
From: Jane Baird
To: Kelly Churney; Antonette Fabrizi
Subject: 125 Worth Ave
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2023 12:34:32 PM

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Date:  January 11, 2023
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council
Members of ARCOM
Town of Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480
 
RE:  125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans:  Zoning/ARCOM Application ARC 23-022 & ZON 23-032
 
Dear Mayor, Members of Town Council & Members of ARCOM,
 
It gives me great pleasure to advocate for the revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue. I have viewed the plans that were mailed to
me, and I am in favor of this project. 
 
I am a resident of 168 Kings Rd, Palm Beach.. I welcome the improvements on the 125 Worth Ave. building and feel that the
project has been thoughtfully planned. I’m impressed by the fact that the architectural style will blend in with Avenue’s iconic
buildings. Initially I was concerned that the disruption in the neighborhood would be a negative, but I watched closely when
this Group, the Frisbies, built on South Ocean Boulevard, and I noted that they work with minimal disruption. 
 
This project will add value to all the surrounding properties, and I’m delighted to give my support and trust that you will
sanction this project without any hesitation.  Please forward this to the Mayor, Members of Town Council and Members of
ARCOM.  Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Respectfully,

Jane B Baird
 

Sent from my iPad

mailto:jane.baird54@gmail.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com




From: Kelly Churney
To: Wayne Bergman; James Murphy; Sarah Pardue; Jordan Hodges
Cc: Antonette Fabrizi; Emily Lyn
Subject: FW: 125 Worth Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:17:14 AM
Attachments: Exhibit B, Worth Avenue Design Guidelines.pdf

Sec._134_1165.___Special_exception_to_height_regulations__special_exception_structures..docx
DIVISION_9.___C_WA_WORTH_AVENUE_DISTRICT.docx
Worth Avenue Design Guidelines 1991-01-03 MINUTES Special Town Council.pdf

Good morning Commissioners,
 
Please see the email below and attachments from Carol LeCates regarding the upcoming
project at 125 Worth Avenue.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Kelly Churney
Deputy Town Clerk
 
Town of Palm Beach
360 S. County Rd.
Palm Beach, FL 33480
561-838-5416
www.townofpalmbeach.com
 
From: Carol LeCates <clecates@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 9:13 AM
To: Kelly Churney <KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com>
Subject: 125 Worth Avenue
 

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Dear Kelly,
 
Would you kindly forward this e-mail, with attachments, to the members of ARCOM,
for tomorrow's meeting?
 
Thank you.
 
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
The re-submission of this application brings with it the obligation to view the project
changes for adherence to the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines.  (See the Guidelines,
attached. Goals are on pages 6-7 and the East End Special Allowances begin on p.

mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:wbergman@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:spardue@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jhodges@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:elyn@TownOfPalmBeach.com
http://www.townofpalmbeach.com/



EXHIBIT B 






















































































































































































































































































































































Sec. 134-1165. Special exception to height regulations; special exception structures.

(a)	Criteria for granting. In order to encourage increased open space, landscaped open space, reduced density and lot coverage and architectural detail, the town council may at its discretion, upon review of an application and public hearing thereon, allow for the increase of the maximum building height in the C-WA Worth Avenue district, upon a finding being made by the town council that the proposed increase in height for a contemplated special exception structure is in the public interest, that careful attention is given to architectural detail, and that it meets the standards of sections 134-227 through 134-233 and the goals and guidelines in this section. 

(b)	Two-story and three-story construction. The following shall be applicable to two-story and three-story construction in the C-WA district: 

(1)	First story coverage not more than 35 percent and second story coverage not more than 35 percent. Additional coverage and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233. 

(2)	A third story and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.48, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(g), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 4(d), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(e), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 3(d), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-91, § 3(e), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 3(d), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 2-98, § 4, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-01, § 6, 2-19-01)

Cross reference(s)—Applicability of Worth Avenue design guidelines in C-WA district, § 134-233. 
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Sec. 134-1170. Architectural tower features.

In the commercial zoning districts, a maximum of two towers as architectural features may be constructed as integral parts of the building provided that no tower(s) exceeds the allowable overall height by more than five feet; such tower(s) is set back an additional five feet on the front, rear, side, and street side and street rear yards; and, such tower(s) has no habitable floor area. The area of such tower(s) shall in combination not exceed two percent of the gross floor area of the building. This section does not apply to entry facades or parapets. 

(Ord. No. 1-00, § 2, 2-22-00)





	   Created: 2022-12-16 11:49:14 [EST]

(Supp. No. 26, Update 5)


Page  of 






DIVISION 9. C-WA WORTH AVENUE DISTRICT[footnoteRef:1] [1: Cross reference(s)—Businesses, ch. 22. ] 


PART II - CODE OF ORDINANCES
Chapter 134 - ZONING
ARTICLE VI. - DISTRICT REGULATIONS
DIVISION 9. C-WA WORTH AVENUE DISTRICT
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Sec. 134-1156. Purpose.

The purpose of the C-WA Worth Avenue district is to preserve and enhance an area of unique quality and character oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping and providing a wide range of retail and service establishments, to be developed whether as a unit or as individual parcels, serving the shortterm and longterm needs of townpersons. Drive-in retail facilities are not permitted. Further it shall be the intent of this district to enhance the town-serving character of the area through use of limitations on maximum gross leasable area (GLA), thereby reducing the problems of parking and traffic congestion determined to result from establishments of a region-serving scale. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-05, § 1, 3-8-05)
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Sec. 134-1157. Permitted uses.

(a)	Enumeration; maximum gross leasable area. The permitted uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue commercial district, with a maximum of 4,000 square feet of gross leasable area (GLA), are as follows: 

(1)	Antiques. 

(2)	Apparel and accessories. 

(3)	Art galleries. 

(4)	Art services. 

(5)	Bed and bath boutiques. 

(6)	Cards/gifts. 

(7)	Crafts. 

(8)	Drugstore/pharmacy. 

(9)	Fabrics. 

(10)	Flowers/florist. 

(11)	Furniture. 

(12)	Hair styling/beauty salon. 

(13)	Interior decorating sales/services. 

(14)	Jewelry. 

(15)	Kitchenwares. 

(16)	Luggage/leather goods. 

(17)	News/books. 

(18)	Optical goods. 

(19)	Perfumery. 

(20)	Photographic services/studios. 

(21)	Shoes. 

(22)	Stationery. 

(23)	Essential services. 

(24)	Tobacconist. 

(25)	Toys. 

(26)	TV and electronic items. 

(27)	Offices and professional and business services, including banks and financial institutions, and executive offices above the first floor, excluding veterinarian offices. 

(28)	Storage facility related to a permitted or special exception use in the district provided said use meets all additional conditions in section 134-1760 of this chapter. 

(29)	Residence(s) above the first floor. 

(30)	Combinations of the uses in subsections (a)(1) through (28) of this section. 

(31)	Supplemental off-site shared parking as provided for in sections 134-2177 and 134-2182 This use will sunset on March 13, 2024, unless extended or modified by town council. 

(b)	Regulation of existing nonconforming commercial uses. Any existing uses contained on the list of permitted uses shown in subsection (a) of this section which contain more than 4,000 square feet of gross leasable area (GLA) shall be classified as existing nonconforming uses under article VI of this chapter pertaining to nonconforming uses. However, all future changes of use shall be limited to those uses listed as permitted uses on the list contained in this section with a maximum gross leasable area of 4,000 square feet, and if a change of use is contemplated from one general commercial category (retail and services; office, professional and business services; or banks and financial institutions) to another, wherein the new use will involve a gross leasable area exceeding 4,000 square feet, the contemplated new use shall be subject to prior approval of a special exception application by the town council before the change is made (refer to sections 134-227 through 134-233 pertaining to special exception uses). In effect, this will allow any existing use over 4,000 square feet, in a district with a 4,000 square footage limitation, to continue operating at its existing scale or to change to another use within the same general commercial category without town council approval. For example, if a ladies apparel store of 10,000 square feet exists in the C-WA district and the owner wishes to change to an antique store of the same size of subdivide into two 5,000 square-foot offices, the owner would need to apply for and obtain approval of a special exception from the town council. No existing commercial use which is subject to the 4,000 square feet maximum gross leasable area (GLA) regulation may occupy additional space within 1,500 feet of the existing businesses, which distance shall be measured along the public sidewalk, if such new space to be occupied will increase the total gross leasable area (GLA) to more than 4,000 square feet. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-02, § 11, 3-12-02; Ord. No. 1-04, §§ 18, 23, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 1-05, § 3, 3-8-05; Ord. No. 2-2011, § 5, 7-13-11; Ord. No. 7-2014, § 6, 5-14-14; Ord. No. 8-2017 , § 2, 4-12-17; Ord. No. 17-2019 , § 7, 6-12-19; Ord. No. 01-2021 , § 4, 2-10-21; Ord. No. 12-2021 , § 3, 6-9-21; Ord. No. 20-2021 , § 3, 9-13-21)
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Sec. 134-1158. Accessory uses.

The accessory uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are as follows: 

(1)	Off-street parking and loading. 

(2)	Signs. 

(3)	Accessory uses customarily incident to the permitted or approved special exception uses. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 5-09, § 8, 4-15-09; Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 11, 8-11-21)
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Sec. 134-1159. Special exception uses.

(a)	The special exception uses require a site plan review as provided in article III of this chapter. The special exception uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are as follows: 

(1)	Pay parking. 

(2)	Public or private parking or storage garages. 

(3)	Private social, swimming, tennis or yacht clubs. 

(4)	Public structures/uses. 

(5)	Essential services related to town-owned municipal buildings and structures. 

(6)	Supplemental parking per sections 134-2177 and 134-2182. 

(7)	Restaurants, nightclubs, lounges/bars, excluding formula restaurants as defined in section 134-2. 

(8)	Museums and nonprofit cultural centers. 

(9)	Permitted uses cited under permitted uses in section 134-1157 which contain greater than 4,000 square feet GLA gross leasable area. 

(10)	Uses not specifically enumerated under permitted uses in section 134-1157 but having traffic, patronage and intensity of use characteristics similar to those uses cited therein. 

(11)	Outdoor promotional events. See section 134-2115 for additional conditions and criteria. 

(12)	Roof deck automobile parking. 

(13)	Outdoor cafe seating is permitted only for restaurants, retail specialty food including the sale of prepared food for takeout only, and private, social, swimming, golf, tennis and yacht clubs, provided that all requirements and conditions in sections 134-2104 through 134-2108 are met. 

(14)	Retail specialty foods, including incidental sale of prepared foods for takeout. 

(b)	An owner or tenant of a property, located within the C-WA district, which property has received approval of a special exception after March 31, 1980, shall be required to obtain approval by the town council under the provisions of section 134-229 prior to being granted a new business tax receipt. This subsection shall not apply to renewal of an existing business tax receipt. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-94, § 2(b)(5), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-96, § 17, 2-5-96; Ord. No. 2-98, § 3, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-02, § 10, 3-12-02; Ord. No. 1-03, § 3, 3-11-03; Ord. No. 1-04, § 29, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 4-08, § 9, 4-7-08; Ord. No. 5-09, § 9, 4-15-09; Ord. No. 2-2011, § 6, 7-13-11; Ord. No. 3-2012, § 5, 4-11-12; Ord. No. 10-2012, § 4, 9-11-12; Ord. No. 30-2017 , § 3, 1-10-18; Ord. No. 02-2019 , § 10, 3-19-19; Ord. No. 17-2019 , § 8, 6-12-19; Ord. No. 01-2021 , § 5, 2-10-21; Ord. No. 12-2021 , § 4, 6-9-21; Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 12, 8-11-21)
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Sec. 134-1160. Accessory structures.

(a)	Generally. Enclosed accessory structures in the C-WA Worth Avenue district shall comply with front and side yard requirements for the principal structure to which they are accessory and shall be not closer to any rear property line than ten feet. 

(b)	Dish antennas. A dish antenna shall be an accessory structure and shall be constructed, erected or placed in compliance with all of the provisions of this chapter applicable to accessory structures. Dish antennas shall not exceed three meters in diameter. Only one dish antenna that exceeds one meter in diameter shall be permitted on each building. Such dish antenna which exceeds one meter in diameter shall not be attached to a building; shall not be closer than ten feet to any side or rear property line; shall not exceed 12 feet in height above the average grade; and, shall not be located in a required front yard, street side yard or rear street yard setback. Each residential unit or commercial tenant space shall not be limited as to the number of dish antennas of one meter or less in diameter and said antenna(s) may be attached or unattached to a building. If said dish antenna(s) is unattached, said antenna(s) shall not exceed 12 feet in height above the average grade; shall be located no closer than ten feet to any side or rear lot line; and, shall not be located in a required front yard, street side yard or rear street yard setback. All attached and unattached dish antennas in this commercial zoning district shall be screened from public view, and private and public streets and ways; be neutral in color; and, to the maximum extent possible, compatible with the surrounding neighborhood appearance and character. In addition, no form of lettering, advertising or identification shall be allowed on any such antenna or its framework (other than the manufacturer's small identification plate). Note: One meter in the metric system of measurement equals 39.37 inches or 3.28 feet. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.51, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, § 11, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 4, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(i), (k), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 3(e), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 3(d), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 3(e), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 1-90, § 3(g), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-92, § 3(e), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 1-93, § 3(g), 2-8-93; Ord. No. 1-94, § 3(c), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-95, § 1(b), 1-23-95; Ord. No. 1-97, § 5, 2-17-97; Ord. No. 1-99, § 10, 4-5-99)









	   Created: 2022-12-16 11:49:14 [EST]

(Supp. No. 26, Update 5)


Page  of 

Sec. 134-1161. Reserved.

Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 12, adopted August 11, 2021, repealed § 134-1161, which pertained to stands, seated dining areas and open counters for eating and drinking and derived from Ord. No. 2-74, § 6.61, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 14, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 1-89, § 4(f), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-04, § 16, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 5-09, § 10, 4-15-09. 
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Sec. 134-1162. Commercial uses; site plan approval for new buildings, new building additions or changes in permitted uses over certain floor area.

All applications for new buildings or for new building additions or for changes in a permitted use in section 134-1157 which involve more than 2,000 square feet of building floor area of buildings in the C-WA Worth Avenue district shall require a site plan approval in accordance with article III of this chapter. No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any building, unless all facilities included in the site plan have been provided in accordance therewith. The maximum dimension of any structure or group of attached structures shall not exceed 150 feet. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 6.55, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 5-78, § 12, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, § 14, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 6, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 7-82, § 5(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 1-85, § 4(h), 2-11-85)
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Sec. 134-1163. Lot, yard and area requirements—Generally.

In the C-WA Worth Avenue district, the schedule of lot, yard and area requirements is as given in this section: 

(1)	Lot area. The minimum lot area is 4,000 square feet. 

(2)	Lot width. The minimum lot width is 30 feet. 

(3)	Lot depth. The minimum lot depth is 90 feet. 

(4)	Density. A single dwelling unit, or multiple dwelling units not to exceed ten dwelling units per gross acre as provided for in the Worth Avenue design guidelines which are on file in the town clerk's office, and which are incorporated and adopted as part of this chapter as if fully set forth in this chapter. See article III of this chapter for site plan review requirements. 

(5)	Front yard. All buildings shall be set back so as to provide at least a ten-foot-wide pedestrian walkway between the street curbline and the building, exclusive of beautification strips, not more than five feet of which may be on the town street right-of-way, where appropriate, and additionally, to provide for the minimum building front yard setback, which shall be measured from the inside (lot side) of the required pedestrian walkway. Where no front yard building setback is approved or required, two feet of the required ten-foot-wide pedestrian walkway, adjacent to the inside (lot side) of the walkway, may be landscaped by placement of potted plants or removable planters. Such potted plants or planters shall include xeriscape landscaping whenever possible. Within the C-WA district, arcades or colonnades may be constructed subject to approval as a special exception over the sidewalks in the required front yard setback, provided they meet the requirements of section 134-1213(e). 

(6)	Side yard. There is no minimum side yard required for one-story structures, but a side yard shall be five feet if provided. 

(7)	Rear yard. The minimum rear yard setback is ten feet. 

(8)	Height and overall height.

 a.	For one-story buildings, the maximum building height is 15 feet. 

b.	For two-story buildings, the maximum building height is 25 feet, allowable as a special exception. 

c.	Maximum overall height of a building shall be the maximum allowable building height, as defined in section 134-2, plus five feet for a flat roof and ten feet for all other roof styles. When a parapet is used above the maximum building height, as defined in section 134-2, the building overall height will be calculated based on the flat roof style identified above. Parapet walls extending above the maximum allowable building height shall have appropriate architectural treatment. 

d.	Refer to Worth Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations. 

(9)	Lot coverage.

 a.	For one-story buildings, the maximum lot coverage is 75 percent. 

b.	For two-story buildings, the maximum lot coverage is 35 percent for the first floor and 35 percent for the second floor. See special exception provisions in sections 134-227 through 134-233 (special exception use), section 134-1165 relating to allowable height and lot coverage, and article III of this chapter (site plan review). 

c.	Refer to Worth Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations. 

(10)	Length.

 a.	For one-story buildings, the maximum building length is 150 feet. 

b.	For two-story buildings, the maximum building length is 150 feet. 

c.	For each multifamily building maximum dimensions, see section 134-1871 et seq. 

d.	Refer to Work Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations. 

e.	Sub-basements are exempt from the maximum building length, requirement. Individual building elements extending above ground from a single sub-basement shall each be considered as a separate building for the purpose of calculating building length. 

(11)	Landscaped open space.

 a.	For one-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 15 percent. 

b.	For two-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 25 percent. 

c.	For three-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 25 percent. 

(12)	Floor area.

 a.	For one-story buildings, the maximum gross floor area of buildings is 15,000 square feet. 

b.	For two-story buildings, the maximum gross floor area of buildings is 15,000 square feet. 

c.	Refer to Work Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations. 

d.	Sub-basements are exempt from the maximum, building length, requirement. Individual building elements extending above ground from a single sub-basement shall each be considered as a separate building for the purpose of calculating building floor area. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule A, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 6, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(e), (f), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(e), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, §§ 3(a), (b), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, §§ 2(a)—(e), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(b)—(f), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(a), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 2(b)—(d), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(a)—(e), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2(a)1, 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 9-93, § 2(b), 6-8-93; Ord. No. 1-94, § 2(a), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-96, § 8, 2-5-96; Ord. No. 1-97, § 1, 2-17-97; Ord. No. 1-98, §§ 2—4, 2-9-98; Ord. No. 2-98, §§ 1, 2, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-04, § 32, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 16-2016 , § 3, 12-14-16)
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Sec. 134-1164. Same—Exceptions.

(a)	In the C-WA Worth Avenue district, cornices, solid canopies, or architectural features may extend 48 inches over the sidewalk or required yard area, provided they shall have nine feet of vertical clearance between any solid construction and the sidewalk or yard. 

(b)	Marquees or canvas-covered fireproof canopies, no wider than entranceways, may be constructed over main entrances to hotels, theaters and places of public assembly and may extend to the face of the curb, provided that no support shall be nearer than 18 inches to the face of the curb, and the installation shall have a minimum of nine feet of vertical clearance between any solid construction and the sidewalk. 

(c)	No projections shall be allowed in the required rear yard except open-type fire escapes, and these must be provided with a counter-balanced bottom section to provide for nine feet of clearance when up. 

(d)	Awnings may be suspended over sidewalks or ways, provided that they shall not project nearer than 18 inches to the face of the street curbline or more than eight feet from the exterior wall of the building, and the installation shall have at least seven feet six inches of vertical clearance between any solid construction and the sidewalk or way. Cloth front and side drops shall measure not less than six feet six inches from their lowest point to the sidewalk or way. 

(e)	Within the C-WA district, arcades or colonnades may be constructed, subject to approval as a special exception, over sidewalks or ways, provided that they shall not project nearer than three feet to the face of the street curbline or more than ten feet, but not less than seven feet, from the exterior wall as measured from the exterior face of the building to the exterior face of the arcade or colonnade, and provided that no support shall be nearer than three feet to the face of the curb, and the installation shall have a minimum of nine feet of vertical clearance. The design of such arcades or colonnades shall be based upon the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines and shall be subject to review and approval by the architectural commission. The Worth Avenue Design Guidelines are incorporated and adopted as part of this chapter as if fully set forth in this chapter. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.33, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 4-80, § 4, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 1-91, § 3(c), 4-23-91)
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Sec. 134-1165. Special exception to height regulations; special exception structures.

(a)	Criteria for granting. In order to encourage increased open space, landscaped open space, reduced density and lot coverage and architectural detail, the town council may at its discretion, upon review of an application and public hearing thereon, allow for the increase of the maximum building height in the C-WA Worth Avenue district, upon a finding being made by the town council that the proposed increase in height for a contemplated special exception structure is in the public interest, that careful attention is given to architectural detail, and that it meets the standards of sections 134-227 through 134-233 and the goals and guidelines in this section. 

(b)	Two-story and three-story construction. The following shall be applicable to two-story and three-story construction in the C-WA district: 

(1)	First story coverage not more than 35 percent and second story coverage not more than 35 percent. Additional coverage and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233. 

(2)	A third story and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233. 

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.48, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(g), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 4(d), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(e), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 3(d), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-91, § 3(e), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 3(d), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 2-98, § 4, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-01, § 6, 2-19-01)

Cross reference(s)—Applicability of Worth Avenue design guidelines in C-WA district, § 134-233. 
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Sec. 134-1166. Supplementary district regulations.

The supplementary district regulations which may be applicable to the C-WA Worth Avenue district are contained in article VIII of this chapter. 
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Sec. 134-1167. Off-street parking and loading.

The off-street parking or loading requirements which may be applicable in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are contained in article IX of this chapter. 
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Sec. 134-1168. Signs.

The sign regulations which may be applicable in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are contained in article XI of this chapter. 
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Sec. 134-1169. Air conditioning and generator equipment.

Air conditioners and air handlers, cooling towers, generators, swimming pool filters, pumps and heaters are regulated in section 134-1728 and 134-1729. 

(Ord. No. 1-99, § 11, 4-5-99)
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Sec. 134-1170. Architectural tower features.

In the commercial zoning districts, a maximum of two towers as architectural features may be constructed as integral parts of the building provided that no tower(s) exceeds the allowable overall height by more than five feet; such tower(s) is set back an additional five feet on the front, rear, side, and street side and street rear yards; and, such tower(s) has no habitable floor area. The area of such tower(s) shall in combination not exceed two percent of the gross floor area of the building. This section does not apply to entry facades or parapets. 

(Ord. No. 1-00, § 2, 2-22-00)
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Sec. 134-1171. Lot grade topography and drainage.

In the C-WA, commercial worth avenue district, the natural grade and topography of a lot shall not be altered to raise and the grade the lot to meet base flood elevation requirements except as provided for in section 134-1600. The grade shall not be raised on a vacant or occupied piece of property unless a building permit is issued which addresses the paving and drainage requirements of the town. 

( Ord. No. 19-2021 , § 5, 9-13-21)
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Secs. 134-1172—134-1205. Reserved.
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TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OF MEETING
HELD ON JANUARY 3,  1991


TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON JANUARY 3,  1991 TO
HEAR ZONING COMMISSION REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS


I.   CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:   The Special Town Council Meeting to hear the 1990 -91 ZONING Roll Call


COMMISSION REPORT and RECOMMENDATIONS was called to order by President Heeke on January 3,  1991,  at 9:30 AM in
the Town Hall Council Chambers.  On roll call,  the following were found to be in  =attendance:   Mayor Marix,
President Heeke,  President Pro Tem Ilyinsky,  Councilman Weinberg,  Councilwoman Wiener,  (Councilwoman Douthit
was absent).   Also attending were:   Town Manager Doney,  Town Attorney Randolph,  Town Clerk Peters,  Mr.  Moore,
Mr.  Frank,  Mr.  Zimmerman from the Building  &  Zoning Department and Mr.  Brisson of Adley,  Brisson and Engman,
Zoning Consultants for the Town.


II.    INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:    Invocation was given by Mrs.  Peters.   Pledge of Invocation


Allegiance was let by President Pro Tem Ilyinsky.


III.   PROOF OF PUBLICATION:   Mrs.  Peters reported the Proof of Publication has been filed with th Proof of


record. Publication


IV.   APPROVAL OF AGENDA:   Mr.  Ilyinsky moved for approval of the agenda.   Seconded by Mrs. Approval of
Wiener.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously. Agenda


V.    PROCEDURE FOR COMMENTS BY GENERAL PUBLIC:   Mr.  Moore suggested the zoning items will be procedure


considered and the President will give the public an opportunity to speak on any of the issues.   President for Comments


Heeke indicated the Mayor and Town Council will discuss the proposed changes by the staff and the Zoning by General
Commission and when that is concluded,  any member of the public may speak for three minutes and if the subject public
has been covered by someone else,  they should just concur or disagree and after receiving public comments,  the
Council will go into deliberation on the various items.


IV.   ADMINISTRATIVE PROPOSALS AND /OR RECOMMENDATIONS  ( ITEMS 1 THROUGH 19)  AND RECEIPT OF THE i
RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORT OF THE ZONING COMMISSION DATED DECEMBER 3,  1990. posals and


Recommenda-


Mr.  Ilyinsky moved that the Recommendations and Report of the Zoning Commission dated December 3, tions  -
1990 be received.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously. Zoning


ITEM NO.  1  -  Amend footnote  (3)  of Section 4.20 A.  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations
to read as follows:    change is underlined)  "(3)  With the exception of arcades and colonnades in the C -WA
District all buildings shall be set back so as to provide at least a ten -foot wide pedestrian walkway between
the street curbline and the building,  exclusive of beautification strips,  not more than five  (5)  feet of which
may be on the Town street right -of -way,  where appropriate,  and additionally,  to provide for the minimum build-
ing front yard setback,  which shall be measured from the inside  (lot side)  of said required pedestrian walkway


Mr.  Moore called on Mr.  Brisson who gave his comments:   He recalled last year there were certain
suggestions relative to Worth Avenue as to allowable height and Special Exceptions for extra height and the
Zoning Commission and then later the Town Council requested that his office develop guidelines for design,  which
will be the basis for the extra zoning criteria which was to be considered this zoning season.   He indicated


there are eight sub items in the Design Guildelines which have been distributed to the Mayor and Council.   He


stated the only things he would be covering is the Design Guidelines as it relates to the zoning,  which pertai
to Worth Avenue.   He has rearranged the order of some of the items as he felt they inter - related to each other
as opposed to the way they are in the Zoning Commission Report.   He has Item 1 and Item 6 together as Item 1
relates to the provision for arcades and colonnades in the Worth Avenue District which refers to Section 5.33.
He stated his recommendation is arcades and colonnades be allowed providing they meet with the requirements of
Section 5.33 and be subject to the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines and be subject to approval by the Architect-
ural Commission.


Mr.  Heeke felt it made sense to handle Items 1 and 6 together.


Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission's recommendation also includes the following wording:


Within the C -WA District,  arcades or colonnades may be constructed over the sidewalks in the requir d
front and setback,  .rovided the meet the requirements of Section 5.33 e  ."


Mr.  Adrian Winterfield addressed the Council questioning whether or not this should be handled as a Special
Exception,  and although the Architectural Commission will fill the same function,  he viewed this as an extra-
ordinary departure and it would be appropriate for the Council to consider and approve this before it is
submitted to the Architectural Commission.   He stated his confusion on the status of the guidelines as it
looked to him that it was not the present intention to identify the guidelines more precisely.   He stated it w s


not clear to him to what extent the guidelines are mandatory and to which extent the Architectural Commission
maintained its dependence.


Attorney Randolph understood this would first come to the Council to be determined as to whether or
not a Special Exception would be granted.   He stated from a staff standpoint,  it was decided the review should
first come to the Council as there are certain aspects which affect on the neighborhood which should be con-
sidered by the Council before a decision is made as to whether or not to grant the benefit.   He felt if it was


approved by the Town Council,  it would then be subject to review by the Architectural Commission,  who would
report back to the Council as to whether or not it meets the design guidelines and ultimately,  the Council wou d
have the final approval as to whetherit would move forward.


Mr.  Randolph stated the effect of this is if a person decides to elect to go ahead with the benefits,  such as
the third story or the Colannades,  then these would be more than the guidelines and at that point,  they would
be required to meet the guidelines in order to take advantage of the benefit.


Mr.  Brisson explained this is not a Special Exception and would not have to come before the Town
Council as it is now proposed.   Mr.  Randolph stated he was grouping all these benefits together.   Mr.  Brisson


stated everything else is listed as a Special Exception but the colonnades and arcades they did not put into
that category,  however,  the Council could put that restriction onto it,  if they wished to view,  however,  it
was his belief that it was something that they wished to encourage,  with the architectural and safety controls


Mayor Marix noted it would go directly to the Architectural Commission to which Mr.  Brisson agreed.


Mr.  Weinberg asked if they would be losing walking space on Worth Avenue if the colonnades were inst
alled.  Mr.  Brisson stated the pillars will occupy a portion of the ten foot sidewalk but it would not interfer'.
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with the walking space.


Admin.Pro- Mayor Marix asked if there would be flower pots allowed in a beautification strip?   Mr.  Brisson
posals  & stated it was not incorporated into their recommendation and it would be a separate item.   Mr.  Zimmerman
Recarmenda-    stated the term  "beautification strip"  applies to those locations where there is a grass strip between the curb
tions  - and the sidewalk.   Mayor Marix asked what they would be doing about flowers?   Mr.  Zimmerman responded this
Zoning does not address flowers.  Mayor Marix wondered if it should as they are a very important element of this Town.


Mr.  Randolph did not believe this matter should be addressing the flower pots.   Mr.  Moore agreed stating this
is an architectural feature of a building.  Mayor Marix indicated she doesn't want to close the door on flower
pots.   Mr.  Heeke stated that language is already in the Ordinance.   Mr.  Brisson stated this does not apply to
flower pots.    Mayor Marix recalled someone wanted to eliminate flower pots and she wants to protect flower
pots and since we are discussing the ten foot walkway,  this may be the time we should be considering the
flowers,  so the flower pots are not ruled out.   Mr.  Moore explained within the ten foot strip,  they are
currently prohibited.   Mayor Marix stated they have to be legalized as most of the flowers are within that ten
feet,  and since they are redoing this section,  it would be the logical thing to state flower pots are allowed
or they are not.   Mr.  Heeke asked if the Zoning Commission discussed this matter?   Mr.  Moore responded they
did not.   Mr.  Heeke indicated he would be reluctant to get into this area unless it was addressed by the
Zoning Commission.


Mr.  Weinberg recalled there are palm trees along Worth Avenue and if they are allowing colonnades,
would they have to remove the palm trees?   Mr.  Moore stated this would be at the discretion of the builder as
to whether a tree would remain or would have to be removed.   Mr.  Brisson introduced Mr.  Smith,  the senior
designer who was responsible for the design guidelines and to answer Mr.  Weinberg's question,  three feet from
the street would accommodate the present locations of the palm trees.


Mr.  Ilyinsky moved the recommendation of the Zoning Commission dated Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to
Item 1 A be approved.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


Mr.  Winterfield asked if the guidelines allow anything to be done to the top of the arcade and
wondered if the guidelines should be attached to the Ordinance as an annex.   Mr.  Randolph stated they will be
referenced and will become a part of the Zoning Ordinance.


ITEM SIX.   Mr.  Brisson explained this is a referenced item and sets forth the specific details
as to the location and dimensions required.


Section 5.33 as recommended by the Zoning Commission reads as follows:    e)  Within the C -WA District,
arcades or colonnades may be constructed over sidewalks or ways,  providing that they shall not protect nearer
than three  (3)  feet to the face of the street curb line,  nor more than ten  (10)  feet from the exterior wall
of the building;  and provided that no support shall be nearer than three  (3 feet to the face of the curb and


said installation shall have a minimum of nine  (9)  feet of vertical clearance.


The design of such arcade or colonnades shall be based upon,the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines"  and
shall be subject to the review and approval by the Architectural Commission.


Mr.  Brisson explained he has submitted a report dated Dec.  24,  1990 and in most instances reflects
that which the Zoning Commission recommended,  however,  there are a few instances where they have recommended
differently and the recommendations are not always identical.   Mr.  Heeke asked Mr.  Brisson to point out these
differences as they moved through the report.


Mr.  Weinberg asked if the space could be used as a terrace or a deck for the second floor?   Mr.


Moore explained this would have to be by way of a Special Exception as one story is all that is permitted
without a Special Exception.


Mr.  Randolph suggested if there is any question on this the language could be added that the roof of
the colonnade should not be used.   Mr.  Moore stated it is already in the Ordinance as they cannot have a
second floor without a Special Exception.


Mrs.  Wiener asked how wide were the sidewalks on Worth Avenue?   Mr.  Moore stated most of the areas


are ten feet.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if there was a minimum space required?   Mr.  Smith of Adley indicated that is
not addressed in the guidelines,  although when ARCOM looks at it and if something is inordinately narrow,  they
would recommend it be different.   Mr.  Heeke asked if there could be a phrase added that it should be in the
same plane as any existing abutting arcade?   Mr.  Smith stated they could put a minimum in the guidelines if
the Council wished that provision.   Mrs.  Wiener felt it would also protect ARCOM from getting into an arbitrary
situation and she would recommend that.


Mr.  Heeke stated he did not want a jagged tooth effect.


Mayor Marix suggested it be put into the Ordinance as to what the size should be.   Mrs.  Wiener felt


it shoud be put into the Ordinance.   Mr.  Smith stated the existing colonnades on the west side of Worth Avenue
are not evely spaced.   Mr.  Moore suggested if they put in a minimum,  they should take into account the size
of the column and make it six feet.   Mr.  Heeke believed it should be seven feet.


Mrs.  Wiener moved the adoption of Item No.  6,  with a modification which sets a minimum of seven
feet.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


ITEM 2.   Amend Section 4.10 A.  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations by adding a provision
allowing a Special Exception for a maximum height of three stories /35'  in the C -WA District with a requirement
for a minimum of 25%  landscaped open space,  and with a reference to footnote  (20)  which was modified to read:


20)  One  (1)  story with provision for a special exception for two  (2)  and three stories.   See Special
Excpetion provisions in Sections 5.48 relating to allowable height and lot coverage and Sections 6.40  (Specia
Exception Use  )  and 9.60  (Site Plan Review).


In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommended Section 4.20 A.  "Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk
Regulations"  be amended to include a rear yard setback of ten feet for the second adn third stories;  and that
the allowance for a Special Exception for a third story in the C -WA District be subject to a  " sunset"  condition,
providing for its automatic repeal on April 30,  1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its
continuation.


Mr.  Brisson stated these are items two and four in his recommendation.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if the


sunset provision would automatically come back to the Council in three years?   Mr.  Moore stated it would first


go to the Zoning Commission and then to the Town Council.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if this was automatic,  to which
Mr.  Moore responded affirmatively.
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Mayor Marix asked if there is a large building with a smaller one next to it and this provision sunsets,
would we be in the same position as we were when you have a smaller house with a larger one next to it?   Mr.  Randolph


Admin.  Pro-     responded he did not believe so as everyone would be on notice there is a sunset provision.
posals  &
Recarmendatior.s Mrs.  Wiener moved that the Town Council accept the recommendation of the Zoning Commission concerning the
Zoning changes in Section 4.20 Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations,  which is Item 2 of the Zoning Commission's


Report of Dec.  3,  1990.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


ITEM IV.   Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission recommends the approval of the proposal to amend Section
4.20 L under Special Exception Uses in the C -WA District to read:


L  (1)  One dwelling unit located on the second floor per fifty  (50)  feet of frontage.


L  (2)  Dwelling units located on the third floor provided;  the second floor is also devoted to residential
use as set forth in L  ( 1);  and,  provided that the combined density of residential uses on the second and third
floors does not exceed two  (2)  dwelling units per sixty  (60)  feet of frontage on Worth Avenue;  and,  provided such
special allowance is based upon the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines,"  and review and approval by the Architectural
Commisison.


In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommended that 4.20 A,  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations be
amended to include a rear yard setback of 10'  for the second and third stories;and that the allowance for residential
uses on the third floor as set forth in L  ( 1)  and L  (2)  be subject to a  "sunset"  condition,  providing for their
automatic repeal on April 30,  1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its continuation.


Mr.  Winterfield felt when they refer to the frontage,  only one dimension,  it is assumed that all of the
buildings are the same depth adn that is not so.   He stated if there is going to be such a limitation,  he suggested
it be made in terms of square feet.   Mr.  Brisson responded the coverage limitations will take care of that.


Mr.  Randolph stated it should be made clear that on each of these items that are passed,  the language will be


modified so as to incorporate the Design Guidelines as part of the Zoning Ordinance.
Mrs.  Wiener felt if they abide by the Guidelines,  they all relate to each other and they are allowed to do


these things and asked if she was interpreting that correctly to which Mr.  Brisson responded affirmatively.


Mrs.  Wiener moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's Recommendation of Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to
Item IV,  amending Section 4.20  (B)  Item L  (1)  L  (2)  and the sunset provision.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call


the motion carried unanimously.


Motion was made by Mr.  Ilyinsky that the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines be incorporated as part of this
Zoning Odinance and as adopted as fully set forth therein  .   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion
carried unanimously.


ITEM  #3.   The Zoning Commission recommends approval of the proposal to amend Section 4.20 A.  Schedule of Lot,
Yard and Bulk Regulations,  Footnote  (7)  which would read:


7.   The maximum density for hotels within the C -OPI commercial districts shall be thirty  (30).


Mr.  Brisson explained this is a housekeeping item.   Mr.  Weinberg moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's
recommendation dated Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to Item 3 to modify Footnote  (7)  in Section 4.20 A.   Seconded by Mr.
Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


ITEM 5.   Mr.  Heeke explained this is to add to Section 4.20 B,  Schedule of Use Regulations,  a new item  "N"
Outdoor Cafe to the list of Special Exception Uses in the C -WA District.   Mr.  Brisson indicated this does add to


1 the character of Worth Avenue to allow outdoor cafes.   Mr.  Winterfield wondered if there should be a definition for


I outdoor cafes and whether they should be allowed in other commercial districts of the Town.   Mr.  Heeke felt these


were good points and perhaps they could look at this in the next Zoning Season.   Mr.  Moore reported they have another
section in the ordinance which deals with this and this recommendation by the Zoning Commission is to simply list
this as a Special Exception Use.   Mrs.  Wiener moved that the Town Council adopt the Recommendation of the Zoning
Commission as contained in their report dated Dec.  3,  1990 regarding Item 5,  which concerns putting Outdoor Cafes
into the list of Special Exception usages on Worth Avenue.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion


carried unanimously.


ITEM 7.   Mr.  Heeke explained the Zoning Commission modified the Administration's proposal to amend Section
5.48,  Special Exception to Height Regulations;  Special Exception Structures:  to provide new height and coverage
guidelines for two story and three story structures in the C -WA District,  by modifying  "G"  to read:


C -WA District:   The following provisions shall be applicable to two -story and three -story construction in
the C -WA District:


1.   Two story guidelines:


a.    First story coverage not more than thirty-five per cent add second story coverage not more than
thirty -five  (35)  per cent.


b.    First Story coverage not more than fifty  (50)  per cent and second story coverage not more than
thirt  -five  (35)  per cent if designed under the Worth Avenue Guidelines in conformance with Section
6.40  (Q).


2.   Three -story guidelines:


First story coverage not more than fifty  (50)  per cent;  second story coverage not more than thirty -five
35)  per cent;  and thirty story coverage not more than twenty -five  (25)  per cent per special allowance
under the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with Section 6.40  (Q).


In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommends Section 4.20 A,  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations,  be
amended to include a rear yard setback of 10'  for the 2nd adn 3rd stories;  and that the allowance for increased
coverage in 1 b and 2 above,  be subject to a sunset condition,  providing for their automatic repeal on April 30,
1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its continuation.


Mrs.  Wiener noted it was not an unanimous vote by the Zoning Commission and wondered what the negative point
I of view was?   Mr.  Robert M.  Grace,  the Chairman of the Zoning Commission,  responded the general thinking of the mino-
rity members was that it was too dangerous to give anyone the opportunity to increase the number of stories on
Worth Avenue beyond what we now have,  and while they were sympathetic to the general desire to go back to better


1 architecture,  they were skeptical of making a channel effect on Worth Avenue and the topw of the Cocoanut trees or
the sun or themoon would not be able to be seen as it can be now.
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fr. llooreadiseT tiie sunset provision was nota recommendation by staff andwasrecommended to  — `
address some of the concerns that it may not be a workable regulation.   Mayor Marix stated her concern about the
canyon effect and wondered if in the meantime,  until the sunset time has expired,  there could be only a certain per -
centage of buildings allowed to be three stories,  so there could be no canyon effect.   Mr.  Grace addressed the


Council stating ifone analyzed the lot coverage requirements and set back requirements,  he felt that was enough of
a control.   Mr.  Smith reported if a third story was ever put on in the middle of Worth Avenue,  it would have to be
set back fifty feet,  so it doesn't interfere with the one and two story facades located in that portion of the
Avenue,  as they Ere not trying to change the character of Worth AVenue,  but encourage what is there now.   He indicatec


it would have to be a significant benefit and have provision of amenities in order to be approved by the Architectural
Commission.


Motion was made by Mrs.  Wiener to approve the adoption of Item 7,  amending Section 5.48,  Special
Exception to the height regulations in the C -WA District,  with the design guidelines as recommended by the Zoning
Commission included therein.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


ITEM 8  -  Modification to Section 6.40 adding a new paragraph  (g)  was recommended by the Zoning Administrative
Commission,  as follows,  stated Mr.  Brisson: Proposals  &


Recommendation:
Q)   Special Exceptions in the C -WA District which involve special allowances,  pertaining to residential Zoning


uses,  height of coverage,  as referenced in Section 5.48 of this Code,  shall be based upon the Worth Avenue Design
guidelines and subject to review and approval by the Architectural Commission.


The Architectural Commission,  in order to grant such approval,  must make an affirmative finding that the
proposed Special Exception is meritorious to the Town of Palm Beach because of its general appearance and adherence
to the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines"  published by Adley,  Brisson,  Engman,  Inc.


Mr.  Brisson stated since this deals with Special Exceptions,  this sets forth the requirements set forth in
Section 5.48 and that they be based on the Worth Avenue guidelines and review and approval of the Architectural


Commission.


Mr.  Heeke asked if the guidelines were sufficiently identified without the date of publication?   Mr.  Brisscn


stated the Zoning Commission did reference the text and they could add the date.


Mr.  Winterfield addressed the Council indicating he thought the Council was responsible for granting Special
Exceptions and he believed the language raises the question as to whether or not Council on any Special Exception
refers the matter to the Architectural Commission for this type of matter,  pointing out it is Council and not the
Architectural Commission which grants the Special Exception.


Mr.  Heeke pointed out the second paragraph stated ARCOM is to make an affirmative decision and then rec-
ommends and he did't believe there was any abrogation of the Town Council's authority here.   Mr.  Randolph stated
perhaps this should be clarified that the approval is not a final approval and the final approval as to the granting
of the Special Exception will be done by the Town Council.   Mr.  Brisson stated perhaps the last line should state
review and recommendation by the Architectural Commission and in the final paragraph they could state:   The Architect-


ural Commission,  in order to make a positive recommendation,  must make and then continue on with the wording as
printed,  as this will take out the approval aspect but still have a positive recommendation.


Mr.  Heeke summarized the comments indicating that in the first paragraph of the new wording they would
change the word  "approval"  to  "recommendation"  and in the second paragraph eliminate  "grant such approval"  and
substitute  "make a positive recommendation ".   Mrs.  Wiener noted it goes to Council for the Special Exception grant,
then goes to ARCOM,  and then comes back to the Council and thought it should be put somewhere that this is the
procedure.   Mr.  Heeke suggested that the wording in the first paragraph also be changed to have  "subject to"  modified
to read:    contingent upon ".


Mr.  Ilyinsky moved the recommendations for amending Section 6.40 Special Exception Uses be approved as mod-
ified.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.   Mr.  Heeke noted the modifications would be the addition of the date to the Design
Guidelines and in the first paragraph  "subject to review and approval"  will read "contingent upon review and
recommendation"  and in the second paragraph,  the words  "grant such approval"  would be changed to  "make a positive
recommendation ".


Item 1 B  -  Mr.  Moore stated the Zoning Commission recommended approval of the Section 6.40 by adding a new
paragraph  (g)  as follows:   That the propoesed use will not place a greater burden,  than would be caused by a permitted
use,  on municipal police services due to increased traffic,  or on fire protection services due to the existence of,
or increased potential for fire /safety code violations.


Mayor Marix wondered if Code Enforcement should be added to this.   Mr.  Moorebtated this would be prejudging
as Code Enforcement is after the fact.   Mayor Marix thought if an additional burden is put on the police and fire,
it might also be put on the Code Enforcement people.


Mrs.  Wiener asked what they were specifically thinking about to come up with this particular wording and
Mr.  Weinberg asked for a definition of  "greater burden ".   Mr.  Moore advised this was originally proposed by a citizen
last year and the matter was studied as originally it would have prohibited any Special Exceptions at all being
granted if it was going to increase any burden on Police or Fire and the Zoning Commission felt it was too strict a
proposal and asked for it to be restudied and the recommendation as modified by the Zoning Commission.   Mrs.  Wiener


asked for an example.   Mr.  Moore responded a restaurant would be an example.   Mayor Marix thought the restaurant which
was requested next to the Post Office would be a good example.   Mr.  Randolph stated it would be based on whether or
not either the Police or Fire Departments would have to have more manpower as a result of a Special Exception being
granted.   Mr.  Moore stated every month before the Special Exceptions or Variances are heard by the Council,  they are
reviewed with the Police and Fire Departments and this would not be anything new,  however,  the difference here is
that the Council would have to take this into direct consideration in the granting of a Special Exception.   Mrs.


Wiener felt there was a difference between more usage or making it difficult to provide a service and recalled the
staff comments on a Special Exception that was requested by the Villa Plati and it was not because there would be
more services required but it would be difficult to provide the services if they were required,  so she had a problem
with this recommendation.


Mrs.  Wiener did not believe the person who proposed this originally would recognize it in this form.   Mr.


Randolph agreed it was modified beyond the initial intent because staff felt very uncomfortable with the initial
recommendation because any application for Special Exception will increase the burden,  as would the permitted use,
and that is why it was decided to state it would cause no more services than would a Permitted Use.


Mr.  Winterfield suggested the language is surplus as it is covered by 6.40  (B).   Attorney Randolph did not
agree as this language is stronger than what is in the section to which Mr.  Winterfield refers.
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Mr.  Heeke handed the gavel to Mr.  Ilyinsky to chair the meeting and moved that Item 1 B as recommend
ed by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.40,  Special Exception Uses to add new paragraph  (g)  be approved
Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion tied with Mrs.  Wiener and Mr.  Weinberg voting against the
motion and Mr.  Ilyinsky and Mr.  Heeke voting for the motion.   Mayor Marix broke the tie and voted for the motion.
Motion carried by vote of 3 -2.


ITEM 1 C and 1 D.   Mr.  Moore explained this was an item submitted the year before and was studied
further this year and the Zoning Commission recommended disapproval ofthe proposal to add a definition for the
Use Variance and Dimensional Variance.   Motion was made by Mr.  Ilyinsky to accept the Zoning Commission's
recommendation to not approve this proposal.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried Adminis-


unanimously. trative Pro-


posals  &


ITEM 2.   Mr.  Heeke indicated this is a recommendation by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.33 Recarrnenda-
Signs in Commercial Districts"  to read as follows and to amend paragraph 6.33  (c)  Location to read: tions  -


Zoning


One building identification sign which is installed flat against the main wall of a building may be
provided for each building street frontage provided such sign does not exceed twenty  (20)  square feet in area.
Additionally,  business signs which are installed flat against the main wall of a building are permitted for
each licensed business in a building in accordance with the following regulations:


Amend Section 6.33  (c)  to read as follows:


c)   Location.   Tenants shall be allowed signs on first floor merchandise display areas,  providing
that the sign area for each individual display area shall not exceed its proportionage share of the total
allowable maximum gross surface area for the building as calculated under  (a)  above and that the total gross
surface area of all signs displayedon the building shall not exceed the maximum for that building as calculate»
under  (a)  above.


Mr.  Moore explained this language permits upper storage tenants to have signage not to exceed what
would be permitted on the first floor,  as divided by the total of what would be permitted on the first floor.
However,  he stated,  the signs would have to be installed on the first floor and the landlord would make the
allocation.   Mr.  Ilyinsky moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's Recommendation on Item 2 amending
Section 6.33.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.


ITEM 3.   Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission recommended approval of the recommendation as
submitted by the Town Administration and modified by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.40,  Special
Exception Uses to read as follows:


1)   For Special Exceptions granted in the C -TS,  C -WA,  C -PC and C -B Districts,  the following
requirements in addition to all other applicable requirements as set forth in this Chapter  (Ordinance),shall b-
met:


1)   The proposed use will not attract the principal portions of its customers /clients from
off - island locations.   The applicant shall submit evidence satisfactory to the Town Council that not less than
fifty  (50)  per cent of the customers of the proposed use will be  "town persons ";


2)   In the event an owner or tenant of a property previously granted a Special Exception subs- -
quent to the enactment of Ordinance No.  4 -80 should be required to obtain a new occupational license from the
Town,  such new business shall also be subject to approval by the Town Council per the requirements of  (L)  (1)
above.


Mr.  Brisson recalled the purpose of this is to allow the Council to review applications for business
es which have been granted Special Exceptions so it can be proven to the Council's satisfaction that they do
indeed meet the requirements of Sub Section  (L)  which relates to Town serving.   He indicated he believed this


probably should be a new footnote No.  3 under the Special Excpetion Uses for those Districts and referred to
Section 14 of his memorandum which is somewhat different than what the Zoning Commission recommended.   He


indicated another change has been made subsequent to the Zoning Commission Hearings as when the Town Council
considers Special Exceptions in any of these commercial districts,  regardless of whether it is for the 2000
feet or for some other use that requires a Special Exception,  they have been considering Sub Section L,  as
this is required in their normal review of the Special Exceptions and that being the case,  they have suggested
they not limit the reconsideration to just those Special Exceptions for 2000 square feet but to any use and
this would assure the Council it is meeting the intent of when the Special Exception was originally approved.
Mr.  Heeke wondered if this would eliminate the problem of them forgetting,  in the event there is a change in
occupancy.   Mr.  Brisson believed it would.


Mr.  Moore indicated this would lay out specifically that it must happen,  for example,  it would sta  -
it has to be for this particular property and use only and for this user and this would actually quantify and
be specific.


Mr.  Winterfield addressed the Council indicating there is one Special Exception Use which would not
fall into the Intent of L -1.   He noted Public or Private Parking lots almost by definition may be there for
other than Town - persons.


Mrs.  Wiener felt this was a housekeeping item.   Mr.  Heeke asked about the renewal and new occupation
al license,  and wondered if language should be added  "Other than renewal"  in order to get around that.   Mr.


Moore agreed the intent was for a new license and Mr.  Winterfield is technically correct.


Mr.  Ilyinsky moved that Item 3 as modified by Mr.  Brisson be approved and with the further modifi-
cation made by Mr.  Heeke to add the words  "Other than renewal"  be adopted.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.


The new language would read:


2)   in the event an owner or tenant of a property located within the C -TS,  C -WA,  C -PC or C -B
Districts and granted a Special Exception prior to the passage of Ordinance No.  4 -80 is required to obtain a
new occupational license from the Town,  such new use,  other than renewal,  shall also be subject to the
approval by the Town Council per the requirements of  (L)  (1)  above.


On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously to approve.


ITEM 4  -  Mr.  Heeke noted this item was to require private mail boxes to be a Special Exception was
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60.)  For the benefit of those commissioners who may not be clear on the relevance
of the Guidelines, also attached are pertinent excerpts from the town code that
explain their applicability and ARCOM's role in using them.  
 
     The Worth Ave. Design Guidelines were created in the 1990's with the goal of
preserving and encouraging the rich traditional architecture and landscape design of
the street.  They are incorporated into the Code of Ordinances by reference and
therefore are law.  They come into play when certain special exceptions are sought
by a Worth Ave. property owner.   While they should serve as a general guide to what
is desirable on the Avenue, they are mandatory in the case of these special
exceptions and ARCOM "must make an affirmative finding that the special exception
is meritorious to the town because of its general appearance and its adherence to the
Worth Avenue Design Guidelines."  See Sec.134-233, attached.  See also Sec. 134-
1156 and Sec. 134-1165, attached, for the C-WA district requirements.
 
    The code cross-references the use of the Guidelines in the sections mentioned
above.  It is clear that both town council and ARCOM must approve the listed special
exceptions for compliance with the Guidelines. (For extra background, see the
attached council meeting minutes from Jan. 1991.  These also make it clear that a 4th
story was not even conceivable.A third story is only possible as a special allowance.)
 
    Having been built prior to creation of the Guidelines, the 125 Worth Ave. non-
conformities are not surprising.  What is astounding is the intent to greatly increase all
of the non-conformities, especially over-all mass, as though the code and Guidelines
were non-existent.  This application requests two special exceptions that require
adherence to the Guidelines, and while the design of the street elevation is much
improved and has some stylistic details that comply with the guidelines, the structure
still fails to meet most of the code and Guidelines' major goals and the specific
requirements for special allowances in the district. In many cases it does the exact
opposite:
 
     - it increases floor area, lot coverage, height and intensity
 
     - it reduces parking, open space, and sidewalk width
 
     - it creates no arcades, vias, courtyards, or linkages to invite pedestrians and
eliminates recesses
 
     - its towers violate the size, setback, and use limitations
 
     - it adds no residences 
 
     - it adds no pedestrian retail entrances that face the street
 
     - the Mediterranean style is not consistent across elevations
 
In general, the applicant presumes that an attractive facade can be traded for
compliance with the zoning code.   (The east and west additions, in particular, could



easily have been replaced with inviting landscaped spaces.) 
 
     Restraint of scale is a hallmark of Palm Beach zoning and, indeed, of Worth
Avenue. Developers will always attempt audacious circumvention of the code and
staff does not always interpret correctly.  Approval of an over-scale structure and 4th
story would open the door to over-development on the Avenue and elsewhere in
town.  ARCOM’s very role is to ensure that the critical goals of reduced scale and
increased open space on the Avenue are achieved in redevelopment.  If ARCOM
does not uphold these principles, who will?
 
 
Respectfully,
 
Carol LeCates
 
212 Seabreeze Ave.
(973) 650-3922
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PART II - CODE OF ORDINANCES 
Chapter 134 - ZONING 

ARTICLE VI. - DISTRICT REGULATIONS 
DIVISION 9. C-WA WORTH AVENUE DISTRICT 

 
 

 
Palm Beach, Florida, Code of Ordinances    Created: 2022-12-16 11:49:14 [EST] 
(Supp. No. 26, Update 5) 
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DIVISION 9. C-WA WORTH AVENUE DISTRICT1 

Sec. 134-1156. Purpose. 

The purpose of the C-WA Worth Avenue district is to preserve and enhance an area of unique quality and 
character oriented to pedestrian comparison shopping and providing a wide range of retail and service 
establishments, to be developed whether as a unit or as individual parcels, serving the shortterm and longterm 
needs of townpersons. Drive-in retail facilities are not permitted. Further it shall be the intent of this district to 
enhance the town-serving character of the area through use of limitations on maximum gross leasable area (GLA), 
thereby reducing the problems of parking and traffic congestion determined to result from establishments of a 
region-serving scale.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, 
§§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—
(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; 
Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 
2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-
93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-05, § 1, 3-8-05) 

Sec. 134-1157. Permitted uses. 

(a) Enumeration; maximum gross leasable area. The permitted uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue commercial 
district, with a maximum of 4,000 square feet of gross leasable area (GLA), are as follows:  

(1) Antiques.  

(2) Apparel and accessories.  

(3) Art galleries.  

(4) Art services.  

(5) Bed and bath boutiques.  

(6) Cards/gifts.  

(7) Crafts.  

(8) Drugstore/pharmacy.  

(9) Fabrics.  

(10) Flowers/florist.  

(11) Furniture.  

(12) Hair styling/beauty salon.  

 

1Cross reference(s)—Businesses, ch. 22.  
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(13) Interior decorating sales/services.  

(14) Jewelry.  

(15) Kitchenwares.  

(16) Luggage/leather goods.  

(17) News/books.  

(18) Optical goods.  

(19) Perfumery.  

(20) Photographic services/studios.  

(21) Shoes.  

(22) Stationery.  

(23) Essential services.  

(24) Tobacconist.  

(25) Toys.  

(26) TV and electronic items.  

(27) Offices and professional and business services, including banks and financial institutions, and executive 
offices above the first floor, excluding veterinarian offices.  

(28) Storage facility related to a permitted or special exception use in the district provided said use meets 
all additional conditions in section 134-1760 of this chapter.  

(29) Residence(s) above the first floor.  

(30) Combinations of the uses in subsections (a)(1) through (28) of this section.  

(31) Supplemental off-site shared parking as provided for in sections 134-2177 and 134-2182 This use will 
sunset on March 13, 2024, unless extended or modified by town council.  

(b) Regulation of existing nonconforming commercial uses. Any existing uses contained on the list of permitted 
uses shown in subsection (a) of this section which contain more than 4,000 square feet of gross leasable area 
(GLA) shall be classified as existing nonconforming uses under article VI of this chapter pertaining to 
nonconforming uses. However, all future changes of use shall be limited to those uses listed as permitted 
uses on the list contained in this section with a maximum gross leasable area of 4,000 square feet, and if a 
change of use is contemplated from one general commercial category (retail and services; office, 
professional and business services; or banks and financial institutions) to another, wherein the new use will 
involve a gross leasable area exceeding 4,000 square feet, the contemplated new use shall be subject to prior 
approval of a special exception application by the town council before the change is made (refer to sections 
134-227 through 134-233 pertaining to special exception uses). In effect, this will allow any existing use over 
4,000 square feet, in a district with a 4,000 square footage limitation, to continue operating at its existing 
scale or to change to another use within the same general commercial category without town council 
approval. For example, if a ladies apparel store of 10,000 square feet exists in the C-WA district and the 
owner wishes to change to an antique store of the same size of subdivide into two 5,000 square-foot offices, 
the owner would need to apply for and obtain approval of a special exception from the town council. No 
existing commercial use which is subject to the 4,000 square feet maximum gross leasable area (GLA) 
regulation may occupy additional space within 1,500 feet of the existing businesses, which distance shall be 
measured along the public sidewalk, if such new space to be occupied will increase the total gross leasable 
area (GLA) to more than 4,000 square feet.  
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(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, 
§§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—
(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; 
Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 
2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-
93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-02, § 11, 3-12-02; Ord. No. 1-04, §§ 18, 23, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 1-05, § 3, 3-8-05; 
Ord. No. 2-2011, § 5, 7-13-11; Ord. No. 7-2014, § 6, 5-14-14; Ord. No. 8-2017 , § 2, 4-12-17; Ord. No. 17-2019 , § 7, 
6-12-19; Ord. No. 01-2021 , § 4, 2-10-21; Ord. No. 12-2021 , § 3, 6-9-21; Ord. No. 20-2021 , § 3, 9-13-21) 

Sec. 134-1158. Accessory uses. 

The accessory uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are as follows:  

(1) Off-street parking and loading.  

(2) Signs.  

(3) Accessory uses customarily incident to the permitted or approved special exception uses.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, 
§§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—
(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; 
Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 
2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-
93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 5-09, § 8, 4-15-09; Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 11, 8-11-21) 

Sec. 134-1159. Special exception uses. 

(a) The special exception uses require a site plan review as provided in article III of this chapter. The special 
exception uses in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are as follows:  

(1) Pay parking.  

(2) Public or private parking or storage garages.  

(3) Private social, swimming, tennis or yacht clubs.  

(4) Public structures/uses.  

(5) Essential services related to town-owned municipal buildings and structures.  

(6) Supplemental parking per sections 134-2177 and 134-2182.  

(7) Restaurants, nightclubs, lounges/bars, excluding formula restaurants as defined in section 134-2.  

(8) Museums and nonprofit cultural centers.  

(9) Permitted uses cited under permitted uses in section 134-1157 which contain greater than 4,000 
square feet GLA gross leasable area.  

(10) Uses not specifically enumerated under permitted uses in section 134-1157 but having traffic, 
patronage and intensity of use characteristics similar to those uses cited therein.  

(11) Outdoor promotional events. See section 134-2115 for additional conditions and criteria.  

(12) Roof deck automobile parking.  
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(13) Outdoor cafe seating is permitted only for restaurants, retail specialty food including the sale of 
prepared food for takeout only, and private, social, swimming, golf, tennis and yacht clubs, provided 
that all requirements and conditions in sections 134-2104 through 134-2108 are met.  

(14) Retail specialty foods, including incidental sale of prepared foods for takeout.  

(b) An owner or tenant of a property, located within the C-WA district, which property has received approval of 
a special exception after March 31, 1980, shall be required to obtain approval by the town council under the 
provisions of section 134-229 prior to being granted a new business tax receipt. This subsection shall not 
apply to renewal of an existing business tax receipt.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule B, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-77, § 2, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 5-78, §§ 10, 15, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, 
§§ 2, 5, 7, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 2(a)—(d), (g), (h), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(a)—
(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 3(c), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 2(f)—(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(g)—(k), 2-11-85; 
Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(b), (c), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 2(c)—(f), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 2-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 
2(a), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(f)—(i), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-91, § 2(b), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 6-
93, § 2(a)1—7, 2-9-93; Ord. No. 1-94, § 2(b)(5), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-96, § 17, 2-5-96; Ord. No. 2-98, § 3, 2-27-98; 
Ord. No. 1-02, § 10, 3-12-02; Ord. No. 1-03, § 3, 3-11-03; Ord. No. 1-04, § 29, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 4-08, § 9, 4-7-08; 
Ord. No. 5-09, § 9, 4-15-09; Ord. No. 2-2011, § 6, 7-13-11; Ord. No. 3-2012, § 5, 4-11-12; Ord. No. 10-2012, § 4, 9-
11-12; Ord. No. 30-2017 , § 3, 1-10-18; Ord. No. 02-2019 , § 10, 3-19-19; Ord. No. 17-2019 , § 8, 6-12-19; Ord. No. 
01-2021 , § 5, 2-10-21; Ord. No. 12-2021 , § 4, 6-9-21; Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 12, 8-11-21) 

Sec. 134-1160. Accessory structures. 

(a) Generally. Enclosed accessory structures in the C-WA Worth Avenue district shall comply with front and side 
yard requirements for the principal structure to which they are accessory and shall be not closer to any rear 
property line than ten feet.  

(b) Dish antennas. A dish antenna shall be an accessory structure and shall be constructed, erected or placed in 
compliance with all of the provisions of this chapter applicable to accessory structures. Dish antennas shall 
not exceed three meters in diameter. Only one dish antenna that exceeds one meter in diameter shall be 
permitted on each building. Such dish antenna which exceeds one meter in diameter shall not be attached to 
a building; shall not be closer than ten feet to any side or rear property line; shall not exceed 12 feet in 
height above the average grade; and, shall not be located in a required front yard, street side yard or rear 
street yard setback. Each residential unit or commercial tenant space shall not be limited as to the number of 
dish antennas of one meter or less in diameter and said antenna(s) may be attached or unattached to a 
building. If said dish antenna(s) is unattached, said antenna(s) shall not exceed 12 feet in height above the 
average grade; shall be located no closer than ten feet to any side or rear lot line; and, shall not be located in 
a required front yard, street side yard or rear street yard setback. All attached and unattached dish antennas 
in this commercial zoning district shall be screened from public view, and private and public streets and 
ways; be neutral in color; and, to the maximum extent possible, compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood appearance and character. In addition, no form of lettering, advertising or identification shall 
be allowed on any such antenna or its framework (other than the manufacturer's small identification plate). 
Note: One meter in the metric system of measurement equals 39.37 inches or 3.28 feet.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.51, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, § 11, 3-30-
79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 4, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(i), (k), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(h), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 
3(e), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 3(d), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-87, § 3(e), 2-9-87; Ord. No. 1-90, § 3(g), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-
92, § 3(e), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 1-93, § 3(g), 2-8-93; Ord. No. 1-94, § 3(c), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-95, § 1(b), 1-23-95; Ord. 
No. 1-97, § 5, 2-17-97; Ord. No. 1-99, § 10, 4-5-99) 
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Sec. 134-1161. Reserved. 

Ord. No. 16-2021 , § 12, adopted August 11, 2021, repealed § 134-1161, which pertained to stands, seated dining 
areas and open counters for eating and drinking and derived from Ord. No. 2-74, § 6.61, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-
77, § 14, 3-29-77; Ord. No. 1-89, § 4(f), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-04, § 16, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 5-09, § 10, 4-15-09.  

Sec. 134-1162. Commercial uses; site plan approval for new buildings, new building additions 
or changes in permitted uses over certain floor area. 

All applications for new buildings or for new building additions or for changes in a permitted use in section 
134-1157 which involve more than 2,000 square feet of building floor area of buildings in the C-WA Worth Avenue 
district shall require a site plan approval in accordance with article III of this chapter. No certificate of occupancy 
shall be issued for any building, unless all facilities included in the site plan have been provided in accordance 
therewith. The maximum dimension of any structure or group of attached structures shall not exceed 150 feet.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 6.55, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 5-78, § 12, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-79, § 14, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 6, 3-31-
80; Ord. No. 7-82, § 5(d), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 1-85, § 4(h), 2-11-85) 

Sec. 134-1163. Lot, yard and area requirements—Generally. 

In the C-WA Worth Avenue district, the schedule of lot, yard and area requirements is as given in this section:  

(1) Lot area. The minimum lot area is 4,000 square feet.  

(2) Lot width. The minimum lot width is 30 feet.  

(3) Lot depth. The minimum lot depth is 90 feet.  

(4) Density. A single dwelling unit, or multiple dwelling units not to exceed ten dwelling units per gross 
acre as provided for in the Worth Avenue design guidelines which are on file in the town clerk's office, 
and which are incorporated and adopted as part of this chapter as if fully set forth in this chapter. See 
article III of this chapter for site plan review requirements.  

(5) Front yard. All buildings shall be set back so as to provide at least a ten-foot-wide pedestrian walkway 
between the street curbline and the building, exclusive of beautification strips, not more than five feet 
of which may be on the town street right-of-way, where appropriate, and additionally, to provide for 
the minimum building front yard setback, which shall be measured from the inside (lot side) of the 
required pedestrian walkway. Where no front yard building setback is approved or required, two feet 
of the required ten-foot-wide pedestrian walkway, adjacent to the inside (lot side) of the walkway, may 
be landscaped by placement of potted plants or removable planters. Such potted plants or planters 
shall include xeriscape landscaping whenever possible. Within the C-WA district, arcades or colonnades 
may be constructed subject to approval as a special exception over the sidewalks in the required front 
yard setback, provided they meet the requirements of section 134-1213(e).  

(6) Side yard. There is no minimum side yard required for one-story structures, but a side yard shall be five 
feet if provided.  

(7) Rear yard. The minimum rear yard setback is ten feet.  

(8) Height and overall height. 

 a. For one-story buildings, the maximum building height is 15 feet.  

b. For two-story buildings, the maximum building height is 25 feet, allowable as a special exception.  



 
 

 
    Created: 2022-12-16 11:49:14 [EST] 
(Supp. No. 26, Update 5) 

 
Page 6 of 9 

c. Maximum overall height of a building shall be the maximum allowable building height, as defined 
in section 134-2, plus five feet for a flat roof and ten feet for all other roof styles. When a parapet 
is used above the maximum building height, as defined in section 134-2, the building overall 
height will be calculated based on the flat roof style identified above. Parapet walls extending 
above the maximum allowable building height shall have appropriate architectural treatment.  

d. Refer to Worth Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for 
special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations.  

(9) Lot coverage. 

 a. For one-story buildings, the maximum lot coverage is 75 percent.  

b. For two-story buildings, the maximum lot coverage is 35 percent for the first floor and 35 percent 
for the second floor. See special exception provisions in sections 134-227 through 134-233 
(special exception use), section 134-1165 relating to allowable height and lot coverage, and 
article III of this chapter (site plan review).  

c. Refer to Worth Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for 
special allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations.  

(10) Length. 

 a. For one-story buildings, the maximum building length is 150 feet.  

b. For two-story buildings, the maximum building length is 150 feet.  

c. For each multifamily building maximum dimensions, see section 134-1871 et seq.  

d. Refer to Work Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special 
allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations.  

e. Sub-basements are exempt from the maximum building length, requirement. Individual building 
elements extending above ground from a single sub-basement shall each be considered as a 
separate building for the purpose of calculating building length.  

(11) Landscaped open space. 

 a. For one-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 15 percent.  

b. For two-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 25 percent.  

c. For three-story buildings, the minimum landscaped open space is 25 percent.  

(12) Floor area. 

 a. For one-story buildings, the maximum gross floor area of buildings is 15,000 square feet.  

b. For two-story buildings, the maximum gross floor area of buildings is 15,000 square feet.  

c. Refer to Work Avenue Design Guidelines for special exception requirements providing for special 
allowances to coverage, height, building length and gross floor area limitations.  

d. Sub-basements are exempt from the maximum, building length, requirement. Individual building 
elements extending above ground from a single sub-basement shall each be considered as a 
separate building for the purpose of calculating building floor area.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, schedule A, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 7-79, §§ 2, 6, 3-30-79; Ord. No. 4-80, § 3, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 6-81, § 
2(e), (f), 3-31-81; Ord. No. 7-82, § 3(e), 3-31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, §§ 3(a), (b), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, §§ 2(a)—(e), 3-
1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 2(b)—(f), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-86, § 2(a), 2-10-86; Ord. No. 1-88, § 1, 2-8-88; Ord. No. 1-89, § 
2(b)—(d), 2-6-89; Ord. No. 1-90, § 2(a)—(e), 2-5-90; Ord. No. 1-92, § 2(a)1, 2, 2-3-92; Ord. No. 9-93, § 2(b), 6-8-93; 
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Ord. No. 1-94, § 2(a), 2-7-94; Ord. No. 1-96, § 8, 2-5-96; Ord. No. 1-97, § 1, 2-17-97; Ord. No. 1-98, §§ 2—4, 2-9-98; 
Ord. No. 2-98, §§ 1, 2, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-04, § 32, 3-9-04; Ord. No. 16-2016 , § 3, 12-14-16) 

Sec. 134-1164. Same—Exceptions. 

(a) In the C-WA Worth Avenue district, cornices, solid canopies, or architectural features may extend 48 inches 
over the sidewalk or required yard area, provided they shall have nine feet of vertical clearance between any 
solid construction and the sidewalk or yard.  

(b) Marquees or canvas-covered fireproof canopies, no wider than entranceways, may be constructed over main 
entrances to hotels, theaters and places of public assembly and may extend to the face of the curb, provided 
that no support shall be nearer than 18 inches to the face of the curb, and the installation shall have a 
minimum of nine feet of vertical clearance between any solid construction and the sidewalk.  

(c) No projections shall be allowed in the required rear yard except open-type fire escapes, and these must be 
provided with a counter-balanced bottom section to provide for nine feet of clearance when up.  

(d) Awnings may be suspended over sidewalks or ways, provided that they shall not project nearer than 18 
inches to the face of the street curbline or more than eight feet from the exterior wall of the building, and 
the installation shall have at least seven feet six inches of vertical clearance between any solid construction 
and the sidewalk or way. Cloth front and side drops shall measure not less than six feet six inches from their 
lowest point to the sidewalk or way.  

(e) Within the C-WA district, arcades or colonnades may be constructed, subject to approval as a special 
exception, over sidewalks or ways, provided that they shall not project nearer than three feet to the face of 
the street curbline or more than ten feet, but not less than seven feet, from the exterior wall as measured 
from the exterior face of the building to the exterior face of the arcade or colonnade, and provided that no 
support shall be nearer than three feet to the face of the curb, and the installation shall have a minimum of 
nine feet of vertical clearance. The design of such arcades or colonnades shall be based upon the Worth 
Avenue Design Guidelines and shall be subject to review and approval by the architectural commission. The 
Worth Avenue Design Guidelines are incorporated and adopted as part of this chapter as if fully set forth in 
this chapter.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.33, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 4-80, § 4, 3-31-80; Ord. No. 1-91, § 3(c), 4-23-91) 

Sec. 134-1165. Special exception to height regulations; special exception structures. 

(a) Criteria for granting. In order to encourage increased open space, landscaped open space, reduced density 
and lot coverage and architectural detail, the town council may at its discretion, upon review of an 
application and public hearing thereon, allow for the increase of the maximum building height in the C-WA 
Worth Avenue district, upon a finding being made by the town council that the proposed increase in height 
for a contemplated special exception structure is in the public interest, that careful attention is given to 
architectural detail, and that it meets the standards of sections 134-227 through 134-233 and the goals and 
guidelines in this section.  

(b) Two-story and three-story construction. The following shall be applicable to two-story and three-story 
construction in the C-WA district:  

(1) First story coverage not more than 35 percent and second story coverage not more than 35 percent. 
Additional coverage and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance 
with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233.  
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(2) A third story and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with 
the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.48, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(g), 3-
31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 4(d), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(e), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 3(d), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-91, § 
3(e), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 3(d), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 2-98, § 4, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-01, § 6, 2-19-01) 

Cross reference(s)—Applicability of Worth Avenue design guidelines in C-WA district, § 134-233.  

Sec. 134-1166. Supplementary district regulations. 

The supplementary district regulations which may be applicable to the C-WA Worth Avenue district are 
contained in article VIII of this chapter.  

Sec. 134-1167. Off-street parking and loading. 

The off-street parking or loading requirements which may be applicable in the C-WA Worth Avenue district 
are contained in article IX of this chapter.  

Sec. 134-1168. Signs. 

The sign regulations which may be applicable in the C-WA Worth Avenue district are contained in article XI of 
this chapter.  

Sec. 134-1169. Air conditioning and generator equipment. 

Air conditioners and air handlers, cooling towers, generators, swimming pool filters, pumps and heaters are 
regulated in section 134-1728 and 134-1729.  

(Ord. No. 1-99, § 11, 4-5-99) 

Sec. 134-1170. Architectural tower features. 

In the commercial zoning districts, a maximum of two towers as architectural features may be constructed as 
integral parts of the building provided that no tower(s) exceeds the allowable overall height by more than five feet; 
such tower(s) is set back an additional five feet on the front, rear, side, and street side and street rear yards; and, 
such tower(s) has no habitable floor area. The area of such tower(s) shall in combination not exceed two percent 
of the gross floor area of the building. This section does not apply to entry facades or parapets.  

(Ord. No. 1-00, § 2, 2-22-00) 

Sec. 134-1171. Lot grade topography and drainage. 

In the C-WA, commercial worth avenue district, the natural grade and topography of a lot shall not be 
altered to raise and the grade the lot to meet base flood elevation requirements except as provided for in section 
134-1600. The grade shall not be raised on a vacant or occupied piece of property unless a building permit is issued 
which addresses the paving and drainage requirements of the town.  

( Ord. No. 19-2021 , § 5, 9-13-21) 
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Secs. 134-1172—134-1205. Reserved. 
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Sec. 134-1165. Special exception to height regulations; special exception structures. 

(a) Criteria for granting. In order to encourage increased open space, landscaped open space, reduced density 
and lot coverage and architectural detail, the town council may at its discretion, upon review of an 
application and public hearing thereon, allow for the increase of the maximum building height in the C-WA 
Worth Avenue district, upon a finding being made by the town council that the proposed increase in height 
for a contemplated special exception structure is in the public interest, that careful attention is given to 
architectural detail, and that it meets the standards of sections 134-227 through 134-233 and the goals and 
guidelines in this section.  

(b) Two-story and three-story construction. The following shall be applicable to two-story and three-story 
construction in the C-WA district:  

(1) First story coverage not more than 35 percent and second story coverage not more than 35 percent. 
Additional coverage and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance 
with the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233.  

(2) A third story and other special allowances may be granted if the structure is built in accordance with 
the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with section 134-233.  

(Ord. No. 2-74, § 5.48, 3-26-74; Ord. No. 3-76, § 3, 3-23-76; Ord. No. 5-78, § 11, 3-31-78; Ord. No. 7-82, § 4(g), 3-
31-82; Ord. No. 2-83, § 4(d), 2-23-83; Ord. No. 1-84, § 3(e), 3-1-84; Ord. No. 1-85, § 3(d), 2-11-85; Ord. No. 1-91, § 
3(e), 4-23-91; Ord. No. 1-92, § 3(d), 2-3-92; Ord. No. 2-98, § 4, 2-27-98; Ord. No. 1-01, § 6, 2-19-01) 

Cross reference(s)—Applicability of Worth Avenue design guidelines in C-WA district, § 134-233.  

Sec. 134-1170. Architectural tower features. 

In the commercial zoning districts, a maximum of two towers as architectural features may be constructed as 
integral parts of the building provided that no tower(s) exceeds the allowable overall height by more than five feet; 
such tower(s) is set back an additional five feet on the front, rear, side, and street side and street rear yards; and, 
such tower(s) has no habitable floor area. The area of such tower(s) shall in combination not exceed two percent 
of the gross floor area of the building. This section does not apply to entry facades or parapets.  

(Ord. No. 1-00, § 2, 2-22-00) 

 



TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OF MEETING
HELD ON JANUARY 3,  1991

TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON JANUARY 3,  1991 TO
HEAR ZONING COMMISSION REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I.   CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:   The Special Town Council Meeting to hear the 1990 -91 ZONING Roll Call

COMMISSION REPORT and RECOMMENDATIONS was called to order by President Heeke on January 3,  1991,  at 9:30 AM in
the Town Hall Council Chambers.  On roll call,  the following were found to be in  =attendance:   Mayor Marix,
President Heeke,  President Pro Tem Ilyinsky,  Councilman Weinberg,  Councilwoman Wiener,  (Councilwoman Douthit
was absent).   Also attending were:   Town Manager Doney,  Town Attorney Randolph,  Town Clerk Peters,  Mr.  Moore,
Mr.  Frank,  Mr.  Zimmerman from the Building  &  Zoning Department and Mr.  Brisson of Adley,  Brisson and Engman,
Zoning Consultants for the Town.

II.    INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:    Invocation was given by Mrs.  Peters.   Pledge of Invocation

Allegiance was let by President Pro Tem Ilyinsky.

III.   PROOF OF PUBLICATION:   Mrs.  Peters reported the Proof of Publication has been filed with th Proof of
record. Publication

IV.   APPROVAL OF AGENDA:   Mr.  Ilyinsky moved for approval of the agenda.   Seconded by Mrs. Approval of
Wiener.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously. Agenda

V.    PROCEDURE FOR COMMENTS BY GENERAL PUBLIC:   Mr.  Moore suggested the zoning items will be procedure

considered and the President will give the public an opportunity to speak on any of the issues.   President for Comments

Heeke indicated the Mayor and Town Council will discuss the proposed changes by the staff and the Zoning by General
Commission and when that is concluded,  any member of the public may speak for three minutes and if the subject public
has been covered by someone else,  they should just concur or disagree and after receiving public comments,  the
Council will go into deliberation on the various items.

IV.   ADMINISTRATIVE PROPOSALS AND /OR RECOMMENDATIONS  ( ITEMS 1 THROUGH 19)  AND RECEIPT OF THE i
RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORT OF THE ZONING COMMISSION DATED DECEMBER 3,  1990. posals and

Recommenda-
Mr.  Ilyinsky moved that the Recommendations and Report of the Zoning Commission dated December 3, tions  -

1990 be received.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously. Zoning

ITEM NO.  1  -  Amend footnote  (3)  of Section 4.20 A.  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations
to read as follows:    change is underlined)  "(3)  With the exception of arcades and colonnades in the C -WA
District all buildings shall be set back so as to provide at least a ten -foot wide pedestrian walkway between
the street curbline and the building,  exclusive of beautification strips,  not more than five  (5)  feet of which
may be on the Town street right -of -way,  where appropriate,  and additionally,  to provide for the minimum build-
ing front yard setback,  which shall be measured from the inside  (lot side)  of said required pedestrian walkway

Mr.  Moore called on Mr.  Brisson who gave his comments:   He recalled last year there were certain
suggestions relative to Worth Avenue as to allowable height and Special Exceptions for extra height and the
Zoning Commission and then later the Town Council requested that his office develop guidelines for design,  which
will be the basis for the extra zoning criteria which was to be considered this zoning season.   He indicated

there are eight sub items in the Design Guildelines which have been distributed to the Mayor and Council.   He

stated the only things he would be covering is the Design Guidelines as it relates to the zoning,  which pertai
to Worth Avenue.   He has rearranged the order of some of the items as he felt they inter - related to each other
as opposed to the way they are in the Zoning Commission Report.   He has Item 1 and Item 6 together as Item 1
relates to the provision for arcades and colonnades in the Worth Avenue District which refers to Section 5.33.
He stated his recommendation is arcades and colonnades be allowed providing they meet with the requirements of
Section 5.33 and be subject to the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines and be subject to approval by the Architect-
ural Commission.

Mr.  Heeke felt it made sense to handle Items 1 and 6 together.

Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission's recommendation also includes the following wording:

Within the C -WA District,  arcades or colonnades may be constructed over the sidewalks in the requir d
front and setback,  .rovided the meet the requirements of Section 5.33 e  ."

Mr.  Adrian Winterfield addressed the Council questioning whether or not this should be handled as a Special
Exception,  and although the Architectural Commission will fill the same function,  he viewed this as an extra-
ordinary departure and it would be appropriate for the Council to consider and approve this before it is
submitted to the Architectural Commission.   He stated his confusion on the status of the guidelines as it
looked to him that it was not the present intention to identify the guidelines more precisely.   He stated it w s
not clear to him to what extent the guidelines are mandatory and to which extent the Architectural Commission
maintained its dependence.

Attorney Randolph understood this would first come to the Council to be determined as to whether or
not a Special Exception would be granted.   He stated from a staff standpoint,  it was decided the review should
first come to the Council as there are certain aspects which affect on the neighborhood which should be con-
sidered by the Council before a decision is made as to whether or not to grant the benefit.   He felt if it was

approved by the Town Council,  it would then be subject to review by the Architectural Commission,  who would
report back to the Council as to whether or not it meets the design guidelines and ultimately,  the Council wou d
have the final approval as to whetherit would move forward.

Mr.  Randolph stated the effect of this is if a person decides to elect to go ahead with the benefits,  such as
the third story or the Colannades,  then these would be more than the guidelines and at that point,  they would
be required to meet the guidelines in order to take advantage of the benefit.

Mr.  Brisson explained this is not a Special Exception and would not have to come before the Town
Council as it is now proposed.   Mr.  Randolph stated he was grouping all these benefits together.   Mr.  Brisson

stated everything else is listed as a Special Exception but the colonnades and arcades they did not put into
that category,  however,  the Council could put that restriction onto it,  if they wished to view,  however,  it
was his belief that it was something that they wished to encourage,  with the architectural and safety controls

Mayor Marix noted it would go directly to the Architectural Commission to which Mr.  Brisson agreed.

Mr.  Weinberg asked if they would be losing walking space on Worth Avenue if the colonnades were inst
alled.  Mr.  Brisson stated the pillars will occupy a portion of the ten foot sidewalk but it would not interfer'.
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with the walking space.

Admin.Pro- Mayor Marix asked if there would be flower pots allowed in a beautification strip?   Mr.  Brisson
posals  & stated it was not incorporated into their recommendation and it would be a separate item.   Mr.  Zimmerman
Recarmenda-    stated the term  "beautification strip"  applies to those locations where there is a grass strip between the curb
tions  - and the sidewalk.   Mayor Marix asked what they would be doing about flowers?   Mr.  Zimmerman responded this
Zoning does not address flowers.  Mayor Marix wondered if it should as they are a very important element of this Town.

Mr.  Randolph did not believe this matter should be addressing the flower pots.   Mr.  Moore agreed stating this
is an architectural feature of a building.  Mayor Marix indicated she doesn't want to close the door on flower
pots.   Mr.  Heeke stated that language is already in the Ordinance.   Mr.  Brisson stated this does not apply to
flower pots.    Mayor Marix recalled someone wanted to eliminate flower pots and she wants to protect flower
pots and since we are discussing the ten foot walkway,  this may be the time we should be considering the
flowers,  so the flower pots are not ruled out.   Mr.  Moore explained within the ten foot strip,  they are
currently prohibited.   Mayor Marix stated they have to be legalized as most of the flowers are within that ten
feet,  and since they are redoing this section,  it would be the logical thing to state flower pots are allowed
or they are not.   Mr.  Heeke asked if the Zoning Commission discussed this matter?   Mr.  Moore responded they
did not.   Mr.  Heeke indicated he would be reluctant to get into this area unless it was addressed by the
Zoning Commission.

Mr.  Weinberg recalled there are palm trees along Worth Avenue and if they are allowing colonnades,
would they have to remove the palm trees?   Mr.  Moore stated this would be at the discretion of the builder as
to whether a tree would remain or would have to be removed.   Mr.  Brisson introduced Mr.  Smith,  the senior
designer who was responsible for the design guidelines and to answer Mr.  Weinberg's question,  three feet from
the street would accommodate the present locations of the palm trees.

Mr.  Ilyinsky moved the recommendation of the Zoning Commission dated Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to
Item 1 A be approved.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

Mr.  Winterfield asked if the guidelines allow anything to be done to the top of the arcade and
wondered if the guidelines should be attached to the Ordinance as an annex.   Mr.  Randolph stated they will be
referenced and will become a part of the Zoning Ordinance.

ITEM SIX.   Mr.  Brisson explained this is a referenced item and sets forth the specific details
as to the location and dimensions required.

Section 5.33 as recommended by the Zoning Commission reads as follows:    e)  Within the C -WA District,
arcades or colonnades may be constructed over sidewalks or ways,  providing that they shall not protect nearer
than three  (3)  feet to the face of the street curb line,  nor more than ten  (10)  feet from the exterior wall
of the building;  and provided that no support shall be nearer than three  (3 feet to the face of the curb and
said installation shall have a minimum of nine  (9)  feet of vertical clearance.

The design of such arcade or colonnades shall be based upon,the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines"  and
shall be subject to the review and approval by the Architectural Commission.

Mr.  Brisson explained he has submitted a report dated Dec.  24,  1990 and in most instances reflects
that which the Zoning Commission recommended,  however,  there are a few instances where they have recommended
differently and the recommendations are not always identical.   Mr.  Heeke asked Mr.  Brisson to point out these
differences as they moved through the report.

Mr.  Weinberg asked if the space could be used as a terrace or a deck for the second floor?   Mr.

Moore explained this would have to be by way of a Special Exception as one story is all that is permitted
without a Special Exception.

Mr.  Randolph suggested if there is any question on this the language could be added that the roof of
the colonnade should not be used.   Mr.  Moore stated it is already in the Ordinance as they cannot have a
second floor without a Special Exception.

Mrs.  Wiener asked how wide were the sidewalks on Worth Avenue?   Mr.  Moore stated most of the areas
are ten feet.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if there was a minimum space required?   Mr.  Smith of Adley indicated that is
not addressed in the guidelines,  although when ARCOM looks at it and if something is inordinately narrow,  they
would recommend it be different.   Mr.  Heeke asked if there could be a phrase added that it should be in the
same plane as any existing abutting arcade?   Mr.  Smith stated they could put a minimum in the guidelines if
the Council wished that provision.   Mrs.  Wiener felt it would also protect ARCOM from getting into an arbitrary
situation and she would recommend that.

Mr.  Heeke stated he did not want a jagged tooth effect.

Mayor Marix suggested it be put into the Ordinance as to what the size should be.   Mrs.  Wiener felt

it shoud be put into the Ordinance.   Mr.  Smith stated the existing colonnades on the west side of Worth Avenue
are not evely spaced.   Mr.  Moore suggested if they put in a minimum,  they should take into account the size
of the column and make it six feet.   Mr.  Heeke believed it should be seven feet.

Mrs.  Wiener moved the adoption of Item No.  6,  with a modification which sets a minimum of seven
feet.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

ITEM 2.   Amend Section 4.10 A.  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations by adding a provision
allowing a Special Exception for a maximum height of three stories /35'  in the C -WA District with a requirement
for a minimum of 25%  landscaped open space,  and with a reference to footnote  (20)  which was modified to read:

20)  One  (1)  story with provision for a special exception for two  (2)  and three stories.   See Special
Excpetion provisions in Sections 5.48 relating to allowable height and lot coverage and Sections 6.40  (Specia
Exception Use  )  and 9.60  (Site Plan Review).

In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommended Section 4.20 A.  "Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk
Regulations"  be amended to include a rear yard setback of ten feet for the second adn third stories;  and that
the allowance for a Special Exception for a third story in the C -WA District be subject to a  " sunset"  condition,
providing for its automatic repeal on April 30,  1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its
continuation.

Mr.  Brisson stated these are items two and four in his recommendation.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if the

sunset provision would automatically come back to the Council in three years?   Mr.  Moore stated it would first
go to the Zoning Commission and then to the Town Council.   Mrs.  Wiener asked if this was automatic,  to which
Mr.  Moore responded affirmatively.
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Mayor Marix asked if there is a large building with a smaller one next to it and this provision sunsets,
would we be in the same position as we were when you have a smaller house with a larger one next to it?   Mr.  Randolph

Admin.  Pro-     responded he did not believe so as everyone would be on notice there is a sunset provision.
posals  &
Recarmendatior.s Mrs.  Wiener moved that the Town Council accept the recommendation of the Zoning Commission concerning the
Zoning changes in Section 4.20 Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations,  which is Item 2 of the Zoning Commission's

Report of Dec.  3,  1990.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

ITEM IV.   Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission recommends the approval of the proposal to amend Section
4.20 L under Special Exception Uses in the C -WA District to read:

L  (1)  One dwelling unit located on the second floor per fifty  (50)  feet of frontage.

L  (2)  Dwelling units located on the third floor provided;  the second floor is also devoted to residential
use as set forth in L  ( 1);  and,  provided that the combined density of residential uses on the second and third
floors does not exceed two  (2)  dwelling units per sixty  (60)  feet of frontage on Worth Avenue;  and,  provided such
special allowance is based upon the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines,"  and review and approval by the Architectural
Commisison.

In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommended that 4.20 A,  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations be
amended to include a rear yard setback of 10'  for the second and third stories;and that the allowance for residential
uses on the third floor as set forth in L  ( 1)  and L  (2)  be subject to a  "sunset"  condition,  providing for their
automatic repeal on April 30,  1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its continuation.

Mr.  Winterfield felt when they refer to the frontage,  only one dimension,  it is assumed that all of the
buildings are the same depth adn that is not so.   He stated if there is going to be such a limitation,  he suggested
it be made in terms of square feet.   Mr.  Brisson responded the coverage limitations will take care of that.

Mr.  Randolph stated it should be made clear that on each of these items that are passed,  the language will be
modified so as to incorporate the Design Guidelines as part of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mrs.  Wiener felt if they abide by the Guidelines,  they all relate to each other and they are allowed to do
these things and asked if she was interpreting that correctly to which Mr.  Brisson responded affirmatively.

Mrs.  Wiener moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's Recommendation of Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to
Item IV,  amending Section 4.20  (B)  Item L  (1)  L  (2)  and the sunset provision.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call
the motion carried unanimously.

Motion was made by Mr.  Ilyinsky that the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines be incorporated as part of this
Zoning Odinance and as adopted as fully set forth therein  .   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion
carried unanimously.

ITEM  #3.   The Zoning Commission recommends approval of the proposal to amend Section 4.20 A.  Schedule of Lot,
Yard and Bulk Regulations,  Footnote  (7)  which would read:

7.   The maximum density for hotels within the C -OPI commercial districts shall be thirty  (30).

Mr.  Brisson explained this is a housekeeping item.   Mr.  Weinberg moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's
recommendation dated Dec.  3,  1990 with regards to Item 3 to modify Footnote  (7)  in Section 4.20 A.   Seconded by Mr.
Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

ITEM 5.   Mr.  Heeke explained this is to add to Section 4.20 B,  Schedule of Use Regulations,  a new item  "N"
Outdoor Cafe to the list of Special Exception Uses in the C -WA District.   Mr.  Brisson indicated this does add to

1 the character of Worth Avenue to allow outdoor cafes.   Mr.  Winterfield wondered if there should be a definition for

I outdoor cafes and whether they should be allowed in other commercial districts of the Town.   Mr.  Heeke felt these

were good points and perhaps they could look at this in the next Zoning Season.   Mr.  Moore reported they have another
section in the ordinance which deals with this and this recommendation by the Zoning Commission is to simply list
this as a Special Exception Use.   Mrs.  Wiener moved that the Town Council adopt the Recommendation of the Zoning
Commission as contained in their report dated Dec.  3,  1990 regarding Item 5,  which concerns putting Outdoor Cafes
into the list of Special Exception usages on Worth Avenue.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion
carried unanimously.

ITEM 7.   Mr.  Heeke explained the Zoning Commission modified the Administration's proposal to amend Section
5.48,  Special Exception to Height Regulations;  Special Exception Structures:  to provide new height and coverage
guidelines for two story and three story structures in the C -WA District,  by modifying  "G"  to read:

C -WA District:   The following provisions shall be applicable to two -story and three -story construction in
the C -WA District:

1.   Two story guidelines:

a.    First story coverage not more than thirty-five per cent add second story coverage not more than
thirty -five  (35)  per cent.

b.    First Story coverage not more than fifty  (50)  per cent and second story coverage not more than
thirt  -five  (35)  per cent if designed under the Worth Avenue Guidelines in conformance with Section
6.40  (Q).

2.   Three -story guidelines:

First story coverage not more than fifty  (50)  per cent;  second story coverage not more than thirty -five
35)  per cent;  and thirty story coverage not more than twenty -five  (25)  per cent per special allowance
under the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines in conformance with Section 6.40  (Q).

In addition,  the Zoning Commission recommends Section 4.20 A,  Schedule of Lot,  Yard and Bulk Regulations,  be
amended to include a rear yard setback of 10'  for the 2nd adn 3rd stories;  and that the allowance for increased
coverage in 1 b and 2 above,  be subject to a sunset condition,  providing for their automatic repeal on April 30,
1994 unless the Town Council specifically authorizes its continuation.

Mrs.  Wiener noted it was not an unanimous vote by the Zoning Commission and wondered what the negative point
I of view was?   Mr.  Robert M.  Grace,  the Chairman of the Zoning Commission,  responded the general thinking of the mino-
rity members was that it was too dangerous to give anyone the opportunity to increase the number of stories on
Worth Avenue beyond what we now have,  and while they were sympathetic to the general desire to go back to better

1 architecture,  they were skeptical of making a channel effect on Worth Avenue and the topw of the Cocoanut trees or
the sun or themoon would not be able to be seen as it can be now.
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fr. llooreadiseT tiie sunset provision was nota recommendation by staff andwasrecommended to  — `
address some of the concerns that it may not be a workable regulation.   Mayor Marix stated her concern about the
canyon effect and wondered if in the meantime,  until the sunset time has expired,  there could be only a certain per -
centage of buildings allowed to be three stories,  so there could be no canyon effect.   Mr.  Grace addressed the
Council stating ifone analyzed the lot coverage requirements and set back requirements,  he felt that was enough of
a control.   Mr.  Smith reported if a third story was ever put on in the middle of Worth Avenue,  it would have to be
set back fifty feet,  so it doesn't interfere with the one and two story facades located in that portion of the
Avenue,  as they Ere not trying to change the character of Worth AVenue,  but encourage what is there now.   He indicatec
it would have to be a significant benefit and have provision of amenities in order to be approved by the Architectural
Commission.

Motion was made by Mrs.  Wiener to approve the adoption of Item 7,  amending Section 5.48,  Special
Exception to the height regulations in the C -WA District,  with the design guidelines as recommended by the Zoning
Commission included therein.   Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

ITEM 8  -  Modification to Section 6.40 adding a new paragraph  (g)  was recommended by the Zoning Administrative
Commission,  as follows,  stated Mr.  Brisson: Proposals  &

Recommendation:
Q)   Special Exceptions in the C -WA District which involve special allowances,  pertaining to residential Zoning

uses,  height of coverage,  as referenced in Section 5.48 of this Code,  shall be based upon the Worth Avenue Design
guidelines and subject to review and approval by the Architectural Commission.

The Architectural Commission,  in order to grant such approval,  must make an affirmative finding that the
proposed Special Exception is meritorious to the Town of Palm Beach because of its general appearance and adherence
to the  "Worth Avenue Design Guidelines"  published by Adley,  Brisson,  Engman,  Inc.

Mr.  Brisson stated since this deals with Special Exceptions,  this sets forth the requirements set forth in
Section 5.48 and that they be based on the Worth Avenue guidelines and review and approval of the Architectural

Commission.

Mr.  Heeke asked if the guidelines were sufficiently identified without the date of publication?   Mr.  Brisscn
stated the Zoning Commission did reference the text and they could add the date.

Mr.  Winterfield addressed the Council indicating he thought the Council was responsible for granting Special
Exceptions and he believed the language raises the question as to whether or not Council on any Special Exception
refers the matter to the Architectural Commission for this type of matter,  pointing out it is Council and not the
Architectural Commission which grants the Special Exception.

Mr.  Heeke pointed out the second paragraph stated ARCOM is to make an affirmative decision and then rec-
ommends and he did't believe there was any abrogation of the Town Council's authority here.   Mr.  Randolph stated
perhaps this should be clarified that the approval is not a final approval and the final approval as to the granting
of the Special Exception will be done by the Town Council.   Mr.  Brisson stated perhaps the last line should state
review and recommendation by the Architectural Commission and in the final paragraph they could state:   The Architect-
ural Commission,  in order to make a positive recommendation,  must make and then continue on with the wording as
printed,  as this will take out the approval aspect but still have a positive recommendation.

Mr.  Heeke summarized the comments indicating that in the first paragraph of the new wording they would
change the word  "approval"  to  "recommendation"  and in the second paragraph eliminate  "grant such approval"  and
substitute  "make a positive recommendation ".   Mrs.  Wiener noted it goes to Council for the Special Exception grant,
then goes to ARCOM,  and then comes back to the Council and thought it should be put somewhere that this is the
procedure.   Mr.  Heeke suggested that the wording in the first paragraph also be changed to have  "subject to"  modified
to read:    contingent upon ".

Mr.  Ilyinsky moved the recommendations for amending Section 6.40 Special Exception Uses be approved as mod-
ified.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.   Mr.  Heeke noted the modifications would be the addition of the date to the Design
Guidelines and in the first paragraph  "subject to review and approval"  will read "contingent upon review and
recommendation"  and in the second paragraph,  the words  "grant such approval"  would be changed to  "make a positive
recommendation ".

Item 1 B  -  Mr.  Moore stated the Zoning Commission recommended approval of the Section 6.40 by adding a new
paragraph  (g)  as follows:   That the propoesed use will not place a greater burden,  than would be caused by a permitted
use,  on municipal police services due to increased traffic,  or on fire protection services due to the existence of,
or increased potential for fire /safety code violations.

Mayor Marix wondered if Code Enforcement should be added to this.   Mr.  Moorebtated this would be prejudging
as Code Enforcement is after the fact.   Mayor Marix thought if an additional burden is put on the police and fire,
it might also be put on the Code Enforcement people.

Mrs.  Wiener asked what they were specifically thinking about to come up with this particular wording and
Mr.  Weinberg asked for a definition of  "greater burden ".   Mr.  Moore advised this was originally proposed by a citizen
last year and the matter was studied as originally it would have prohibited any Special Exceptions at all being
granted if it was going to increase any burden on Police or Fire and the Zoning Commission felt it was too strict a
proposal and asked for it to be restudied and the recommendation as modified by the Zoning Commission.   Mrs.  Wiener
asked for an example.   Mr.  Moore responded a restaurant would be an example.   Mayor Marix thought the restaurant which
was requested next to the Post Office would be a good example.   Mr.  Randolph stated it would be based on whether or
not either the Police or Fire Departments would have to have more manpower as a result of a Special Exception being
granted.   Mr.  Moore stated every month before the Special Exceptions or Variances are heard by the Council,  they are
reviewed with the Police and Fire Departments and this would not be anything new,  however,  the difference here is
that the Council would have to take this into direct consideration in the granting of a Special Exception.   Mrs.
Wiener felt there was a difference between more usage or making it difficult to provide a service and recalled the
staff comments on a Special Exception that was requested by the Villa Plati and it was not because there would be
more services required but it would be difficult to provide the services if they were required,  so she had a problem
with this recommendation.

Mrs.  Wiener did not believe the person who proposed this originally would recognize it in this form.   Mr.
Randolph agreed it was modified beyond the initial intent because staff felt very uncomfortable with the initial
recommendation because any application for Special Exception will increase the burden,  as would the permitted use,
and that is why it was decided to state it would cause no more services than would a Permitted Use.

Mr.  Winterfield suggested the language is surplus as it is covered by 6.40  (B).   Attorney Randolph did not
agree as this language is stronger than what is in the section to which Mr.  Winterfield refers.
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Mr.  Heeke handed the gavel to Mr.  Ilyinsky to chair the meeting and moved that Item 1 B as recommend
ed by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.40,  Special Exception Uses to add new paragraph  (g)  be approved
Seconded by Mr.  Ilyinsky.   On roll call,  the motion tied with Mrs.  Wiener and Mr.  Weinberg voting against the
motion and Mr.  Ilyinsky and Mr.  Heeke voting for the motion.   Mayor Marix broke the tie and voted for the motion.
Motion carried by vote of 3 -2.

ITEM 1 C and 1 D.   Mr.  Moore explained this was an item submitted the year before and was studied
further this year and the Zoning Commission recommended disapproval ofthe proposal to add a definition for the
Use Variance and Dimensional Variance.   Motion was made by Mr.  Ilyinsky to accept the Zoning Commission's
recommendation to not approve this proposal.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried Adminis-

unanimously. trative Pro-

posals  &
ITEM 2.   Mr.  Heeke indicated this is a recommendation by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.33 Recarrnenda-

Signs in Commercial Districts"  to read as follows and to amend paragraph 6.33  (c)  Location to read: tions  -

Zoning
One building identification sign which is installed flat against the main wall of a building may be

provided for each building street frontage provided such sign does not exceed twenty  (20)  square feet in area.
Additionally,  business signs which are installed flat against the main wall of a building are permitted for
each licensed business in a building in accordance with the following regulations:

Amend Section 6.33  (c)  to read as follows:

c)   Location.   Tenants shall be allowed signs on first floor merchandise display areas,  providing
that the sign area for each individual display area shall not exceed its proportionage share of the total
allowable maximum gross surface area for the building as calculated under  (a)  above and that the total gross
surface area of all signs displayedon the building shall not exceed the maximum for that building as calculate»
under  (a)  above.

Mr.  Moore explained this language permits upper storage tenants to have signage not to exceed what
would be permitted on the first floor,  as divided by the total of what would be permitted on the first floor.
However,  he stated,  the signs would have to be installed on the first floor and the landlord would make the
allocation.   Mr.  Ilyinsky moved for approval of the Zoning Commission's Recommendation on Item 2 amending
Section 6.33.   Seconded by Mr.  Weinberg.   On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously.

ITEM 3.   Mr.  Moore explained the Zoning Commission recommended approval of the recommendation as
submitted by the Town Administration and modified by the Zoning Commission to amend Section 6.40,  Special
Exception Uses to read as follows:

1)   For Special Exceptions granted in the C -TS,  C -WA,  C -PC and C -B Districts,  the following
requirements in addition to all other applicable requirements as set forth in this Chapter  (Ordinance),shall b-
met:

1)   The proposed use will not attract the principal portions of its customers /clients from
off - island locations.   The applicant shall submit evidence satisfactory to the Town Council that not less than
fifty  (50)  per cent of the customers of the proposed use will be  "town persons ";

2)   In the event an owner or tenant of a property previously granted a Special Exception subs- -
quent to the enactment of Ordinance No.  4 -80 should be required to obtain a new occupational license from the
Town,  such new business shall also be subject to approval by the Town Council per the requirements of  (L)  (1)
above.

Mr.  Brisson recalled the purpose of this is to allow the Council to review applications for business
es which have been granted Special Exceptions so it can be proven to the Council's satisfaction that they do
indeed meet the requirements of Sub Section  (L)  which relates to Town serving.   He indicated he believed this

probably should be a new footnote No.  3 under the Special Excpetion Uses for those Districts and referred to
Section 14 of his memorandum which is somewhat different than what the Zoning Commission recommended.   He

indicated another change has been made subsequent to the Zoning Commission Hearings as when the Town Council
considers Special Exceptions in any of these commercial districts,  regardless of whether it is for the 2000
feet or for some other use that requires a Special Exception,  they have been considering Sub Section L,  as
this is required in their normal review of the Special Exceptions and that being the case,  they have suggested
they not limit the reconsideration to just those Special Exceptions for 2000 square feet but to any use andthis would assure the Council it is meeting the intent of when the Special Exception was originally approved.
Mr.  Heeke wondered if this would eliminate the problem of them forgetting,  in the event there is a change in
occupancy.   Mr.  Brisson believed it would.

Mr.  Moore indicated this would lay out specifically that it must happen,  for example,  it would sta  -
it has to be for this particular property and use only and for this user and this would actually quantify and
be specific.

Mr.  Winterfield addressed the Council indicating there is one Special Exception Use which would not
fall into the Intent of L -1.   He noted Public or Private Parking lots almost by definition may be there for
other than Town - persons.

Mrs.  Wiener felt this was a housekeeping item.   Mr.  Heeke asked about the renewal and new occupation
al license,  and wondered if language should be added  "Other than renewal"  in order to get around that.   Mr.

Moore agreed the intent was for a new license and Mr.  Winterfield is technically correct.
Mr.  Ilyinsky moved that Item 3 as modified by Mr.  Brisson be approved and with the further modifi-

cation made by Mr.  Heeke to add the words  "Other than renewal"  be adopted.   Seconded by Mrs.  Wiener.

The new language would read:

2)   in the event an owner or tenant of a property located within the C -TS,  C -WA,  C -PC or C -B
Districts and granted a Special Exception prior to the passage of Ordinance No.  4 -80 is required to obtain a
new occupational license from the Town,  such new use,  other than renewal,  shall also be subject to the
approval by the Town Council per the requirements of  (L)  (1)  above.

On roll call,  the motion carried unanimously to approve.

ITEM 4  -  Mr.  Heeke noted this item was to require private mail boxes to be a Special Exception was
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January 23, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 
& ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 
 
My husband and are neighbors to 125 Worth Ave; we live on Chilean Ave. We are grateful for your time, dedication, and 
service in making the Town of Palm Beach a fabulous place to live and work.  We reviewed Frisbie Group’s most recent 
plans for 125 Worth Avenue.  Following our review, we find the proposed revitalization plans are consistent with the 
Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines as 
follows: 
 

1. Maintain the character of the Town as a predominantly residential community having only the type and amount 
of businesses and other support services necessary to meet the needs of Town residents (Town of Palm Beach 
Comprehensive Plan Objective 2); 

2. The plan for the proposed building or structure is in conformity with good taste and design and in general 
contributes to the image of the town as a place of beauty, spaciousness, balance, taste, fitness, charm and high 
quality (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

3. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of inferior quality such as to 
cause the nature of the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and value (Town of Palm Beach 
Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

4. To encourage the remodeling/rehabilitation of incompatible buildings and storefronts in the area, including the 
provision of multiple storefront entrances, and unification of display windows, awnings, colors, materials, and 
signage (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area); and  

5. To encourage new development and remodeling to use Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural 
styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End 
Development Area). 

 
As a property owner located within the noticed radius, we happily welcome the revitalization of the 125 Worth Avenue 
building.  We believe the proposed changes are designed in a well thought out manner and will positively impact our 
town.  We encourage you to support the proposed revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue as it will enhance, beautify, and 
protect the 100 Block of Worth Avenue.  Thank you for your time in this matter and for continuing to protect Palm 
Beach.                         
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
Christine & John Giampetroni 
135 Chilean Avenue 



January 11, 2023 

 

 

 

Mayor & Members of Town Council 

Members of ARCOM 

Town of Palm Beach 

360 South County Road 

Palm Beach, FL 33480 

 

RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-

022 & ZON 23-032 
 

 

Mayor, Members of Town Council, and Members of ARCOM: 

 

Good morning, I hope this letter finds each of you well.  In advance of my comments regarding the 

proposed 125 Worth Avenue redevelopment, I thank each of you for your service to our wonderful 

town and your constant desire to make the town world class in every respect.  I am a resident on the 

North End of the island, but I also own a property at 134 Peruvian Ave, #201 which is directly behind 

this development. I realize that redevelopment in our town is inevitable but how we redevelop is truly 

the key to success in creating places worth caring about for generations to come.  I have watched many 

redevelopment proposals in the past few years that I did not believe were harmonious to the syntax of 

our town and its neighborhoods.   

 

I have thoroughly studied the proposed 125 Worth Avenue redevelopment scheme and am truly 

excited about welcoming a complete and connected redevelopment that is as respectful to Worth 

Avenue’s historic architecture as it is to the surrounding neighborhoods.  The proposed design and 

architecture are native to Palm Beach and will be a welcome addition to our community at which we 

will enjoy looking at and therefore caring about as well. 

 

After a thorough study of the proposed design for 125 Worth Avenue, please accept this letter as my 

support of the proposed design that was recently submitted to the Town of Palm Beach.  The proposal 

raises the bar of context-sensitive design in the town of Palm Beach.  I highly recommend that you 

support this proposed development too as in the future you will be proud to say you supported this 

welcomed addition to our Palm Beach’s fabric.  As always, thank you for your time in this matter. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

 

Gary Pohrer 

134 Peruvian Ave, #201 

Palm Beach, FL 33480 









LEO LEYVA
100 Worth Avenue, Apt #711

Palm Beach, Fl 33480

40000/0064-44389893v1

December 28, 2022
Mayor & Members of Town Council
Members of ARCOM
Town of Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480

RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 23-
032

Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM:

I hope this letter finds each of you safe and well.  My name is Leo Leyva, and I am a resident of Winthrop House 
at 100 Worth Avenue, Unit 711.  I have diligently studied Frisbie Group’s 125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans and 
strongly believe that the plans meet the standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use 
Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines, as specified below:

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and enhance the Town's 
unique physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual qualities, and compatibility and harmony 
among its diverse land uses. (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive Plan Objective 1);

2. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of inferior quality such as to 
cause the nature of the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and value. (Town of Palm 
Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205);

3. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the general area, 
with the comprehensive plan for the town, and with any precise plans adopted pursuant to the comprehensive 
plan.  (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205);

4. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the residents of 
the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A);

5. And the proposed building meets the criteria that “new development and remodeling [should] use 
Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design 
Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area).

In conclusion, I strongly believe that the revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue will improve the quality of life for the 
neighbors that enjoy the Avenue’s beauty, walkability, and add to the overall appeal of Palm Beach living.  I thank you 
for your time and consideration in this matter.  

Respectfully Submitted,

Leo Levya
100 Worth Avenue, Unit 711
Email: lleyva@coleschotz.com
Phone: 201-314-7995

mailto:lleyva@coleschotz.com


101 Bradley Place, Suite 206  
Palm Beach, FL 33480 

December 20, 2022 

Mayor & Members of  Town Council 
Members of  ARCOM 
Town of  Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 

RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 
& ZON 23-032 

Mayor & Members of  Town Council and Members of  ARCOM: 

First, I am grateful for your service to the Town of  Palm Beach.  I have comprehensively reviewed Frisbie Group’s most 
recent plans for 125 Worth Avenue.  After my review, I find the proposed revitalization plans are consistent with the 
Town of  Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines as 
follows: 

1. Maintain the character of  the Town as a predominantly residential community having only the type and amount 
of  businesses and other support services necessary to meet the needs of  Town residents (Town of  Palm Beach 
Comprehensive Plan Objective 2); 

2. The plan for the proposed building or structure is in conformity with good taste and design and in general 
contributes to the image of  the town as a place of  beauty, spaciousness, balance, taste, fitness, charm and high 
quality (Town of  Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

3. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of  inferior quality such as to 
cause the nature of  the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and value (Town of  Palm Beach 
Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

4. To encourage the remodeling/rehabilitation of  incompatible buildings and storefronts in the area, including the 
provision of  multiple storefront entrances, and unification of  display windows, awnings, colors, materials, and 
signage (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area); and  

5. To encourage new development and remodeling to use Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural 
styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End 
Development Area). 

As a tenant living on the east end of  Peruvian Avenue and a small business owner in the town of  Palm Beach, I happily 
welcome the revitalization of  the 125 Worth Avenue building located across the street from me and hope it will 
rejuvenate the underutilized 100 block of  Worth Avenue.   I believe the meticulous design and architectural details will 
bring beauty to the street level and become of  visual interest to my fellow neighbors, and am confident that it can pave 
the way for future, careful revitalization projects across the town of  Palm Beach.  Of  utmost importance to me is 
sustainability and resiliency, and by replacing the decades old mechanical systems with state of  the art building systems, 
the building will become a part of  the climate solution. In my opinion, the project will positively impact our town 
without negatively impacting adjacent property owners.  Please support the proposed revitalization of  125 Worth 
Avenue as it will enhance, beautify, and protect the 100 Block of  Worth Avenue.  Thank you for your time.  

Respectfully, 
Logan Poos 















Susan & Alexander Casdin 
400 South Ocean Blvd. 
Palm Beach, FL. 33480 

 
 
January 23, 2023 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
 
RE:  125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 
23-032 
 
Dear Mayor Moore, Members of Town Council & Members of ARCOM: 
 
We reside at 400 S. Ocean Blvd., a short block away from the top of Worth Avenue. I recently received the 
documentation and plans for the above-mentioned revitalization project and was delighted to see that the 
Frisbie Group is doing the work. I have read through the plans and documentation and wanted to offer my 
full support to this project. I am thrilled they will be revitalizing the building and its surrounding, further 
adding to the vitality of so many similar commitments to updating the present to match our town’s 
wonderful history. I am confident based on the Frisbie’s past work that they will honor and adhere to the 
town’s high standards and complete this project with careful craftsmanship. 
 
I hope that you will grant this application without hesitation. 
 
Thanking you in advance for your attention to this letter, and for your continued hard work on behalf of all 
of us, to uphold our town’s elegance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan Block Casdin 
 



January 11, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL 33480 
 
RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM 
APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 23-032 
 
 
Mayor, Members of Town Council, and Members of ARCOM: 
 
My name is J Wentley, and I am a Town of Palm Beach resident, residing at 361 S County Road.  
Please accept this letter as my strong support for Frisbie Group’s recent 125 Worth Avenue 
application for Town Council and ARCOM approval. 
 
Too often, our town has reviewed development applications adjacent to our neighborhood that are 
incompatible, incomplete, and not context-sensitive to our neighborhood.  Following a recent 
informative session on Frisbie Group’s plans for 125 Worth Avenue, I conclude that their plans will 
revitalize the 100 block of Worth Avenue, and be additive to the Town’s design character, pedestrian 
safety, resiliency, tax base, and will ultimately benefit Town of Palm Beach residents and visitors alike.  
 
Please join me in supporting the revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue.  Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
J Wentley 
361 S County Road, Apt 1 
Palm Beach, FL 33480 



From: BRUCE SANFORD
To: Kelly Churney; Antonette Fabrizi
Subject: 125 Worth
Date: Wednesday, January 04, 2023 11:51:41 AM

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or attachments should
not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all requests for information or changes to Town
records should be verified for authenticity.******

Ladies
 I write as a former president of the Winthrop House Condominium Assn., a current member of the Board of
Directors of the Association, and a 20 year owner in the Winthrop House to express my support for the proposed
renovation at 125 Worth Avenue. Please convey this letter to the Mayor and members of the Town Council and
ARCOM.
 The plans for the 125 Worth project have been substantially revised by the Frisbie Group to address the concerns of
neighbors. Overall, the renovation will improve the vitality and viability of our end of Worth Avenue and add an
updated look to a tired looking building. The Frisbie Group has been responsive and cordial in its dealings with us
on this project as they were in building the luxury townhouses on the old Charley’s Crab property.
I am happy to discuss my support for the project with anyone in the Town government or ARCOM at any time.
Bruce W Sanford

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:sanford4@aol.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com


RECEIVED
January 18, 2023

Mayor & Members ol Town Council
Members ol ARCOIVI
Town ol Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL 33480

RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE BEVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022
& zoN 23-032

Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM:

I hope this letter finds you well. lvly name is Gary Lickle I am a resident ol 400 South Ocean Boulevard,
which is located within the 1000joot Zoning Notice of '125 Worth Avenue. I have reviewed the Frisbie
Group's latest 125 Worth Avenue plans. As a lawyer who often appeared belore the Town Council
presenting Variance and Special exception requests tor clients I am very aware of the standards and the
process for approvals in our Town. While I was not in favor of the lirst iteration ol plans for this site, I

believe The Frisbies have listened and appropriately scaled back their plans so that I am now in favor of
their plans. I believe that the latest plans now meet the standards of the Town of Palm Beach's
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines.

All in all, any investment on Worth Avenue or in all of Palm Beach for that matter, should be compatible
with its neighbors and the Avenue's historic fabric, enhance the Avenue's quality and character, and
encourage the continued attraction of a mixture of shops, residences, and other uses meeting the Town's
desires. I was a tenant in 1 25 Worth Avenue when it was Iirst available all through the 1980s so I am also
very lamiliar with the building and I suggest Frisbie Group's plans for an upgrade to 125 Worth Avenue
achieve these principles and much more! I strongly encourage you to lully support these plans. Thank
you Ior your time in this matter.

400 South Ocean Boulevard Apt 209

JAN 25 nn
IownofffiBeach





 
 
 
 
 
 
December 30, 2022 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 
& ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 
 
I hope this letter finds you well.  My name is Luke McGee I am a resident of 470 South Ocean Boulevard, 
which is located within the 1000-foot Zoning Notice of 125 Worth Avenue.  Following my review of the 
Frisbie Group’s 125 Worth Avenue plans, I conclude that the plans meet the standards of the Town of 
Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines, as 
specified below: 
 

1. Maintain the character of the Town as a predominantly residential community having only 
the type and amount of businesses and other support services necessary to meet the needs 
of Town residents. (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive Plan Objective 2); 

2. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of inferior quality 
such as to cause the nature of the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and 
value. (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

3. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the 
general area, with the comprehensive plan for the town, and with any precise plans adopted 
pursuant to the comprehensive plan.  (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

4. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the 
residents of the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A); 

5. And the proposed building meets the criteria that “new development and remodeling [should] use 
Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural styles or other updated variants (Worth 
Avenue Design Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area). 

 
All in all, investment undertaken on the Avenue should be compatible with its neighbors and the Avenue’s 
historic fabric, enhance the Avenue’s quality and character, and encourage the continued attraction of a 
mixture of shops, residences, and other uses meeting the Town’s desires.  Frisbie Group’s plans for 125 
Worth Avenue achieve these principles and much more!  I strongly encourage you to fully support these 
plans.  Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Luke McGee 
470 South Ocean Boulevard, Palm Beach, Florida 33480 



Date:  January 23, 2023 
 
Mayor and Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-

022 & ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor and Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM, 
 
Compliments of the Season! I hope 2023 will be a good year for you and your families. 
 
My name is Brandon Tarpey, and I hereby give my full support of the plans that Frisbie Group has submitted to you 
to beautify the 125 Worth Avenue building. I was able to attend a presentation on the proposed plans and the vision 
is exactly what this part of our Town needs.  
 
As the landlord of nearby properties on the 200 block of Worth Avenue,  I’ve often wondered when the 100 block of 
Worth Avenue would receive the attention it deserves.  Frisbie Group’s proposed revitalization will add to the 
architectural integrity of Worth Avenue and contribute to the overall appeal of the world class retail experience. 
 
The application mentioned above is fully compliant with the standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive 
Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines, therefore, please sanction this application. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Brandon Tarpey 
M Development  
 
219 Worth Avenue 
225 Worth Avenue 
375 S County Road 
Palm Beach, FL 33480 



January 26, 2023 

Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 

RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 
& ZON 23-032 

Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 

I hope this letter finds each of you safe and well.  My name is Doug Clark and I own the property at 106 Hammon 
Avenue, which is located within the required zoning notice area for the proposed 125 Worth Avenue Revitalization 
Plans.  I have diligently studied Frisbie Group’s 125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans and strongly believe that the 
plans meet the standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth 
Avenue Design Guidelines, as specified below: 

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and enhance the Town's 
unique physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual qualities, and compatibility and harmony 
among its diverse land uses. (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive Plan Objective 1); 

2. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of inferior quality such as 
to cause the nature of the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and value. (Town of 
Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

3. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the general 
area, with the comprehensive plan for the town, and with any precise plans adopted pursuant to the 
comprehensive plan.  (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

4. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the residents of 
the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A); 

5. And the proposed building meets the criteria that “new development and remodeling [should] use 
Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design 
Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area). 

In conclusion, I strongly believe that the revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue will improve the quality of life for the 
neighbors that enjoy the Avenue’s beauty, walkability, and add to the overall appeal of Palm Beach living.  I thank 
you for your time and consideration in this matter.    

Respectfully Submitted, 

Doug Clark 
106 Hammon Avenue 
Palm Beach, FL 33480











January 31, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL 33480 
 
RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM 
APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor, Members of Town Council, and Members of ARCOM: 
 
Good afternoon.  My name is Pamela Lomba and I am the owner of Café Flora 
located at 240 Worth Avenue in Palm Beach.  I have reviewed Frisbie Group’s 125 
Worth Avenue Site Plan application and would like to go on record to support 
their application for approval. I believe that this project will be a first-rate 
addition to the area that will bring tremendous value to all who live here.  
 
When reviewing the plans for this project, several features stand out.  The architectural 
design put forward by Fairfax & Sammons is stunning.  Their Neo-Classical influence 
will add to the diversity of designs found along Worth Avenue, adding to the intrigue 
of the area.  Further, this revitalization will be a great addition to the 100 block of Worth 
Avenue.  In my opinion, the consideration of the massing in relation to pedestrians is 
very thoughtful and reflects Frisbie Group’s respect for the local community and its 
residents.  We foresee this project enhancing the way in which this area is viewed by 
current and future residents.  
 
In summary, to successfully create a project that is visually and experientially additive 
to any developed area is not an easy feat.  This building will serve as a nice addition to 
the array of buildings along Worth Avenue and a great addition to the economy of the 
town.  For these reasons, I am more than glad to add my name to those who have 
endorsed the site plan for 125 Worth Avenue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Pamela Lomba 
Café Flora 
240 Worth Avenue 
 
 
 







From: Antonette Fabrizi
Cc: Wayne Bergman; James Murphy; Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew; Sarah Pardue; Jordan Hodges; Bradley Falco; Kelly

Churney; Pat Gayle-Gordon
Bcc: "jeff@smitharchitecturalgroup.com"; "rsammons@fairfaxandsammons.com"; John David Corey;

"amginny@aol.com"; "betsyshiverick@gmail.com"; "tmk@kirchhoffarchitects.com"; "kenn.karakul@gmail.com";
"dan.floersheimer@icloud.com"; "Elizabeth Connaughton"; "josh.martin@frisbiegroup.com"; Town Council &
Mayor; "JULIE ARASKOG"; "lew crampton"; palmbeachcarla@gmail.com; Yazmin Figueroa; Emily Lyn

Subject: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - FEB ARCOM MTG. - 2/22/23 - ARC-23-022 (ZON-23-032) 125 WORTH AVE
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 2:02:00 PM
Attachments: Pages from A052-1520.pdf
Importance: High

ARCOM Commissioners:

Please see the attached additional information for the following project ARC-23-022 (ZON-23-032) 125 WORTH
AVE.

Thank you,

Antonette Fabrizi
Administrative Specialist
Planning, Zoning & Building Department

Town of Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480
Direct: 561-227-6408

-----Original Message-----
From: Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew <jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 8:26 AM
To: Antonette Fabrizi <afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com>
Cc: Wayne Bergman <wbergman@TownOfPalmBeach.com>; James Murphy
<jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com>
Subject: FW: 125 Worth Ave__Building Information
Importance: High

Please forward to ARCOM or have a hard copy not sure how it is best handled.

Thank you.

Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew, AICP, LCAM
Planner III
Town of Palm Beach
Planning, Zoning, & Building
360 S. County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480
Phone: 561-227-6406
www.townofpalmbeach.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Martin <josh.martin@frisbiegroup.com>

mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:wbergman@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:spardue@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jhodges@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:bfalco@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:PGayle-Gordon@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:jeff@smitharchitecturalgroup.com
mailto:rsammons@fairfaxandsammons.com
mailto:johncorey84@gmail.com
mailto:amginny@aol.com
mailto:betsyshiverick@gmail.com
mailto:tmk@kirchhoffarchitects.com
mailto:kenn.karakul@gmail.com
mailto:dan.floersheimer@icloud.com
mailto:lizzi@lizziconnaughton.com
mailto:josh.martin@frisbiegroup.com
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mailto:palmbeachcarla@gmail.com
mailto:yfigueroa@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:elyn@TownOfPalmBeach.com







Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 7:32 PM
To: John David Corey <johncorey84@gmail.com>; Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew
<jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com>
Cc: James Murphy <jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com>
Subject: 125 Worth Ave__Building Information
Importance: High

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or attachments should
not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all requests for information or changes to Town
records should be verified for authenticity.******

Mr. Corey:

Good evening.  I hope this email finds you safe and well!

Here are the original building/engineering plans for 125 Worth: 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/gn9tiag0auxaipw/125%20Worth%20Ave%20-
%20Original%20Engineering%20Plans.pdf?dl=0

Attached is the confirmation that 125 Worth was permitted as a six-story building (includes the two stories of
underground parking).

If you have any questions, please let me know--see you on Wednesday!

Have a wonderful evening,
Josh

-
Josh Martin
Frisbie Group <_blank> | Palm Beach, FL
(C): 843 247 2057 <tel:843-247-2057> (O): 843 247 2057

On 2/20/23, 6:29 PM, "John David Corey" <johncorey84@gmail.com <mailto:johncorey84@gmail.com>> wrote:

That will work! Thank you.

JDC

> On Feb 20, 2023, at 5:59 PM, Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew <jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com
<mailto:jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com>> wrote:
>
> Good evening, John,
>
> By copy of this email, I will ask the applicant to provide photos, if available, and yes, the 4th level was approved
for mechanical equipment.
>
> Have a nice rest of your evening.
>
> Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew, AICP, LCAM

https://www.dropbox.com/s/gn9tiag0auxaipw/125%20Worth%20Ave%20-%20Original%20Engineering%20Plans.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/gn9tiag0auxaipw/125%20Worth%20Ave%20-%20Original%20Engineering%20Plans.pdf?dl=0
mailto:johncorey84@gmail.com
mailto:jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com


> Planner III
> Town of Palm Beach
> Planning, Zoning, & Building
> 360 S. County Road
> Palm Beach, FL 33480
> Phone: 561-227-6406
> www.townofpalmbeach.com
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: John David Corey <johncorey84@gmail.com <mailto:johncorey84@gmail.com>>
> Sent: Monday, February 20, 2023 5:52 PM
> To: Jennifer Hofmeister-Drew <jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com
<mailto:jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com>>
> Cc: James Murphy <jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com <mailto:jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com>>
> Subject: 125 Worth Ave
>
> ******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or attachments should
not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all requests for information or changes to Town
records should be verified for authenticity.******
>
> Jennifer:
>
> Before the ARCOM meeting, could you provide the board with the plans of the property when it was originally
built? I am most concerned and interested in the rooftop structure which has been labeled a 4th floor. Was it for
mechanicals? Are there photos of the room as it existed?
>
> Thank you,
> JDC
>
>
>
> Please be advised that under Florida law, e-mails and e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your
e-mail address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead,
contact the Town of Palm Beach by phone at (561) 838-5400, or in writing: 360 S. County RD, Palm Beach, FL
33480.

mailto:johncorey84@gmail.com
mailto:jhofmeister@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:jmurphy@TownOfPalmBeach.com


From: Kelly Churney
To: Michael D. Bickford
Cc: Paula Bickford; Antonette Fabrizi
Subject: RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 23-032
Date: Friday, January 13, 2023 8:27:25 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good morning and Happy New Year to you both!
 
We have received your letter and will make sure that it is sent to all interested parties.
 
Have a wonderful weekend!
 
Kelly Churney
Deputy Town Clerk
 
Town of Palm Beach
360 S. County Rd.
Palm Beach, FL 33480
561-838-5416
www.townofpalmbeach.com
 
From: Michael D. Bickford <MBickford@roundhillcapital.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2023 6:59 AM
To: Kelly Churney <KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com>
Cc: Paula Bickford <pvbickford@mayfieldholding.com>
Subject: RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS: ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-
022 & ZON 23-032
 

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Dear Kelly,
 
Happy New Year.
 
If you could please forward the below letter to the Mayor, Members of Town Council, and Members of
ARCOM, we would be most appreciative.
 
Kind regards,
 
Michael and Paula Bickford
 
 
January 13th, 2023
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council
Members of ARCOM

mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:MBickford@roundhillcapital.com
mailto:pvbickford@mayfieldholding.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com
http://www.townofpalmbeach.com/



Town of Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480
 
RE: 125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON
23-032
 
Dear Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM,
 
We hope you are all well.  
 
My wife and I are writing to all of you today as residents of 135 Gulfstream Road. We recently reviewed the
125 Worth Avenue Plans which outlined the beautiful revitalization for 125 Worth Avenue. The proposed
plan, inspired by the iconic Ralph Lauren Building on the Avenue will be compatible with its neighbors and
the Avenue’s historic fabric and enhance the Avenue’s quality and character. We firmly believe the proposed
revitalization plans meet the standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use
Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines as follows:
 

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and enhance
the Town's unique physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual qualities, and
compatibility and harmony among its diverse land uses. (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive
Plan Objective 1);

2.       The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the
general area, with the Comprehensive Plan for the Town, and with any precise plans adopted
pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan. (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); and

3.       The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the
residents of the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A).

 
We are writing to ask that you support this zoning and ARCOM application as presented.  The building is long
overdue for the beautiful revitalization proposed by Frisbie Group. 
 
Thank you for your time in this matter.
 
Respectfully,
 
Michael and Paula Bickford
135 Gulfstream Road
 

Michael D. Bickford

Chairman and CEO

Round Hill Capital Group
www.roundhillcapital.com
The information transmitted, including any attachments, is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and
may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited, and all liability
arising therefrom is disclaimed. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any
computer. Round Hill Capital Advisory LLC and Round Hill Capital Advisory USA LLC are Delaware limited liability companies.
This communication may come from Round Hill Capital Advisory LLC, Round Hill Capital Advisory USA LLC or one of its
affiliates.Round Hill Capital Markets Ltd is an appointed representative of Aldgate Advisors Limited (FRN: 763187) which is
authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.

http://www.roundhillcapital.com/


 



 

 
LaMuse Jewelers 

209 Worth Avenue Suite B 
Palm Beach, FL 33480 

561-814-5873 

 
 
December 21, 2022 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 
& ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 
 
First off, thank you to the Mayor, and the Members of Town Council and ARCOM for their dedication to our beautiful 
Town of Palm Beach. I have reviewed Frisbie Group’s 125 Worth Avenue plans, and I conclude that they are consistent 
with the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines.  
Some specific examples are outlined below: 
 

1. The proposed building maintains the character of the Town as a predominantly residential community having 
only the type and amount of businesses and other support services necessary to meet the needs of Town 
residents (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive Plan Objective 2); 

2. The proposed building or structure is appropriate in relation to the established character of other structures in 
the immediate area or neighboring areas in respect to significant design features such as material or quality or 
architectural design as viewed from any public or private way (except alleys). (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code 
Section 18-205); 

3. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the general area, 
with the comprehensive plan for the town, and with any precise plans adopted pursuant to the comprehensive 
plan.  (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); 

4. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the residents of 
the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A); 

5. And the proposed building meets the criteria that “new development and remodeling [should] use 
Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design 
Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area). 

 
As a tenant owning and operating a business on the 200 block of the Avenue (La Muse - 209 Worth Avenue), I support 
the revitalization efforts the Frisbie Group has put towards 125 Worth Avenue which is located just a few doors east of 
us.  I strongly believe that the enhanced building design will strengthen the pedestrian character of the Avenue, and 
enhance the pedestrian linkage from the ocean block to the 200 block of the Avenue, which will drive more town 
residents and visitors to experience the entire block of retail experiences.  The proposed project will bring the highest 
level of architecture to the Avenue, which will help protect the Avenues market appeal for generations to come.  In my 
opinion, the project will positively impact our town without negatively impacting adjacent property owners.  Please 
support the proposed revitalization of 125 Worth Avenue as it will enhance, beautify, and protect the 100 block of 
Worth Avenue, and in turn benefit residents and business owners and operators across the entire Avenue. Thank you for 
your time.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
W. Lawson Aschenbach  



	
	
	
January	8,	2022	
	
	
	
Mayor	&	Members	of	Town	Council	
Members	of	ARCOM	
Town	of	Palm	Beach	
360	South	County	Road	
Palm	Beach,	FL		33480	
	
RE:		125	WORTH	AVENUE	REVITALIZATION	PLANS:		ZONING/ARCOM	APPLICATION	ARC	23-022	&	ZON	23-032	
	
Mayor	&	Members	of	Town	Council	and	Members	of	ARCOM:	
	
I	hope	this	letter	finds	you	well.		I	am	the	property	owner	of	214	Brazilian	Avenue,	a	commercial	building.		
Following	my	review	of	the	Frisbie	Group’s	125	Worth	Avenue	plans,	I	conclude	that	the	plans	meet	the	standards	
of	the	Town	of	Palm	Beach’s	Comprehensive	Plan,	Land	Use	Regulations,	and	the	Worth	Avenue	Design	Guidelines,	
as	specified	below:	
	

1. Maintain	the	character	of	the	Town	as	a	predominantly	residential	community	having	only	the	
type	and	amount	of	businesses	and	other	support	services	necessary	to	meet	the	needs	of	Town	
residents.	(Town	of	Palm	Beach	Comprehensive	Plan	Objective	2);	

2. The	proposed	building	or	structure	is	not,	in	its	exterior	design	and	appearance,	of	inferior	quality	such	as	
to	cause	the	nature	of	the	local	environment	to	materially	depreciate	in	appearance	and	value.	(Town	of	
Palm	Beach	Municipal	Code	Section	18-205);	

3. The	proposed	building	or	structure	is	in	harmony	with	the	proposed	developments	on	land	in	the	general	
area,	with	the	comprehensive	plan	for	the	town,	and	with	any	precise	plans	adopted	pursuant	to	the	
comprehensive	plan.		(Town	of	Palm	Beach	Municipal	Code	Section	18-205);	

4. The	proposed	building	protects	and	enhances	the	Avenue’s	market	appeal	for	the	benefit	of	the	residents	
of	the	Town.		(Worth	Avenue	Design	Guidelines	A);	

5. And	the	proposed	building	meets	the	criteria	that	“new	development	and	remodeling	[should]	use	
Mediterranean-Revival,	Neo-Classical	architectural	styles	or	other	updated	variants	(Worth	Avenue	Design	
Guidelines:		Urban	Design	Objectives	for	the	East-End	Development	Area).	

	
As	an	Island	business	owner,	local	realtor	and	resident,	I	frequent	Worth	Avenue	regularly;	the	non-residential	
structures	of	100	Block	of	Worth	Avenue	are	in	desperate	need	of	revitalization	and	this	new	design	is	in	keeping	
with	the	historic	integrity	Worth	Avenue	deserves.		I	strongly	encourage	you	to	fully	support	these	plans	which	
make	Palm	Beach	more	Palm	Beach.		Thank	you	for	your	time	in	this	matter.	
	
Respectfully,	
	
	
	
Spencer	Schlager		
214	Brazilian	Ave,	Palm	Beach	



 
 
 
January 9, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-
022 & ZON 23-032 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 
 
Good afternoon.  I am writing to you today as an owner of a local business in town, The Colony Hotel, 
and a resident of Hammon Avenue, which is located approximately one block away from 125 Worth 
Avenue.  Recently, I attended an informative presentation at the Frisbie Group office which outlined the 
beautiful revitalization plans for 125 Worth Avenue.  Inspired by the iconic Ralph Lauren Building on the 
Avenue, the 125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans represent an inimitable investment on the Avenue 
that will be compatible with its neighbors and the Avenue’s historic fabric, enhance the Avenue’s quality 
and character, and encourage the continued attraction of a mixture of shops, residences, and other uses 
meeting the Town’s desires.  Moreover, I firmly believe the proposed revitalization plans meet the 
standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth 
Avenue Design Guidelines as follows: 
 

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and 
enhance the Town's unique physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual 
qualities, and compatibility and harmony among its diverse land uses. (Town of Palm Beach 
Comprehensive Plan Objective 1); 

2. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in 
the general area, with the Comprehensive Plan for the Town, and with any precise plans adopted 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan. (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); and  

3. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the 
residents of the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A). 

 
Please support this zoning and ARCOM application as presented.  This 48-year-old building is overdue 
for the fabulous revitalization proposed by Frisbie Group.  The Ocean Block of Worth Avenue deserves 
this proposed gift to the street.  Thank you for your time in this matter.  
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Sarah Wetenhall 
The Colony Hotel & 125 Hammon Avenue 
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December 22, 2022

Mayor & Members of  Town Council
Members of  ARCOM
Town of  Palm Beach
360 South County Road
Palm Beach, FL  33480

RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022
& ZON 23-032

Mayor & Members of  Town Council and Members of  ARCOM:

I hope this letter finds you well.  My name is Terry Kafka, and I am a resident of  Winthrop House at 100 Worth Avenue.
I am grateful to the Town Council and ARCOM for its dedication to stewarding Palm Beach. I have diligently studied
Frisbie’s 125 Worth Avenue plans and conclude that the plans meet the standards of  the Town of  Palm Beach’s
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines, as specified below:

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and enhance the Town's unique
physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual qualities, and compatibility and harmony among its
diverse land uses. (Town of  Palm Beach ComprehensivePlan Objective 1);

2. The proposed building or structure is not, in its exterior design and appearance, of  inferior quality such as to
cause the nature of  the local environment to materially depreciate in appearance and value. (Town of  PalmBeach
Municipal Code Section 18-205);

3. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the general area,
with the comprehensive plan for the town, and with any precise plans adopted pursuant to the comprehensive
plan.  (Town of  Palm Beach Municipal Code Section18-205);

4. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of  the residents of  the
Town. (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A);

5. And the proposed building meets the criteria that “new development and remodeling [should] use
Mediterranean-Revival, Neo-Classical architectural styles or other updated variants (Worth Avenue Design
Guidelines:  Urban Design Objectives for the East-End Development Area).

In conclusion, I strongly believe that the redevelopment of  125 Worth Avenue, and specifically the pedestrian friendly
nature of  the design, will add vibrancy to the 100 block of  Worth Avenue, improving the quality of  life for the neighbors
that enjoy the Avenue’s beauty, walkability, and add to the overall appeal of  Palm Beach living.  I thank you for your time
and consideration in this matter. Warmest wishes for a happy holiday season and a wonderful New Year.

Respectfully,

Terry Kafka



From: Gregory Beattie
To: Kelly Churney; Antonette Fabrizi
Subject: Letter of Support for 125 Worth Avenue
Date: Thursday, December 22, 2022 8:05:59 PM
Attachments: image0.jpeg

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Dear Town of Palm Beach,

We are writing you from LaMuse Jewelers (209 Worth Avenue) to say we support the
revitalization efforts of the Frisbie Group at 125 Worth Avenue. We strongly believe in their
vision and plan to strengthen the look and feel of the 100 block. The enhancement to the
avenue will definitely help the local and visitor experience.

Please find our letters of support for the project. 

All the best,

Gregory Beattie

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:gregory@lamusejewelers.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com





From: Jake Leone
To: Kelly Churney; Antonette Fabrizi
Cc: Josh Martin; Philip Trapani; Tina Thomson; Michaela Frisbie Facchinei
Subject: Re: 125 Worth Avenue_Letter of Support Garrison Lickle
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 9:18:54 AM

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Good morning Kelly and Antonette!

Hope this email finds you well. 

Just following up on the message below to confirm that the attached support letter has been
forwarded to the Mayor, Members of Council, and Members of ARCOM.

Thank you in advance, and have a great day.

Jake

Jake Leone
Frisbie Group | Palm Beach, FL
(C): 561 602 9726 (O): 561 717 9803

On Thu, Jan 19, 2023 at 4:36 PM Jake Leone <jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com> wrote:

Kelly and Antonette:

Good afternoon.  I hope this email finds each of you safe and well.

The attached letter of support was sent to us yesterday (From Garrison Lickle).  Can you
please send it to the Mayor, Members of Council, and ARCOM members?

 

Thank you both for your continued assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,

Jake

Jake Leone
Frisbie Group | Palm Beach, FL
(C): 561 602 9726 (O): 561 717 9803

mailto:jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:josh.martin@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:philip.trapani@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:tina.thomson@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:michaela@frisbiegroup.com
http://frisbiegroup.com/
http://tel;561.602.9726/
http://tel;561.717.9803/
mailto:jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com
http://frisbiegroup.com/
http://tel;561.602.9726/
http://tel;561.717.9803/


From: Jake Leone
To: Kelly Churney; Antonette Fabrizi
Cc: Tina Thomson; Josh Martin; Philip Trapani
Subject: Re: 125 Worth Avenue_Letter of Support Piper Quinn
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 9:19:03 AM

******Note: This email was sent from a source external to the Town of Palm Beach. Links or
attachments should not be accessed unless expected from a trusted source. Additionally, all
requests for information or changes to Town records should be verified for authenticity.******

Good morning Kelly and Antonette!

Hope this email finds you well. 

Just following up on the message below to confirm that the attached support letter has been
forwarded to the Mayor, Members of Council, and Members of ARCOM.

Thank you in advance, and have a great day.

Jake

Jake Leone
Frisbie Group | Palm Beach, FL
(C): 561 602 9726 (O): 561 717 9803

On Thu, Jan 19, 2023 at 2:30 PM Jake Leone <jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com> wrote:

Kelly and Antonette:

Good afternoon.  I hope this email finds each of you safe and well.

The attached letter of support was hand delivered to our office yesterday (from Piper
Quinn).  Can you please send it to the Mayor, Members of Council, and ARCOM members?

 

Thank you both for your continued assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,

Jake

Jake Leone
Frisbie Group | Palm Beach, FL
(C): 561 602 9726 (O): 561 717 9803

mailto:jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:KChurney@TownofPalmBeach.com
mailto:afabrizi@TownOfPalmBeach.com
mailto:tina.thomson@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:josh.martin@frisbiegroup.com
mailto:philip.trapani@frisbiegroup.com
http://frisbiegroup.com/
http://tel;561.602.9726/
http://tel;561.717.9803/
mailto:jake.leone@frisbiegroup.com
http://frisbiegroup.com/
http://tel;561.602.9726/
http://tel;561.717.9803/


 JANE     B     HOLZER 
 977     S     Ocean     Boulevard 

 Palm     Beach,     Florida     33480 

 Via     email 

 January     11,2023 

 Mayor     &     Members     of     Town     Council 
 Members     of     ARCOM 
 Town     of     Palm     Beach 
 360     South     County     Road 
 Palm     Beach,     FL      33480 

 RE:      125     WORTH     AVENUE     REVITALIZATION     PLANS:      ZONING/ARCOM     APPLICATION     ARC     23-022 
 &     ZON     23-032 

 Mayor     &     Members     of     Town     Council     and     Members     of     ARCOM: 

 My     name     is     Jane     Holzer,     and     I     am     a     longtime     Palm     Beach     resident     and     Worth     Avenue     property     owner.      I     have     reviewed 
 Frisbie     Group’s     125     Worth     Avenue     plans     and     am     in     support     of     the     revitalization     project     as     it     aligns     with     the     Town     of 
 Palm     Beach’s     Comprehensive     Plan,     Land     Use     Regulations,     and     the     Worth     Avenue     Design     Guidelines,     as     laid     out     below: 

 1.  Future     growth     and     development     within     the     Town     shall     be     managed     to     maintain     and     enhance     the     Town's     unique 
 physical     and     historic     character     with     emphasis     on     its     visual     qualities,     and     compatibility     and     harmony     among     its 
 diverse     land     uses.     (  Town     of     Palm     Beach     Comprehensive     Plan     Objective     1  ); 

 2.  The     proposed     building     or     structure     is     in     harmony     with     the     proposed     developments     on     land     in     the     general     area, 
 with     the     comprehensive     plan     for     the     town,     and     with     any     precise     plans     adopted     pursuant     to     the     comprehensive 
 plan.      (  Town     of     Palm     Beach     Municipal     Code     Section     18-205); 

 3.  The     proposed     building     protects     and     enhances     the     Avenue’s     market     appeal     for     the     benefit     of     the     residents     of     the 
 Town.  (Worth     Avenue     Design     Guidelines     A); 

 As     an     owner     of     multiple     Worth     Avenue     properties,     my     team     has     spent     time,     money,     and     energy     on     these     historic 
 structures,     most     recently     revitalizing     a     1950’s     art     deco     structure     into     a     beautiful     modern     restaurant     design     rooted     in     the 
 island’s     rich     history.     Having     participated     in     revitalizations     along     the     Avenue,     I     can     appreciate     Frisbie     Group’s     desire     to 
 undertake     the     challenge     to     revamp     the     48     year     old     structure     at     125     Worth     Avenue.       We     believe     Frisbie     Group’s     proposed 
 plans     are     architecturally     significant,     yet     in     harmony     with     its     neighbors,     and     will     enhance     the     appeal     of     the     Avenue     for     all 
 business     owners,     residents,     and     visitors.      We     urge     you     to     support     Frisbie     Group’s     Zoning     and     ARCOM     application     for 
 125     Worth     Avenue.      To     the     Mayor,     Town     Council     and     ARCOM,     we     commend     your     leadership,     and     we     thank     you     for 
 taking     our     support     into     consideration. 

 Respectfully, 
 /s/  Jane     B     Holzer 
 Jane     Holzer 



 
 
 
 
December 28, 2022 
 
 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council 
Members of ARCOM 
Town of Palm Beach 
360 South County Road 
Palm Beach, FL  33480 
 
RE:  125 WORTH AVENUE REVITALIZATION PLANS:  ZONING/ARCOM APPLICATION ARC 23-022 & ZON 
23-032 
 
Mayor & Members of Town Council and Members of ARCOM: 
 
Good afternoon.  We are writing to all of you today as residents of 145 Peruvian Avenue.  Recently, we 
reviewed the 125 Worth Avenue Revitalization Plans which outlined the beautiful revitalization plans for 125 
Worth Avenue.  Inspired by the iconic Ralph Lauren Building on the Avenue, the 125 Worth Avenue 
Revitalization Plans represent an inimitable investment on the Avenue that will be compatible with its 
neighbors and the Avenue’s historic fabric, enhance the Avenue’s quality and character, and encourage the 
continued attraction of a mixture of shops, residences, and other uses meeting the Town’s desires.  Moreover, 
we firmly believe the proposed revitalization plans meet the standards of the Town of Palm Beach’s 
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Regulations, and the Worth Avenue Design Guidelines as follows: 
 

1. Future growth and development within the Town shall be managed to maintain and enhance 
the Town's unique physical and historic character with emphasis on its visual qualities, and 
compatibility and harmony among its diverse land uses. (Town of Palm Beach Comprehensive 
Plan Objective 1); 

2. The proposed building or structure is in harmony with the proposed developments on land in the 
general area, with the Comprehensive Plan for the Town, and with any precise plans adopted 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan. (Town of Palm Beach Municipal Code Section 18-205); and  

3. The proposed building protects and enhances the Avenue’s market appeal for the benefit of the 
residents of the Town.  (Worth Avenue Design Guidelines A). 

 
We are writing all of you to urge you to support this zoning and ARCOM application as presented.  This 48-
year-old building is overdue for the fabulous revitalization proposed by Frisbie Group.  Thank you for your 
time in this matter.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Mark and Heather Flaherty 
145 Peruvian Avenue 
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