
 
 

 

 
 
 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

Agenda 

Regular Meeting 

City of Lake Worth 

Historic Resources Preservation Board 

City Hall Commission Room  

7 North Dixie Hwy; Lake Worth, FL 

 

 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 2019 6:00 PM 
 

1. Roll Call and Recording of Absences 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

3. Additions/Deletions/Reordering and Approval of the Agenda  
 

4. Approval of Minutes 
 

5. Cases 
 
A. Swearing in of Staff and Applicants 
 
B. Proof of Publication 
 
C. Withdrawals/Postponements 
 
D. Consent 
 
E. Public Hearings 
 

1. Board Disclosure 
 
F. Unfinished Business 
 
G. New Business 
 

1. HRPB Project No. 18-00100180: Consideration of a Completed Work Application for a Historic 
Preservation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption for the subject property located at 322 South L Street. The 
subject structures were constructed in 1948 and are contributing resources within the Southeast 
Lucerne Local Historic District. 

 



 

 

2. HRPB Project No. 19-00100230: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for 
window replacement for the single-family structure at 507 South K Street. The subject property is a 
contributing resource to the Southeast Lucerne Local Historic District. 

 
3. HRPB Project No. 19-00100234: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for the 

demolition of an existing non-contributing structure and the new construction of a ± 2,400 square 
foot multi-family structure at 230 North L Street. The subject property is located in the Medium 
Density Multi-Family Residential (MF-30) Zoning District and the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic 
District. 

 
4. HRPB Project No. 19-00100227 & 19-01500008: Consideration of a request for the demolition of an 

existing two-story contributing structure at the rear of the property and a request for a variance from 
side setback requirements for the structure located at 312 North Federal Highway. The subject 
structures are contributing resources within the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic District and are 
located within the Mixed-Use East (MU-E) Zoning District. 

 
6. Planning Issues 

 
7. Public Comments (3 minute limit) 

 
8. Departmental Reports 

 
9. Board Member Comments 

 
10. Adjournment 

 
11. If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency or commission with respect to any 

matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and that, for 
such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record 
includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. (F.S. 286.0105) 
 
NOTE: ALL CITY BOARDS ARE AUTHORIZED TO CONVERT ANY PUBLICLY NOTICED 
MEETING INTO A WORKSHOP SESSION WHEN A QUORUM IS NOT REACHED. THE 
DECISION TO CONVERT THE MEETING INTO A WORKSHOP SESSION SHALL BE 
DETERMINED BY THE CHAIR OR THE CHAIR'S DESIGNEE, WHO IS PRESENT AT THE 
MEETING. NO OFFICIAL ACTION SHALL BE TAKEN AT THE WORKSHOP SESSION, AND 
THE MEMBERS PRESENT SHOULD LIMIT THEIR DISCUSSION TO THE ITEMS ON THE 
AGENDA FOR THE PUBLICLY NOTICED MEETING. (Sec. 2-12 Lake Worth Code of Ordinances) 
 
Note:   One or more members of any Board, Authority or Commission may attend and speak at any meeting 
of another City Board, Authority or Commission.    
 
All project-related back-up materials, including full plan sets, are available for review by the public in the 
Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation Division located at 1900 2nd Avenue North. 

 



 

 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

Agenda 

Regular Meeting 

City of Lake Worth 

Historic Resources Preservation Board 

City Hall Commission Room  

7 North Dixie Hwy; Lake Worth, FL 

 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 2019 6:00 PM 
 

1. Roll Call and Recording of Absences: Present were Darrin Engel, Chairman; Judith Just; William 
Feldkamp, Vice-Chair; Judi Fox; David Cavorsi; Bernard Guthrie; Robert D’Arinzo. Also present 
were: William Waters, Director of Community Sustainability; Mark Stivers, Deputy Director for 
Community Sustainability; Jordan Hodges, Senior Preservation Coordinator; Abraham Fogel, 
Preservation Planner; Pamala Ryan, Board Attorney; Sherie Coale, Board Secretary. 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

3. Additions/Deletions/Reordering and Approval of the Agenda  
 

4. Cases 
 
A. Swearing in of Staff and Applicants: Board Secretary administered oath to those wishing to 

give testimony. 
 
B. Proof of Publication: Provided in meeting packet 
 
C. Board Disclosure: All Board members disclose they have either driven by the sites or are 

familiar with the area. 
 

D. New Business 
 
1. HRPB Project No. 19-00100207: Consideration of a request by the Lake Worth 

Community Redevelopment Agency for the relocation or demolition of all structures 
located at 17 South M Street, 23 South M Street, 24 South L Street, 26 South L Street, 30 
South L Street, and 32 South L Street; PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0230, PCN# 38-43-44-
21-15-023-0250, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0050, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0030, 
PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0020, and PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0010. The subject 
parcels are located in the Mixed Use East (MU-E) Zoning District and contain seven (7) 
contributing resources and three (3) non-contributing resources to the Old Town Local 
Historic District. 

 
Staff: Mark Stivers introduces the City Manager. 
 



 

 

City Manager-Michael Bornstein-Is not present to talk about specifics, rather how we got to this place 
in time. In June 2017 a developer came to discuss investment possibilities. The concept included 5K 
square feet of retail, parking and a hotel (in the vicinity of  CJ’S). It was discovered a hotel of that size 
would not be possible because of height and size of properties but plans continued to evolve. Taking 
a step further back in time recall that in November 2016 PBC voters passed the penny sales tax. 
Various studies have shown that parking was always a topic. There is a need for bodies, people moving 
through creating jobs necessitating residential units, all part of a viable downtown. The assemblage of 
parcels continued as opportunities arose. The intent was to In September 2018 the deal with the 
developer dissipated. When queried why, they indicated the banks would not consider financing 
because they couldn’t understand why the Gulfstream project never came to fruition.  
Images created by WGI in this presentation, were under his direction to William Waters to exercise 
the LDR’s in the Comprehensive Plan. The renderings do not represent a project that is being 
proposed but rather a concept of what could be, it was meant for transparency.  
 
William Waters: For the last 15-16 years, studies such as the SFRTA Study explored what it would 
take to support a train station, in 2007 The Citizens Master Plan, more recently the Cultural Arts 
Masterplan (a collaborative effort with the CRA, Palm Beach County Cultural Council and citizen 
input identified what was needed to have a healthy, vibrant downtown. Needs identified were 
commercial, residential and hotel accommodations and at certain times of the year a parking 
deficiency. 
 
Representing WGI-Tabb Ormsby- The request includes the relocation of and possible demolition of 
7 contributing structures and demolition of 3 non-contributing structures.  
It is within the boundaries of the Community Redevelopment Plan therefore does not require a site 
plan to be brought forward at this time. The CRA is unable to advertise for relocation until a COA is 
granted. An RFP cannot be advertised until the COA is issued. Any new construction (COA) proposal 
would come before the Board for approval once a developer is selected.  10 properties total 1.27 acres. 
On August 5, 2003 the Community Redevelopment Plan was approved by City Commission which 
recommended Mixed-Use and Multi-Family development in the Downtown (DT). April 16, 2019 the 
Cultural Arts Master Plan included within the Comprehensive Plan, was approved by City 
Commission. This study showed the need for revitalizing enterprise, encouraging and directing 
growth,  consolidation of retail, commercial and residential, incentivizing private sector development 
through garages and structure, reinforcing the idea that the area is safe an appealing for everyone. The 
Massing study began, retail, commercial, residential. The height reduces as it works into the 
neighborhood. 
 
Jordan Hodges: Presents case findings and analysis.  The properties were surveyed in the 80’s & 90’s 
becoming a district in 2002. Displays aerial map indicating which structures are contributing and which 
are not. In particular provides explanation of changes to the structures over time. 
 
William Waters: Other sites, in the past, have offered structures for relocation. The goal is to have 
them relocated to a more fitting neighborhood. The northern side of the district has been marginalized 
over the last decade, with regard to historic integrity due to demolitions of other structures. Relocation 
to another neighborhood could lead to probable restoration and context being improved. 



 

 

This is a special meeting not a secret meeting. Because it is an unusual request and ample time is 
needed to answer questions and to understand the ramifications. There will be a multiple meetings 
over several months with opportunities to answer questions. 
 
Public Comment: 

 Erin Fitzhugh Sita, 807 N. Ocean Breeze. There is a better home for some of those properties.  
Lost opportunity costs when making the decision to preserve. There will be a loss of property 
tax. Discusses possibility of what could be asked of a developer that would improve the 
neighborhood. 

 Richard Stowe 414 N. Federal Hwy- 23 South M St could be considered for re-designation as 
a contributing structures. Board should designate. Demolition and relocation, the first and 
second worst case scenarios. 

 Cliff Kohlmeyer 503 1st Ave. S: Has lived across the street for 23 years. In particular, 17 S. L 
St. would especially be a shame. The renderings look like a project, short on Historic 
character. Due diligence report. If this is the best the architect can do to convince us, 
stipulations that demolitions should be replaced with something historically appropriate. 

 Tom Conboy 30 S. M St.: His engineering firm moved here 2 years ago. Lives in WPB and 
loves the historic walkability of this city, Lake Worth Beach. Needs the character of the 
neighborhood. Small businesses drive the economy, employs 15 people. The small places will 
be gone. His business would be bifurcated and separated from the Downtown district. Would 
rather see them restored as small, incubator businesses. 

 Diane Carpentieri 106 S. J St.: Not everything is about money. Doesn’t go to Delray. 
Fernandina Beach and New Smyrna Beach businesses areas are clean and not filthy, is 
ashamed of Lake Worth Beach when she returns. No shade. Streets aren’t ADA compliant. 
Clean the city. Handicap people can’t get around. 

 Betty Resch 207 S. L St.: City is in a precarious position. Tri-Rail station, hopefully someone 
is looking west to develop. It is disconcerting to hear the properties described as intact and in 
good shape yet they should be torn down. How to achieve balance. I is unrealistic to think or 
believe that they all will or could be moved. CRA or developer could assist with the moving. 

 John Fells 410 S. M St.: has been in the structures, most have no value. Only 2 do. Restaurants 
close early in mid-summer due to lack of business. Businesses didn’t want to move in due to 
housing in disarray and people did not want to move in due to no businesses. More retail and 
more parking downtown should be a priority and please approve. 

 Cathryn Kohlmeyer 503 1st Ave S.: Questions the marginalization of her home. High rent is 
cause of vacancy. Rules can be made to control rent. Plant more trees for shade. It’s hot in 
summer. Parking lots with Tow away zone signs.  

 Omari Hardy-2228 Lake Worth Rd.: Opportunity costs, residents could live there and 
contribute. Utility company would like to sell more meters. Consider the taxable (per acre) 
value of land and density. Is also in favor or expanding west and TOD-E but data shows 
more rooftops are needed in downtown. Revitalization begins at the core not in the 
extremities. We have a circuit of historic cottages but younger people have nothing new from 
which to choose to live in. Consider Conditions of Approval. 

 

  



 

 

 Beth Schrantz 210 S. M St.: supports revitalization  but does not believe the application has 
met the criteria for approval. A blight could be created with no end in sight. 

 Michelle Silvester 525 Lake Ave.: A business owner, new businesses bring more people. 
Downtown is pinched for parking. Appreciates the historic nature but hard decisions are 
needed. Been in business for 20 years, no small feat. Needs more density, more visitors and 
residents. Can look to other cities. How it looks is up to the Board. Can increase tax base. 
Bridge the gap between historic nature and the future. 

 Jeannie Hoban 1603 N Lakeside Dr.: would like to acquire a garage. 

 Frederich Mittner 909 S. Palmway Dr.: - appropriate redevelopment of the site, Right scale. 
Points out the ones to relocate. Application incomplete. Wait for approval until after 
relocation. 

 Christopher McVoy 1514 15 Ave. N- Over the years he has asked people why did you move 
to Lake Worth Beach? repeatedly the historic character was the response.  The challenge is 
how to preserve the character and grow. Consider what is it that draws people and how much 
can you change the historic character and still draw people.  

 
Close public hearing.  
The following lengthy public comment letters were submitted prior to the meeting and entered into 
the record: 
John Wright- 112 S. J Street- against the approval 
Edmund LeBlanc-115 S. K Street -opposes the demolition without a proposal. 
Tom Copeland-1605 S. Palmway -in favor 
Adela Shiner-500 1st Ave #101. S - concerns about living next door to a multistory or surface parking 
lot. 
Jeff Burns of Affliated Development - developer of the Mid supports the approval. 
Sherry Schmidt-4 Indigo Terrace - in favor 
Richard Stowe 414 N Federal Hwy-previous spoken comment as well as a letter; against approval. 
 
Chairman discusses the mentioned possible designation. The staff report does not say any of the 
properties are eligible for national designation. Female architects are rare in the field. Reads some 
excerpts from the Historic, LDR’s or Community Redevelopment Plan for the Board and public to 
hear.  
Board Attorney asks Chairman to refrain from giving comments at this time; questions from Board 
members. 
William Waters-appreciates Friederike’s and Erin Fitzhugh Sita’s thoughts on asking the developer to 
relocate the structures.  
Board: J. Fox: Asks what sort of timeline is involved? 
W. Waters 3-6 months bid timeline. RFP’s to identify developers. Plans would have to be assembled, 
possibly 18 months before plans could go to permitting. 
J. Fox- are the properties going to deteriote or maintained. 
William Waters: Board and secure program in place so as not to become a blight issue. 
W. Feldkamp asks if as RFP could be extended without a decision. W. Waters and CRA do not believe 
they will receive a viable RFP without a commitment from the city in the form of a COA. 
W. Feldkamp- discusses $$ spent to acquire lots.  Will the city be reimbursed by developer? 



 

 

W. Waters- reimburse the city or provide public parking on those spots, this would be part of the 
RFP. Approximately 65 spaces were would be subject to this agreement.  
W. Feldkamp questions the requirement of concurrency and the applicant said ‘no we are not doing 
that’. 
W. Waters:  “as otherwise provided in the ordinance”. 
W. Feldkamp-CRA is looking for a developer to max out the site. Believes that is too much for that 
parcel. We currently have 30% vacancy commercial. Would need to put a minimum of 21 units before 
new units would be added. 
William Waters- If it is submitted as a planned development, various parking options could be 
considered as in the past. 
 
CRA Director Joan Oliva - The massing study was not completed by WGI or the CRA, it was done 
by city to show the maximum potential of the site. Would look to get at least the 1.7 million back from 
the developer, would like to get more. Could conditions be placed? That is the discretion of the Board. 
Chairman asks about other incentives and tax benefits. 
W. Waters:  It is unlikely the TIFF differential will be offered as the developer may already be getting 
the property at a reduced rate. Utility enterprise based fund incentives would be available. A pro-forma 
for the first 3 years.  A Planned development would have access to incentives. Infrastructure 
improvements needed for the project, (and if they are already included in the Capital Improvement 
Plan) could  be re-imbursed by the City. Incentives are in the Comprehensive Plan. Examples include 
Sustainable Bonus Incentive Program, Transfer of Development Rights and Utility based incentives. 
Chairman regarding the massing study asks whether that is based on current code or presentation 
from last week? W. Waters states it was based upon all those programs and maxing out all the 
incentives. 
 
J. Just- Can  relocation be approved without demolition? Board attorney states they go together. 
W. Feldkamp asks if Board denies, can it be appealed to City Commission? Board attorney replies in 
the affirmative. 
J. Just please clarify which process, if either, supercedes the other (demolition, relocation and 
concurrency). 
Board Attorney- 4K 4G is an exception. “unless otherwise provided in this section HRPB may grant 
demolition even though the property  has reasonable use, or demolition is required by a community 
redevelopment plan. Adopted in 2003 and updated in 2013. Application explains why the demolitions 
are necessary for the redevelopment of the site. 
W. Waters: The intent of the City Commission in taking the official action of acquiring the properties 
was for the furtherance of implementing the redevelopment plan. 
 
B. Guthrie reiterates it is an exception because it is in the Redevelopment Plan of 2003. The broad 
plan takes a look at the City as a whole. A grocery store was missing, now we have one. The study 
looked at more of the city and what was needed. Infill was needed. Amassing properties by 
government has to be done when the moment presents itself especially to initiate and begin 
implementation of a plan.  
 
D. Cavorsi- has the CRA identified sites where the homes could go? 



 

 

Joan Oliva -CRA- There are currently 5-8 persons interested and have lots. 17 South M. is already 
scheduled to be moved by the City to a park. The intent is to find new locations for all the structures, 
wanting to find out the will of the Board before RFP. 
  
B. Guthrie- Asks for the approximate number of parking spaces needed downtown ? Chairman states 
the discussion about parking is not a topic at this meeting. W. Feldkamp states the topic does 
tangentially have merit. If the site is re-developed what happens to those existing 60 spaces? 
 
William Feldkamp is concerned about the massing. 
Various Board members want to ensure that a site plan will come back before the Board. D. Engel 
mentions the Longboat properties demolition. 
 
Staff: J. Hodges clarifies that the simultaneous requirement only applies to the contributing structures.  

 The three (3) non-contributing properties  could apply for demolition permits immediately. 

 Upon approval, an RFP for the relocation of the contributing structures could be issued. If 
and when suitable locations were found, it would have to come back to Board. None of the 
buildings would be allowed to be demolished until the new construction is reviewed and 
approved by Board. Contributing buildings could be moved off the current lots in the event 
of relocation, that is the only way there could be a vacant lot. This is the way the applicant 
requested and it is Conditioned that way. 

 
W. Feldkamp is asking for commitment from the CRA to only allow less than the full use of the site. 
Joan Oliva states the City can because the City is the approving body. 
Board Attorney states why limit the RFP, get what is submitted and decide from that point what is 
wanted. 
B. Guthrie- On the other side, if the request is denied, the City now owns properties that are boarded 
up. Does it put the property in limbo? 
D. Engel states there are many variables, could get tax credits for restoration. 
Discussion about the merits of several of the contributing structures. 
The demolition makes it more attractive to any developer wanting to bid, lessens the risk. If no 
bids/proposals were received, the CRA could return them to the City and then the City would have 
to decide how to dispose of the properties. 
 
W. Waters- Have confidence in competent staff, both City and CRA. There are 2 RFP’s the first being 
the one allowing the City to talk to persons interested in the re-location.  As for the other RFP until 
some uncertainty and risk is out of the picture, we will never know what could be built there. 
   
J. Just recalls exactly how long it took to get the Gulfstream house relocated with eventual demolishing 
once the roof collapsed. 
Board Attorney is comfortable with the proposal due the fact that the exemption is there to do this 
without the new construction. It would not have been brought forward to Board, if staff was not 
comfortable.  A discussion about the exact meaning/intent of the Community Redevelopment Plan. 
The reading of the plan and statements therein state “may” rather than “shall” which gives latitude to 
the Board. The concern is that the RFP will be overly muscular, Board Attorney state the role of Board 



 

 

is not to craft the RFP. It still has to come back several times before the Board if approved. Should it 
be denied, it would go to City Commission. 
Board asks staff to read the Conditions of Approval. 
 
Motion: W. Feldkamp moves to approve HRPB Project No. 19-00100207: Consideration of a request 
by the Lake Worth Community Redevelopment Agency for the relocation or demolition of all 
structures located at 17 South M Street, 23 South M Street, 24 South L Street, 26 South L Street, 30 
South L Street, and 32 South L Street; PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0230, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-
0250, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0050, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0030, PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-
023-0020, and PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-023-0010 with seven (7) contributing structures and 3 non-
contributing structures and subject to the four Conditions as read; R.D’Arinzo 2nd.  
B. Gutherie suggests an amendment to include a permit requirement. 
W. Waters suggests “And concurrent issuance of permits for new construction and demolition”. 
W. Feldkamp accepts the amendment and R. D’Arinzo 2nd . 
William Waters states it must be concurrent or before. 
Vote: Motion carries 5/2 D. Engel and J. Fox dissenting. 
 
5. Public Comments (3 minute limit)  
 
Christopher McVoy believes the attorney who advises for the Board advocated as well. 
Beth Schrantz- Please pay attention to the redevelopment plan that comes forward and look at code. 
5K.4G, disputes the allowance of approval for demolition without a new construction proposal 

 
6. Board Member Comments: Board members thank public for voicing opinion. 

W. Waters mentions the published Strategic Plan which was recently adopted, please send 
comments to Jessica Savidge or him. 
 

7. Adjournment: 8:40 PM 
 

 

Submitted By:    __________________________ 
      Sherie Coale, Board Secretary 
 
Minutes Approved:   ___________________________ 

Date 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

Agenda 

Regular Meeting 

City of Lake Worth 

Historic Resources Preservation Board 

City Hall Commission Room  

7 North Dixie Hwy; Lake Worth, FL 

 

 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 09, 2019 6:03 PM 
 

1. Roll Call and Recording of Absences: Present were William Feldkamp, Vice-Chair;, Robert D’Arinzo; David 
Cavorsi, Judi Fox, Bernard Guthrie. Judith Just- absent. Also present were: Jordan Hodges, Senior 
Preservation Coordinator; Abraham Fogel, Preservation Planner; Mark Stivers, Deputy Director for 
Community Sustainability; Pamala Ryan, Board Attorney; Sherie Coale, Board Secretary. 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

3. Additions/Deletions/Reordering and Approval of the Agenda  
 

 
4. Approval of Minutes 

 
A. September 11, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes 
Motion: B. Guthrie moves to accept September meeting minutes as presented, J. Fox 2nd. 
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 

5. Cases 
 
A. Swearing in of Staff and Applicants: Board Secretary administered oath to those wishing to give testimony. 
 
B. Proof of Publication: Provided in meeting packet. 
 

C. Withdrawals/Postponements:  
 

Motion to re-order the agenda. Moving Item G. 1 and G.2 to Unfinished Business. 
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 
 
D. Consent: None 
 
E. Public Hearings 
 

1. Board Disclosure 
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F. Unfinished Business 
 
G. New Business 

REORDERED AS F.1. – Unfinished Business. 
 

1. HRPB Project No. 19-00100185: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for the 
construction of a new +/- 1,945 square foot single-family residence and a +/- 414 square foot rear 
accessory structure at 319 North Ocean Breeze; PCN#38-43-44-21-15-096-0120. The subject 
property is located within the Old Lucerne Local Historic District. 

 
Staff: J. Hodges presents case findings and analysis. 
 
Board Attorney: Reminds Board that this was a quasi-judicial case and public comment was already heard. 
Chairman can re-open if he so chooses or can go straight to deliberations. 
Chairman decides to move forward to deliberations. The Board Attorney has met with staff and reviewed 
code and definitions regarding ADU’s. It doesn’t qualify as an ADU (accessory dwelling unit). 
 
Board: B. Guthrie questions a room on the plans, inquiring if the shown is not a kitchen? 
 
Board Attorney: the definition of a kitchen is “a facility within a dwelling unit inclusive of all of the 
following: Cooking and food preparation appliances, cold storage, plumbing and ventilation. A microwave, 
sink and refrigerator shall not constitute a kitchen”. Is it fair to make someone prove that they will not perform 
in a certain manner? We have to assume that he will follow the law, the conditions have been tightened up 
and it is clear it is not an accessory dwelling unit. 
 
Board: B. Guthrie asks what happens if they do rent it out ? It would be against code.   
 
Staff: M. Stivers- Although difficult to prove, it could be initiated by a complaint with evidence from a 
neighbor. It becomes a code enforcement case. We have to operate from a position of assuming that people 
are honest and trustworthy. 
 
Board: J. Fox- how can we ensure the buyer will abide by this? 
D. Cavorsi- we can’t just assume that someone is going to do the wrong thing. They meet code,  
 
Board Attorney: City will not granting another meter. Suggests asking City Commission to look more closely 
at these scenarios. RE: Affected party status- should be allowed since staff presented additional information. 
Vice Chair allows additional public comment. 
 
Public comment: 
 
Linda Mahoney-325 North O Street- Board seems to fall back to it’s not a kitchen. Code of Ordinance 
definitions, any term not defined goes to its plain meaning. Dwell, stay, live. People will be dwelling, Code 
does not make a distinction between rental and non-rentals, families accessory dwelling units and strangers; 
AirBnB’s or guest coming into town. Accessory building allows no living, no dwelling. Guest house is not 
defined in Code so the plain meaning would be a small house nearer a larger one where invited guests are 
invited to the larger house stay. No one dwells in a garage or toolshed. A yoga studio would not have a  kitchen. 
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Omari Hardy-2228 LW Rd.- The question is whether this accessory structure is an ADU. Defines kitchen (6) 
items, no ventilation. The Code is clear, it just does not favor the opinion of everyone. Going to accidentally 
outlaw every man-cave, she-shed, every artist studio etc.. Not in favor of bringing to City Commission. There 
is no way to do this, we should ban everything because there are no guarantee that a building will not be 
misused without proper enforcement. 
 
Richard Stowe-414 N Federal Hwy.- Would like to ask for additional Conditions of Approval. In particular: 
Slash pine in 20 foot setback preserved on site. 2. Sabal palms and gumbo limbo-move to another location 
offsite. 
 
Steve Plume(sp?) (no address given) wonders why something can’t be added to the contract for purchase? 
 
Applicant: Robert Miller- spoke with D. McGrew, discussed the slash pine and gumbo limbo, did not discuss 
the sabal palms. Everyone has their own opinion. D. Cavorsi asks applicant if he is in agreement with all ten 
conditions.  Applicant states yes nor has he ever had any intention to rent. 
 
Board: B. Guthrie acknowledges valid points by Ms. Mahoney. It was brought up is that this is an accessory 
structure but believes it is an Accessory Dwelling Unit. It can be used as a studio, but believes it is an ADU. 
Mentions difficulties in policing. If he had taken the shower out, there would be no concern. The whole 
argument against ADU’s is moot as they are allowed everywhere by right except SFR. Relates a story about 
nearby property with cabana being rented. Code unable to police. B. Guthrie states it is different when the 
property owner who lives there wants to build something vs. a non-owner who is building it for his own use. 
D. Cavorsi-He can build this by right. The question is how can we improve enforcement? 
 
Board Attorney: Defines cabana (according to code) as a showering facilities, a place to change, recreational 
cook, no sleeping rooms. 
 
Board: W. Feldkamp- believes it is best to follow the legal advise given by attorney. 
B. Guthrie parking is a problem as past testimony shows, anything other than a toolshed would require 
additional parking. Intensity increasing. 
 
Motion: D. Cavorsi- moves to approve HRPB 19-00100185 with staff recommended conditions based upon 
competent substantial evidence and pursuant to the City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development 
Regulations. B. Guthrie 2nd. 
Vote: Motion carries 3/2; J. Fox and B. Guthrie dissenting. 
 

2. HRPB Project No. 18-00100292: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for front 
porch alterations to the single-family structure located at 818 South Palmway; PCN# 38-43-44-27-01-
023-0040. The subject property is a contributing resource to the South Palm Park Local Historic 
District. 

 
Staff: J. Hodges presents case findings and analysis. The property files indicate a design alteration between 
permitting and construction. In October 25, 2018 a stop order was issued for work without a permit, 
subsequently plans were submitted for porch alterations. This is a continuation, the item was previously heard 
December 12, 2018 and is returning based upon a request for more detailed architectural plans. The proposal 
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is to extend the porch 2’8” beyond the plane of the front building façade, new steps and a new slope roof and 
two (2) wooden columns flanking each side of the porch. 
 
Applicant: Lisa Carmona and Luis Davila of 828 S. Palmway, out of town. Architect not here. Staff 
recommended conditions. 
Have battled with the awning for years and already battled the rain, Trusts the architect has done her job and 
can eliminate or alleviate the rain and roofline. 
Board: Discussion regarding where the porch roof meets the house roof and the slope. 
B. Guthrie, lives across the street and has spoken with neighbor regarding challenges. Wanted a larger, usable 
front porch. No matter what happened the roofline could not be followed.  
Applicant states they have additional shingles. 
 
No additional Board comments: 
Staff  reviews the four (4) conditions of approval and one (1) recommendation. 
 
Board: W. Feldkamp- Questions the riser height, has it been revised? Will be addressed at time of building 
review. 
 
Motion: R. D’Arinzo- moves to approve HRPB 18-00100292 based upon competent substantial evidence, 
the City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations and subject to staff recommended conditions 
D. Cavorsi 2nd.  
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 
 

3. HRPB Project No. 19-00100222: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for partial 
window replacement for the single-family structure at 1002 North Ocean Breeze; PCN#38-43-44-21-
15-298-0010.  The subject property is a contributing resource to the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic 
District. 

 
Staff: J. Hodges Discusses the muntin pattern, with the windows having been purchased already, white frames 
are typically a recommendation. 
 
Applicant: Gerald Steffon- trying to rectify the mistake. The Glass contractor is replacing the glass, the 
muntin pattern will be whatever the Board requests. Prefers the white frame but will paint them silver if 
required. The house trim is white. Is unable to change the window frame. 
W. Feldkamp does not have issues with white frame, his only concern was the tinting. 
Staff:  states Condition #4 should be revised to read : a. “shall utilize 3 (three) horizontal muntins”.     b. 
“shall utilize two (2) horizontal muntins”.  c. “shall utilize two (2) horizontal muntins”.  
 
Motion: J. Fox moves to approve HRPB 19-00100222 based upon competent substantial evidence and the 
City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations subject to four (4) conditions of approval including 
a revision to condition #4 (as above) ; R. D’Arinzo 2nd. 
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 
 

4. HRPB Project No. 19-00100184: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for the 
construction of a new +/- 4,442 square foot two-family structure at 714 6th Avenue North; PCN#: 
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38-43-44-21-15-178-0010. The subject property is located within the Northeast Lucerne Local 
Historic District. 

 
Staff: J. Hodges presents case findings and analysis, 
 
Owner: Maxime Fortune 
Board: J. Fox does not see the compatibility. 
Applicant: Giorgio Antoniazzi-has been doing this for some time and decided to select modern.  
Reinforce the street lines try to create a paradise on the property reinforcing that with walls. Because homes 
are so cubical and rectangles they break up the volume, make the façade easy on the eyes, it appears there are 
several structures on the property but still within the range of the neighborhood. The next door home with a 
flat roof has modern tendencies as well. 
Board: W. Feldkamp asks about the neighboring flat roof house, is the setback at least 5 foot from the 
property line? Staff believes it is. 
Landscaping will soften the look, woodlook screens aluminum steel tubing painted to look like wood to aid 
in sustainability and bringing planters onto the balcony to introduce even more green. 
Conditions are reviewed. Staff is recommending a reduction in the width of the driveway to eighteen (18) feet. 
Applicant plans on a 2-car garage at a standard 20x20 feet and would prefer that size for the driveway. Make 
the condition that it should match the garage opening. Applicant agrees with Condition #5 however would 
like the glass on the railing to be as clear as possible. Survey the trees and mitigate if required. The front would 
be North J St, retaining wall would be a 4-foot fronting J. Street with a six (6) foot height on the poolside. It 
is setback five (5) feet from the property line allowing landscaping. Maxime Fortune will reside in property. 
J. Fox-Inquires about the difference in zoning that allows for two (2) units are allowed. Rental would be 
allowed in SF-TF 14. 
Staff clarifies that the size of the lot is what allows for the additional structure. 
 
Public Comment: 
Linda Mahoney- applauds owner. Reminiscent of the Lofts and The One. Met the applicant that did a beautiful 
renovation. Also appreciates the other home he built. Appreciates the question about the zoning, it’s all about 
respecting the code. 
 
Board: W. Feldkamp worries a bit about the massing, however diagonally there is a larger home. B. Gutherie 
concurs there is another large structure nearby. 
 
Motion: B. Guthrie moves to approve HRPB 19-00100184 based upon competent substantial evidence and 
the City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations subject to staff recommended. Including caveat 
that the driveway be the same width as garage, D. Cavorsi 2nd. 
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 
 

6. Planning Issues 
M. Stivers – Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) will continue to be an ongoing discussion. B. Guthrie asks 
about if there is active Code enforcement during the weekends?  
Staff has an employee who is embedded with PBSO. Staff tries to be responsive during off hours while 
respecting time off. Concerns are addressed as they come up.  
B. Guthrie: Budget constraints??  
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M. Stivers - Do job with resources that we have. Hiring 2 new admin code people. Staff will always continue 
to do their job. 
W. Feldkamp asks what type of evidence is required to determine if it is rented. M. Stivers staff looks to Court 
ordered evictions and check the meter usage which might be a cue to whether rental is occurring. Also online 
advertising. 
R. D’Arinzo-so many properties with garages converted over the years, so many different names. As a R.E. 
agent, his advise to buyers is to go to city offices, review files, sit with staff and have your questions answered. 
 

7. Public Comments (3 minute limit) 
None. 

8. Departmental Reports 
None 

9. Board Member Comments 
B. Guthrie would like to nominate a chair for continuity of leadership. We can wait for a vote on Vice-Chair. 
R. D’Arinzo would like to nominate Judith Just as she was Vice-Chair before and is not here tonight. 
Motion: B. Guthrie nominates William Feldkamp to become Chairman; R. D’Arinzo 2nd. 
Vote: Ayes all, unanimous. 
 
J. Hodges encourages voting on APA great places in Florida South Palm Park competition. Friedrike Mittner 
submitted the entry and is now is one of the top six (6) entries. Voting ends on October 18. 
 

10. Adjournment:  
Motion: B. Gutherie moves to adjourn, R. D’Arinzo 2nd. 
7:45 PM 

 
 
 
Submitted by:     ________________________________________ 
       Sherie Coale, Board Secretary 
 
Minutes Approved:    ________________________________________ 
        Date  

 
 

 

 
 





 

 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

 
MEMORANDUM DATE:   November 6, 2019 
 
AGENDA DATE:  November 13, 2019 
 
TO:   Chair and Members of the Historic Resources Preservation Board 
 
RE:   322 South L Street 
 
FROM: Jordan Hodges, Senior Preservation Coordinator 
 Abraham Fogel, Preservation Planner 
 Department for Community Sustainability 
 
 
TITLE:   HRPB Project Number 18-00100180: Consideration of a Completed Work Application for a 
Historic Preservation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption for the subject property located at 322 South L Street, 
PCN# 38-43-44-21-15-111-0060.  The subject structures were constructed in 1948 and are contributing 
resources within the Southeast Lucerne Local Historic District. 
 
APPLICANT:     Mark Mezzancello 
                    318 Charroux Drive 
                     Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410 

 

BACKGROUND:  

The single-family primary structure and the rear two-story garage apartment structure located at 322 
South L Street were constructed in 1948 in a Wood Frame Vernacular style. The buildings were 
constructed on a 25-foot wide lot of record with public frontage on South L Street to the west. The 
primary structure displays simple expressions of the Wood Frame Vernacular style with few decorative 
architectural elements. Original character-defining features include a rectangular floor plan, hip roof with 
asphalt shingles, asbestos siding, overhanging eaves, and wood double-hung windows. Character 
defining features for the rear garage apartment structure include its two-story plan with vehicular access 
on the ground floor, asbestos siding, overhanging eaves with exposed rafter tails, and wood double-hung 
windows. Overall, the buildings retain a moderate degree of historic integrity of location, setting, 
materials, and design. 

 

In August of 2018, a Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations and a pre-construction 
application for a historic preservation ad valorem tax exemption was approved by the HRPB with 
conditions for the rehabilitation of the property. In February of 2019, the HRPB approved a revision to 
the pre-construction approval to allow the Applicant to utilize an alternative siding material for the rear 
garage apartment.  
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REQUEST:  

The Applicant has completed the improvements to the property in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and has submitted a Completed Work Application to be considered 
by the HRPB. If the Board determines that the qualifying improvements were successfully completed in 
accordance with the pre-construction application and recommends approval for the completed work 
application, Staff will forward the application to the Lake Worth Beach City Commission for final approval.  
Once the application has been approved by the City Commission, it will be forwarded to the County for 
processing and approval by the County Board of Commissioners. 

 

The Applicant has completed improvements to the front building as follows: 

1) Replaced the existing asphalt shingle roof with a new dimensional asphalt shingle roof  

2) Removed all wall mounted air conditioning units and repaired the wall openings with GAF 
WeatherSide fiber-cement siding to replicate the existing asbestos siding  

3) Replaced all exterior doors 

4) Removed (1) door opening on the north façade and replaced it with a new window 

5) Repaired all existing wood double-hung windows  

6) Completed interior renovations including the installation of new insulation and drywall, new 
electrical and plumbing, new central air conditions, new flooring, and new kitchen and 
bathrooms  

 

The Applicant has completed improvements to the rear building as follows: 

1) Replaced the existing asphalt shingle roof with a new dimensional asphalt shingle roof  

2) Replaced the damaged asbestos shingle siding with new James Hardie siding, per the February 
2019 HRPB approval 

3) Removed and reconstructed the deteriorated exterior staircases  
4) Removed the existing deteriorated windows and replace them with new aluminum impact single-

hung windows 

5) Replaced all exterior doors 

6) Replaced the existing garage door with a new recessed panel garage door 

7) Completed interior renovations including the installation of new insulation and drywall, new 
electrical and plumbing, new central air conditions, new flooring, and new kitchens and 
bathrooms  

 

The Applicant has provided before and after photographs of the structure, as well as construction costs 
for the project. 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY: 

The project, as proposed, is consistent with the following Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives 
concerning future land use and housing: 

 

Goal 1.3 To preserve and enhance the City’s community character as a quality residential and business 
center within the Palm Beach County urban area. (Objective 1.3.4) 
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Goal 1.4 Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of historic and natural resources and where 
appropriate restrict development that would damage or destroy these resources. (Objective 1.4.2) 
 
ANALYSIS: 

Staff has reviewed the documentation and materials provided in this application and the criteria of the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  

 

The Applicant has completed the work in accordance with the approved Certificate of Appropriateness, 
therefore Staff recommends that the Board approve the Completed Work application and recommend 
the tax exemption approval to the City Commission.  

 

Staff recommends that the HRPB make the following findings of fact: 

1) That the owner of 322 South L Street has submitted a request for a review of Completed Work 
for a Historic Preservation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption, and that said owner has attested that they 
agree to enter into a Covenant with the local government granting the exemption and agree to 
maintain the character of the property and the qualifying improvements for the term of the 
exemption, not to exceed 10 years. 
 

2) That the proposed exemption requested satisfies section 196.1997(11)(a), Florida Statutes.  The 
subject property is a contributing resource in the Southeast Lucerne Local Historic District.  
 

3) That the completed improvements were done in accordance with the previously approved 
Certificate of Appropriateness, and are therefore consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (revised 1990), 
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, which are the criteria specified in Chapter 
1A-38, F.A.C. 

 

4) That the building is not intended to be used for non-profit or governmental purposes, and 
therefore does not fall under the provisions of section 196.1998, Florida Statutes, for 
improvements meeting the criteria Rule 1A-38.001(3) and (4), F.A.C. 
 

During the course of construction at the property, the Applicant did exceed the scope of work approved 
by the HRPB in regards to site improvements at the property, specifically in regards to the front yard. The 
applicant has met with Historic Preservation, Zoning, and Landscape staff to determine an appropriate 
solution to the front yard, as what was installed does not comply with the Zoning Code’s front yard 
impermeable surface provisions or the City’s Landscape Code requirements. Staff has included a 
condition of approval that requires the front yard of the property to be brought into compliance before 
the tax exemption application is sent to City Commission.  

 
CONSEQUENT ACTION:   
Approve the application; approve the application with conditions; continue the hearing to a date certain 
to request additional information; or deny the application. 
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RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff recommends that the Board approve the Completed Work application and recommend the tax 
exemption approval to the City Commission.  
 
Should the Board approve the Completed Work application, Staff has included a Condition of Approval 
regarding the unpermitted site alterations to the front yard: 
 

1. The front yard of the property shall be brought into compliance with all pertinent Zoning and 
Landscape Code requirements prior to the tax exemption application being scheduled for City 
Commission.  

 
POTENTIAL MOTION:   
I MOVE TO APPROVE HRPB 18-00100180: Consideration of a Completed Work Application for 322 South 
L Street for a Historic Preservation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption, pursuant to the findings of fact as 
recommended by Staff, and with the conditions as recommended by Staff. Further, I MOVE TO 
RECOMMEND to the Lake Worth Beach City Commission this application and its approval. 
 
I MOVE TO DENY HRPB 18-00100180: Consideration of a Completed Work Application for 322 South L 
Street for a Historic Preservation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption, because the Applicant has not established 
by competent substantial evidence that the application is in compliance with the City of Lake Worth Beach 
Land Development Regulations, the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic 
Properties, and the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

A. Location Map 
B. Completed Work Application 
C. Application Photos 
D. Architectural Drawings 
E. Completed Work Photos 
F. 196.1997, Florida Statutes - Ad valorem tax exemption for historic properties 
G. 196.1998, Florida Statutes – Additional ad valorem tax exemptions for historic properties open 

to the public 
H. Chapter 1A-38 Tax Exemptions for Historic Properties 
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DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

 
MEMORANDUM DATE:   November 6, 2019 
 
AGENDA DATE:  November 13, 2019 
 
TO:   Chair and Members of the Historic Resources Preservation Board 
 
RE:   507 South K Street 
 
FROM:  Jordan Hodges, Senior Preservation Coordinator 
 Abraham Fogel, Preservation Planner 
 Department for Community Sustainability 
 
TITLE:  HRPB Project Number 19-00100230: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for 
window replacement for the single-family structure at 507 South K Street; PCN#38-43-44-21-15-171-
0200.  The subject property is a contributing resource to the Southeast Lucerne Local Historic District. 
 
Owner:  Emilio Zarrilli 
  507 South K Street 
  Lake Worth Beach, FL 33460 
 

BACKGROUND:  

The single-family structure located at 507 South K Street was constructed c. 1951 in a Wood Frame 
Vernacular architectural style. The structure has frontage on South K Street to the west. Although the 
architect is unknown, the building was constructed by R. P. Darst and originally owned by a Mr. Maher. 
The original architectural drawings are located within the City’s property files and are included in this 
report in Attachment C. The architectural drawings for the structure illustrate a one-story residence of 
frame construction with asbestos siding, aluminum awning and jalousie windows, and a built-up gable 
roof. In 1965, a detached utility room was constructed at the rear of the property, and a concrete 
retaining wall was built at the front of the property in 1966.  City permit records indicate minor alterations 
to the structure over time, including permits for a roof replacement with asphalt shingles, and air-
conditioning and electrical upgrades. Overall, the structure retains a moderate degree of historic integrity 
of location, setting, materials, and design. 

 

PROJECT HISTORY: 

On August 28, 2019, Building Permit Application #19-3326 was submitted for window replacement for 
the subject property. The Applicant is proposing to replace all twelve (12) of the existing windows on the 
west, south, and north sides of the building with new aluminum impact single-hung, fixed, and horizontal 
roller windows. The documentation provided in the permit packet has been included in this packet as 
Attachment E.  

 

On September 16, 2019, Historic Preservation Staff failed the building permit application because photos 
of the existing windows were not submitted, which are required to determine the compatibility of the 
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replacement products. In addition, the glass type for the replacement windows was not indicated. After 
communicating with the property owner, it was indicated that the windows were purchased with gray 
tinted glass before the building permit was submitted, but they have yet to be installed. The Applicant 
was advised that the Historic Resources Preservation Board (HRPB) must review the window replacement 
with gray tinted glass. Administratively, Staff can only approve replacement windows with clear glass or 
glass with a clear Low-E coating.  

 

REQUEST:  

The Applicant is proposing the following window replacement plan as follows: 

 Openings #1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13: Single-hung windows  

 Openings #2 and 4: Fixed windows with one (1) horizontal muntin to replicate the existing 
windows  

 Opening #5: Horizontal roller window to replicate the existing 

 Window Frame Color: White 

 Muntin/Grid Type: Exterior raised applied triangular muntins 

 Glass Type: Gray Tint 

 
Administratively, Staff could approve the window replacement noted above with the exception of the 
gray tinted glass. As an option, the applicant could also have proposed a window replacement plan that 
replicates the original windows as depicted in the architectural plans. The Applicant has submitted a 
justification statement, included as Attachment F. 
 
ANALYSIS:  

Window Replacement: 

 

Historic Preservation 

Staff has reviewed the documentation and materials provided in this application and outlined the 
applicable guidelines and standards found in the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance and Historic 
Preservation Design Guidelines, detailed in Attachment B – Decision Criteria. 
 
The structure currently has a mixture of the original 2-light and 3-light awning windows and some 
replacement single-hung and horizontal sliding windows. The Applicant is requesting window 
replacement with new aluminum impact single-hung, fixed, and horizontal roller windows. Staff has 
reviewed the window replacement application, and can administratively approve the request for window 
replacement, with the exception of the glass color. The window types and frame materials, as proposed, 
are generally compatible replacements for Wood Frame Vernacular structures of this period. Staff has 
included the applicable sections of the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines that discuss Wood Frame 
Vernacular structures and compatible window options, included in this report as Attachment G.  
 
Most impact window manufacturers today provide the option of glass tint as a laminated layer between 
two panes of glass. This type of tint is intrinsic to the glass and cannot be removed or altered.  The request 
to utilize gray tinted glass on the new replacement windows will likely result in a substantial adverse 
change to the structure’s appearance. Tinted windows are generally not compatible for historic residential 
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buildings, and are not approved administratively. Clear glass was utilized for windows at the time of the 
building’s construction and is exemplified throughout the City in other buildings constructed at this time.  

 
Public Comment 
At the time of publication of this report, Staff has not received any written public comment regarding this 
project. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY: 

The project, as proposed, is generally consistent with the following Comprehensive Plan goals and 
objectives concerning future land use and housing: 

 

Goal 1.3 To preserve and enhance the City’s community character as a quality residential and business 
center within the Palm Beach County urban area. (Objective 1.3.4) 

 

Goal 1.4 Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of historic and natural resources and where 
appropriate restrict development that would damage or destroy these resources. (Objective 1.4.2) 
 

Goal 3.1 To achieve a supply of housing that offers a range of residential unit styles and prices for current 
and anticipated homeowners and renters in all household income levels by the creation and/or 
preservation of housing units. (Objective 3.1.1) 
  
CONSEQUENT ACTION:   
Approve the application; approve the application with conditions; continue the hearing to a date certain 
to request additional information; or deny the application. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board review the application as submitted. If the Board chooses to approve 
the application, Staff suggests the following conditions: 
 

1) The replacement windows shall have clear glass or glass with a clear Low-E coating. Highly 
reflective, mirrored, gray, or tinted glass shall not be used.  

2) The windows shall be replaced in their original openings, and the openings shall not be made 
smaller by building in the framing or made larger by expanding the opening.  

3) The windows shall be installed recessed a minimum of three inches (3”) in the jambs, and shall 
not be flush with the exterior wall.  

4) All divided light patterns shall be created utilizing exterior raised applied triangular muntins. 
External flat muntins or “grills between the glass” shall not be permitted.  

a. The windows for opening #2 and 4 may utilize one (1) horizontal muntin to replicate the 
appearance of single-hung windows.  
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POTENTIAL MOTIONS:   
 
I MOVE TO APPROVE HRPB 19-00100230: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for 
window replacement for the single-family structure at 507 South K Street, with the conditions as 
recommended by Staff, based upon the competent substantial evidence, and pursuant to the City of Lake 
Worth Beach Land Development Regulations Sections. 
 
I MOVE TO DENY HRPB 19-00100230: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for window 
replacement for the single-family structure at 507 South K Street, because the Applicant has not 
established by competent substantial evidence that the application is in compliance with the City of Lake 
Worth Beach Land Development Regulations, the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the 
Rehabilitation of Historic Properties, and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

A. Location Map – 507 South K Street 
B. Decision Criteria 
C. Property File Documentation 
D. Current Photos 
E. Proposed Window Replacement Plan 
F.  Applicant Justification Statement 
G. Historic Preservation Design Guidelines: Wood Frame Vernacular 
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DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

 
MEMORANDUM DATE:   November 6, 2019 
 
AGENDA DATE:  November 13, 2019 
 
TO:   Chair and Members of the Historic Resources Preservation Board 
 
RE:   230 North L Street 
 
FROM:  Jordan Hodges, Senior Preservation Coordinator 
 Abraham Fogel, Preservation Planner 
 Department for Community Sustainability 
 
TITLE:  HRPB Project Number 19-00100234: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for 
the demolition of an existing non-contributing structure and the new construction of a ± 2,400 square 
foot multi-family structure at 230 North L Street; PCN#: 38-43-44-21-15-046-0150. The subject property 
is located in the Medium Density Multi-Family Residential (MF-30) Zoning District and the Northeast 
Lucerne Local Historic District. 
 
Owner:      Ezra Kassin     ARCHITECT:      Shulman and Associates 
      18 Waves LLC                  100 NE 38th Street 
      7300 Biscayne Boulevard #200                Miami, FL 33137 
      Miami, FL 33138    
 

BACKGROUND:  

The 75’x135’ property located at 230 North L Street has public frontage on North L Street to the west and 
3rd Avenue North to the north.  The original structure at 230 North L Street was constructed c. 1914 in a 
Wood Frame Vernacular architectural style. Although no architectural drawings of this building are 
available, a property card from 1944 (included as Attachment D) describes the main structure as being a 
two-story multi-family wood frame structure with a screened front porch.  A one-car wood frame garage 
was also constructed at the rear of the lot in the same time period. In 1946, the garage structure was 
condemned due to structural issues. In 1950, a duplex was constructed in a Mid-Century Modern 
architectural style to the rear of the parcel. The structure was designed by architect Dillard Duff at a cost 
of $5,000. The architectural drawings for this structure illustrates a one-story duplex with a smooth 
stucco exterior finish, flat roof with eyebrow, and casement windows. In 1994, the two-story primary 
structure was demolished.  In 2003, the remaining structure on the lot was converted from a duplex to a 
single-family residence. The structure was captured in the 2002 designation report for the Northeast 
Lucerne Local Historic District and was classified as a non-contributing resource. The property in its 
current state is mostly vacant with a rear single-family structure remaining. Photos of the remaining 
structure can be found in this report as Attachment E. 
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REQUEST:  

The Applicant is currently requesting approval for the demolition of the existing non-contributing 
structure and a Certificate of Appropriateness for the New Construction of a ± 2,400 square foot multi-
family structure to be constructed on the lot.  The Applicant has provided proposed architectural plans 
for the building, including a site plan, floor plan, elevations, and streetscape elevations, included in this 
report as Attachment F. The proposed building is Modular in design with elements of Contemporary 
architecture.  

 

The proposed building is designed with six modular units that form a two-story multi-family building. 
Each module is rectangular in shape, utilizes a corrugated metal exterior finish, exterior accent panels, 
and large full-view windows. Three modular units are connected horizontally on the first floor to create 
frontage on 3rd Avenue North. The second floor is comprised of three modular units placed perpendicular 
to the ground floor units.  On 3rd Avenue North, the first-floor façade features three distinct ramp 
entrances to each unit with full-view glass doors and large vertical windows. The second-floor façade is 
characterized by large vertical windows and metal canopies that create covered outdoor living space. On 
North J Street, the first-floor façade features large vertical windows and staircases leading up to the 
cantilevered second-floor units that utilize horizontal accent windows. Site features include front 
walkways and patios to each unit on the ground floor, walkways to access the rear yards, and parking 
pads that provide vehicular access from North L Street and the alley.  

 

The property is located in the Medium Density Multi-Family Residential (MF-30) Zoning District. 

  

Dimension Required by Code Existing or Proposed 

Density 30 dwelling units/acre max.  

(6 units) 

6 units 

Lot size 5,000 sq. ft.  10,125 sq. ft.  

Lot width 50’- 0” 75’-0”  

Lot depth n/a 135’-0” 

Front setback 20’-0” 20’-0” 

Side setback 10% of lot width (min. 3’) =  

7’-6” each side 

7’-6” (north) 

35’-1” (south) 

Rear setback 10% of lot depth = 13’-6” 13’-6”  

Height  30’-0” for the primary structure 25’-10”  

F.A.R.1 0.70 max. (7,087 sq. ft.) 0.24 (2, 400 sq. ft.)   

                                                           
1 Floor area ratio:  A regulatory technique which relates to total developable site area and the size (square feet) of 
development permitted on a specific site.  A numeric rating assigned to each land use category that determines 
the total gross square feet of all buildings as measured from each building’s exterior walls based upon the actual 
land area of the parcel upon which the buildings are to be located.  Total gross square feet calculated using the 
assigned floor area ratio shall not include such features as parking lots or the first three (3) levels of parking 
structures, aerial pedestrian crossovers, open or partially enclosed plazas, or exterior pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation areas. 
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Max. Building Coverage2 

for a Large Lot 

35% max. (3,544 sq. ft.) 11.85% (1,200 sq. ft.)  

Impermeable surface 55% max. (5, 569 sq. ft.) 35.28% (3,573 sq. ft.) Site Plan A  

37.58 (3,805 sq. ft.) Site Plan B 

Living Area  

(Multi-Family) 

400 sq. ft. efficiency 400 sq. ft. efficiency 

Accessory Structure 

Limitations 

Not to exceed 40% of the principal 

structure, or 1000 sq. ft. whichever 

is less 

No accessory structure is proposed. 

 
Pursuant to LDR Section 23.4-10(f) Minimum parking requirements by use. 
 

Principal 

Use 

Minimum Number of Parking 

Spaces 

Additional 

Requirements 

Existing or Proposed 

Multi-

family 

dwelling 

1 space per bedroom with a max. 

of 2 spaces per unit; additional 

0.5 guest space per efficiency and 

1-bedroom unit; no additional 

guest spaces required for units 

containing 2 or more bedrooms 

(9 parking spaces) 

On-street parking may 

be counted towards 

required parking. 

Site Plan A: 

6 (Off-Street) 

6 (On-Street) 

Site Plan B: 

4 (Off-Street) 

6 (On-Street) 

 
ANALYSIS:  

New Construction: 

 
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan Consistency  
The proposed new construction project is consistent with all site data requirements in the City’s Zoning 
Code and Comprehensive Plan. The application as proposed meets the minimum off-street parking 
requirements, minimum living area requirements, and is in compliance with all impermeable surface 
requirements. The six-unit multi-family structure is also permitted in the Medium Density Multi-Family 
Residential (MF-30) Zoning District. The site plan generally meets the City’s Zoning Code, final review and 
approval will take place during the minor development review which is conducted administratively by 
Staff. 
 
A landscape plan is included in Attachment F. The landscaping for the property will need to be evaluated 
to ensure it meets the minimum requirements of Section 23.6-1, Landscape Regulations.  Final review and 
approval will take place during the building permit review process. 
 

                                                           
2 Building lot coverage: The area of a lot covered by the impervious surface associated with the footprint(s) of all 
buildings on a particular lot.  Structured parking garages are exempt from building lot coverage. 
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Historic Preservation 

After reviewing the Decision Criteria for Demolition, included as Attachment B, it is the analysis of Staff 
that the existing non-contributing structure could be considered for demolition. The structure has been 
altered from its original design and it does not display fine examples of craftsmanship.     

Proposals for new construction within the City’s local historic district are subject to specific criteria for 
visual compatibility as set forth in Section 23.5-4(k) of the City’s historic preservation regulations. This 
criterion is provided in Attachment C, and includes Staff’s response to each criterion. The criteria deal 
with massing, scale, materials, and design compatibility with the surrounding historic district. 

 
The proposed design is constructed in modular units and utilizes elements commonly found in 
contemporary architectural styles. Staff has included an excerpt from a publication that discusses modular 
construction (Attachment G). The informative document was created by The American Institute of 
Architects (AIA) and National Institute of Building Sciences. This document is meant to be purely 
educational, as this is not a common construction method found in Lake Worth Beach, and was not 
covered in the City’s Design Guidelines.  The majority of historic structures in Lake Worth Beach were built 
on site with the exception of relocated properties. The proposed project is comprised of modular units 
(volumetric construction) to form a single multi-family building.  

 
The structure’s design utilizes elements found in the contemporary architectural styles, such as a 
corrugated metal exterior finish, accent paneling, and rectangular massing with flat roofs. The building 
features an exterior circulation patch with exterior staircases with metal railings that provide access to 
the second-floor units. Windows and doors are full-view and mostly utilize vertical proportions. Narrow 
horizontal accent windows are incorporated on the west façade visible from North L Street.  
 
The design as proposed, is decidedly modern and contemporary in styling, massing, and material usages. 
New construction in the City’s historic districts is not limited to historic styles of architecture, and adding 
contemporary structures into historic districts can create an architectural record for present styles which 
can add to the unique character and to the chronology of building styles constructed over time.  
 
However, the proposed design’s height, massing, and relationship of solids to voids does not follow a 
development pattern that is common within the district. Staff does have remaining concerns regarding 
the overall massing of the building. The cantilevered second-story units create a top-heavy massing 
element that is atypical of the surrounding historic architecture, especially from the North L Street façade. 
Due to the nature of modular construction, the prefabricated units are not easily manipulated and 
therefore the massing elements are limited to a predetermined size and shape. It is staff’s analysis that 
the overall massing and shape of the structure as a whole is minimally compatible with the surrounding 
streetscapes.  
 
Staff has recommended several conditions of approval to further increase compatibility, specifically 
regarding the exterior building materials. 
 
Public Comment 
At the time of publication of the agenda, Staff has received no public comment. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY: 

The project, as proposed, is consistent with the following Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives 
concerning future land use and housing: 

 

Goal 1.3 To preserve and enhance the City’s community character as a quality residential and business 
center within the Palm Beach County urban area. (Objective 1.3.4) 

 

Goal 1.4 Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of historic and natural resources and where 
appropriate restrict development that would damage or destroy these resources. (Objective 1.4.2) 
 

Goal 3.1 To achieve a supply of housing that offers a range of residential unit styles and prices for current 
and anticipated homeowners and renters in all household income levels by the creation and/or 
preservation of housing units. (Objective 3.1.1) 
 
CONSEQUENT ACTION:   
Approve the application; approve the application with conditions; continue the hearing to a date certain 
to request additional information; or deny the application. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
If the Board chooses to approve the request for the demolition of an existing non-contributing structure 
and the new construction of a six-unit multi-family structure, Staff suggests the following conditions: 
 

1) A sample piece of the corrugated metal siding and accent paneling shall be provided to staff for 
review prior to permitting.  

2) All window, door, and sliding glass door frames shall utilize a black or clear-anodized silver finish.  
3) All windows shall be recessed a minimum of 3” in the wall, and shall not be installed flush with 

the exterior wall. 
4) The windows, doors, and sliding glass doors shall utilize clear glass or glass with a clear Low-E 

coating. Tinted, grey, colored, and/or mirrored glass shall not be used.  
5) Staff recommends that Site Plan Option A is approved which provides six (6) off-street parking 

spaces. 
6) Staff recommends that Elevation Option 3 be discussed which utilizes white or light-grey 

corrugated metal siding (as shown in Option 1) and “wood-look” accent paneling (as shown in 
Option 2). Staff recommends that the Board discuss the elevation options, and determine the 
most compatible option.  
 

POTENTIAL MOTION:   
I MOVE TO APPROVE HRPB Project Number 19-00100234: Consideration of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA) the demolition of an existing non-contributing structure and the new construction 
of a ± 2,400 square foot multi-family structure at 230 North L Street, with the conditions as recommended 
by Staff, based upon the competent substantial evidence, and pursuant to the City of Lake Worth Beach 
Land Development Regulations, Section 23.5-4. 
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I MOVE TO DENY HRPB Project Number 19-00100234: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness 
(COA) the demolition of an existing non-contributing structure and the new construction of a ± 2,400 
square foot multi-family structure at 230 North L Street, because the Applicant has not established by 
competent substantial evidence that the application is in compliance with the City of Lake Worth Beach 
Land Development Regulations Section 23.5-4, the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the 
Rehabilitation of Historic Properties, and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

A. Location Map – 230 North L Street 
B. Decision Criteria – Demolition 
C. Decision Criteria – New Construction 
D. Property File Documentation 
E. Current Photos 
F. Proposed Architectural Plans 
G. Design for Modular Construction: An Introduction for Architects (Excerpt)  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 

 
 

 

 



 

 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
Planning Zoning Historic Preservation Division 

1900 2ND Avenue North 
Lake Worth Beach, FL 33461 

561-586-1687 

 
MEMORANDUM DATE:   November 6, 2019 
 
AGENDA DATE:  November 13, 2019 
 
TO:   Chair and Members of the Historic Resources Preservation Board 
 
RE:   310 and 312 North Federal Highway 
 
FROM: Jordan Hodges, Senior Preservation Coordinator 
 Abraham Fogel, Preservation Planner 
 Department for Community Sustainability 
 
 
TITLE:   HRPB Project Number 19-00100227 & 19-01500008: Consideration of a request for the 
demolition of an existing two-story contributing structure at the rear of the property and a request for a 
variance from side setback requirements for the structure located at 312 North Federal Highway, PCN#38-
43-44-21-15-096-0030. The subject structures are contributing resources within the Northeast Lucerne 
Local Historic District and are located within the Mixed-Use East (MU-E) Zoning District. 
 
OWNER:  Estate of Arthur T. Savage 
                  310 N. Federal Highway 
                   Lake Worth Beach, FL 33460 
 

BACKGROUND:  

Lots 3 and 4 of Block 96 are two 50’x135’ platted lots of record with frontage on North Federal Highway 
to the west. Per City property card information, in 1922, a single-story single-family Frame Vernacular 
residence was constructed on Lot 3. In 1923, a single-story single-family Masonry Vernacular residence 
constructed of hollow clay tile was erected on Lot 4. In 1926, a two-story garage apartment was 
constructed to the rear of the two single-family residences in a Mission Revival architectural style. The 
rear garage apartment was constructed in the center of the two lots, with roughly 18 linear feet of the 
structure sitting on Lot 4, and roughly 32 linear feet of the structure sitting on Lot 3. Due to this 
development pattern, it is Staff’s analysis that these two platted lots of record have been utilized as one 
parcel under common ownership since 1926. Currently, all three structures on the parcel are contributing 
resources to the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic District, and the three structures retain high degrees 
of historic integrity of location, setting, materials, and design. The historic property file documentation 
can be found in this report as Attachment C.  

 

REQUEST:  

The Applicant has requested a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of the rear two-story 
Mission Revival garage apartment structure sited on Lots 3 and 4 of Block 96. The Applicant is requesting 
to demolish the rear structure so that the existing combined lot (Lots 3 and 4 or Block 96) can be 
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separated back into two independent platted lots of record, which could be sold or owned freely of one 
another.  

 

Should the demolition request be approved, the Applicant is also requesting a Variance from Land 
Development Regulation Sections 23.3-11(c)(3)(b) in order to allow for a 3.7’ side setback from the south 
property line for the structure located on Lot 4 (312 North Federal Highway), as opposed to the required 
5’-0” side setback. The Applicant is requesting to separate the lots back to the two original platted lots of 
record measuring 50 feet wide by 135 feet deep. By doing so, the existing structure on Lot 4 will have a 
non-conforming side setback to the south. A survey of the property illustrating the configuration of the 
lots has been included in this report as Attachment E.  

 

ANALYSIS: 

 

Historic Preservation 

Demolition: 

The contributing Mission Revival garage apartment structure located on the parcels retains the majority 
of its character-defining features and holds a high degree of historic integrity of location, setting, 
materials, and design. The structure is in good repair and appears to be structurally and economically 
viable building that adds to the historic fabric of the neighborhood and the Northeast Lucerne Local 
Historic District. The City’s Building Official, Peter Ringle, inspected the structure at the Applicant’s 
request, and found the building to be structurally sound. Photos of this structure can be found in this 
report as Attachment D.  

 

The building retains many of the character-defining details that are common amongst similar higher style 
Mission Revival structures in the districts. These features include a low slope shed roof with a decorative 
front parapet, paired wood 4/1 double-hung windows, decorative barrel tile clad window awnings, 
parapet medallions, and textured stucco façade. 

 

The City of Lake Worth Land Development Regulation Section 23.5-4(k)4 contains the decision-making 
criteria for the demolition of historic structures, and states that “No certificate of appropriateness for 
demolition of a landmark or contributing property shall be issued by the HRPB unless the applicant has 
demonstrated that no other feasible alternative to demolition can be found.” Staff has reviewed the 
decision-making criteria for granting Certificates of Appropriateness for demolition, and have included 
Staff’s responses in Attachment B. The Applicant has submitted a Justification Statement for the 
demolition of the structure, which has been included in this report as Attachment F. 

 

Based on the decision-making criteria, it is the analysis of Staff that the rear garage apartment structure 
should not be demolished, as it retains the majority of its character-defining features and is an excellent 
example of a Mission Revival style structure from the 1920’s. The structure can be rehabilitated and 
utilized in a variety of uses. The Applicant has not demonstrated that there are no feasible alternatives 
to demolition. 
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Relocation: 

Should the Board choose to deny the application for demolition, Section 23.5-4(k)4b requires that the 
Board also consider the request for demolition as a request for relocation.  

 

Section 23.5-4(k)5 Additional guidelines for relocation, requires that the Board at a minimum, consider 
the following additional criteria and guidelines for a relocation request:  

 

A.  What contribution does the building or structure make to its present setting?      

Response: The subject Mission Revival structure is a contributing resource that adds to the 
historic integrity, setting, and development pattern of the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic 
District.  

 

B.  Are there definite plans for the site to be vacated?  
Response: No, the Applicant wishes to demolish the structure so that the current parcel can 
be separated back into two platted lots of record.  
 

C. Can the building or structure can be moved without significant damage to its physical integrity, 
or change in or significant loss of historic characteristics? Prior to installation at its new location 
(especially if the structure has been dismantled to achieve relocation), will the owner 
undertake stabilization measures required by the HRPB as a condition of its approval of the 
certificate of appropriateness for relocation?  

Response: Cannot be determined. The Applicant has not requested relocation or submitted 
plans for relocation. The structure’s size would make the building challenging to relocate, and 
other structures on the parcel would likely also have to be at least temporarily moved in order 
to move the structure off of the parcel.   

 
D.  Is the building or structure compatible with its proposed site and adjacent properties?  

Response: Cannot be determined. The Applicant is not requesting relocation and a potential 
relocation site has not been determined. 

 

E.  Will relocation affect subsurface historic or archeological resources?  
    Response: Not applicable. 

 

F.  Will site of relocation be within the city? 
Response: Cannot be determined. The Applicant is not requesting relocation and a proposed 
a site for relocation has not been determined.  

 

G. Will the relocation cause the district to fall below the threshold needed to qualify as an historic 
district?  
Response: No, the relocation of this structure would not cause the Northeast Lucerne District 
to fall below its required threshold.  
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H. Documentation of the resource to be removed with photographs of each elevation and 
significant architectural elements/features. The applicant and staff will determine the number 
of photographs needed to adequately satisfy this requirement. 
Response: The Applicant has submitted photo documentation of the subject property.  

 

Zoning 

Should the Board approve the demolition of the rear contributing structure, which would be the first step 
in separating the lots, the proposed 3.7’ south side setback for the structure located on Lot 4 would be 
in conflict with the development regulations in the City’s Zoning Code. The property is located in the 
Mixed-Use East (MU-E) Zoning District. Pursuant to LDR Section 23.3-13 (b): “In mixed use (MU) districts, 
projects that are all residential are allowed and can follow the height, setback, FAR and building lot 
coverage of the mixed use district versus the multi-family district. Multiple-family, two-family and single-
family residential uses may be established subject to the provisions of section 23.3-11” (MF-30). Pursuant 
to 23.3-11(c)(3)(b): 

 

Side setback 10% of width, minimum of 3 

ft. up to a minimum of 10 ft. 

for lots over 100 ft. in width  

Existing: Structure on Lot 4 

               North = 2.1’  

               (existing non-conformity) 

               South = 53.7’  

Proposed: Structure on Lot 4                            

               North = 2.1’  

               (existing non-conformity) 

               South = 3.7’ 

 

Variance Request 
According to the City of Lake Worth Beach, Land Development Regulations, Section 23.2-26 Variances, 
the power to grant any such variance shall be limited by and be contingent upon documentation that all 
required findings are made by the appropriate Board. The following addresses each of the required 
findings with respect to the applicant’s requested variance. The Applicant has written a justification 
statement included as Attachment G. 
 
Variance criteria per LDR Section 23.2-26(b): 
 

A. Special circumstances or conditions exist which are peculiar to the land or building for which the 
variance is sought and do not apply generally to nearby lands and buildings, and that this is not 
the result of action of the applicant;  
 
Staff Response:  
Lots 3 and 4 of Block 96 were joined together at a past date, likely in the 1920s. The Applicant 
now wishes to separate the lots back to two platted lots of record. The historic siting of structures 
varies throughout the City, and non-conforming setbacks for historic parcels are not atypical.  

 
B. The strict application of the provision of these LDRs would deprive the applicant of any reasonable 

use of the land or building for which the variance is sought;  
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Staff Response:  
The historic siting of the 1920’s structure on Lot 4 and the 1920’s rear garage apartment prevents 
the separation of the lots, by right, into the two original platted lots of record. It is the analysis of 
Staff that the strict application of these LDR’s would not deprive the applicant of reasonable use 
of the land, as these two parcels have functioned in this configuration for nearly 100 years. 
 

C. That the variance proposed is the minimum variance which makes possible the reasonable use of 
the land or building;  
 
Staff Response:  
The variance requested is the minimum variance required to legally separate the two platted lots 
of record, should the demolition of the contributing rear garage apartment be approved.   
 

D. That the granting of the variance will be in accordance with the spirit and purpose of this chapter, 
and will not be unduly injurious to contiguous property or the surrounding neighborhood nor 
otherwise detrimental to the public welfare. In deciding appeals from decisions of the 
development review official or in granting variances, the decision-making board is authorized and 
required to impose any reasonable conditions and safeguards it deems to be necessary or 
desirable, and violation of such conditions or safeguards when made a part of the terms under 
which a variance is granted, shall be deemed to be a violation of these LDRs.  

 
Staff Response:  
It is Staff’s analysis that granting the variance for the side setback limitations to allow Lots 3 and 
4 to function independently from one another would likely not be unduly injurious to contiguous 
property in the surrounding neighborhood. However, it is also the analysis of Staff that the 
required demolition of the rear contributing structure that would also be necessary to facilitate 
this request could be detrimental to the surrounding neighborhood and detrimental to the public 
welfare of those who live within the Northeast Lucerne Local Historic District.  

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY: 

The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the following Comprehensive Plan goals concerning 
future land use and housing: 

 

Goal 1.4 Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of natural, historic and archaeological resources and 
where appropriate restrict development that would damage or destroy these resources. 

 

Goal 3.1 To achieve a supply of housing that offers a variety of residential unit types and prices for current 
and anticipated homeowners and renters in all household income levels by the creation and/or 
preservation of a full range of quality housing units. 

 

Goal 3.3 Develop and implement strategies that reinforce Lake Worth as a “community of 
neighborhoods”, and promote neighborhood preservation, revitalization and stabilization to enhance the 
quality of life throughout its neighborhoods. 
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Goal 3.4 Provide protection and awareness of historic, archeological and cultural resources in the City of 
Lake Worth. 
Public Comment 
At the time of publication of this report, Staff has not received any public comment regarding this project.  

 
 
CONSEQUENT ACTION:   
Approve the application; approve the application with conditions; continue the hearing to a date certain 
to request additional information; or deny the application. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff recommends that the Board deny the request to demolish the contributing structure located to the 
rear of the parcels, as the demolition of the structure for the solitary reason of separating lots is not in 
accordance with the public policies and objectives enacted in the City of Lake Worth Beach which seek to 
preserve and protect significant architectural resources. 
 
POTENTIAL MOTION:  Demolition of Contributing Resource  
 
I MOVE TO APPROVE HRPB Project Number 19-00100227: Consideration of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA) for the demolition of an existing two-story contributing resource at the rear of the 
property located at 310 North Federal Highway based upon competent substantial evidence, and 
pursuant to the City of Lake Worth Land Development Regulations, Section 23.5-4. 
 
I MOVE TO DENY HRPB Project Number 19-00100227: Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness 
(COA) for the demolition of an existing two-story contributing resource at the rear of the property located 
at 310 North Federal Highway, because the Applicant has not established by competent substantial 
evidence that the application is in compliance with the City of Lake Worth Land Development Regulations 
Section 23.5-4, the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Properties, and 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
POTENTIAL MOTION:  Variance from Side Setback Limitations 
 
I MOVE TO APPROVE HRPB 19-0150008: Consideration of a Variance from Section 23.3-11(c)(3)(b) of the 
City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations, to allow a 3.7’ side setback, compared to the 
required 5’-0” side setback, between the existing structure on Lot 4 and the south side property line for 
the property located at 310 North Federal Highway, based upon the competent substantial evidence and 
the City of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations Section 23.2-26. 
 
I MOVE TO DENY HRPB 19-0150008: Consideration of a Variance from Section 23.3-11(c)(3)(b) of the City 
of Lake Worth Beach Land Development Regulations, to allow a 3.7’ side setback, compared to the 
required 5’-0” side setback, between the existing structure on Lot 4 and the south side property line for 
the property located at 310 North Federal Highway, because the Applicant has not established by 
competent substantial evidence that the application is in compliance with the City of Lake Worth Beach 
Land Development Regulations Section 23.2-26. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 

A. Location Map 
B. Decision Criteria - Demolition 
C. Property File Documentation 
D. Current Photos  
E. Property Survey 
F. Applicant Justification Statement - Demolition 
G. Applicant Justification Statement – Variance  
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