston Place (42/146,147) 

The Arbor Club 
~.--


